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Previous studies of traditional DWI sanctions (fines, jail, license
suspenswn/revocatlon) have shown that a license action appears to offer the
most promise in reducing recidivism (repeat DWI offenses). However, little is
known about whether these sanctions, properly implemented, can serve as a
general deterrent to DWI (reducing DWI among the general driving public).

In order for a general deterrent to be effective, the public must believe the
penalty will be imposed on them if they are caught. In several states, the
statutes specify that a license action is "mandatory," but a review of actual
practices revealed that few states suspended or revoked the license of all or
nearly all drivers following a first conviction.

One exception to this practice is the State of Wisconsin. In 1981, 45% of
convicted Wisconsin drinking drivers lost their licenses. In 1982, mandatory
loss of license legislation was implemented and from [Llay 19¢€2 to December 1985,
100% of convicted DWIs (reported to the Wisconsin Bureau of Driver Licensing)
lost their licenses for at least 90 days. v

The purpose of the prescnt study was to examine the general and specific
deterrent effects of mandatory license suspension within the context of
Wisconsin's 1982 law. General deterrence refers to stopping drinking and
driving among the general population and was measured using crash data.
Specific deterrence refers to stopping repeat drinking and driving among those
convicted and was measured using DWI recidivism rates.

General Deterrence

An examination of the trend in motor vehicle crashes under the old (pre-1982)
and new Wisconsin DWI laws was conducted using a surrogate measure of alcohol
related crashes (single vehicle night-time weekend accidents involving male
drivers which resulted in an injury or fatality). It is known from previous
research that these crashes are heavily alcohol involved.
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A time series analysis of statewide accident data for the years 1977 through
1985 (108 months) showed a significant reduction in "alcohol" crashes beginning
in 1982 and continuing through 1985, The average number of crashes
decreased by approximately 25% following adoption of the new law (see Figure

1). :
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Figure 1.

~In Milwaukee an intensive media campaign was launched in 1985 by the
Milwaukee Safety Commission, community service groups, and the local media
designed to publicize the fact that the law requires a mandatory license
suspension for first offenders. Substantial TV, radio and print coverage was
- provided to the campaign. At the same time, the Milwaukee Safety Commission
sponsored a driver survey monthly during the evaluation phase of the project.

The survey results showed that awareness of the law went from about 50% prior

to the PI campaign to over 80% six months later. The number of respondents
believing that everybody actually loses their license tripled during the
campaign. In addition, the Milwaukee drivers perceived that a higher
percentage of drunk drivers were being arrested and convicted (no actual
increases occurred in Milwaukee in either arrest or conviction rates). In Green
Bay, a Wisconsin city where no PI campaign was implemented, a similar survey
indicated that no change occurred in the perceptions of the drivers surveyed.

Specific Deterrence (Recidivism)

A comparison was made between recidivism rates for drivers convicted of DWI
before a license suspension was required for a first offense (drivers convicted
between May 1980 and April 1981) and drivers convicted of DWI after the new
law went into effect (drivers convicted between May 1982 and April 1983).
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The results showed a substantial drop in recidivism rates for the first 12
months following conviction for the drivers convicted of DWI in the pcriod
following adoption of the mandatory license suspcnsion. This reduction for the
19,126 first offense drivers convicted under the new law was greatest in the
first three to six months following conviction when compared with the 13,719
first offense drivers convicted under the old law (see Figure 2).

Days to Repeat Drinking Driving Arrest

J.OT
~ Oid Low
2.8¢ - New Laow

Percent Recidivism

1-90 91-180 181—-270 271-2365
Days to Reaorrest

Figure 2.

Similar reductions were seen for injury crashes, all crashes and non-alcohol
moving violations. :

Conclusion

Short-term license suspension is a traditional sanction for a DWI conviction. In
many states, this sanction is available but is not applied consistently to all
convicted drivers. In Wisconsin, beginning in May 1982, license suspension was
made a mandatory DWI sanction. The mandatory application of this sanction
produced a statewide reduction in alcohol related crashes and reduced repeat
offenses of driving while impaired among those that were convicted. Also, the
Wisconsin data indicated that the impact of this sanction on the general driving
public's attitudes and behavior regarding drinking and driving may be
substantially enhanced by a well organized publicity campaign.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This is the final report under Contract Number DTNH22-83-C-07014
between the U.S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), and Dunlap and Associates, Inc. The project
reported herein was entitled "Deterrence Value of Traditional DWI Sanctions."

The problem of the drinking driver has been a major highway safety
concern for some time. Numerous efforts have been mounted by federal, state
and local governments as well as private organizations to reduce the role alcohol
plays in highway deaths and injuries. One obvious way to accomplish this
reduction is by deterring driving after the consumption of a quantity of alcohol
which would raise a person's blood alcohol concentration (BAC) to a point at
which accident risk is greatly increased. This point has been legally defined
by most states as a presumptive limit, i.e., a BAC at which a driver is
presumed to be intoxicated as a matter of evidence, and/or a "per se" level,
i.e., a BAC at which it is, per se, illegal to operate a motor vehicle.

When considering deterrence in the context of drinking and driving, two
separate notions arise. The first is typically called "general deterrence" and
refers to the prevention of a driving while intoxicated offense (DWI or

- OWI--operating while intoxicated as it is referred to in some states) among the

driving population. In essence, general deterrence focuses on stopping the
initial DWI event. The second type of deterrence considered is "specific
deterrence." This refers to the prevention of a subsequent DWI event, i.e.,
recidivism, among those drivers already arrested and convicted for the offense.
This two part view of drinking and driving deterrence is a useful structure as
it distinguishes the types of impact one could expect from specific
countermeasure activities as well as the techniques required to assess such
impact.

One class of countermeasures which is universally applied to the
deterrence of drinking and driving is the law. In most state and local laws,
there are vehicle and traffic sections as well as criminal statutes which address
driving while intoxicated or under the influence of alcohol. Operationally,
these laws provide a definition of the offense and specify sanctions for drivers
convicted of a violation. It is anticipated that the contemplation of the
applicable sanctions will deter people from committing the offense and that those
exposed to the sanctions will thereby be deterred from repeating the offense.
However, the issue of the relationship between the type and severity of the
sanction imposed for DWI and the resulting effect on general and specific
deterrence is largely unresolved.

_ In order to examine some of the relationships of sanctions to deterrence,
NHTSA embarked on a program of research. This program divided the realm of
sanctions into "traditional" sanctions, such as fines and license actions, and
"innovative" sanctions, such as mandatory community service. This division
separated the examination of new levels and methods of application of existing
or "traditional" sanctions from research on new approaches which are being
adopted in some locales.



The study reported herein was delimited to focus on traditional sanctions.
Mandatory, short-term license suspension (nominally 90 days) for a first DWI
offense was the particular traditional sanction selected for study. Although the
suspension of a convictzd DWI's license has been a generally available
judicial or administrative sanction for some time, the notion of mandating it and
thereby eliminating its discretionary employment in the sanctioning process is
relatively new. [t has been postulated that the sure, unavoidable loss of a
drivers license would provide a greater deterrent effect than a possible
suspension which might be avoided through plea bargaining or opting for an
alternative such as ent:y into an alcohol education program. Short-term.
suspensions as opposed to longer-term license suspensions or revocations (i.e.,
6 months to 1 year duration) were selected for study because they appear to be
amenable to legislative adoption, likely to be viewed as "appropriate" by the
general public and less iikely to be ignored by those to whom the sanction was
applied. That is, they are postulated to be sufficiently strong to yield a
meaningful deterrent effect while not being viewed as so harsh as to discourage
legislative enactment or causing disruption by significantly increasing contested
case loads.

N

(L))

In order for a short-term, mandatory suspension law, or any law for that
matter, to operate as a deterrent, its existence and consequences must be
known by the target population. In the context of this study, then, the large
majority of alcohol-using drivers would have to be aware of the fact that a first
conviction for DWI would lead without fail to a loss of the driving privilege for
a minimum of 90 days. To the extent that this fact is not known by the
driving population, the law cannot be fully operative as a deterrent. One
problem, therefore, which faced the current effort was to identify an
environment in which a mandatory short-term suspension law for a first
conviction DWI ("the law') was sufficiently operative to support an examination
of its deterrent effect.

The ideal climate in which to examine the benefits of a mandatory
short-term license suspension ("the sanction") would be a jurisdiction in which
the law would be debated and passed after a set of baseline data had been
collected. These data would include measures of pre-existing general
deterrence, knowledge of sanctioning practices, an analysis of recidivism to
assess specific deterrence and data on alcohol-related accidents. After the
adoption of the mandatory license sanction, these measures would be repeated to
determine if meaningful changes occurred. One or more comparison areas which
were quite similar to the study site in all relevant aspects except the adoption
of the sanction would be available and used as compamsons. This would yield a .
pre/post experimental design with comparisons. ’ ’

Unfortunately, real-world situations rarely arise which fit this ideal mold.
Such was the case when this study began. Several states were found which
had recently adopted the sanction but none could be located in which a
transition to a mandatory, short- term suspension sanction was likely to occur
during the study period.

)

In light of these realities, a surrogate design was sought which could
address all of the salient issues in a valid if not ideal manner. Such a design
was devised and is described in detail in Section II. This design involved the
use of a state, Wisconsin, in which the sanction had been passed but in which
available data indicated that the prevailing operability of its deterrent effect

-2-
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was low. That is, relatively few people were awarc that a license suspension
for a minimum of 90 days was assured for a first DWI (OWI in Wisconsin)
conviction. It was reasoned that raising the operability level of the law .
through public information and education (PI&E) efforts would be a reasonable
surrogate for a pre/post situation in which the newly adopted law reached a
level of operability consistent with that achieved by the PI&E efforts.

The adopted study approach necessitated the division of the research into
several sub-studies. Since the Wisconsin law was already in effect, no true
"before" or baseline data could be collected. However, existing state accident
and driver records files did cover the period prior to the May 1, 1982
enactment of the sanction. Analyses of the law's impact on general deterrence
were possible by mounting a PI&E campaign to increase the operability of the
sanction to a level at which the law could truly be considered to be in effect.
Specific deterrence could be examined from the state driver record files, but
only for the limited time span over which records were retained in that file.
Potential accident effects could be studied over a longer period of time because
the data were available from previous studies, but no quantitative measures of
alcohol involvement were contained in the accident files.

The differences in approach and scope among a PI&E campaign aimed at

‘increasing awareness of an existing law, a recidivism (specific deterrence)

analysis based on a driver records file and a multi-year accident analysis
suggested the need to partition the current effort into sub-studies. In
addition, there was interest in assessing the impact of the new law on the
process of adjudicating OWI offenses in Wisconsin. Hence, four separate efforts
were undertaken and are documented in the balance of this report. Section III
covers the process evaluation. Section IV addresses the general deterrence
analysis while Section V contains related analyses of Milwaukee and statewide
traffic accident data. Analyses regarding specific deterrence are then
presented in Section VI. Before turning to these various sub-studies, a
detailed discussion of the criteria used to select Wisconsin as the study site and
the overall experimental design philosophy and methods for all of the project's
activities are reported in Section II. A discussion integrating the varjous
findings concludes the report. » S



II. SITE SELECTIONFand METHODS

A. Introduction

The oijective of this study was to investigate the general and specific
deterrence value of traditional DWI sanctions in reducing drinking and driving.
As just noted, this project focused on short-term license suspension.

Most states allow for license suspensions or revocations of one month to
one year for a first conviction of drinking driving. Longer suspensions are
common for second and third convictions. This suspension/revocation is listed
as "mandatory" in several states, but a review of actual practice as well as site
visits revealed that few states suspended or revoked the licenses of all or
nearly all drivers following a first conviction. The objectives of this. project
suggested that license suspension/revocation should be studied in a pure form
as opposed to situations in which some drivers are suspended and others are
not. Therefore, the first requirement for site selection was to locate an area
where all convicted drinking drivers lose their license for a first offense.

The second site selection requirement was to identify an area in which
some form of pre versus post comparisons were possible. Ideally, for the study
of general deterrence, this would have involved a state that was changing from
no or only limited suspensions to a policy of suspending all convicted drinking
drivers such that pre vs. post comparisons would be possible. Such a state
was not found. Therefore, this situation was approximated by selecting an area
where all drivers were suspended or revoked but in - which the general
population was largely unaware of this fact. In such an area, a public informa-
tion program which reached all or most of the population could inform people of
this fact and approximate a pre versus post situation. In other words, the
population was unaware of the mandatory nature of the law and later became
aware.

Following site visits to several States and extensive negotiations, the state
selected was Wisconsin and the selected general deterrence test site was
Milwaukee. In conjunction with state and local groups and individuals, initial
knowledge and awareness measures were collected in Milwaukee and in Green
Bay, Wisconsin; which was selected as the comparison community. A public
information program aimed at achieving general deterrence was launched in
Milwaukee and the effects of this program were monitored through monthly
surveys. Specific deterrence was evaluated statewide by comparing drivers
convicted prior to May 1, 1982, when mandatory suspension was introduced, to
drivers convicted of first offense drinking and driving after that date. The
following discusses the Wisconsin law, the characteristics of Milwaukee as a
general deterrence test site, the general deterrence test and the specific
deterrence test.

B. Wisconsin Law

In 1981, Wisconsin enacted new and greatly strengthened drinking driver
legislation referred to as "Chapter 20" of the state budget bill and codified in
Sections 346.63 and 343.30 of the Wisconsin Motor Vehicle Law. The major
elements of this new legislation became effective on May 1, 1982. The
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legislation included ar. illegal per se (.10%) provision, possible impounding of
the vehicle of someone driving while under suspension, a $150 surcharge on the
fine, mandatory minimum three month license suspension and a provision
discouraging plea bargaining to a lesser charge. The law also strengthened an
existing "Assessment" program under which a convicted drinking driver must
undergo screening for alcohol problems and accept a treatment assignment based
on the assessment results. Typically, this involved attending an
alcohol-education school.

For this study, the key provision of the new legislation was the mandatory
suspension of ihe license. Also, mandatory suspension was the most significant
change in the new law as compared with existing statutes. An analysis of court
activity conducted by the State showed that in 1981, the last full year under
the old law, 45 percent of convicted drinking drivers had their licenses
suspended or revokeéd. In 1983, the first full year under the new law, 100
percent of convicted drinking drivers had their license suspend or revoked.
Also, the May 1, 1982 effective date was a convenient one for a pre versus post
analysis of specific deterrence. As discussed later in this report, driver
record data for the periods before and after the new law could be obtained and
analyzed for repeat alcohol violations and accidents among people convicted
before and after May 1, 1982,

The present project was concerned with assessing both the general and
specific deterrent effects of short term license suspension as a mandatory
sanction for first offense drinking and driving. General deterrence was studied
in Milwaukee, the impact of adoption of the new law was examined statewide as
was the question of the specific deterrent effects of the law. The paragraphs
below discuss the characteristics of Milwaukee and the methods employed for the
general deterrence test. Specific deterrence is discussed in the next section.

C. General Deterrence

1. Milwaukee Overview

Approximately one-third of Wisconsin's four million people live in the
greater Milwaukee area. Milwaukee has an active chapter of Mothers Against
Drunk Driving (MADD) and a Safety Commission with a full-time staff. No
other city in the State is as large nor does any other city have Milwaukee's full
range of media outlets. Therefore, Milwaukee was the obvious first choice as a
Wisconsin test site for general deterrence.

The various activities of this project impacted differentially on
Milwaukee City, County and full Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA).
That is, all PI&E activities involved the City, nearly all involved County
communities beyond the City and only some activities involved communities in
the fringe areas of the SMSA. Therefore, for practical purposes, the test site
for this project should be considered as Milwaukee County with possible impact
in the outlying areas of the SMSA.

The primary target group was the driving age public in Milwaukee
County. The minimum licensing age in Wisconsin is 16 years, therefore, as per
the 1980 U.S. Census, the primary target group consisted of 743,791 people 16
years of age and older who resided in Milwaukee County. These people are 85
percent White, 13 percent Black, and 2 percent Hispanic. They come from

-5-



households with a median income of $18,122 (1979) and 87 percent consider

English as their primary language. The city has many ethnic neighborhcods of
German and Eastern European extraction. It is a major port on Lake Michigan,
is a center for banking and commerce and has several large industrial facilities.

The selected comparison city for Milwaukee was Green Bay. Green
Bay is substantially smaller than Milwaukee (population 175,280 in Brown
County) but has many of Milwaukee's characteristics and is sufficiently distant
from Milwaukee to avoid contact with Milwaukee media. Green Bay is also a
major port on Lake Michigan, is basically an industrial city and, most
importantly, is subject to the same Wisconsin Vehicle and Traffic Law as
Milwaukee. :

2, Milwaukee Awareness of Law

The selection of Milwaukee as the test site rested on the noted
existence of the recent Wisconsin legal changes, the willingness of individuals,
groups and government egencies to cooperate and on the city's characteristics
key among which was low awareness among the population of OWI sanctioning
practices. That is, to be appropriate, the general deterrence test in Milwaukee
required that drivers be generally unaware of mandatory license suspension at
the outset of the project. '

In September of 1984, a locally sponsored telephone survey was
conducted among 100 licensed drivers from the greater Milwaukee area. This
survey, conducted through the Milwaukee Safety Commission, had the limited
objective of assessing driver awareness of the mandatory provisions of the law.
That is, the survey ascertained how many licensed drivers in the general
population were aware that a first offense drunk driving conviction entailed
certain loss of license for at least three months. The survey was conducted
between September 11 and September 14 from 5:30 to 9:00 in the evening. The
sample was drawn using randomly selected residence telephone numbers from the
Milwaukee Metro Area Telephone Directory.

The results indicated that only ten percent of the respondents were
aware of the mandatory aspect of license suspension following a first conviction
for drinking driving. An additional one percent were aware after the
interviewer provided a "prompt" for license suspension and an additional two
percent were aware of th: certainty of suspension but felt that it was for a
period of less than thre¢ months. Of the remaining respondents, many
mentioned license suspension as a penalty for drinking driving but none felt
that a large majority of convicted drivers lost their license. As 100 percent of
convicted drinking drivers have lost their liccnses since May 1982, these results
suggested that a pre versus post evalua‘ion was feasible in which the
intervening treatment was a public informat.on program informing drivers that a
drinking driving conviction guarantees c::rtain loss of license. These
small-sample telephone results ultimately were found to be very similar to the
larger sample baseline survey results collected at the driver licensing stations
after Milwaukee was formally seclected as the general deterrence test site (see
Section 1V).

3. Program Organization

The primary local agency in the Milwaukee program was the Milwaukee
Safety Commission. The Commission is composed of government and private

-6-
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sector leaders who have an interest in safety. Private and public schools, city
transit, industry etc., are represented. The Commission has a full-time
Managing Director, s senior staff of safety professionals and a support staff.
These individuals implement safety programs for the schools, for 1ndustry and
for private groups.

The Safety Commission was approached in early September, 1984 and
asked if they would be interested in not only having the general deterrence
test in Milwaukee, but in serving as the coordinating agency and assisting in
the distribution of materials. They expressed interest in the project and
sponsored the pilot telephone survey mentioned above. Contact was also made
with the Milwaukee Chapter of MADD. They strongly supported the project anc
offered their help both in the distribution of materials and in promoting the
project within their own activities.

The Safety Commission provided the project team with introductions to
various other officials in Milwaukee including those officials who were members
of the Commission. In this way, liaison for the project was established with the
school system, the police, the Municipal Court, the Office of the Mayor, local
media and others. For the remainder of the general deterrence test, all press
and media releases prepared by the project were distributed under the auspices
of the Commission. While it was clear that funding for this effort was coming
from NHTSA, every attempt was made to utilize local resources and bulld the
media effort as a local program.

Contacts were also initiated with the Office of Highway Safety for the
State of Wisconsin. The Alcohol Coordinator in this Office arranged meetings
for the project team with the Office of Communications - (to coordinate the
Milwaukee program with statewide efforts), the Director of Field Operations (to
implement the Milwaukee Safety Commission survey at Driver Licensing Stations)
and the Driver Licensing Bureau (to arrange for the driver records which
would be needed for the specific deterrence evaluation). Provisions were also
made to secure accident data for use in evaluating both the Milwaukee anc
statewide portions of this project.

4. Media Plan

The primary general deterrence "treatment" in this study was a
city~-wide public information program to increase awareness of the fact that loss
of license is guaranteed following a drinking driving conviction in Wisconsin.
The project-developed campaign was launched through the Milwaukee Safety
Commission and was supported by the local MADD Chapter. Elements of the
campaign were coordinated through the State's Office of Highway Safety.

The campaign began in late 1984 and ran until June of 1985.
Obviously, as with any public service campaign that is scheduled to run for six
months, campaign materials and activities had to be phased in and scheduled
such that the campaign remained active and new materials were continually
available to maintain interest. This was accomplished by conducting the
campaign in four phases.

Phase 1 of the campaign was conducted utilizing donated production

and air time of WIMJ-TV and WTMJ-AM and FM radio. WTMJ was planning to
conduct an alcohol public service campaign for the Christmas season of 1984.
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They had discussed their plans with the Safety Commission. Thus, when the
present project began, the first media contacts were with this station and they
agreed to offer a substantial amount of help. WTMJ donated studio and
finishing time to produce six 30 second television, six 10 second television and
six radio spots.

Each of the six WTMJ 30 second television spots begins with a
voice-over announcer and graphic information concerning the certainty of loss
of license. Then, one of six local personalities or officials reiterate the basic
message:

"The day you are convicted of drunk driving is the day you will lose
your license. In Milwaukee, it's guaranteed!"

The six people delivering the message were: The Milwaukee Chief of Police; .
the Managing Director of the Safety Commission; a Judge from the Municipal
Court; the local President of MADD; a student from the University of Wisconsin
at Milwaukee; and Bob Lanier, a former star with the Milwaukee Bucks
basketball team. These same individuals also recorded the companion radio

. Spots.

The Phase 1 materials aired on the WTMJ stations from Thanksgiving
to Christmas in 1984. WTMJ continued to air the spots, though at a reduced
level, for the remaining five months of the campaign. All spots were "tagged"
as public service messages from WTMJ and the Milwaukee Safety Commission.

Phase 2 of the campaign marked the formal county-wide kickoff. One
new 30 second television spot, and three new radio spots were produced for
distribution to all stations. The theme of these materials was that "Nobody",
not the judge, not your lawyer, and not the prosecutor can keep you from
losing your license if you are convicted of drinking and driving - "In Milwaukee
it's Guaranteed." Also, five live copy radio spots were prepared for use by
on-air radio announcers and a slide package was prepared for Safety
Commission presentations to industry and civic groups.

The starting date for the main campaign was January 15, 1985. The
campaign began with a press conference at the Municipal Court in the same
court room where convicted drivers routinely lose their licenses. The purpose
of this press conference was to demonstrate total community support for the
program and to obtain news coverage for the campaign theme. The following
groups, organizations and agencies were represented:

Milwaukee Safety Commission

Municipal Court

Milwaukee Police

Milwaukee County Sheriff

City Attorney

Wisconsin State Highway Patrol
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
Wisconsin Office of Highway Safety
Milwaukee Mother's Against Drunk Driving
Milwaukee Council on Alcoholism
Outdoor Advertising Association

[C 1]
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All three Milwaukee network television affiliates covered the press conference
and approximately five radio stations were represented. The Milwaukee Journal
wrote a story based on the news release. This newspaper coverage is shown in
Figure 1. The new television and radio spots were distributed to all Milwaukee
stations immediately following the press conferencc. In Milwaukee, there are
three network television statlons two major television independents and 16 radio
stations.

Phase 3 of the campaign also began immediately after Phase 1 and
consisted of the distribution of print materials. The first print item was a
large poster which read:

"The day you are convicted of drunk driving is the day you will lose
your license ...... GUARANTEED

This was distributed to the 500 largest employers in the City, schools and City
office buildings. Distribution was accomplished by the Safety Commission and
MADD.

The second print item was an outdoor billboard which depicted the
fact that a drunk driving conviction equals a suspended license ...
GUARANTEED. Foster and Kleiser, Inc., through the Outdoor Advertising
Association, donated 100 billboards in Milwaukee County for the four month
period February to RMay, 1985. The commercial value of this advertising space
was approximately $136,000. The first billboard was unveiled by the Mayor of
Milwaukee on February 8.

Phase 4 of the campaign consisted of re-editing the original WTMJ
spots from Phase 1 and distributing these to the other television stations in the
city. Orlg"ma.lly, these spots contained a tag line which said that they were a
public service of WTMJ and the Safety Commission. With the permlssmn of
WTLJ, the tag line was changed to say only that they were a public service of
the Safety Commission. The spots were distributed to the other stations in
early April, 1985. It was felt that the original distribution to these stations in
January would have run its course by this t1me and that this second
distribution would help continue the campaign.

The progress of the campaign was continually monitored both through
reports from the Safety Commission and local groups and through the Safety
Commission survey which was being conducted at the Driver Licensing Stations.
Anecdotal evidence clearly indicated that the television and radio materials were
being aired frequently, and, at least for the months of March, April and May,
it was virtually impossible to drive for any distance in the County without
passing one of the billboards. :

5. Evaluation -

Three very different activities were undertaken to evaluate the-
effects of the Milwaukee test of general deterrence. First, a driver survey was

"conducted by the state as part of the photo-licensing process -at Driver

Licensing Stations in Milwaukee and in Green Bay. The objectives of this
survey, conducted for one week per month during each month from November,
1984 to June, 1985, were to: measure exposure to the campaign materials;
measure knowledge of guaranteed loss of license for a first drinking driving

-9-
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Got the message
about drinking
and then driving?

Milwaukee area residents will be
hearing a lot about the penalties for
drunken driving over the next six
months as part of a national highway
safety program.

Henry Wantoch, managing direc-
tor of the Milwaukee Safety Com-
mission, said Milwaukee was chosen
as the test site for the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration
program because of strong communi-
ty support for reducing alcohol-re-
lated traffic accidents.

The program will consist of a se-
ries of television, radio and newspa-
per advertisements containing the
message, “The day you are convicted
of drunk driving is the day you will
lose your license. ... In Milwaukee,
it's guaranteed.”

State law requires that anyone
convicted of drunken driving bhave
his or her license suspended for three

Figure 1.
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to six months. A second conviction
could result in the revocation of a li-
cense and jail.

Wantoch noted that since the law
was passed in 1982 more than 50,000
Wisconsin drivers were convicted of
drunken driving and all lost their li-
censes for at least 90 days.

He said a telephone survey con-
ducted last fall indicated that most
Milwaukee drivers did not know that
it was certain they would have their
driver's licenses suspended if they
were convicted of drunken driving.

Wantoch said the program was

based on the belief that if all Milwau-
kee drivers understood how tough
the drunken-driving penalties were,
fewer would decide to drive after
drinking.

The safety commission and the
Mitwaukee Chapter of Mothers
Against Drunk Driving will be coor-
dinating the program.

Part 2

THE
MILWAUKEE
JOURNAL

Tuesday, January 15, 1985

Newspaper Coverage of Press Conferencc.
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conviction; and to measure any changes in attitudes and behavior concerning
drinking and driving as the campaign developed. Second, a process evaluation
was conducted examining arrest and adjudication for drinking and driving
offenses both before and during the campaign. Third, accident data supplied
by the state were examined for any effects of the campaign on alcohol related
crashes. The specific methods employed in conducting each of these evaluation
activities are discussed in those sections of this report which deal with the
evaluation results. :

6. Accident Data

Through the cooperation of the Wisconsin Department of
Transportation, statewide accident data tapes covering the period 1974-85 were
obtained. General deterrent effects of the OWI law were examined by
performing interrupted time-series analyses on surrogate measures of alcohol
related crashes during the months prior to May 1, 1982 - and the months since
that date for which data were available. As just noted, accident data analyses
were also conducted for Mllwaukee covering the periods before and after the
May 1, 1982, change in the law and before and after the 1985 media program.
A complete description of the methods and results for these analyses is
presented «in Section : V.

D. Specific Deterrence

SR Wh1e general deterrence refers to stoppmg drmkmg and driving in the
general population, . spe01f1c deterrrence refers to stopping the repest
occurrence of drmklng and, driving among those who have been convicted of the
offense. Specific deterrence was examined statewide in Wisconsin for the period
prlor to the May, n1982 new_ law as: compared to the period. after the law.

The State of Wlsconsm Department of Transportatlon mamtams a
comprehenswe, computerwbased ‘driver record system. containing the details of
violation convictions, accidents, license actions .and related matters for
individual motorists during the most recent five year perlod For the specific
deterrence analysis, arrangements were made to obtain data from the driver

record system for all motorists in the State covering the period 1979 to 1984,

1. Analysis Issues

As the Wisconsin OWI statute which mandates short-term license
suspension became effective on May 1, 1982 and because experimental
manipulation ‘of current sanctioning practices was not possible, the topic of
specific deterrence was approached employing a pre-post analysis. That is, the
following questions were addressed:

o Was the OWI reconviction rate of persons charged under the
present law different from the reconviction rate of persons
charged under the prior law?

o Was the post-conviction injury accident experience of these two
‘groups different?

o What was the "during suspension" injury accident and violation
experience of persons convicted under the present law. How did
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these rates compare with the accident and violation experience
during the first 90 days following conviction under the old law?

2. Analysis Approach

Four driver groups were created from the driver record system data
noted above. These were: '

o Drivers charged under the new OWI law and convicted between
May 1, 1982 and April 30, 1983.° -

o} Drivers charged under the old OWI law and convicted between
May 1, 1980 and April 30, 1981.

0 A random sample from the total driver file to determine statewide
accident, OWI and other violations experience during the May 1,
1980 to April 30, 1981 period.

o A second random sample to generate comparablée data for the May
1, 1982 to April 30, 1983 period.

Analync measures (e.g., subsequent injury accidents) were developed
for the two OWI groups using a 12-month exposure period. That is, the
accident experience of a motorist convicted on, say, September 27, 1982 was
tallied through the 12-month period ending September 26, 1984.

The primary threat to the validity of a pre-post comparison of this
type is that there were time dependent changes in OWI enforcement snd/or in
accident levels. The two noted random samples were used to assess these
possible effects. A complete description of methods and results for this
analysis is presented in Section VI.

-12-
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III. OWI ARREST AND ADJUDICATION PROCESS EVALUATION

The field work conducted in this study focused on Milwaukee and the
effects of a media campaign designed to inform all Milwaukee drivers that a first
conviction for OWI (Operating While Intoxicated) would lead to guaranteed loss
of license under a new, and tougher, OWI law in Wisconsin. This law was
passed by the Wisconsin Legislature during the summer of 1981 and became law
on May 1, 1982, Several of the analyses shown elsewhere in this report cover
the statewide effects of this law on OWI recidivism and on alcohol related
accidents while the remaining analyses cover the effects of the media campaign
in Milwaukee.

The present section of this report discusses the implementation of the new
law statewide beginning in May of 1982. Results are shown with respect to
arrests, convictions, license suspensions and the granting of Occupational
Licenses (i.e. restricted licenses). Then, this section describes arrest and
adjudication of OWI offenses in Milwaukee during the period of time when the
media program in that city was being conducted. Both of these discussions can
be thought of as process evaluations. Statewide, the issue is how the law was
implemented and what was the practical effect of the law as compared with the
legislative intention. For the City, the issue is whether or not the media
program had any impact on the arrest and adjudication process even though the
program was not specifically designed to influence this process other than
through a possible reduction in overall drinking and driving.

A. Statewide

The new OWI law represented a general overhaul of the adjudication and
processing of OWI cases. Virtually all aspects of Wisconsin's handling of
drinking drivers were affected by the 15 pages of legal text in "Chapter 20" of
Assembly Bill 66. Major changes included: a $150 surcharge was added to the
fine; "assessment" (i.e. mental health evaluation of drinking problem) was
strenghened and made mandatory; penalties. for driving under license
suspension or revocation were increased; the implied consent provisions were
strengthened; and plea bargaining to a lesser charge was severely curtailed.
However, for the purposes of the present study, the most important provision
in Chapter 20 covered mandatory license suspension for a first OWI conviction.
License suspension was discretionary prior to May 1, 1982, A suspension of
3-6 months was mandatory after this date. To implement mandatory suspensicn,
the State's Bureau of Driver Licensing was required to carry out suspension if
this was not done by the adjudicating court.

This new law was supported by a state-conducted public information
campaign during 1982. The theme of the campaign was "Wisconsin's new drunk
driving law: Loaded with sobering consequences." The campaign focused on
"assessment” and treatment as well as the increased penalties for first and
second offenders. Anecdotal evidence and press reports suggest that this
campaign was well received and that there was general awareness that there was
a new law. Specific knowledge of the sanctions specified by the law was, as
reported earlier, probably much lower.
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In 1984, the Bureau of Driver Licensing prepared statistical reports
documenting the impact of the new law on OWI arrest and adjudication. Data
from this report bear directly on the analyses ccnducted in the current study
and therefore the major findings from this report will be summarized here.

Table 1 shows the number of OWI arrests in Wisconsin per year for the
period 1978 through 1983. Also shown are the number of licensed drivers and
arrests as a percentage of the license population. The last full year before the
new law was 1981 with 37,125 arrests. The first full year after the law was
1983 with only 31,188 arrests. Thus, the number of arrests decreased following
the adoption of the new law. However, as also shown in Table 1, the number
of OWI convictions varied less than the number of arrests from before to after
the law. This likely occurred because the law severely curtailed bargaining,
dropping or amending the OWI charge and as such the conviction rate on the
OWI charges increased substantially. Table 2 shows the statewide dispositions
for OWI charges during the first four months of 1982 as compared with a
post-law period from May, 1982 through July, 1984. The results show a 78%
conviction rate before the law as compared with an 87% rate after the law. A
higher conviction rate was clearly accomplished as intended by the Chapter 20
provisions.

Regarding the mandatory license suspension provision of the new law,
Table 3 shows the number of suspensions and revocations per year as a
function of the total number of drivers convicted during the period 1978 to
1983. As shown in the Table, 45% of the OWI convicted drivers lost their
licenses during 1981, which was the last full year prior to the new law while in
1983, 100% of the convicted drivers had their licenses suspended or revoked.
Clearly, the new law accomplished its intended objective of mandatory loss of
license.

One possible result of mandatory license suspension would be an increase
in the number of drivers who seek Occupational Licenses. An Occupational
License, often referred to as a "restricted" license in other states, allows a
driver limited driving privileges such as travel between his or her home and
work, church, school or a medical facility. In Wisconsin, these licenses are
highly restricted because they specify not only the destination but the route
and time of travel. Theoretically, they may be obtained at the time of
conviction but typically require several days or weeks to complete the necessary
paperwork and approvals. Relatively few of these licenses were issued prior to
May, 1982. Many more were issued after the implementation of the new law.
Figure 2 compares the number of OWI convictions per year with the number of
Occupational Licenses issued for the period 1978 through 1983. The
Occupational Licenses shown in Figure 2 could have been issued as a result of a
license suspension or revocation following an OWI conviction or a suspension or
revocation for some other reason. In any event, the number of these licenses
issued rose from 10% or less of the OWI convictions prior to 1982 to 32% of the
OWI convictions in 1983, :

It should also be noted that the number of implied consent refusals in
Wisconsin remained relatively constant as a percentage of arrests for the years
1981, 1982 and 1983. These refusals numbered 15% among those arrested in
each of the three years. There was no particular expectation as to what these
figures would show since the consequences of a refusal were made tougher by
the law as were the consequences of a conviction.

-14-
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Total Licensed Drivers

COMPARI

OWI

ARRESTS,

Table 1.

F LICENSED

N D oW

OW]l Arrests

L 'S

DRIVERS,

CONVICTIONS

Percent nf Licersed

1978

1879

1980

1981

1982

1983

Data provided by:

2,927,546
2,964,404
3,014,715
3,059,428
3,070,956

3,123,649

Division of Motor Vehicles
Bureau of Driver Licensing

Wisconsin Department of Transportation

31,553

36,420

37,480

37,125

30,966

31,188

oWl
Convictions

Drivers Arrested

1.07%
1.22%
1.24%
1.21%
1.00%

0.99%

24,236

26,483

30,914

32,506

29,301

29,382



Table 2.

Disposition of OWI Cases

ALL VIOLATIONS

OWI Citations Received and Processed Jan. '82 thru July '84

Pre-May 1, 1982 violations | May i. 1982 & later violations
Guilty 15137 77.95% 58723 87.46%
Not Guilty 160 BNy 419 622
Amended 2343 12.07% 2897 4.,31%
Dismissed | 1605 8.27% | 3597 5.36%
é Withdrawn 128 .667 : _ 1073 1.607%
' Case Denied 45 232 - 436 .65
19418 . I 67145

Data provided by:

Division of Motor Vehicles
Bureau of Driver Licensing .
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
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Table 3.

OWI REVOCATTIONS A ND

Ui
c

SPENSTIONS

Total Court

, Revocations & Referrals in lieu Dispositions

YEAR , : .

— Suspensions of Revocations Processed
1978 11,006 14,864 o 25,870
1979 12,236 16,475 - 28,711
1980 15,049 18,773 33,822
1981 . 16,033 19,247 35,280
1982 21,905 9,655 ‘ 31,560
1983 30,687 0 | 30,687

Data provided by:

Division of Motor Vehicles
Burcau of Driver Licensing
Wisconsin Department of Motor Vehicles
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Figuré 2.

COMPARISON OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSES ISSUED
AND OWI CONVICTIONS |

OCCUPATIONALS CONVICTIONS

L] KX

35781

321854

28808+

250324

21456
17880+

14304+

VOLUME

107284

7152

35764

8.4 ' 7.9% 7,00
T ¥

1978 ig7g 1980 1881 1982 . 1983

) YEAR
Data provided by:

Division of Motor Vehicles

Burcau of Driver Licensing

Wisconsin Department of Transportation
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The present results, as tabulated by the Wisconsin Bureau of Driver
Licensing, indicate that with the adoption of the new law, the number of OWI
arrests statewide decreased. However, the conviction rate for these OWI
charges increased. More importantly for the present effort, the intended
mandatory license suspension occurred for 100% of the convicted drivers as
compared to less than half of the drivers before the new law. Lastly, with the
increase in the number of suspensions and revocations, there was an increase
in the number of Occupational Licenses issued.

B. Milwaukee

The statewide discussion above was concerned with the overall effects of
the new law in Wisconsin. Such effects are relevant to the recidivism analysis
and the statewide examination of accidents shown elsewhere in this report. In
Milwaukee, the objectives of this study and thus the focus of this process

~ evaluation were quite different. Namely, in Milwaukee, the 1982 law had been

in effect for several years yet most Milwaukee drivers were not aware that a

“first conviction for OWI meant certain loss of license. The primary Milwaukee

objective was to inform every driver of this consequence of an OWI conviction.
It was conceivable that this new knowledge and the general anti-drunk driving
push of the campaign could have had an effect on arrests and adjudication of
drunk driving offenses in that city. Further, it is possible that any
adjudication or enforcement effects could have been counterproductive. For
example, improved knowledge of the certainty of license suspension could have
led to a higher rate of requests for a jury trial in the hope of obtaining an
acquittal. Therefore, the focus of the process evaluation in Milwaukee was on
arrests and adjudication for the period January, 1985 to June, 1985 when the
campaign was operating.

The media program in Milwaukee primarily covered the first six months of
1985. Table 4 contains monthly OWI arrest levels by the Milwaukee City Police
for the period from January 1982 through June 1985, along with totals for the
first six months of each year. The figures show that arrests in the first half
of the year declined in 1983 compared to 1982, rose again in 1984 and declined
during the 1985 media effort.

Table 4. Drinking and Driving Arrests

City of Milwaukee

Month Total
: : Jan.-June
J F M A M Jd J A S O N - D Only
Year
1985 195 144 268 146 206 135 . 1,094
1984 189 220 191 275 212 164 151 160 177 216 185 207 1,251
1983 179 110 159 154 170 150 115 135 164 167 131 137 922 .
1982 140 139 199 177 180 296 231 297 311 145 114 252 1,131
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The entire series of monthly arrest data (42 months) was analyzed by time
series intervention analysis and no statistically significant intervention effect
was found. Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that during the media campaign
emphasizing the fact of mandatory license actions in OWI convictions, mno
enforcement "crackdown" nor diminution of enforcement activities took place.
From the point of view of the project's objectives, this was a desirable outcome
as it avoided confounding efforts to increase awareness of license sanctions with
other changes in the criminal-justice environment surrounding OWI.

In Milwaukee, the first step in the adjudication process requires the Police
to determine whether the defendant is a first time offender or whether
conviction on the present charge would represent a repeat offense. Cases -
involving multiple. (approximately 15-20 percent of those arrested) offenders are
sent to Circuit Court and are not adjudicated within the City system. First
time offenders are referred to the City Attorney for prosecution in Municipal
Court. The City Attorney reviews the case and decides whether or not to
prosecute. Approximately 2% of the cases are nolled or otherwise not
prosecuted by the City Attorney; the remaining cases are filed with the
Municipal Court. _

(w

Once at Municipal Court, the defendant enters a plea, and if the plea is
not guilty, the defendant has the additional option of requesting a jury trial.
Jury trials are requested in about 10%-20% of the cases; these are also referred
to Circuit Court and may require .as much as two years before they are
adjudicated. At Municipal Court, approximately 80% of the original arrested
population are eventually found guilty and approximately 5% are dismissed,
stayed, found not guilty, appealed, etc. Data regarding dispositions at Circuit
Court could not be obtained because of the generally long elapsed times from
arrest to adjudication,

The Municipal Court, on the other hand, runs monthly status tabulations
cumulatively for the cases filed in a given calendar year. In February, for
example, it is possible to determine the status of all cases filed in January
while in March it is possible to determine the status of all cases filed in both
January and February. This procedure has been in effect for several years
and the monthly printouts are retained by the Court. Therefore, in July of
1985, it was possible to check the status of all cases filed to date in 1985. It
was also possible to review data as of each previous July of all cases filed in
the first six months of 1984, 1983 and 1982.

The relevant figures are as follows:

1982 1983 1984 1985 i
Cases Filed (Jan.-June) 590 651 879 840
Guilty 381 369 484 493

Presumably, if the media program operating in Milwaukee was to have had
a counterproductive effect on the adjudication process, this effect would be
seen in a reduction in the number of guilty findings at Municipal Court.
Drivers can avoid a guilty finding, at least temporarily, by requesting a trial
since trial dates are set six months to two years in the future depending on
whether or not a jury is requested. In 1985, guilty findings as of July
accounted for 59% (493 of 840 filings) of the cases filed in that year. This
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compares with 55% in 1984 and 57% in 1983. The 1982 figure was 65%, but this
figure is probably not comparable to the 1983-1985 data since four of the first
six months in 1982 were prior to the implementation of the new tougher OWI

law. Thus, the present data provide no evidence that the media program had
an adverse impact on the adjudication of first offender OWI cases.

In addition to examining available arrest and adjudication data, interviews
were cor.ducted with representatives of the police, the court and the Safety
Commission following completion of the media campaign. No negative effects of
the campaign were related by these representatives.

In summary, a media program was implemented in Milwaukee to inform all
Milwaukee drivers that one of the consequences of a first OWI conviction was
mandatory loss of license. This program operated from January to June of
1985. The present results suggest that the number of OWI arrests may
possibly have decreased very slightly but clearly did not increase during the
period of the program. Also, there was no apparent negative impact of the
program on the adjudication of first offenders at the Milwaukee Municipal Court.
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1V. GENERAL DETERRENCE ANALYSIS

A. Approach

The general deterrence part of the present study was primarily a public
service educational program in support of the new tougher Wisconsin OWI
(Operating While Intoxicated) Law. - The primary media objective was to inform
every driver in Milwaukee County that loss of license was absolutely guaranteed
upon first conviction for OWI. The primary project objective was to increase
driver knowledge of loss of license and to assess the effects of this new
knowledge.

These objectives were measured by locally conducted surveys of drivers
asking them directly about the media program and the effects of the law on
their own attitudes and behavior. The survey covered the following topics:

o Recall of campaign materials and themes

o Knowledge of certain loss of license following first OWI conviction

o Attitudes .about drinking and driving and perceived risk of apprehension
o Influence of law on behavior

The Milwaukee Safety Commission, in cooperation with the State of Wisconsin
and the Milwaukee Chapter of the Mother's Against Drunk Driving (MADD),
conducted the surveys.

The Safety Commission survey was designed as a one page paper and
pencil instrument to be administered at the photo-licensing stations of the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation. Such surveys have been routinely
conducted by the State of Wisconsin since drivers coming to the stations within
any time period represent a random sample of all Wisconsin drivers, and these
individuals must wait at the station for a few minutes while their photos are
being developed and their licenses are being prepared. Milwaukee County has
five such photo-licensing stations all of which participated in the survey effort.
Also participating, as a comparison location, was Green Bay since this was an
urban area sufficiently distant from Milwaukee such that Green Bay drivers
would not likely have contact with Milwaukee media. Green Bay has one
photo-licensing station. Thus a total of six stations participated.

Surveys were conducted for one week per month over an eight month
period. All drivers visiting any one of the six photo-licensing stations for the
purpose of obtaining a license during each of the eight survey weeks were

asked to complete a survey form. All surveys were completed anonymously and’

were not a condition for obtm’ning a license. While it was not possible to
calculate a refusal rate, it is felt that nearly all drivers asked to complete a
survey form complied with the request.

Surveys were delivered to each of the Milwaukee stations by MADD

volunteers, typically on the Friday before the survey week. MADD volunteers
returned to each station, typically on the Monday following the survey week, to
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collect the completed and the unused forms. An overnight declivery service was
used to deliver and return survey forms for the Green Bay Station. All survey
forms were returned to the project for processing and tabulation. Delivery,
pick-up and survey administration procedures were pretested during the period
November 7-9, 1984.

The survey weeks typically began on the second Monday of the month from
November, 1984 through June, 1985. The actual starting dates for each of the
eight survey weeks were: November 12; December 10 (1984); January 14;
February 11; March 11; April 8; May 13; and June 10 (1985). The November,
1984 survey week may be considered as a baseline or pre measure. The
December week was largely a baseline measure as well although some media
materials were being broadcast by one of the television and one of the radio
stations in Milwaukee. The January measure coincided with the main kickoff for
the campaign. Most of the media materials were not yet in place but there was
substantial press coverage for the effort. The February survey week was the
first week when all or nearly all of the media materials were in place. The
March, April and May measures coincided with the main campaign activities. By
June, most of the billboards had been taken down and the broadcast materials
were not being aired as frequently.

As mentioned above, each survey was contained on one page since a
multi-page survey would have been too long for the photo-licensing survey
administration. However, the one page format was not sufficient to accommodate
all of the survey questions needed to satisfy the measurement objectives.
Therefore, five separate forms of the survey were developed. Each form
contained a set of "core" questions common to all the survey forms as well as
unique questions covered by only one of the forms. The forms were collated
such that the first driver at the station would receive Form A, the second
driver Form B etc., and the sixth driver would again get Form A.

The "core" questions covered driver sex, zip code, age, reason for
visiting the photo-licensing station, perceived "unpleasantness" of the
consequences of an OWI conviction, and perceived "influence" on personal
drinking and driving decisions of certain loss of license following OWI
conviction. Also, four of the five forms asked "What percent of drivers
convicted of drunk driving for the first time in Wisconsin actually lose their
licenses?" This question was not asked on the survey form that contained an
open-ended or unaided question about the penalties for first OWI conviction in
Wisconsin since it was felt that this question could bias the open-ended
responses.

The five survey forms employed are shown in Appendix A. The first
survey form (exposure, see page A-1) was designed to measure how many
people had seen the media materials. It asked specific questions concerning
exposure to the television, radio and print materials. The second form (aided
knowledge, see page A-2) listed several possible penalties for first OWI
conviction and asked the driver to indicate which would and which would not
apply in Wisconsin. The third form (unaided knowledge, see page A-3) simply
asked what are the required penalties in Wisconsin for first OWI conviction
without providing any cues or possible responses. This form also asked about
personal violation of the OWI law and how often the driver would seek alternate
transportation if he or she had been drinking. The fourth form (attitudes, see
page A-4) asked drivers to agree or disagree with six highway safety related
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statements. The fifth form (page A-5) was devoted to "Occupational Licenses".
Data from this form was primarily of interest to the State of Wisconsin and is
not covered in this report. In general, the results showed that Milwaukee and
Green Bay drivers favored the granting of "Occupational Licenses" but only

after the convicted OWI driver had spent some time with no driving privileges
whatsoever.

Across the eight survey weeks, a total of 9,844 Milwaukee drivers and
3,372 Green Bay drivers completed the survey. In Milwaukee, the number of
responding drivers was greatest in the first survey week (1,690 in November)
and dropped steadily to the last survey week (879 in June). Much of this drop
was accounted for by one of the five stations where the number of respondents =
declined from 578 in November and 608 in December to 113 in June. In Green
Bay, there were 587 respondents in November, declining to a low of 208
respondents during the winter months and recovering to 610 respondents in
June.

0]

The results shown in this report cover data from all five Milwaukee
Stations. Nevertheless, it was possible that the precipitious drop in sample
size at one of the five lilwaukee Stations could have had a biasing or
influencing effect on any of the conclusions drawn from the data. Therefore,
each of the major analyses performed on the data was repeated using only the
four remaining Milwaukee Stations. None of the primary conclusions were
altered when examining only those four Stations with relatively stable sample
sizes. '

An analysis of zip codes showed that drivers living in the City of
Milwaukee accounted for 53% of the Milwaukee sample; 84% resided in Milwaukee
County; and 99% resided in the Milwaukee Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
(SMSA). Similarly, 98% of the Green Bay respondents resided in the Green Bay
SMSA. The median age of the Milwaukee drivers was 36.0 years as compared
with 32.8 years in Green Bay. Males accounted for 52% of the Milwaukee sample
and 51% of the Green Bay sample.

B. Survey Results

The survey of Milwaukee and Green Bay drivers had several different
measurement objectives. The Iirst of these objectives was to determine if the
media messages concerning guaranteed loss of license following an OWI
conviction were being seenn by Milwaukee drivers. The second objective was to
determine if the messages were leading to increased knowledge on the part of
drivers concerning guaranteed loss of license. The remaining objectives dealt
with the effect of this increased knowledge on attitudes and behavior.

!

Obviously, each succeeding objective was dependent on the previous
objective. That is, if drivers reported that they never saw the messages, it
would be highly unlikely that any knowledge gain could have occurred.
Similarly, a positive knowledge gain would appear to be a necessary
precondition for any attitudinal or behavioral change.

The present section presents results with respect to exposure to the media

materials, knowledge gain, attitudes, perceived risk and self-reported behavior.
Appendix B shows complete results by survey month for each survey question.
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1, Exposure

The media campaign consisted of television spots, radio spots and
printed materials, including the billboards, posters and press releases. Survey
respondents were asked three separate "Yes-No" questions; one for each of the
three media forms. Each question asked about recall of the campaign theme
within the specified media. The first question was:

"Have you seen any TV commercials in the last month which talked
about: Convicted drunk drivers guaranteed to lose their licenses?"

The results for this question across all eight survey months for both Milwaukee
and for Green Bay are shown in Table 5. These results indicate that 32% of
the Milwaukee drivers and 28% of the Green Bay drivers responded affirmatively
to this question during the November, 1984 baseline or "pre" survey week.
While these numbers may appear quite high given that the campaign had not
started at this time, it is felt that drivers were simply responding to the fact
that it is common to see drunk driving messages of all kinds as part of public
service television advertising. During subsequent months in Green Bay, the
numbers varied from a low of 25% affirmative responses to a high of 41% and
ended with 29% in June of 1985. There seemed to be no particular pattern to
the Green Bay results other than statistical variation.

The results for Milwaukee, however, showed a substantial increase in
affirmative responses to the TV exposure question consistent with the course of
the campaign. From a low of 32% at baseline, the percentage of affirmative
responses rose to 39% in December when only one of the Milwaukee stations was
airing the spots and 48% in January when news coverage for the program was
beginning. In February, when all of the Milwaukee stations had been asked to
air public service spots, the percentage of affirmative responses rose to 64%.
From February to June, the percentage of affirmative responses ranged from a
low of 59% in March to a high of 72% in May. Clearly, Milwaukee drivers had
been exposed to the TV materials and were able to recall the campaign theme.

The question concerning radio exposure was identical to the one
dealing with television except that "saw TV" was replaced with "heard radio."
The results for this question are also shown in Table 5. 'In general, they
parallel the results for television exposure though at a somewhat lower level.
In the November baseline, 24% of the Milwaukee drivers and 25% of the Green
Bay drivers responded affirmatively. Across the next eight months, the
percentage of affirmative responses in Green Bay varied from a low of 21% to a
high of 39% with no particular pattern to the responses. In Milwaukee,
however, there was an increase to 32% in December when only one radio station
was airing the materials, and an increase in January to 41% coincident with the
beginning of the full campaign. Over the next five months, the percentage of
affirmative responses varied from a low of 46% in March to a high of 57% in
May. These results indicate that Milwaukee drivers were exposed to the radio
materials and were able to recall that exposure. ,

The last exposure question dealt with the print materials. While
respondents may have seen the poster, or read an article in the newspaper, it
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Table 5.

Exposure to Media Materials
November '84 - June '85

Percentage of Respondents Who Recalled Number of
Guaranteed Loss of License Message Respondents
T.V. Radio Print
Milw.* G.B. Milw. G.B. Miw. G.B. Milw, G.B.
November 32% 28% 24% 25% 37% 39% . 339 117
(baseline) '

December 39% 31% 32% 31% 38% 305 272 91
January 48%  43%  41%  39%  44%  48% 273 95
February 64% 31% 49% 35% 58% 40% 295 55
March 59% - 41% 463 27%  59%  46% 206 . 41
April 67% 25% 52% 21% 65% 34% 218 80
May 72% 35% 57% 28% 65% 50% 191 78

June - 67% 29% 47% 23% 65% 33% 172 123

*Milw.= Milwaukee; G.B. = Green Bay
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is felt that the primary print medium were the billboards. The print exposure
question read as follows:

"Have you read any printed materials (posters, pamphlets, newspaper
ads, etc.) in the last month which talked about:
Convicted drunk drivers guaranteed to lose their licenses?"

In November, 37% of the Milwaukee drivers and 39% of the Green Bay drivers
responded affirmatively to this question. As shown in Table 5, the percentage
of affirmative responses in Green Bay across all of the surveys varied from a
low of 30% to a high of 50% with no particular pattern. In Milwaukee, the
percentage of affirmative responses was 38% in December which is consistent
with the fact that no billboards or posters had yet been printed. By January,
when the first few billboards were unveiled, the affirmative percentage was 44%.
Between February and June, when the billboards were in place and the posters
were being distributed, the percentage of affirmative responses varied between
58% and 65%. These results indicate that Milwaukee drivers were exposed to the
print materials and were able to recall that exposure.

As shown in Appendix A, each of the three exposure questions
reported above was in the form of a lead statement ("Have you read, seen or
heard anything") followed by four possible campaign themes only one of which
was the present theme concerning guaranteed loss of license. The other three
themes were included largely as "distractors" but nonetheless the results for
these three themes are of some interest. The first distractor theme concerned
the general notion of "Death and injuries on the highway due to drunk

driving." The results showed an increase in the percentage of affirmative
responses to this theme across the eight survey months in both Milwaukee and
in Green Bay. The second theme concerned "The legal drinking age." The

results with respect to this theme showed no particular pattern in either
Milwaukee or in Green Bay across the eight survey months. The last theme
concerned "Enforcement of drunk driving laws." Here, there was no consistent
pattern of change across the eight months in Green Bay. In Milwaukee,
however, there was a consistent pattern with more drivers reporting that they
saw, heard or read this theme as the guaranteed loss of license campaign was
implemented. With respect to the TV exposure question, 61% of the Milwaukece
drivers reported that they saw the enforcement theme in November as compared
with a peak response of 80% in April, 75% in May and 71% in June. For the
radio question, the November figure was 47% as compared with a peak response
of 61% in April. For the print question, the November figure was 54% as
compared with 69% in April, 73% in May and 66% in June. It appears that while
the campaign was actually devoted to OWI sanctions, many drivers may have
interpreted the campaign materials to mean both OWI sanctions and OWI
enforcement. Complete results can be found on pages B13-B36 of Appendix B.

2. Knowledge

Milwaukee drivers clearly remembered seeing, hearing and reading the
campaign materials and thus it can be concluded that they were exposed to the
campaign and that these exposures were memorable. The next step was to
determine if these exposures led to a knowledge gain. The primary knowledge
objective was to convince drivers that anyone convicted of OWI would lose their
license. Loss of license occurs under Wisconsin law even for a first OWI
conviction.
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Increasing the knowiedge of loss of license among Milwaukee drivers
was a critical component of this project and was the primary objective of the
media campaign. Therefcre, three of the survey questions were devoted to
measuring this objective. The first question, asked on four of the five survey
forms, read as follows:

"What percent of drivers convicted of drunk driving for the first time

in Wisconsin actually lose their licenses?"

Respondents were asked to guess if they were not sure and response categories
ranging from 0% to 100% were provided. The results showed substantial and
statistically significant differences (p<.001 by chi-square test) in the responses
of Milwaukee drivers to this question across the eight: survey months. The
overall pattern of these results, as the media campaign progressed, was for
drivers to report more often that a higher percentage of convicted drivers lost
their licenses. The correct, or "exact knowledge", answer to this question was
that 100% of first time OWIl convicted drivers lost their license. The results for
the 100% response are shcwn in Table 6.

As can be seen in Table 6 for the November or baseline survey, only
10% of the Milwaukee respondents felt that 100% of first time convicted drinking
drivers lost their license. This figure increased steadily across the months of
the campaign peaking at 31% in June. For Green Bay, the results varied
between 14% and 20% with no particular pattern of change.

This "exact knowledge" question appeared on four of the five survey
forms. The only form on which it did not appear was the one containing the
"unaided knowledge" question. For this reason, the sample sizes for this
question were substantially larger than the sample sizes for the other two
knowledge questions, and it was possible to examine the Milwaukee findings in
greater detail. This examination showed that knowledge of loss of license was
greatest among male drivers and among younger drivers. In Milwaukee, 14% of
the males and 7% of the females responded 100% during the November survey.
The responses from both sexes of drivers increased steadily as the media
program progressed with males peaking at 40% correct in June and females
peaking at 25% correct in May. Concerning driver age, 16-19 year olds went
from 10% correct in November to 39% in April; 20-29 year olds went from 12% in
November to 32% in April; 30-49 year olds went from 10% in November to 33% in
June; and 50-64 year olds went from 10% in November to 30% in June. This
compares with a gain of from £% in November to 24% in March for those drivers
who were 65 years of age or older.

The second question designed to measure knowledge of loss of license
can be thought of as unaided recall. It read as follows:

"What penalties, if any, does Wisconsin require for everyone
convicted of drunk driving for the first time?"

Respondents were to write in their answer to this question without any
additional prompts of any kind. The results, also shown in Table 6, indicate
that 48% of Milwaukee drivers responded lose license or license suspension or
license revocation in November. This figure increased steadily across the
campaign peaking at 75% in May (p<.001 by chi-square test). For Green Bay,
the results varied between 34% and 57% with no particular pattern of change.
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Table 6.

Knowledge of Loss of License

Exact Knowledge Unaided Recall
- Responded lose
Responded 100% to: - license to: What
What percent lose penalties are
3 license on first OWI required upon first
conviction _ OWI conviction
Milw.* = G.B. Milw. - G.B.
November % 10% 14% 48% 49%
(baseline) N 1358 468 ' 332 119
December % o 11% 15% 57% - 46%
N 1081 362 274 89
January % 18% 20% 60% 57%
N 1112 372 272 95
February % 22% 14% 70% 49%
N 1176 217 289 55
March % 26% 15% 73% 47%
N 821 165 195 43
April % 30% 17% 69% 50%
N 880 320 216 . 80
May % 30% 14% 75% 34%
. N 776 303 183 74
June % 31% 17% 69% 41%
N 711 487 168 123

*Milw. = Milwaukee; G.B. = Green Bay
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Aided Recall

Checked lose
license in list of
possible penalties

for first OWI

Conviction
Milw. G.B.
583 50%
301 110
66%  64%
270 92
695 603
238 95
738 T7%
293 56
763 603
205 40
825 665
219 79
825 665
198 M
818 625
181 120



The third question designed to measure knowledge of loss of license
can be thought of as aided recall. It read as follows:

"What penalties does Wisconsin law require for a first drunk driving
conviction? (Please check all that you think apply)"

This question was followed by seven possible penalties one of which was "Lose
license." This form of the question is referred to as aided recall since the
correct answer(s) is provided and the respondent's task is to identify this
answer from among the several possible choices. It is considered to be a s
generally easier form of the question than unaided recall. The results, also
shown in Table 6, indicate that 58% of Milwaukee drivers checked loss of license
as a required penalty in November. This figure increased as the campaign
progressed peaking at 82% in both April and May (p<.001 by chi-square test).
For Green Bay drivers, the comparable figures varied between 50% and 77%.
While the Green Bay responses to this question appear to increase for the first
few months, then decrease, it must be remembered that the Green Bay results
are based on substantially lower sample sizes and are thus subject to more
statistical variation. The distribution of Green Bay responses across the eight
survey months was not statistically significant at the p=.05 level using the
chi-square test. '

The present results, whether in terms of "exact knowledge", unaided
recall or aided recall, indicate that Milwaukee drivers were more aware of loss
of license as the campaign progressed than they were before the campaign
began. While the campaign certainly did not reach all drivers, the extent of
the knowledge gain was substantial. Measured in terms of "exact knowledge",
the figures show a knowledge gain of from 10% in November to 30% in May and
31% in June. In terms of unaided recall, the gain was from 48% in November to
75% in May and in terms of aided recall the gain was from 58% in November to
82% in May. It should also be noted that different samples of drivers
responded to the aided and unaided recall questions as these were on different
forms of the survey.

3. Attitudes

Milwaukee drivers were exposed to the media materials and their
knowledge of loss of license following a first OWI conviction improved. The .
next step was to determine if that knowledge increase led to any changes in
attitudes or perceptions of drinking and driving. Five of the survey questions
were devoted to measuring attitudes.

oty

Two of the attitude questions were "core" questions and thus
appeared on every form of the survey. The first of these read as follows:

"If you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense, how
unpleasant would the consequences be?"

Five possible scaled responses were provided ranging from "extremely
unpleasant” to "not at all unpleasant.”" Averaged across all survey months,
only 1% of the Milwaukee drivers responded "not at all unpleasant" and only 2%
responded "not very unpleasant”. Fully 88% of the Milwaukee drivers thought
that the consequences would be "extremely" or "very" unpleasant with little
variation across the eight survey months. Similar results were obtained in
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Green Bay. Obviously, even before knowledge of the new law was transmitted,
people knew or imapined that OWI sanctions would be unpleasant.

The second "core" attitude question read:

"How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive
while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?"

Four possible scaled response categories were provided ranging from "very
much" to "not at all." As with the first attitude question reported above, the
results were heavily weighted toward the high end of the scale. Fully 72% of
the respondents in Milwaukee reported that the influence is "very much", and
only 5% reported "not at all" with little variation across the eight survey
months. Similar results were obtained in Green Bay.

The remaining three attitude questions were contained on only one of
the survey forms. All three were statements about drinking and driving and,
using a five point Likert scale, the respondent could agree or disagree with the
statement. As above, the results showed little variation across the eight
survey months and were heavily weighted toward the high end of the scale.
The three statements and the percentage of Milwaukee drivers agreeing or
strongly agreeing with each were:

"The penalties for drunk driving should be more severe" (82%)

"People are less likely to drive when drunk than they were a year
ago." (68%)

"Drunk drivers should lose their licenses for at least 90 days." (84%)

Similar results were obtained in Green Bay. Thus, the present results provide
no evidence that attitudes about drinking and driving were affected by the
media program. Milwaukee drivers held strong attitudes against drinking and
driving both before the media program began and while the program was
operating.

4, Perceived Risk

While attitudes may have remained stable during the program, the
perception of Milwaukee drivers concerning the risk of apprehension and the
certainty of conviction ¢id not. Such a result was not unexpected since, as
reported earlier, drivers felt that the present campaign dealing with license
sanctions was also concerned with enforcement.

: The question dealing with the perceived risk of apprehension read as
follows:

"On a typical night, what percent of the people who drive in violation
of the OWI (drunk driving) law are arrested?" (If you are not sure,
please mark your best guess)

Respondents were provided with seven possible response categories ranging

from 0% to 100%. Table 7 shows the percentage of these respondents who felt
that 40% or more of the drunk drivers on any given night are arrested.  In
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November
{baseline)
December
January
February
[March
April

May

June

Table 7.

Perceived Probability of Arrest and Conviction

Arrest Conviction

Responded 60%

Responded 40% or more to:

or more to: What percent of
What percent of arrested drunk Number
drunk drivers drivers are of

are arrested are convicted Respondents
Milw . * G.B. Milw. G.B. Milw. G.B.

8% 12% 23% 29% 301 110
13% 17% 24% 34% 270 92
12% 12% 24% 26% 238 95
18% 12% 33% 39% 293 56
22% 12% 33% 25% 205 40
20% 15% 40% 30% 219 79
19% 16% 41% 35% 198 7
17% 10% 36% 27% 181 120

*Milw. = Milwaukee; G.B. = Green Bay
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November, before tie media program began, 8% of Milwaukee drivers and 12% of
the Green Bay drivers felt that 40% or more of the drunk drivers are arrested.
The Green Bay figures varied between 10% and 17% across the remaining survey
months with no particular pattern of change. In Milwaukee, however, the
figures increased substantially as the media program developed (p<.001 by
chi-square test) peaking at 22% in March followed by 20% and 19% in April and
May.

The question dealing with the perceived probability of conviction
following an arrest read as follows:

"What percent of drivers who are arrested for violating the OWI law
are actually convicted?" (If you are not sure, please mark your best
guess)

Respondents were provided with seven possible response categories ranging
from 0% to 100%. Table 7 also shows the percentage of these respondents who
felt that 60% or mocre of the arrested drivers are actually convicted. In
November, before the media program began, 23% of the Milwaukee drivers and
29% of the Green Bay crivers felt that 60% or more of the arrests led to
convictions. The Green Bay figures varied between 27% and 39% across the
remaining survey months with no particular pattern of change. In Milwaukee,
however, the figures increased substantially as the media program progressed
(p<.001 by chi-square test) peaking at 40% and 41% respectfully for April and
May.

The present media program focused on the certainty of license
suspension after arrest and conviction. Also, as noted in the process
evaluation, actual enforcement levels did not increase during the period of the
media campaign. The campaign was not designed to increase the perceived risk
of apprehension amcng drivers nor was it designed to increase the perceived
certainty of conviction. Nevertheless, the program did attempt to convey the
concern of local officials, including police and judges, for the drinking and
driving problem. Presumably, even though this concern was expressed as a
statement about loss of license, drivers concluded from these messages that the
police were focusing on OWI enforcement and that prosecutors were pushing
harder for convictions. In one sense, this may be considered as a positive and
somewhat serendipitous result. However, this result also makes the
interpretation of the remaining findings somewhat more difficult since the issue
of the general deterrence value of loss of license was confounded by an
increase in the perceived risk of apprehension and conviction.

5. Behavior

It is difficult to obtain valid survey research data on self-reported
behavior even under the most favorable of circumstances. These difficulties
were exacerbated by the fact that drivers were being asked to self-report
violations of the OWI law while they were waiting for their driver's license to be
processed. Even though anonymity was promised, it was felt that many drivers
would not be completely honest in this area and thus only two survey questions
were devoted to measuring self-reported behavior. Neither of these questions
was a "core" question and both appeared on the same survey form.
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The first question dealing with self-reported drinking and driving
behavior read as follows:

"In the past month, how often do you think you may have driven
after you had been drinking enough to violate the Operating While
Intoxicated (OWI) law? (Please check one)"

Drivers were provided with six possible response categories ranging from

"Daily" to "Never." The results for this question across all survey months are
shown in Table 8. These results sum the first five of the six response
-categories ranging from daily to once a month. They exclude only the last -
category which was "Never." The results show that about 20% of the drivers
reported any violations and this percentage did not vary in any particular

pattern across the survey months. Similarly, about 30% of the Green Bay .
drivers reported violations without any particular pattern of wvariation across

the survey months.

The second question dealing with self-reported drinking and driving
behavior read as follows:

"If you had been drinking and needed to get home, how often would
you: Drive yourself?"

Drivers were provided with five possible response categories ranging
from "Always" to "Never." The results for this question, summed for the
response categories "Always" and "Usually", are also shown in Table 8. Only
about 10% to 15% of the Milwaukee drivers provided the always or usually
responses and these figures did not vary in any particular pattern across the
eight survey months. In Green Bay, about 15% to 20% of the drivers provided
the always or usually response with again no particular pattern of change
across the eight survey months.

Overall, the results for self-reported behavior do not show evidence for an
effect of the media program. These results may be interpreted to mean that
the program did not change the drinking and driving behavior of Milwaukee
respondents. Alternatively, these results may simply be a reflection of the
difficulties in obtaining valid survey data on personal drinking and driving
behavior particularly when that survey is being administered within a
Department of Transportation Licensing Station.

Q
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Self-Reported Violations of DWI Law

Table 8_.

Responded once

a month or more
to: How often
drive in violation

Responded always
or usually to:
How often drive self

Number

of DWI law home after drinking Respondents
Milw, * G.B. Milw. G.B Milw. G.B.

November 20% 304 10% 19% 332 119
(baseline) :
December 20% 29% 12% 16% 274 89
January 18% 32% 11% 21% 272 95
February 18% 33% 13% 20% 289 55
March 24% 37% 15% 12% 195 43
April 21% 35% 12% 20% 216 80
May 20% 20% 9% 12% 183 74
June 28% 33% 17% 15% 168 123
*Milw. = Milwaukee; G.B. = Green Bay
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V. ACCIDENT DATA ANALYSIS

The ultimate objective of the 1982 Wisconsin drinking and driving
legislation and of the January to June of 1985 media program in Milwaukeec was
to reduce death and injury resulting from alcohol related accidents. Often, it
is impossible to document actual accident reductions in response to drinking and
driving legislation or in response to drinking and driving programs. The data
may be unavailable. Even when data are available the size of any reduction
may be insufficient to document in the midst of all of the other factors that
influence the number of crashes that actually occur. Nevertheless, the nature
of the changes specified in the 1982 law and the effects of the Milwaukee media
program warranted an examination of crash effects.

A. Approach
Accident data for the State of Wisconsin are archived on computer tape on

a year by year basis. These tapes were made available to the project by the
Wisconsin Department of Transportation for the years 1977 through 1985. Each

tape received was processed to develop a single record for each reported crash |

regardless of the number of vehicles involved in the crash. Crashes for which
the time of the crash was unknown (typically 12% of the total) were excluded
from the data analysis. The processed data were then tabulated on a monthly
basis (108 months from 1977 to 1985) to develop the various data series used in
the analyses. As discussed below, accidents which were presumed to be a
reasonable surrogate measure for alcohol related crashes were extracted and
used as the dependent series. Covariate series consisting of those accidents
presumed to have a low probability of alcohol involvement were also used.

The primary analysis technique chosen was time series analysis using the
Box-Jenkins (see for example, McCleary and Hay, 1980) technique. The time
series approach was selected because of its ability to examine the potential
effects of a countermeasure while accounting for such potentially confounding
factors as seasonal cycles and underlying trends. The first step in applying
time series in this context is to develop a univariate time series model for the
series being examined. The general form of this model is as follows:

-2 ¢p(BI(Y, - u) = 00 + 0q(B)A,,

where Yt = the discrete time series,
u - = the mean of the stationary series,
2 = the differencing factor(s)
op = the autoregressive factor(s),
o0 = the deterministic trend,
0q = the moving average factor(s),
At = the noise series, -
and B = the backshift operator.

Time series analysis also permits the use of covariate series to control for
possible related effects on the series being examined. Thus, for example, in
the context of the present effort, it was possible to use measures of oversll
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accident experience as a covariate for the series presumed to be alcohol related.
The analyses could then conclude directly if there were any effects found in

the dependent alcohol series which could not be explained by the wvariation in

the covariate series of all accidents. The general form of a time series model

with transfer functions is as follows:

Y, = fl(Xlt) + f2(X2t) + ... fN(XNt) + fA(At),

t
where Yt = the dependent output series,

Xlt = independent input series #1 (covariate series),

X2t = independent input series #2 (coveriate series),

XNt = independent input series #N (coveriate series),

At = the noise series,

f1 = the transfer function between series Y and series X1,
f2 = the transfer function between series Y and series X2,
fN = the transfer function between series Y and series XN,
fA = the noise model.

Each developed time series model must satisfy three basic diagnostic checks
before the model building process is complete and the final model is accepted.
First, each identified model parameter must be statistically significant. Second,
it must be invertible. And third, the residuals from the model should be white
noise (i.e., the residuals should not display any time dependencies).

The Box-Jenkins technique can generally be applied in two ways in the
context of a monthly accident series. The first is to model the entire series,
including the time periods before and after the countermeasure program was
instituted. An intervention series can be postulated for the effects of the
program. This series is typically in the form of a zero for each month in which
the countermeasure is not assumed to be operative and a one for each month in
which it is assumed the countermeasure is operating. Alternatively, it is
possible to search for interventions heuristically and then attempt to interpret
any statistically significant ones found.

The second basic way to apply the Box-Jenkins technique is by modeling
only the series prior to the application of the countermeasure. This model of
the "before" series is used to forecast values for the periods after the
application of the countermeasure. The actual and forecast values can then be
compared to see if they are different statistically. Either approach is a valid
application of the Box-Jenkins technique in the current context. Both were
utilized as work progressed. In fact, many models of both types were
identified using micro-computer software ("AutoBox," Automatic Forecasting
Systems, 1986). This software is designed to identify automatically a time
series model with or without an intervention series and to develop automatically
any transfer functions for covariate series. It iterates through parameters
until the model satisfies the three basic diagnostic checks discussed above.

The major focus of the accident analyses was on accidents involving alecohol

as a primary causative factor. The hypotheses being tested were that alcohol
involved accidents statewide in Wisconsin declined ‘as a result of the passage of

-37-



the new law, and that alcohol involved accidents in Milwaukee showed an
additional decline coincident with the general deterrence media program. Since
a quantitative measure of the blood alcohol content of crash-involved drivers
was not routinely available for all crashes, it was necessary to utilize a
surrogate measure of alcohol involvement. In addition, it was decided to limit
the surrogate alcohol measure to injury and fatal accidents. Property damage
only accidents were excluded because they are the most susceptible to reporting
biases and, by definition, of lower societal cost than accidents which result in
an injury or fatality.

There is no universally accepted surrogate measure for alcohol involvement
in injury and fatal hirhway crashes. However, the majority of studies which .
have examined this subject, usually only with respect to fatal accidents, have
concluded that alcohol involvement is correlated with injury and fatal crashes;
single vehicle crashes; crashes which occur late at night; crashes involving
male drivers; and crashes which occur on Thursday, Friday and Saturday
nights. For the present study, it was decided to use the most conservative
measure possible by combining each of these characteristics into a single
measure. Thus, the "Alcohol" accident series were defined as single vehicle
injury and fatal accidents involving male drivers which occurred between 10
p.m. and 4:59 a.m. on Thursday, Friday or Saturday nights. Although this
restrictive definition somewhat limited the number of accidents per month in the
series, the total remaining was still considered more than sufficient to yield a
stable estimator.

an

Once the "Alcohol" series was defined, it was necessary to develop a
covariate series of "Ncn-Alcohol" accidents. The purpose of this series. was to
control for any overall accident reporting changes or global accident trends
which might account for any observed changes in the alcohol series. Since the
alcohol series was defined as one in which the probability of alcohol involvement
was high, the "Non-alcohol" series was defined as the opposite, i.e., those
accidents with a low probability of alcohol involvement. This was accomplished
by excluding single wvchicle injury and fatal accidents whose time of occurrence
was between 10 p.m. and 4:59 a.m. from the series composed of all Wisconsin
crashes. Crashes for which time of occurrence was unknown were also
excluded. The result is presumed to be an accident series with a presumed low
number of alcohol involved incidents since all late night single vehicle injury
“and fatal crashes are excluded while daylight property damage (only) crashes
are the largest single category.

.

The definitional process led to five different monthly accident series for
use in the analyses. Three of these series were the "Alcohol” series for all
Wisconsin, Milwaukee (Milwaukee County) and Green Bay (Brown County, the
study's comparison community), respectively. The remaining two series were
covariate series and covered "Non-alcohol" crashes for Wisconsin and Milwaukee
(County). As mentioned above. the "Alcohol" series were intended as the
tightest possible surrogate measure of drinking and driving crashes while the
"Non-alcohol" series were intended as measures of the general traffic
environment exclusive of alcohol.

)

B. Statewide Results . -

As already noted, the 1982 Wisconsin law was adopted by the legislature
during the summer of 1981 and implemented on May 1, 1982. The adoption of
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the law was associated with a state-sponsored wave of publicity concerning the
law and the alcohol crash problem. Therefore, any effect on accidents of this
law and/or its attendant publicity could have been realized at any time from the
public debate of the mcasure through its adoption to its implementation and
beyond.

Table 9 shows the "Alcohol" series for Wisconsin. It is depicted
graphically in Figure 3. As shown in the Table, there were 3,696 of these
crashes with a high probability of being alecohol related in 1977 increasing to
more than 4,000 crashes in 1980 and 1981. In 1982, the number dropped to
2,990 and remained at approximately this level through 1985. Clearly, the raw
data suggest a drop in alcohol related crashes during the 1981-82 period. This
series was examined using the automatic intervention detection approach. That
is, many different intervention points were examined heuristically to determine
if any statistically significant interventions could be identified. The results
showed a statistically significant "step intervention" beginning in January of
1982 and lasting until the end of the series (December, 1985). That is,
crashes "stepped down" by a significant amount at the start of the intervention
and remained at the new, lower mean level for the duration. The estimated
crashi reduction associated with this intervention was 117.0 crashes per month
(t = -5.71). Table 10 presents the details of this model. Although the start of
the intervention is prior to the May 1, 1982 date on which the law became
totally effective, it is well after adoption of the law and the peak of the
publicity surrounding the law's debate. Some provisions of the law, although
not the license suspension portion, were also already in effect.

Table 9 also shows the "Non-alcohol" series data for Wisconsin while
Figure 4 shows this series graphically. This series was considered to be a
measure of the total traffic environment in Wisconsin, exclusive of the major
effects of alcohol, including any changes in accident reporting practice or
requirements. This series, along with the step intervention identified above,
were used as covariates in a second time series analysis of the Wisconsin
"Alcohol" series. The results showed that the step intervention in the alcohol
series was again statistically significant with an estimated crash reduction of
108.1 crashes per month (t = -9.89). These results suggest that the 1982 law
achieved its primary objective of reducing alcohol related crashes. Simply, any
variation or reduction in the "Non-alcohol" series was not sufficient to account
for the observed step down in the "Alcohol" series. Table 10 also shows the
model details for this second model utilizing the intervention and covariate
series.

C. Milwaukee Results

Table 11 and Figure 5 show the "Alcohol" series for Milwaukee County.
As shown in the Table, the annual number of these crashes remained relatively
stable (in the mid 400's) for the years 1977 to 1981 and then dropped (to the
mid 300's) thereafter. This suggests that the statewide effect of the 1982 law
was equally present in Milwaukee. It can also be seen in the Table that the
fewest number of these crashes occurred in 1985 and that the numbers for the
first half of 1985, coincident with the media program, are particularly low.
However, the 1985 media effect is not at all as pronounced as the 1982 effect of
the law.

The Milwaukee "Alcohol" series was examined using the automatic
intervention detection approach. The results showed a significant step
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1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

Table 9. Wisconsin Accident Distributions
" Alcohol Series
J F M A M J J A S (@) N D Total
249 207 259 335 . 380 325 385 286 360 415 297 198 3,696
131 157 239 344 332 401 399 335 428 410 295 283 3,754
108 139 221 309 379 371 379 391 441 450 377 428 3,993
238 268 299 312 422 425 394 483 337 379 371 336 4,264
288 267 299 318 437 338 411 394 314 408 318 276 4,068
111 147 203 246 276 260 317 278 301 373 232 246 2,990
249 127 197 250 290 290 338 307 292 352 222 203 3,117
119 179 218 201 252 294 272 272 301 285 258 259 2,910
109 124 182 220 271 283 234 293 261 253 203 127 2,560
All Accident Series
Non-Alcohol Series
J F M A M Jd J A S (0] N D Total
18,429 10,793 11,207 10,942 11,711 11,767 11,682 12,484 12,730 14,092 17,148 18,648 161,633
17,103 14,436 11,599 10,715 12,758 13,418 13,506 12,672 12,817 14,165 17,650 20,236 171,075
27,979 19,716 14,876 11,880 12,457 13,279 12,503 12,862 12,297 14,800 16,389 14,249 183,287
12,505 10,656 10,778 9,166 9,939 9,998 10,288 10,696 10,090 11,161 12,042 15,283 132,602
9,930 11,678 7,840 8,844 10,187 10,521 10,212 10,023 9,279 11,323 11,075 12,607 123,519
15,539 10,104 8,443 8,824 8,359 8,482 8,494 8,126 8,335 9,747 11,785 10,536 116,564
9,888 8,446 9,315 7,422 9,248 9,438 9,048 9,031 9,793 10,982 12,399 15,884 120,894
10,497 7,547 10,225 8,527 9,810 10,647 9,926 9,507 10,035 12,057 12,764 15,436 126,978
14,220 11,459 9,116 . 8,827 9,926 9,945 10,394 10,073 9,932 12,483 16,389 16,601 139,365

"



Table 10. Models for Wisconsin Alcohol Series

Model -- Alcohol Series Intervention Detection
(transform = = 100)

Parameter
# Description Factor Lag Coefficient T ratio
1 Mean 3.76 _

2 Autoregressive 1 1 .38 3.64
3 Autoregressive 1 3 .30 2.74
4 Autoregressive 1 4 - .29 - 2.89
S Autoregressive 2 12 .82 15.93
6 Moving Average 1 12 .50 4.04
7 Step Intervention 1 0 -1.17 - 5.71

(0 to month 60,

1 thereafter)

(program also identified "pulse" interventions at months 44 and 73)

Model -- Alcohol Series with Covariates for Step Intervention
and Wisconsin Non-Alcohol Series
(data transform = : 100)

Parameter _ S
# Description Factor Lag Coefficient T ratio
1 Mean 3.39
2 Autoregressive 1 4 - .34 - 3.48
3 Autoregressive 2 1 .22 2.18
4 Step Intervention 1 0 -1.08 - 9.89

(0 to month 60,

1 thereafter)

Non-Alcohol Series (¢ 1,000)
5 Output Lag 1 1 1.66 27.41
6 Output Lag 1 2 - .80 -13.93
7 Input Lag 1 0 ~ .46 - 7.28
8 Input Lag 1 2 - .36 - 5.16

-41-



FIGURE 3
"ALCOHOL!'" MONTHLY ACCIDENT SERIESx*
STATEWIDE IN WISCONSIN
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FIGURE 4
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1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985

Table 11,

Milwaukee Accident Distributions

Alcohol Series

J F M A M Jd Jd A S O N D Total
41 36 39 42 36 29 40 31 37 49 30 34 444
18 28 39 43 39 44 37 26 52 51 41 61 479
17 28 43 39 36 26 43 - 38 37 50 57 44 458
35 39 42 40 39 47 40 53 33 36 20 43 467
44 40 36 41 46 43 46 27 29 33 32 48 465
17 30 25 21 27 30 28 33 39 35 34 28 347
38 24 28 25 32 31 31 33 33 38 29 37 379
16 35 37 17 39 33 23 29 33 41 27 37 367
13 26 23 25 39 24 32 . 26 36 41 29 19 333

All Accident Series

Non-Alcohol Series

Jd F M A M Jd - J - A S O N D Total

4,862 3,009 3,035 2,85 2,916 3,104 2,903 3,136 3,191 3,271 3,762 4,445 40,499
4,379 4,114 3,078 2,705 3,347 3,385 3,123 2,996 3,096 3,369 3,808 4,964 42,364
8,201 5,697 3,888 3,053 3,144 3,277 3,116 3,363 2,909 3,547 3,486 3,419 47,100
3,366 3,100 2,971 2,684 2,698 2,662 2,702 2,871 2,725 2,747 2,727 3,930 35,183
2,779 3,108 2,169 2,479 2,726 2,795 2,621 2,761 2,660 2,853 2,473 3,135 32,559
4,763 3,439 2,518 2,538 2,344 2,319 2,194 2,266 2,376 2,480 2,655 2,721 32,613
2,298 2,419 2,850 2,098 2,620 2,514 2,415 2,539 2,735 2,867 2,607 4,188 32,150
2,833 2,154 2,969 2,567 2,722 2,872 2,501 2,538 2,616 3,185 2,637 4,078 33,672
3,724 2,579 2,547 2,684 2,639 2,854 2,683 2,710 3,255 3,303 4,109 37,339

4,252



FIGURE 5
"ALCOHOL" MONTHLY ACCIDENT SERIES=
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intervention beginning in August, 1981, coincident with legislative enactment of
the law, and continuing until the end of the series (December, 1985). The
estimated crash reduction associated with this intervention was 9.75 crashes per
month (t = -6.41). Table 12 presents the details of this model.

As with the statewide data, a second analysis was run using the Milwaukee
"Non-alcohol" series and the identified intervention as covariates for the
"Alcohol" series as shown in Table 11 and Figure 6. The results again showed
that the intervention was statistically significant., The estimated crash
reduction was 10.75 crashes per month (t = -5.93). This model is also detailed
in Table 12. The results lead to the conclusion, as with the statewide data,
that overall accident or accident reporting changes could not account for the
observed step down in the Milwaukee series.

Automatic intervention detection for the Milwaukee series showed the effect
of the 1982 law but did not automatically find any effect that could be
associated with the general deterrence media program. Other analyses using a
manually generated covariate intervention series for the media program (series
of all 0's except for six 1l's corresponding to the January to June, 1985
program) also generally did not show a media program effect. The one
exception to this was an analysis using the Green Bay "Alcohol" series and the
media program intervention series as covariates for the Milwaukee "Alcohol"
series. Here, the intervention was statistically significant (t = -2.11).
Nevertheless, these analyses tended to indicate that the August, 1981 drop of
about ten crashes in Milwaukee was overpowering any possible smaller effect of
the media program and thus when the two interventions were contained in the
same time series model, the media intervention was not significant.

A second set of time series analyses were conducted using only those
months after the identified intervention effect of the 1982 law until the end of
the media program. In other words, these analyses examined only those data
points for August, 1981 through June, 1985 and needed no factors or model
terms for the law change. The rationale for examining the data in this fashion
was that the imposition of the new law had dramatically changed the accident
series. Thus, when looking for a relatively smaller change due to the media
program, it was best to assume a new start for the monthly accident series.

When the accident series was viewed with a new origin of August, 1981,
the media program intervention series was a statistically significant covariate for
the Milwaukee "Alcohol" series but the effect was small (t = -2,07). The
" estimated crash reduction was 4.67 crashes per month. The same analysis but
with the inclusion of July, 1985 to December, 1985 also showed a significant
effect for the January to June, 1985 media program (t = -1.92) with an
estimated crash reduction of 5.74 crashes per month. However, when these
analyses were repeated to include the Milwaukee "Non-alcohol" series as an
additional covariate, the media intervention was no longer statistically
significant. This suggests that any effect of the media program on alcohol
accidents was not sufficiently large to reach significance in light of a small
downward trend in all accidents.

A third set of analyses were conducted using forecasting as opposed to
intervention analysis. Two time series models were constructed for the’
Milwaukee "Alcohol" data for the 96 months before the introduction of the media
program (January, 1977 to December, 1984). Each of these models was then
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Table 12. Models for Milwaukee Alcohol Series

Model -- Alcohol Series Intervention Detection
(data transform = + 10 and take square root)
Parameter : .
# Description Factor Lag Coefficient T ratio
1 Mean 2.00 -
2 Moving Average 1 12 - .22 - 2.00
3 Step Intervention 1 0 - .26 - 6.41 .
(0 to month 55,
1 thereafter)
(program also identified a seasonal "pulse" beginning at month 13
~and "pulses" at months 24, 47 and 73)
Model -- Alcohol Series with Covariates for Step Intervention
and Milwaukee Non-Alcohol Series
(data transform = + 10)
Parameter .
# ~ Description Factor Lag Coefficient T ratio
1 Mean 4,02
2 Moving Average 1 6 .25 w2012
3 Step Intervention 1 0 - .1 - 5.93
(0 to month 55, '
1 thereafter)
Non-Alcohol Series (: 1,000)
4 Input 1 0 - .39 - 4.19 .
5 Input 1 9 - .26 - 2.69
6 Input 1 21 - .34 2.86
7 Input 1 22 - .26 - 2,28
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used to predict or forecast an expected number of accidents for the January tc
June, 1985 period of the media program. The first of these models used only a
covariate series for the effect of the law change (all 0's until August, 1981, all
1's thereafter). It forecast a total of 184.7 crashes for the six month period of
the media program. The actual number of crashes was 150 for an average
reduction (actual versus forecast) of 5.78 crashes per month. The second
model used the same covariate series for the effect of the intervention of the
law plus the Milwaukee "Non-alcohol” and Green Bay "Alcohol" series as
additional covariates. This model with threec covariate series estimated 186.0
crashes for the six month media program period suggesting a reduction of 6.00
crashes per month based on the 150 crashes actually observed in the Milwaukee
"Alcohol" series over that period.

Table 13 presents the details of the model using covariate series for the
effect of the intervention of the law, Milwaukee "Non-alcohol" and Green Bay
"Alcohol" crashes. The Table also presents the actual and forecast monthly
values for January through June 1985. The average monthly forecast for the
first six months of 1985 was approximately 31 crashes. The actual number of
crashes was substantially lower for January to April of 1985 which correspond
to the first four months of the primary media program. In fact, when looking
at only these first four months, the difference from the forecast values is
statistically significant (t = -3.31). The number of crashes was above the
forecast value for May and below the forecast value for June. For :he fuli six
months of the program the difference between the actual and forecast values
was not statistically significant (t = -1.78). The results for July to December,
1985 which correspond to the six months after the program, are not shown in
Table 13. During this six month period, there was little difference between the
actual (183) and forecast (189.2) values.

In summary, the Wisconsin and Milwaukee "Alcohol" data clearly show crash
reductions associated with the 1982 change in the law. Statewide, this
reduction was estimated at about 110 crashes per month in the very tightly
defined "Alcohol" series. In Milwaukee, the reduction was estimated at about 10
crashes per month. Both of these reductions suggest a drop in alcohol related
crashes of approximately 25%. In addition, the January to June, 1985 Milwaukee
media program may have produced an additional reduction in alcohol related
crashes of about 5 per month (approximately 15%). However, this additional
reduction was not consistently demonstrated in the analyses conducted. It was
apparently confined to the first four months of the media effort, and there is
no evidence that the reduction continued beyond the life of the program.
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Parameter
#

1

2

=37t

Jan. '85
Feb. '85
Mar. '85

April '85 .

May '85
June '85

Total

Table 13.

Forecast Model for Milwaukee Alcohol Series.

Model -- Alcohol Series to December 1984, with Covariates
(data transform = : 10)
Description Factor Lag Coefficient T ratio
Mean 3.95
Step Intervention 1 0 - .81 - 5.36

(0 to month 55,
1 thereafter)

Non-Alcohol Series (¢ 1,000 and difference)

Input 1 0 .32

Input 1 2 - .19 -

Green Bay Alcohol Series

Input 1 0 49
Forecast Valueé

Lower Upper

95% 95%

Limit Forecast Limit , Actual

(18.3) 30.4 (42.6) 13

(18.1) 30.3 (42.6) 26

(18.6) 30.8 (43.1) 23

(20.6) 32.8 (45.1) 25

(17.8) 30.0 (42.3) 39

(19.3) 31.5 (43.8) 24
186.0 150
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VI. SPECIFIC DETERRENCE ANALYSIS

Another objective of the 1982 Wisconsin drinking and driving legislation
was to provide sufficient deterrence and rehabilitation such that convicted
drinking drivers would be less likely to repeat the offense. One of the, key
features of this legislation was the mandatory license suspension for first time
offenders. The 1982 law also increased the fine for drinking and driving;
strengthened the "Assessment Program" which provides diagnosis, treatment and
counseling for alcohol problems; and enabled the impounding of the vehicle of a
drinking driver who was operating under suspension or revocation.

The paragraphs which follow describe an evaluation of the specific
deterrence of the 1982 law. The purpose of this evaluation was to determine
whether or not convicted drinking drivers did or did not drink and drive less
often following the implementation of the 1982 law. Four separate groups of
drivers were constructed using driver records supplied by the State of
. Wisconsin. The first group consisted of first time offenders convicted before
the 1982 law and the second group consisted of first time offenders convicted
after the law. The third and fourth groups were constructed for comparlson
purposes and consisted of individuals convicted of a non-alcohol moving
violation before and after the 1982 law. Subsequent accidents and violations
were tracked for each group for a period of 12 months following their
respective convictions. The procedures utilized to construct these groups
follow closely those reported by Salzberg and Paulsrude (1984) in their
evaluation of the specific deterrence of jail sentences in Washington State.

A. Approach

The specific deterrence analysis was based on driver record data provided
by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. On January 9, 1985, a special
computer run was made against the State's driver record system to produce a
driver-by-driver file of accidents, motor vehicle code convictions and related
data. Specifically, for each licensed driver in the state (and for unlicensed
drivers and out-of-state motorists having a Wisconsin accident or conviction),
the file contained:

o Driver date-of-birth, sex and zip code of residence
o For each of up to 20 accidents:

- Accident date
- County of accident
- Accident severity (fatal, injury, property damage only)

o For each of up to 45 motor vehicle code convictions:

- The specific charge
- Violation date

. Conviction date

- County of violation

In all, records were obtained for 3,791,457 drivers. The accident data for
each driver covered reported accidents that occurred from January, 1980
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through late 1984. Approximately 84 percent of the drivers had no recorded
accidents, 14 percent had one accident, just under two percent had two
accidents and less than one percent of the motorists had three or more
accidents. The greatest number of accidents for a single driver was 14.

The violation records for each driver included convictions that occurred
between January, 1979 and late 1984. (Different file purge cycles are employed
by the State for accidents and violations, with this accounting for the different
time periods covered for these events.) Sixty-seven percent of the drivers had
no convictions on their records, 19 percent had a single conviction, seven:
percent had two convictions and seven percent had three or more convictions.
The greatest conviction tally for a single driver was 37.

Four groups of drivers were then created from the master file for further

analysis. These were: .

1. All drivers arrested and convicted for Operating While Intoxicated
during the period May 1, 1980 to April 30, 1981 who had no other
OWI conviction in the previous 12 months. This group represents
those convicted under the "old" Wisconsin OWI law.

2. All drivers arrested and convicted for OWI during the period May 1,
1982 to April 30, 1983 who had no other OWI conviction in the
previous 12 months. This group represents those convicted under
the "new" Wisconsin law.

3. A sample of drivers arrested and convicted for a moving traffic.
violation during the May 1, 1980-April 30, 1981 period who did not
have an OWI conviction in the previous 12 months.

4. A sample of drivers arrested and convicted for a moving traffic
violation 'during the May 1, 1982-April 30, 1983 period who did not
have an OWI conviction in the previous 12 months.

Screening for entry into one of these groups was done alternately
beginning with the old or new law time periods on every other record.
Screening for entry into one of the OWI groups was done first. Screening for
entry into groups 3 or 4 was done on every fifth driver record not assigned to
one of the OWI groups but which did contain at least one violation conviction.
In all, the number of drivers assigned to each group was as follows:

LT

o Group 1 Old-law OWI 19,719
o  Group 2 New-law OWI 19,126 :
o Group 3 Moving Violations 44,718

(Old-law period)

o] Group 4 Moving Violations 39,920
(New-law period) :

The following items of data were then determined for each driver entered
into one of the groups:
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o] Sex
o Age on the date of conviction for the input event.

0 Number of arrests for moving violations in the 12 months prior to the
arrest date of the input event.

o Number of days from the input conviction date to various subsequent
events which occurred within 12 months following the conviction.
These subsequent events were fatal/injury accidents, property damage
accidents, OWI arrests and moving violation arrests. When a driver
had more than one subsequent event of the same type, the one
nearest in time to the input conviction date was employed.

It should also be noted that the number of prior crashes for each group
was not tabulated because the driving records for the "Old Law" group werc
not complete with respect to crashes due to the differing purge cycles
mentioned above.

B. Results

Table 14 shows the overall results from the driver record analysis. The
top portion of the Table shows that the drinking drivers were 87% and 86% male
in the two groups with a median age of 26.3 years. The comparison groups
contained more females and were slightly older. Also shown are the number of
non-alcohol moving violations for each group during the 12 months preceding
their respective input events. The results indicate that both alcohol groups
had substantially inferior records when compared to both moving violation
groups. Also, both "Old Law" groups had slightly inferior prior records when
compared to their respective "New Law" groups.

The bottom portion of Table 14 shows the percentage of drivers in each
group who had at least one subsequent alcohol arrest and conviction, one injury
or fatal crash, one crash of any kind and one arrest and conviction for some
other moving violation. As just noted, each of these activity categories was
tracked in the driver records for a period of one year from the conviction date
of the input event. Also shown in the Table are the average number of days
from the initial conviction to the first such subsequent crash or arrest for
those drivers who had the indicated subsequent crash or arrest.

The results showed that 7.8% of the "Old Law" group were rearrested and
convicted of drinking and driving during the subsequent twelve months as
compared with only 5.4% of the "New Law" group. Further, this rearrest
occurred, on average, 180 days following the first conviction for the "Old Law"
group as compared with an average of 203 days for the "New Law" group.
Thus, not only were more of the "Old Law" drivers rearrested, but they were
arrested at an earlier time.

These results were analyzed using the PHGLM procedure of SAS (SAS
Institute, 1982). This procedure fits the Cox Proportional Hazard Linear Model
to a single dependent variable, which in this case was recidivism defined as
days to rearrest. The dependent variables used in the analysis were driver
age, sex and "Old Law" versus "New Law" group. The results showed that
"group" was a statistically significant model term (chi-square = 86.56 with 1
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" Table 14.

Subsequent Convictions and Crashes of Old Law and New Law Groups

First Conviction
Drinking Drivers

Old Law
'80-'81
N = 19,719
% male 87%
Median age (years) 26.3
% with one or more
non-alcohol violations
in prior 12 months 26.6%

Subsequent Driving
(12 months afte;f' conviction)

DWI Recidivism 7.8%
(avg.days to recidivism) = 180
Injury & Fatal Crash 2.9%

(avg.days to first crash) 185

Any Crash 7.9%
(avg.days to first crash) 179

Other Moving Violation 12.7%
(avg.days to first arrest) 176

New Law
'82-'83

19,126
86%

26.3

22.3%

5.4%
203

2.1%
211

5.0%
213

9.3%
206

~-52-

Convicted of Other
Moving Violations

Old Law New Law
180-'81  '82-'83 - -

44,718 39,920
73% 1%
27.4 28.0

13.8% = 11.2%

1.65  1.3%

209 214
3.2% 3.0%
182 180
9.5% 8.3%
172 175~
21.9% 19.6% |
161 165

[



d.f.). Thus, the "hazard" of OWI recidivism was significantly greater in the
"Old Law" as opposed to the "New Law" group.

Table 14 also shows that the "Old Law" drivers were more likely to be
involved in at least one injury or fatal crash, at least one crash of any kind
and were also more likely to be arrested and convicted of at least one
non-alcohol moving violation. In each case, those in the "Old Law" group who
were involved in the subsequent activity experienced their event in a fewer
number of days, on average, than those who were involved in the same type of
event in the "New Law" group. The PHGLM procedure was used to test the
differences between the "Old Law" and the "New Law" groups in the same
manner as it was used to test the differences in OWI recidivism. The results
showed that the "hazard" associated with the "Old Law" group was significantly
greater than the "New Law" group with respect to: subsequent injury and fatal
crashes (chi-square = 26.76 with 1 d.f.); subsequent crashes of any kind
(chi-square = 136.83 with 1 d.f.) and subsequent arrest and conviction for a
non-alcohol moving violation (chi-square = 123.55 with 1 d.f.).

The right side of Table 14 shows the results for the "Old Law" and "New
Law" comparison groups. These groups consisted of drivers convicted of some
other moving violation during the same time frame as their counterparts in the
drinking driver groups. The purpose of these groups was to control for any
changes that may have occurred in enforcement or crash likelihood between the
old law and new law periods. The results indicate that some changes probably
did occur since the "Old Law" comparison group had more subsequent activity
than the "New Law" comparison group with respect to each event type.
However, there is little difference in the average number of days required for
each group to accumulate their activity and the magnitude of the differences are
smaller than the differences observed in the drinking driver groups.
Nevertheless, these differences between the "Old Law" and "New Law"
comparison groups suggested the need for weighting the drinking driver group
data to correct for changes in the traffic environment.

The comparison group data was used to weight the differences observed
between the "Old Law" and "New Law" drinking driver groups. These weighted
differences were then tested using the t-test. Weighting was accomplished by
applying the ratio of the observed differences in the comparison group to the
drinking driver group. Specifically, for subsequent OWI recidivism, the ratio
in the comparison group was .791 (1.288% : 1.628%). The "expected" result in
the drinking driver groups, with no impact of the law, would be that the "New
Law" group had 79.1% of the OWI convictions of the "Old Law" group.
Therefore, the "Old Law" percent recidivism (7.759%) was multiplied by .791 to
obtain a weighted figure (6.139%). As shown in Table 14, the observed
difference with respect to OWI recidivism was 7.8% versus 5.4% before
weighting. After weighting, the difference was 6.1% versus 5.4%. This
weighted difference (6.1% vs 5.4%) was statistically significant (t = - 3.03).
Similarly, the weighted difference for injury and fatal crashes was 2.7% versus
2.1% and was statistically significant (t = -3.98). The weighted difference for
any crash was 6.9% versus 5.0% and was statistically significant (t = -7.90) and
the weighted difference for non-alcohol moving violations was 11.4% versus 9.3%
which was also significant (t = -8.37). Therefore, all of the. observed
differences between the "Old" and "New" drinking driver groups were still
statistically significant after weighting the results for changes in enforcement or
crash likelihood which were indicated by the comparison groups.
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A key feature of the above results was that not only were fewer "New
Law" drivers involved in subsequent crashes and convictions, but that their
involvement took longer to occur. Figures 7 to 10 show the pattern of
recidivism as a function of the number of days between the initial conviction
and the recidivating event. The four Figures show OWI recidivism, subsequent
injury or fatal crashes, subsequent crashes of any kind and subsequent arrests
for non-alcohol moving violations. In each case, the "Old Law" group shows a
relatively flat distribution for percent recidivism in the first three months
following the initial conviction as compared to the second three months, the
third three months and the fourth three months. The "New Law" group shows 4
a very different pattern. Convictions and crashes were very low during the =
first three months, somewhat higher but still well below the "Old Law" drivers
during the second three months and higher again during the third and fourth
three months. Concerning OWI recidivism, only 8 per 1000 "New Law" drivers e
were rearrested during the first three months as compared to 20 per 1000 "Old
Law" drivers. Only 3 per 1000 "New Law" drivers were involved in an injury
or fatal accident as compared with 7 "Old Law" drivers during the first three
months. Similarly, only 7 per 1000 were involved in any accident as compared
with 20, and only 13 were arrested for a non-alcohol violation as compared with
33.

The present results provide a strong argument for the specific deterrent
value of a three to six month license suspension for first time convicted
drinking drivers. Drivers subjected to this suspension had fewer crashes and
fewer alcohol and non-alcohol convictions than drivers convicted of drinking and
driving before the Wisconsin mandatory suspension law was implemented. Much
of the effect is seen during the first three to six months when the mandatory
suspension is in effect.
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Figure 9
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VII. DISCUSSION

Present concepts about the nature and role of deterrence in affecting
anti-social behavior have arisen largely from the work of criminologists and
others concerned with the criminal justice system. For example, Andenaes
(1966) was one of those to highlight the distinction between the effects of
punishment on the person being punished (specific deterrence) and the effects
of punishment upon members of society (general deterrence). Regarding the
mechanism of deterrence he noted,

"By means of the criminal law, and by means of specific applications of
this law, 'messages’' are sent to members of society. The criminal law lists-
those actions which are liable to prosecution, and it specifies the penalties
involved. The decisions of the courts and actions by police...transmit
knowledge about the law, underlining the fact that criminal laws are not
mere empty threats, and providing detailed information as to what kind of
penalty might be expected for violations of specific laws." (p. 949)

Andenaes (1966), Chambliss (1967), and Crampton (1969) among others
have discussed the necessary conditions for general deterrents to operate.
Here, there is a consensus that for legal sanctions to be effective deterrents,
there must exist, 1) a perceived risk of detection, apprehension and conviction,
and 2) a perception that the applicable sanctions are relatively severe and
swiftly and surely applied.

In the alcohol-highway safety area, there is a growing body of evidence
indicating that well publicized enforcement campaigns can produce at least a
temporary general deterrent effect. The classic outcome in this regard is found
in the British Road Safety Act of 1967 which outlawed motor vehicle operation
with Blood Alcohol Concentrations (BAC) of .08 percent or more, and
authorized the police to stop and screen motorists suspected of having alcohol
in their blood. As reported by Codling and Samson (1974), alcohol related
crashes declined sharply when the act was introduced but returned to former
levels several years later. Other positive results of "crackdowns'" have been

" reported in New Zealand (Hurst and Wright, 1980), Canada (Mercer, 1985), and
the U. S. (Levy et al., 1978).

As noted by Ross (1985), it is common for DWI enforcement campaigns to
follow the pattern of the British experience, i.e., an initial decline in measures
of alcohol-related crashes followed by a return to pre-campaign levels. Possible
explanations of this outcome include changes over time among potential drinking
drivers in the perceived risk of apprehension and/or a growing perception that
possible sanctions are not necessarily applied or are not especially severe. In
the case of the British Road Safety Act, for example, it was found that the
police rarely made use of their new enforcement powers and the impact on '
accidents has been attributed more to the publicity surrounding the adoption of
the act than to changes in the enforcement environment. The short-term
effects of other "crackdowns" have also been attributed to the ending of the
special enforcement efforts and to waning publicity about them (c.f., Ennis,
1977, Mercer, 1985).

From the general deterrence model, it is believed to be clear that
enforcement, sanctioning and public awareness are closely intertwined.
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However, while the cffects of well publicized enforcement efforts have been
demonstrated, considerably less is known about the role of various types and
levels of sanctions in deterring drunk driving.

As noted at the outset, the present study was a part of an NHTSA
research program examining the general and specific deterrence value of
traditional and innovative sanctions in DWI cases. Short term license
suspension was selected as the specific traditional sanction of interest as it is
widely available in states' laws, is relatively simple and inexpensive to apply,
and has "face validity" in that it removes the offender's driving privilege.
Also, studies of license actions in DWI cases have shown specific deterrent
effects (Hagen, 1978, Williams et al., 1984a, Preusser et al., 1976).

When the present effort began, it was anticipated that several states would
soon be adopting mandatory short term license suspension legislation and that
one of these would be found that would be willing to participate as the locale
for the intended study. That is, it was hoped that the study could be
conducted during the period of transition to mandatory license suspension so
that "before and after" measures of public attitudes and awareness could be
obtained and the possible effects of the legal change on the criminal justice
system could be observed at first hand. However, as these events did not
transpire, it was necessary to employ an alternative design involving the use of
a community with mandatory short-tern suspension in effect but with low public
awareness that the sanction was actually imposed. The primary project
"manipulation" therefore became stimulating the target community to conduct a
public information campaign focusing on the mandatory license suspension action
in DWI cases, with this activity intended to enchance the general deterrence
value of the sanction.

Analyses of surrogate measures of alcohol related motor vehicle accidents
statewide and in the project community (Milwaukee) showed a significant
downward "step" during the period of transition to the new State law, with this
effect remaining through the end of the examined accident series (1982-1985).
It is likely, therefore, that the legislation enacted in 1982 contributed to the
general deterrence of DWI at least among a portion of the potentially at-risk
population. A major component of the legal change was the adoption of the
mandatory suspension provision, with state records indicating that the
requirement was fulfilled by the courts/driver licensing agency. Although DWI
enforcement levels did not increase following the law change, it is not possible
to disentangle the effect of the mandatory suspension action from other changes
in the law (e.g., increased fines) nor from a global public perception that a
"crackdown" was in process. Indeed, the September, 1984 survey by the
Milwaukee Safety Commission and the baseline survey conducted shortly
thereafter on behalf of the project, showed generally low public awareness that
short-term license suspensions were being imposed in all DWI convictions.

The public information campaign conducted in Milwaukee during late 1984
through June, 1985 was of the type that could be readily employed at the
community level without large expenditures. That is, media time and space
were donated, as were production facilities. Local figures were featured in the
broadcast materials and distribution of items was carried out by local groups
and agencies. Also, the surveys of drivers done for the project were low-cost
efforts with the main cost coming from the data analysis stage.
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The survey results clearly showed public exposure to the media materinls
and a large increasc in awareness of the fact of mandatory license suspension.
However, changes were also detected in the perception of risk of apprchension,
despite the fact that this was not a campaign theme nor did the enforcement
environment in Milwaukee change during the public information effort. Such
"spillover" effects are not uncommon in public information efforts and do not
mitigate against the conclusion that the primary media objective was achieved.
However, the increase in awareness of the certainty of the license sanction
cannot be isolated from other possible changes in perception.

Analyses of accidents in Milwaukee through the period of the media effort
showed a possible, small general deterrent effect coincident with the campaign.
However, the evidence for this was not strong and it is not possible to

conclude that the increased knowledge of the certainty of short-term license

suspension translated into behavioral changes as measured by alcohol related
crashes. On the other hand, the specific deterrence analysis showed that
drivers convicted under the mandatory license suspension provision had
significantly better subsequent driving records than did persons convicted
during the period when less than half of offenders were subjected to a license
action. This outcome is similar to that reported by Hagen (1978) for multiple
DWI offenders subjected to license withdrawals of 12 months to three years
duration. Williams, et al. (1984b) indicate that the majority of suspended or
revoked DWI offenders reported driving during the period of their license
withdrawal. However, the nature of the driving was said to have changed and
its extent was reduced. Also, a sizeable minority of their DWI group reported
no driving during the suspension/revocation period. Similarly, the Wisconsin
drivers examined in the present study were not entirely accident or violation
free during their suspension period, indicating that driving was taking place.
However, their driving record as a group was better than among pre-law DWI
offenders wherein more than one-half were free to drive immediately after
conviction.

Williams et al., (1984a) report that the better driving records of the
suspended/revoked group originally studied by Hagen (1978), extended well
beyond the period of the term of the license action itself, with this suggesting
a specific deterrent effect continuing after the return of driving privileges.
The present data regarding specific deterrence also have shown that a
significant highway safety benefit was obtained during the short term license
suspension period and that this effect may have continued after the suspension
period. However, the time frame of the study did not permit an examination of
driving records for an extended period during which post-conviction driving
was legal.

The 1982 DWI law enacted in Wisconsin contained numerous provisions
regarding the offense (e.g., the adoption of illegal per se) and its processing.
The mandatory short-term license provision in the law was guaranteed by
requiring the State's driver licensing agency to carry out the suspension if one
was not specifically imposed by the adjudicating court and, indeed, State
records indicate that all drivers convicted since the legal changes have had
their licenses suspended.

The present study found that a significant drop in alcohol related crashes

took place coincident with the adoption of the law, with this effect lasting at
least until the end of 1985.
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Also, the specific deterrence value of the sanction was clearly shown, at
least during the suspension period and possibly thereafter. The study has also
shown that it is entirely feasible to relatively inexpensively conduct and
measure a public information effort at the local level intended to increase the
general deterrence value of the license sanction. Greatly increased awareness
of the sanction was shown and the evidence, though not conclusive, suggests
that such an activity can contribute to general deterrence.

Mandatory, short-term license suspension in DWI cases is obviously less
severe than longer term license actions and may be considered less severe than
some other penalties such as incarceration. However, the sanction was part of
a legislative package in Wisconsin that generated a general and specific
deterrent effect. Also, no evidence was found to indicate that the sanction
caused disruptions to the adjudication process, an undesirable outcome often
reported in locales adopting "severe" penalties. While the perceived severity of
short term suspension cannot be precisely established, the certainty of its
application can be legislatively adopted without dire consequences and the
public can be made aware of this fact.

The interrelationship of enforcement activities, sanctioning practices and
public perceptions make it impossible to isolate the "pure" effect of mandatory
license suspensionis in DWI cases. Nevertheless, the results of the present
study and other research are believed to offer a compelling argument to public
policy makers that short term license actions should be made mandatory
sanctions as part of the overall effort to combat the toll of alcohol related motor
vehicle accidents.
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THE MILWAUKEE SAFETY COMMISSION in cooperation with the STATE OF WISCONSIN re-
quests your help in providing information about traffic safety. Your answers to the following
questions will be strictly anonymous and will be used only for statistical purposes to heip plan
future safety programs.

@ Your sex? () Male____ (2 Femzale___

B Your Zip Code? S

B Yourage? (1)16-19___ (220-29_____ (3§ 30-49____ (4)5064____ (565 orover___

B Why did you come to the Motor Vehicle Division Office today?
(1) Renew driver's license____. :2) Get first license____
(3) Transfer from another staxa____ (4) Other reason (please specity)

8 What percent of drivers convicted of drunk driving for the first time in Wisconsin actually lose their licenses? (If you are not
sure, please mark your hest guess:

(N 100%

(1)0% 2 1-19% (3)20-39% (4)40-59% {5)60-79% (6)80-99%
@ Have you seen any TV commercials in the last month which talked about:

Death and injuries due to drunk driving? (1 Yes___ (@) No__

The legal drinking age? (1) Yes___ (2 No___

Convicted drunk drivers guaranteec to lose their licenses? (1 Yes____ v (2 No___

Enforcement of drunk driving laws? (1) Yes____ (2 No____
8 Have you heard any radio commercials in the last month which talked about:

Deaths and injuries due to drunk driving? () Yes____ 2 No____

The legal drinking age? (M Yes____ 2y No___

Convicted drunk drivers guaranteec to lose their licenses? M Yes____ 2 No____

Enforcement of drunk driving laws? M Yes____ {2y No___

M Have you read any printed materia's (posters, pamphiets, r wspaper ads, etc.) in the last month which talked about:

Deaths and injuries due to drunk driving? : (1 Yes____ @ No____
The legal drinking age? () Yes____ (@ No____
Convicted drunk drivers guaranteed to lose their licen:--=s? (1) Yes___ (2) No___
Enforcement of drunk driving iaws? (M Yes_____ () No___

B |f you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense, how unpleasant would the consequences be?

(1) Extremely unpleasant__ (2 Very unpleasant__ (3) Somewhat unpleasant____
(4) Not very unpleasant__ (5) Not at all unpleasant___

How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?
(W Very much___ (2 Somewhat____ (3) Very littie____ (4yNotatall___
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THE MILWAUKEE SAFETY COMMISSION in cooperation with the STATE OF WISCONSIN re-
quests your help in providing information about traffic safety. Your answers to the following
questions wil! be strictly anonymous and will be used only for statistical purposes to help plan
future safety programs.

B Your sex? (1)Male____ (2 Female__ _

B YourZipCode?

B Yourage? (1)16-19___ (22029 . (3)30-49____ (4)5064___ (565 or over__ _

B Why did you come to the Motor Vehicle Division Office today?
(1) Renew driver's license __ (2) Get first license
(3) Transfer from another state (4) Other reason (please specify)

B What percent of drivers convicted of drunk driving for the first time in Wisconsin actually lose their licenses? (If you are not sure,

please mark your best guess)

(0% ____ (2) 1-19%_ (3)20-39% ___ (4) 40-59% (5)60-79% (6)80-99% (7)100%_
@ What penalties does Wisconsin law reqUire for a first drunk driving conviction?
(Please check all that you think apply)
Fine ___ About how much? s
Lose license ____ » About how long? ____months
Extra insurance ____ About how much? S
Vehicle impounded _____ About how long? ——___months
Community service ____ About how long? ____ days
Counseling/treatment ___ _ "About how long? ____ days
Jail ____ About how long? ____ days
B |f you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense; how unpleasant would the consequences be?
(1) Extremely unpleasant____ (2) Very unpleasant____ (3) Somewhat unpleasant____

4y Not very unpleasant____ (5) Not at all unpleasant
How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?
() Very much____ (2)Somewhat____ 3) Very little___ @ Notatall____

B On a typical night, what percent of the people who drive in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law are arrested?
(If you are not sure, please mark your best guess)

(1)0% (2) 1-19% (3)20-39% (4) 40-59% (5)60-79% (6) 80-99% 7 100%____
8 What percent of drivers who are arrested for violating the OW! law are actually convicted?
(if you are not sure, please mark your best guess)
(1) 0% 2y 1-19% (3)20-39% (4) 40-59% (5)60-79% (6) 80-99% (7) 100%¢
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THE MILWAUKEE SAFETY COMMISSION in cooperation with the STATE OF WISCONSIN re-
quests your help in providing information about traffic safety. Your answers to the following
questions will be strictly anonymous and will be used only for statistical purposes to help plan
future safety programs.

R Your sex? (1) Male ___ (2 Female
® YourZipCode? ___ . . _ .
W Yourage? ()16-19___ 2)20-29 _ (33040 4)50-64___ (565 orover ____

B Your weight?. ________Ibs.

B Why did you come to the Motor Vehicle Division Office today?

(1) Renew driver's license_____ (2) Get first license ____
(3) Transfer from another state____ (4) Other reason (please specify) ____

W What penalties, if any, does Wisconsin law require for everyone convicted of drunk driving for the first time?

B In the past month, how often do you think you may have driven after you had been drinking enough to violate the Operating
While Intoxicated (OWI) law? (Piease check one)

(1) Daily ____ (2) 2-6 times per week (3; Once a week_____
(4) Once every 2 weeks____ (5, Once a month___ (6) Never

B How many bottles of beer. glasses of wine or drinks of liquor do you think you waould have to drink in a two hour period to be in
violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?

1_ 2_ 3 .. 4 5 6_ 7 8ormore ____

B If you had been drinking and needed to get home, how often would you: (Please give one answer in each row)

Cail a taxi? (hAlways__  (2Usually___  (3ySometimes___ (@) Rarely___ (5Never__
Take a bus? (hHAlways__ (@Usually___  (3)Sometimes____ @ Rarely ___  (5)Never ___
Ride with someone? (WAlways.___  (QUsually__ (3ySometimes___ (4 Rarely____ (5)Never.___
Drive yourself? (MWAlways___  (@Usually____  (3)Sometimes___ (4 Rarely____ 5 Never ____
Walk? (Always___  (@Usually____  (3)Sometimes.___ @ Rarely____ 5 Never ____

M if you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense. how unpleasant would the conseguences be?
(1) Extremely unpleasant____ (2) Very unpleasant____ (3 Somewhat unpleasart . _.
(4) Not very unpleasant__. (5) Not at all unpleasant_____
How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving: law?
(hyVery much . " (2Somewhat (3 Very little
A-3
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THE MILWAUKEE SAFETY COMMISSION in cooperation with the STATE OF WISCONSIN re-
quests your help in providing information about traffic safety. Your answers to the following
questions will be strictly anonymous and will be used only for statistical purposes to help plan
future safety programs.

B Your sex? (H)Male___  (2) Female____

B Your Zip Code? -—

B Yourage? (1)16-19___ (202029 __. (3)30-49 4)50-64____ (5)65 or over

B Why did you come to the Motor Vehicle Division Office today?
(1) Renew driver’s license____ 12) Get first license___

(3) Transfer from another state__ 14) Other reason (please specify)

B What percent of drivers convicted of drunk driving for the first time in Wisconsin actually lose their licenses? (If you are not sure,
please mark your best guess)

(1) 0% 2)1-19% (3) 20-39% (4)40-59% (5)60-79% 6)80-99%____ ) 100°/o_

B Please circle the number in each row which best describes your feelings about each of the following statements:

Strongly No Strongly
Agree Agree Opinion Disagree Disagree
The penalties for drunk driving should 1 2 3 4 5
be more severe '
There should be a law requiring the
use of seatbelts 1 2 3 4 S
People are less likely to drive when ,
drunk than they were a year ago 1 2 3 4 S
Pedestrian safety is taught well in : 4 2 3 ' 4 5
Milwaukee's schools
Drunk drivers should lose their licenses 1 > 3 4 5
for at least 90 days
Most aduits act safely as pedestrians 1 2 3 4 5

in Milwaukee

W If you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense, how unpleasant would the consequences be?

(1) Extremely unpleasant____ (2) Very unpleasant__- (3) Somewhat unpleasant____
(4 Not very unpleasant___ (5) Not at all unpleasant____
How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?

(1) Very much_ (2)Somewhat_ (3) Very little___ @ Notatall___

B If it were certain that you would lose your license if you were convicted of OWI, how much would this influence your
decision to drive while in violation of the OWI law?

(1) Very much___ @Alot____ (3) Somewhat___
(4) Very little___ (5) Not at ali_

A-4
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THE MILWAUKEE SAFETY COMMISSION in cooperation with the STATE OF WISCONSIN re-
quests your help in providing information about traffic safety. Your answers to the following
questions will be strictly anonymous and will be used only for statistical purposes to help plan
future safety programs.

M Your sex? (1) Male___ (2 Femaliz

B YourZipCode? ____ . ___

B Yourage? (1)16-19___ 220-:29_____ 3 3049____ (4) 50-64 (5165 orover____

B Why did you come to the Motor Vehicle Division Office today?

(1) Renew driver's license____ (2) Get first license___

(3) Transfer from another statz____ (4) Other reason (please specify)

W What percent of drivers convicted of drunk driving for the first time in Wisconsin actually iose their licenses? (If you are not sure,
please mark your best guess)

(1)0% 2)1-19%

(3)20-39% {4)40-59% (5)60-79% (6) 80-99% (1) 100%

@ What do you think the State of Wisconsin should do to the driver's license of someone convicted of drunk driving?
(1) Take it away for a year of more____
(2) Take it away for 3 months to a year____
(3) Take it away for 3 months or less___
(4) Let the driver keep it___

B If Wisconsin takes away the license of a convicted drunk driver, shouid the driver stili be permitted to drive to and from work or
schooi?

MYes_—_ (2 No___

@ If Wisconsin allows convicted drunk drivers to drive to and from work or school, should there be a minimum waiting period
before this restricted driving is allowed?

(HYes_._ (@ No__
If yes, how long should this waiting period be?

(h 1month____ (22months____ (3y3months____ (4) More than 3 months___

8 If you were convicted of a drunk driving first offense, how unpleasant would the consequences be?
(1) Extremely unpleasant__ (2) Very unpleasant___ (3) Somewhat unpleasant____
(4) Not very unpleasant___ (5) Not at all unpleasant_____ |
How much do these consequences influence whether or not you drive while in violation of the OWI (drunk driving) law?

(1) Very much___ (2)Somewhat____ (3) Very little__ @ Notatall___

A-5
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APPENDIX B

Survey Data



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

SEX (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

I-4

MALE FEMALE UNKNOWN SUM

[-~mmmmem e e R T [~-=-mmmm - J=mmmmmmmmmm o I

1 1 8201 8691 11 16901 # RESP
I 48.51 51.41 0. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I-~=~moemmoom I-----m-mm-- [memmmmmm e - I

2 1 7021 . 6521 11 13551 # RESP
I 51.81 48 .11 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e e [ [--------==--- [-=--=vmomm - I

3 1 7181 6641 21 13841 # RESP
PO 51.91 48 .01 0.11 100.01 # OF CYCLE
| e i e e it I--~---om~-- ) il ldid I

4 1 7711 6931 11 14651 # RESP
1 52.6 47 .31 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~-emmm oo I-mmmmmmmm o O ittt I--emmememm - I

5 1 5561 4601 1 10161 # RESP
1 54.71 45.31 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
) e it [-==---oom - I-----=------- [-m-ommmem - I

6 1 5641 5291 31 10961 # RESP
1 51.51 48 .31 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) I------mve = I--------~--- [-----~mm-- I

7 1 5001 4591 1 9591 # RESP
I 52.11 47 .91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~emmememm e~ I--~-----v-=-- [--~---mm e ) S i I

8 1 4601 4171 21 8791 # RESP
1 52.31 47 .41 0.21 100.0I % OF CYCLE
) Gt - I[-----vmnm-- [-=-o=~cmm—- I

SUMI 50911 47431 101 98441 # RESP
I 51.71 48 .21 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
-~ I----mmomm- I------- - [~ - 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .112858 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .338572 E -0Of



¢4

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .651206 E O1
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7
CONT COEF = ,439292 E -0Of

MILWAUKEE ORINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY GREEN BAY

SEX (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

MALE FEMALE UNKNOWN SUM
------------ e C T S |
2931 2921 21 5871 # RESP
49.91 49.71 0.31 100.0I % OF CYCLE
------------ I e Bt
2191 2321 1 4511 # RESP
48.61 51.41 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ I e nnn) CEEEEEEEEET TS EEPET R
2301 2371 I 4671 # RESP
49.31 50.71 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ I S CE e G |
1501 1221 I 2721 # RESP
55. 11 44.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ I et GEEEEEEEEETS PP
1071 1011 I 2081 # RESP
51.41 48.61 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ I d CECTEEEEEEETS EEPTEEETPS |
2201 1801 1 4001 # RESP
55.01 45.01 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ O et CECEEEEEEEEES SRS |
1971 1801 I 3771 # RESP
52.31 47.71 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ ittt COTEEEEEEERES EEEE RS {
3081 3001 21 6101 # RESP
50.51 49.21 0.3I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ s CEEEEEEEEREES SRR |
17241 16441 41 33721 # RESP
51.11 48.81 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
------------ R et CECEEEEEENES EEETEREIEETS |

L



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

AGE (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

i6 TO 19 20 T0 29 30 TO 49 50 T0 64 65 OR OVER NO ANSWER SUM
) e o - [--rmmcmr e a - e mece e - [ommmm e mmm e - - i------~---- I
o1 1501 4491 6621 2971 1291 31 16901 # RESP
1 8.91 26.61 38.21 17 .61 7.61 0.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tmmmmmmm e m T [-mmmmmmmmme- [ommmmmmmmmm [-wmmmmmmmmme [--mmmmmmmmm - Trmmmmmmomem e I
2 1 1451 3481 5151 2401 1071 1 13551 » RESP
I 10.71 25.71 38 .01 17.71 7.91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- [-mm e - Jormm - [-=rmmmeem == [~ - [----mre——--- [--~ === 1
3 1 991 3951 5611 2351 931 11 13841 = RES®
I 7.21 28 .51 40.951 17.01 6.71 0. 11 100.01 CF CZ-CLE
[--rmmm oo [~---momm o= [~ — e o~ [ mrr e -~ J--vrmmrr ==~ ]-----~ - 1
4 I 1061 4071 5611 2621 1281 21 1451 # RESE
1 7.21 27 .81 38 .31 17 .91 8. 71 0. 11 100.01 % OF CvCLE
| Imommmmmmomo - [-mmmmmmmmmmn [ommmmmm - U [-mmemmmmeom- [--mmmmmmmmm - I
5 1 1181 3061 3491 1771 661 I 10161 # RESP
I 11.61 30.11 34,41 17.4a1 6.51 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--rmmeerr e - I R e I-vemm i ee == [-~cemmem == [-—=r ==~ I i I
6 I 801 2841 4321 2051 931 21 10961 # RESP
I 7.31 25.91 39.41 18.71 8.51 0.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
G [emmmmmmmem o ) GO [-mmmmmmmemnn Iomommmmmmm=- | QR [-mmmmmmmmm - I
to 7 1 911 3311 3641 1331 401 1 9591 # RESP
] I 9.51 34.51 38 .01 13.91 4.21 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
A [mmmmmmmmm e m [mm-mmommm - [-—mmmmmmm e [mmmmmme o e [-~-mmmmmm o [mmmmememamne [~wmmmmmm o mm I
8 I 1101 2701 3181 1231 581 I 8791 # RESP
1 12.51 30.71 36.21 14.01 6.61 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
(R [~—mmmmmmm e Iommmmmmmmmm Jomemmmmmmoms S Jommmmmmmomme Tmmmmmmmmmome 1
SUMI 8981 27901 37621 16721 7141 81 ) 98441 # RESP
1 9.11 28 .31 38.21 17 .01 7.31 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-eoomommmmen Immmmmmmmm e Tmmommmmmmmee [-mmmmmm e I--mmmmmmmmm- [ommmmmmmmmm- [ommmmmme o 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .105031 E 03 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .102788



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

AGE (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

16 TO 19 20 TO 29 30 TO 49 50 TO 64 65 OR OVER NO ANSWER SUM
[-mmmmmme QR [mmmmmmm e Jommmmmmmmm = R | S [mmmmmmmm e 1
11 771 1701 2271 681 441 11 5871 = RESP
I 1311 29 .01 38.71 11.61 7.51 0.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) (P PP (. G T [mmmmmmmmm s 1
2 1 641 1321 1671 591 291 1 4511 # RESP
1 14.21 29.31 37.01 13.11 6.41 1 . 100.0I % OF CYCLE
| SR ) C T [ommmmmmmm e Jommmmmmmm - [ommmmmmmmm o | I--mmmmmmmme- 1
3 1 641 1281 1681 741 321 11 4671 # RESP
1 13.71 27.41 36.01 15.81 6.91 0.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jommommmmmaae (TR T Jommmmmmmmm o S [-mmmmmmmm e I
4 1 : 141 801 1081 551 151 1 2721 # RESP
I 5.11 29,41 39.71 20.21 5.51 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
PR ) R [ommmmmmmmm o R T-wmmmmmmmm- Trmmmmmmmm e 1
5 1 241 621 721 401 101 1 2081 # RESP
1 11.51 29 .81 34.61 19.21 4.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[emmmmmmmae (T [=ommmmmmmm P Jomccmmceaon | S - TP I
6 1 501 1411 1391 511 191 1 4001 # RESP
1 12.51 35.21 34 71 12.71 4.71 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[omomomcmaao loemacmcaoaoo PR Immmmmmmmeme T [roceocomoen- 1
o 7 1 621 1321 1261 421 141 11 3771 # RESP
I 16.41 35.01 33.41 111 3.71 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- } CR TP QSRS [mmmmmmmmn - Immmmmmmmemmm [--mmmmmmmmem [emcmmcmme e [ommmmmmemmn- 1
8 1 881 1901 2281 681 341 21 6101 » RESP
I 14.41 31.11 37.41 11.11 5.61 0.31 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Jewmmmmmeaaas ) G Jommmmmmmmmme T Jommmmmmm e P RPN 1
SUMI 4431 10351 12351 4571 1971 51 33721 « RESP
1 ©43.11 30.71 36.61 13.61 5.81 0.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
QPP Immmmmmmmm oo P Iommmmmm o U T-mmmmmmmmmmm S I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .590101 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .131241



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND ORIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

REASON FOR VISITING MOTOR VEHICLE OFFICE (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

TRANS
GET FROM
RENEW FIRST OTHER OTHER NO
LICENSE LICENSE STATE REASON ANSWER SUM
I-mmmmmeo - R e [-=mmmmmmmm- [--=-mmmmmoee [--wmmmmmmmn- 1
11 12991 1081 431 2321 81 16901 # RESP
1 76.91 6.41 2.51 13.71 0.51 100.01 ‘% OF CYCLE
I-----memoe- I [--=m-m-mmmm- [--mmommmmme- [--~-==mm=mm- I 1
2 1 10451 1341 301 1411 51 13551 # RESP
I 77.11 9.91 2.21 10.41 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=-mmememme- L L R N e [---mmceomoo- 1
3 1 11331 341 561 1561 SI 13841 # RESP
I 81.91 2.51 4.0l 11.31 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---oommmmn- I I---mmmemmmm- [--mmommmmme- e [---mmommmnn I
4 1 12331 as1 481 1351 a1 14651 # RESP
I 84.21 3.11 3.31 9 .21 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I [-mmmmmmmmmm- I-=n-mmmmmmne [--=--mommon- I I
5 1 8411 391 271 1021 71 10161 # RESP
1 82 .81 3.81 2.71 10.01 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I-=-mmmmmmee I----mmmmme- R I I I
- 6 I 8861 411 431 1221 a1 10961 # RESP
& 1 80.81 3.71 3.91 1111 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e I T [---mmmmmom - I e R I
7 1 7221 521 291 1511 51 8581 # RESP
I 75.31 5.41 3.01I 15.71 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I R et 1---mommmmmo- [----mmmmmmn [--=mmmmmmmm- R et I
8 I €431 771 ' 201 1351 41 8791 # RESP
1 73.21 8.81 2.31 15.41 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I et I R e [--~--m-mmom- [----mmmmmm - 1
SUMI 78021 5301 2961 11741 421 98441 ~ RESP
1 79.31 5.41 3.01 11.91 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Im--mmmmoonn- I----mmmmm- I--m-mmomoome I [--=-mmmmomne e 1
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .193341 € 03 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .138788



STATISTICS BASED ON RAW

CHI SQUARE = .978139 E
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .167899

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

GREEN BAY

REASON FOR VISITING MOTOR VEHICLE OFFICE (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RENEW
LICENSE

FREQUENCY

02

GET
FIRST
LICENSE

(SIGNIFICANT AT

TRANS
FROM
OTHER OTHER
STATE REASON
-------- I------~-=-=--1
171 601
2.91 10.21
-------- I----momem-—]
21 561
0.41 12,41
-------- I-----os-----1
71 531
1.51 14.31
-------- e el
71 211
2.61 7.71
-------- I----oceeee-1
71 261
3.41 12 .51
———————— [---mmmmmmee ]
101 801
2.51 20.01
———————— i §
71 591
1.91 t5.61
———————— I------------1
241 1161
3.91 19.01
———————— I-—------e---1
811 4711
2.41 14 .01
-------- e e |
.001 LEVEL)

NO
ANSWER

an

RESP
OF CYCLE

s RESP

OF CyCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

. RESP

OF CYCLE
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MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

% DRIVERS LOSING LICENSE ON FIRST DWI CONVICTION (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

o% O1% TO 19%  20% TO 39%  40% TO 59%  60% TO 79%  80% TO 99% 100% NO ANSWER SUM

I-mmmmmmeem e [wememcemcnae R et I [~---mmemmm I----mmmmm oo I-------mmo- - Iommmm e - 1

1 1 1031 4481 3191 1721 851 631 1401 281 13581 # RESP
1 7.61 33.01 23.51 12.71 6.31 4.61 10.31 2.11 100 .01 % OF CvYCLE
I-~cmmmmce e I--m—ommmmem- R e ) I---memmmme o e [ i [ e I--~n-- SRR

2 1 811 3471 2481 1401 561 721 1191 181 1081 » RESP
1 7.51 32.141 22.91 13.01 5.21- 6.71 11.01 1.71 100 01 Y QF CeCLE
e it I-----mmmmm o I-mmmmem oo [--~m-mommm - e ittt I~----mmmmm- I----mmmmmoo- I-mmmmmemne I-mmmmmmem f

3 1 521 3521 2061 1381 731 651 2041 221 11121 = RESD
I 4.71 31.71 18.51 12.41 6.61 5.81 18.31 2.01 100.Q1 % OF Z:CLE
I--mmmmee e Jemmmommm e o R I-----mmmom - [------=mmmm- I~---------- [-=-mmmmooos I------------ [-=-mmmmmm - 1

4 1 531 3071 2161 1631 681 851 2621 221 11761 = RES®
I 4.51 26.11 18.41 13.91 5.81 7.21 22.31 1.91 100.01 % OF CrCLZ
R i I--mmmmemm o I-~------~ - I I---—ommmmm - I~—---mmmmo - I---mmmmm - [-=--mmmmmo o [--=-mmmmm e I

5 1 301 1911 1601 1071 531 531 2121 151 8211 » RESP
1 3.71 23.31I 19.51 13.01 6.51 6.51 25.81 1.81 100.0I % OF CrCLE
I-mmmmmm e I--==-mmmmmm- I-=--mmmmmm - I-=---mommo - [----c-mmmm - [ it [---mmmmmmm - [-=-mmmmmmmm - I==~-mmmmoem- I

6 1 191 1991 1481 1091 701 621 2621 111 8801 # RESP
1 2.21 22.61 16.81 12.41 8.01 7.01 29.81 1.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmm e [---wvmmmemee R I--~--momom-- R e e I~-mmem e [=--mmmmmmmm = [=smmmmmme - I---m-mmmom - I

7 1 271 1411 1461 971 541 581 2361 171 7761 4 RESP
I 3.51I 18.21 18.81 12.51 7.0 - 7.51 30.41 2.21 © 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mdmmm e eam [~--mmmmmem - I---mmmmmnm e m I--c-momemno- R et [~-mmmmmem - [-emmmmmmmm e [----=-mmmmm- I--~---mmmm-- I

8 1. 261 1211 1411 851 441 651 2171 121 7111 # RESP
I 3.71 17.01 19.81 12.01 6.21 9.11 30.51 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
IR it [-ewrecomana- Immemmmmmne e [-=nommemmee [eemmmemcneen Jmmmmmmme e I[---=mmmmmmm I--------mem- I--~-mmmmmm - 1

SUMI 3911 21061 15841 10111 5031 5231 16521 1451 79151 # RESP
1 4.91 - 26.61 20.01 12.81 6.41 6.61 20.91 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [---mommm e Iom-emmmeaea- I-mocmmm e I--—--mmm - I----—-mmmm - I--smmmmme - [erewmmrrmen- Im-mmmmemmm e I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 437615 E 03

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42

STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE = .431651 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEV?L)

CONT COEF = .230907



8-d

0%

I---m=oomemn- I--=-==-
11 3ol

1 6.41

I-~-=mmmomm - s
2 1 181

I 5.01

I---mmommemn- e
3 1 161

I $.31

R I-~==---
4 1 101

1 4.61

I ____________ I ________
5 1 81

1 4.81

s I-------
6 I 131

I 4. .11

I et I---=---
7 1 91

I 3.01

I---m-remoene 1-------
8 I 231

1 4.71

I In-mmmm-
SUMI 1271

1 4.71

e e

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW

CHI SQUARE = .637617 E
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42
STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE

CONT COEF = .153368

01% TO 19%

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

GREEN BAY

% DRIVERS LOSING LICENSE ON FIRST DWI CONVICTION (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

20% TO 39Y%

----- | e |
1451 1091
31.01 23.37
———— e e |
1181 861
32.61 23.81
----- I-~--vcemm--1
1007 727
26.981 19 .41
----- e e
‘21 361
343 .24 16 .61
----- I------=------1
371 401
22.41 24 .21
----- I[------------1
841 711
26 .21 22.21
————— I--moo-e----1
811 651
26.71 21.51
----- I-~-----=-=---1
1401 1311
28.71 26.91
----- ) i |
7771 6101
28 .81 22.61
----- I--—----------1
FREQUENCY
02
=  .237440 E O1
[N

40% TO 59%

(SIGNIFICANT AT

60% TO 79%

.01

80% TO 99%

LEVEL)

100%

L3l

NO ANSWER

4681
100 Ot
P N l

G2t
1O0 .01
R |
3721
100.01

%

RESP
OF CyCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

CF CyCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

UNPLEASANTNESS OF CONSEQ. OF 1ST DRUNK DRIVING CONVICT (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

NOT NOT
EXTREMELY VERY SOMEWHAT VERY AT ALL
UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT NO ANSWER SUM
[-m-mmmm e I-s-momem oo I-mmmvmmoomo- I----mmmmomm- | et [ [-wmmommooo I
LA G 11911 3081 811 371 131 601 16901 # RESP
I 70.51 18.21 4.81 2.21 0.81 3.6l 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmmmm oo I et I [ i [-cmmmmemoaee [-mmmmmmmmne [-mmmmmm oo I
2 1 9601 2251 631 271 121 681 13551 # RESP
I 70.81 16.61 4.61 2.01 0.91 5.01 100.01 % OF CMCLE
R it T [ommmm e - I-m--mmmom oo R | R e T T I
3 1 10021 2171 731 191 121 611 13841 » RESP
I 72.41 15.71 5.31 1.41 0.91 4.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-emmmmmoee - [-mmsmmoae [=-mmmmmomo- | et I i [--mrmmmmoeo- I
4 1 10741 2101 831 301 131 751 14651 # RESP
1 73.31 14.31 4.31 2.01 0.91 5.41 100.01 % OF CvCLE
[-=-mmommmo I-=-mmmommme- R T [-=---mmo - e b [--mmmomoma S R I
5 I 7491 1581 331 151 91 521 10161 # RESP
I 73.71 15.61 3.21 1.51 0.91 5.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- ) B I-voommem e R e I--vmmmmm--- I----- - I---ommmme - I :
6 1 8011 1701 471 181 51 ‘551 10961 # RESP
oo 1 73.11 15.51 4.31 1.61 0.51 5.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& I--mmmmmmme e R | e [mmemmmmmmm - I ki R e [---wemmmm - I
7 1 6621 1751 321 141 151 611 9591 # RESP
1 69.01 18.21 3.31 1.51 1.61 6.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=m=mmmmmene | R R R it [mmmmmmme o [----mmemmme [----mmmmmene R e I
8 1 6501 1361 421 181 21 311 8791 # RESP
1 73.91 15.51 T 4.8l 2.01 0.21 3.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| Tt I-mmmmmmma e [mmmmmrmem oo [---------m - [--=-moommmoo [--mmmmmmemn [-----mmmmem e I
SUMI 70891 15991 4341 1781 811 4631 98441 # RESP
1 72.01 16.21 4.41 1.81 0.81 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I------mmmeom I=mmmmmmmne - | R I it I--mmoommmmoo | it [=--=-mmomm- I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .404668 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = . .655375 E -0



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

UNPLEASANTNESS OF CONSEQ. OF 1ST DRUNK DRIVING CONVICT (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

NOT NOT
EXTREMELY VERY SOMEWHAT VERY AT ALL
UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT  UNPLEASANT NO ANSWER SUM
| I-~--mmmmmmo- [mmmmmm s [-ommmmmmmmms [-mmommmmm s [~--===mmmmm- I---mmmmmmens I
11 3981 1121 281 171 31 291 5871 # RESP
1 67.81 19. 11 4.81 2.91 0.51 4.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| et I----mmmmmmo- [----mmmmmmm- [-=--mmmmmmm- [---wmmmmmon- e [--comomomm 1
2 1 3151 721 281 oI 3t 241 4511 # RESP
1 69.81 16.01 6.21 2.01 0.71 5.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---rmmmmom - I------------ T R I---cmmmmmm- R R I
3 1 3131 991 121 101 21 311 4671 4 RESP
I 67.01 21.21 2.61 2.11 0.41 6.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--m-mmmomo- R I I I [------mmmmm- R 1
4 1 1981 461 141 61 11 71 2721 # RESP
I 72.81 16.91 5. 11 2.21 0.41 2 61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---=emmmmm o i e [--mmmmmommon R [-m-mmommmmm- R 1
5 1 1491 321 71 31 21 151 2081 # RESP
1 71.61 15.41 3.41 1.41 1.01 7.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----mmmmmes I s I I-----mmmmmm- [------mmm- - e it [-=-mmmmmmmn 1
6 1 2871 741 131 81 31 151 4001 # RESP
e I 71.71 18.51 3.21 2.01 0.71 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
= I---mmmmmeme R R R I-oommmommos T--------- - I-emmmmmmmmos 1
© 7 1 2511 791 121 91 31 231 3771 » RESP
1 66.61 21.01 3.21 2.41 0.81 6. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) I------mmm--- I------------ I--=-=-mmm-- e [----mommmmn- R I
8 I 471 1201 341 o1 61 241 6101 # RESP
I 68.41 19.71 5.61 1.51 1.01 3.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----ommmoon I--mmmmmmmme I-----mmmm- e e it e e I 1
SUMI 23281 6341 1481 711 231 1681 33721 # RESP
I 69.01 18.81 4.41 2.11 0.71 5.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R R R T [--mmmmmmmmmn I e [--mmmmmmmo I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .260159 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .897463 E -01



1
1 1

1

1

2 1

1

1

3 1

1

I

4 1

I

1

5 1

1

1

6 1

1

1

[es) 7 1
v 1
- 1
8 1

1

1

SUMI

I

- I

- STATISTICS BASED ON RAW

CHI SQUARE = .2890743 £
DEGREES OF FREEOOM = 21

CONT COEF = .561062 €

MILWAUKEE ORINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

MILWAUKEE

INFLUENCE OF CONSEQUENCE OF DRUNK DRIVING LAW ON SELF (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE

VERY MUCH SOMEWHAT VERY LITTLE

------------ T TNy JUPRMPNPRURS N

12481 2251 521

73.81 13.31 3.11

------------ R T i O

9771 1681 491

72.11 12.41 3.6l

------------ e

9971 1891 a31

72.01 13.71 3.11

------------ DT TNET JUP R

10571 1841 501

72.21 12.61 3.41

------------ [-=---wmmemoe]mmmmmmmmmme]

7121 1591 a1l

70.11 15.61 4.01

------------ [-=mmmmmmeefemmmmmmmmmen]

8111 1341 301

74.01 12.21 2.71

------------ T P

6661 1271 341

69.41 13.21 3.51

------------ Jmmmmmmmmmemmlmmmmmmmm o]

6371 1171 451

72.51 13.31 5.41

------------ Je=mmmmmmmm el mmmmmmm e e m]

71051 13031 3441

72.21 13.21 3.51

------------ [-==-mm=mmemo]ommommmemme]
FREQUENCY

02

-~O1

NOT AT ALL

NO ANSWER

(ALL)

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

4# RESP
% OF CYCLE

# RESP
% OF CYCLE

#4 RESP
%» GF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

INFLUENCE OF CONSEQUENCE OF DRUNK DRIVING LAW ON SELF (ALL) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

VERY MUCH SOMEWHAT VERY LITTLE NOT AT ALL NO ANSWER SUM
[-mmmmmmmm o L L [----mmmmmm - I----mommmo- R et 1
11 3841 1121 181 291 a4l 5871 # RESP
1 65.41 1911 3.11 4.91 7.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I iR I-----=ooomn I--mmmmmme o I---mmmmmmms [---mmmmomo- R 1
2 I 3091 741 181 181 321 4511 # RESP
1 68.51 16.41 4.01 4.01 7.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I T e e et I--------mmo- I e [--mmmmmooos 1
3 T 3251 721 101 151 451 4671 # RESP
T 69.61 15.41 2.11 3.21 9.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmmmm o I------memoon I I I [----mmmmooos I
4 I 1881 461 81 151 151 2721 = RESP
1 69.11 16.91 2.91 5.51 5.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmmoo- [---mmmmmmnn R O e I---ooommooo- R I
5 1 1431 311 41 81 221 2081 < RESP
I 68.71 14.91 1.91 3.81 10.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmme I e L e R et L R 1
6 1 2881 681 131 131 181 4001 # RESP
1 72.01 17.01 3.21 3.21 4.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I-----moomoo- I----ommmmmen I----mmmeoo- R I---memmmmeo- I
o 71 2521 761 101 111 281 3771 # RESP
= 1 66.81 20.21 2.71 2.91 7.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
™ 1 I------mmoo- I---------=-- I---mmmmem—- I------------ I-----m-omao- I
8 1 4241 ' 1121 181 161 401 6101 # RESP
1 69.51 18.41 3.01 2.61 6.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
1 e I----mmmmmmen I---mmmmemom L I----ommooo- [----mommoa-- I
SUMI 23131 5911 991 1251 2441 33721 # RESP
1 68.61 17.51 2.91 3.71 7.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I------mmoomn I----mmmmmo o L i I----ommomo- e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 176336 € 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .748715 E -0O1



MILWAUKEE DRINKIMNG AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (

¢1-d

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE =
DEGREES OF FREEDOM =

. 199231 E
7

02

CONT COEF = .101133

(SIGNIFICANT

E):
NOD NO ANSWER
____________ I.._-_.__-__‘-_-I
581 61
1711 1.81
------------ I--~-evoom-1
241 61
8.81 2.21
------------ I-----=-=----1
251 31
9.21 1.11
------------ e e {
251 61
8.51 2.01
------------ et {
231 61
11.21 2.91
———————————— I--=---==----1
201 21
9.21 0.91
———————————— et {
231 61
12.01 3.41
------------ I------=-----]
141 31
B.11 1.71
------------ I--~~-~--m---1
2121 381
10.81 1.91
------------ N il |
AT .01 LEVEL)

MILWAUKEE

DEATH AND INJURIES OUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
Of CyCLE

RESP

© OF CYCLE

s RESP

%

OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
0F CYCLE



SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): DEATH AND INJURIES DUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

yi-d

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 184366 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 164005

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND ORIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

(SIGNIFICANT

NO ANSWER

AT .05 LEVEL)

GREEN BAY

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
) e g -~~~ [--~-~---=--- [------==-=- I
11 1831 1271 291 3391 # RESP
I 54.01 37.51 8.61 100.01 % QOF CYCLE
I--=mommmmm e fmmmm oo [~=mmmmmm - T I '
2 I 1481 1001 241 2721 # RESP
1 54.41 36.81 8.81 100.01 % .OF CYCLE
) TR [~e--comcmioc]mmcenancnnnn [ommmeem e 1
3 I 1561 1031 141 2731 # RESP
I 57.11 37.71 5.11 100.0I % QOF CYCLE
[--mromecce= R et -~ =--- [--mmrmmemm e - 1
4 I 1671 981 301 2951 # RESP
1 56.61 33.21 10.21 100.01 7 OF CYCLE
[ommmmmeocee- [emmmmemmmme ) TN [ememomammene 1 -
5 1 1081 841 141 2061 # RESP
) I 52.41 40.81 6.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
TP ) ST Immmmmcm e Jomoemmmmemae I
6 1 981 971 231 2181 # RESP
1 45.01 44 .51 10.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
-~ [------------ I-—--~=-m-- - [-=rmmmm -~ I
w 7 1 1011 761 141 1911 # RESP
la I 52.91 39.81 7.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w [ -~ ) [----=--—-=- I
8 1 841 731 151 1721 # RESP
I 48 .81 42.41 8.7I1 100.01 % QOF CYCLE
Jommmmme e [ommmmmmmam [rmmmmmmme - [mmmmmmmmmaee 1
SUMI 10491 7581 1631 19661 # RESP
1 53.21 38.61 8.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| TR [--mmmmmmmmm [ammmmmmem o Immmmommm e I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 100963 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .746227 E -0t



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NOD NO ANSWER SUM
[ | I--—-mommom - 1----=-vmmmm- 1
11 681 401 91 1171 # RESP
1 58.11 . 34.21 7.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
locemmmmee e S | I--——=mrmm-m- 1
2 1 431 391 9t : 911 # RESP
1 47 .31 42 .91 9.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
lo—mmmme e e e R et ) R R 1
3 1 501 381 71 951 # RESP
) S 52.61 40.01 7.41 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----=mmmmome R it I-----emm oo 1---- e 1
a1 501 231 21 551 # RESP
54 .51 41.81 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[ocommmmmemm | I----m-mmm - | i 1
£ 1 31 51 31 411 # RESP
1 56.11 36.61 7.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
LR L R et ) e 4
6 1 301 441 61 801 # RESP _
I 37.51 55.01 7.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[ R e e | it 1
qﬂ 7 1 371 331 81 781 # RESP
— I 47.41 42.31 10.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o L R 1-~---mmmmm o - I---——-eo—- I
8 1 581 551 101 1231 # RESP
1 47.21 44.71 8.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---commma - | J--mmmmeme - I---memmmmm o 1
SUMI 3391 2871 54] 6801 # RESP
1 49.91 42.21 7.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
L R I--~-mmmmmm - T-mmmmmmmmm 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .104087 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 127888



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTED DRUNK DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
R R ittt [-mmmmmmmme e e e aadat 1
11 1101 1931 361 3391 # RESP
I 32.41 - 56.91 10.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R T it [----mmmmmmm I-=mommmm e 1
2 1 1061 1421 241 2721 # RESP
1 39.01 52.21 8.81 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Jommemmenmn e [-~--cocmeem- [---ommmmmem - [-~--mmmmmmm - 1
3 1 1301 1251 121 2721 # RFSP
1 47.6 45.81 6.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R s | R | R ettt | e 1
4 1 1891 801 261 2951 # RESP
1 64.11 27.11 8.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e i | R e [---mmmmmemn e I----moom - 1 .
5 1 1221 731 111 2061 # RESP
1 59.21 35.41 5.31 100.01I % QOF CYCLE
| ke | | T [----mmmmm - 1 :
6 1 1461 591 131 2181 # RESP
1 67.01 27.11 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e R [---mmmmmm - | ittt 1
o 7 1 1371 451 91 1911 # RESP
R 1 71.71 23.61 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
-3 J-meommmme e I-vcommme o= [----mmmmmnm - [-==-m=-mom - 1
8 I ti61 481 81 1721 # RESP
1 67.41 27.91 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--cmmmmeme- I-~-c-emmm-- I---mmmmmmem o I~--ommmm o= 1
SUMI 10561 7651 1451 19661 # RESP
1 53.71 38.91 7.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Ir-mmmmemmm e [-~----m=omo- [--—-mmmm e [-~=---—===o- 1
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .153582 E 03 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .278890



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTED DRUNK DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER . SUM
I et I----ommmmme- e e 1
11 331 751 91 1171 # RESP
1 28.21 64.11 7.71 -~ 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mommmem I I e S
2 1 281 541 91 911 # RESP
T 30.81 59.31 9.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmmmooaae [----m-mmmmn S [---mrmmmmm - 1
3 1 491 481 61 951 # RESP
I 43.21 50.51 6.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I R R [---mmmmmmme- I
4 1 S 171 351 31 551 » RESP
1 30.91 63.61 5.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [-mmmmmmomm - [----mmmmmmmn [=mmmmmmmee - 1
5 1 171 201 a1 411 # RESP
I 41.51 48.81 9.81 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I e I-=-mmmmmmoo- I---=mmmmm - I
6 I 201 531 _ 71 801 # RESP
I 25.01 66.21 - B8.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
N I [----ommmmmm- R I
w 7 1 © 271 441 71 781 # RESP
AR I 34.61 56.41 9.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e [-=mmmmmmmm I I I
8 1 361 751 121 1231 # RESP
I 29 .31 61.01 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I e I 1
SUMI 2191 - 4041 571 6801 # RESP
1 32.21 59.41 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e I--mmmmmmm oo I----mmmmmm - Ti-=mmmm o 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .102618 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 127298



Y . «

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
Im-mmmmmm e - Joomm e - I-mmrmmmm - I---rmmmn e I
11 2081 1061 251 3381 # RESP
1 61.471 31.37 7.47 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--momommmm e Iemrmmem o I--memmm e o= I----mmmmm e I
2 1 18901 681 141 2721 # RESP
I 69.91 25.01 5.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R e I----v--m--- I----- Sttt I
K | ia771 e77 971 273 # RESP
I 12,21 24.51 - 3.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) Jovmmm - - - I-----===---- I
4 1 2281 431 181 2951 4 RESP
i 77.31 16.61 6.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Imeee e | e I-==mm=mm--— I----mmmme - I
5 1 1471 461 131 2061 # RESP
I 71.41 22 .31 6.31 100.01 # OF CYCLE
| R S -~ e i I-=-emmr e I
6 I 1741 371 71 2181 # RESP
I 739.81 17.01 3.21 © 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~ I[--=—mmeem - I--=-mmmmm-- I----remmee - 1
[ws] 7 1 1441 391 81 1911 # RESP
A. I 75.41 20.41 4.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
© I~—--------- [-wmmmeeme - ) e i ) B it I
8 1 1221 401 101 1721 # RESP
I 70.91 23.31 .81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I - [--o-mmmmmo - I[-m=mmmemmm I--mmmmmmm e I
SUMI 14101 4521 1041 19661 # RESP
I 71.71 23.01 5.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~-ccmmmmm - I------------ D g [-=m=mmm----- I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 288028 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .123423



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

SEEN TV COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS_BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
Iemwmmmm - [----mmmmmm e I-~-------- - I---=memmo - 1
11 731 371 71 1171 # RESP
1 62.41 31.60 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e g O [--mmeevemman [--==ccmmmm - 1
2 1 701 181 - 31 911 # RESP
I 76.91 - 19.81 ©3.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmem o [--=-mcmm oo [--=-=ecemom- I--m-mmmmme- 1
3 1 761 161 31 . 951 # RESP
I 80.0I 16.81 3.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R LT [--mmmmmm - [--=memmmmmm - I----ccmmmee- 1 :
4 1 451 101 1 551 # RESP
I 81.81 18.2 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R e [-mmmmmmemm o Jocmmmmm e [--mmcmmeeme- I
5 1 311 81 21 411 # RESP
I 75.61 19.51 4.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-cmmmmmeeeme I--mmmmmem e Jovmommmmmeme [ovmmocememen I
6 1 . 521 241 4l 801 ~ RESP
1 65.01 30.01 5.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE -
R et I----memmmme e[ o= [--mmcmmmo o 1
jos] 7 1 571 : 141 71 781 # RESP
ro I 73.41 - 17.91 9.0I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
<o I-=---m==m--- I---mmmomm e I-------oomo- [-=----- R I
8 I 911 271 51 1231 # RESP
1 74.01 22.01 o 411 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---=-cmmemm | [ ettty I---mommmmmm - 1
SUMI 4951 1541 311 6801 # RESP
I 72.81 . 22.61 4.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| it A R Jo-mmmeneme- IR ettt 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 129526 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 139883



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MULWADKEER VERSHS GRFEN RAV =

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E):

vES
PR I
11 1901
1 56.01
I
2 1 1691
1 62.11
I
2 1 1921
i 70.7
S 1
4 1 1881
I 63.71
[ommommmmeman 1
5 1 1371
1 66.51
1
6 I 1351
I 61.91
1
w 7 1 1301
o 1 68.11
= [--=--emmmm oo I
8 I 1071
1 62.21
S 1
SUMI 12491
1 63.51
I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .188849 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .998838 E -0t

AT .0t

NO ANSWER
it SabhE P 1
1371 121
40.41 2.51
s LT 1
881 151
32.41 5.51
e St 1
741 €1
27.91 2. 21
el BT 1
861 211
29.21 7.11
R ity I
561 131
27 .21 6.31
R e ke 1
741 a1
33.91 4.11
————— I--------=---1
531 81
27.71 4.21
Rt CET PP I
571 81
33.11 4.71
) B e R TR 1
6251 821
31.81 4.71
e Bt L 1
LEVEL)

MTL WAlIKEF

TN

h

N

%

%

%

%

/A

K3

DEATH AND INJURIES DUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MI

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): DEATH AND INJURIES DUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES
G 1
11 691
1 59.01
[-~mmmmmmm e 1
2 1 661
I 72.51
[ommommmmmm e 1
3 1 741
1 77.91
[--mmmmmmmmmm 1
4 1 451
1 81.81
I--mmmmmmeom]
5 1 291
I 70.71
[-emmmmmmmm e 1
6 1 521
I 65.01
[----mmmmmmm- I
v 7 1 601
t I 76 .91
e ) TR 1
8 1 911
I 74.01
PR 1
SUMI 4861
1 71.51
Jo-mmemmm e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .14473% E 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .147143

LWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

NG NO ANSWER SuM
------------ I--=--=====--fmem——e—e
391 91 1171
33.31 7.71 100.01
------------ et S S |
211 ax 911
23.11 4.41 10001
------------ I---==--meeofmmem— e
161 SK 951
16.81 5.31 100 .01
------------ it i S
o1 11 S51
16.41 t.81 100.01
------------ e atatd ST T {
101 21 a11
24.41 a.91 100 .01
------------ [ i GO TN
261 21 801
32.51 2.51 100.0I
------------ ) ST 1
171 13 781
21.81 1.31 10001
———————————— D ) LS S
301 21 1231
24 .41 1.61 100.0I
------------ e R {
1681 261 6801
24.71 3.81 100.0I
------------ et E) S A |

AT .05 LEVEL)

Re Nu R

n

Ve N Ru 2

e

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP .
OF CYCLE"

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP .
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

HEARD RADIG COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWLR SUM
I---—mmmm e | I------mom == I-mmmmmmem e I
1 I 1581 1571 241 3391 # RESP
1 46.61 46.31 7.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-=----mmm - | I--—--=m - I----~mommmm o 1
2 1 1251 1231 241 2721 # RESP
1 46.01 45.21 8.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
D e T ) R et R [ [---=~-mmm - I
3 I 1321 1281 131 2731 # RESP
1 a8 .41 46.91 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmm - e Jommmmmmmm - [----~-=mm-- I :
4 1 1391 1271 291 2951 # RESP
1 a7 .11 43,11 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmme o no I----emmmm e [--mmmmmmmmmm [-----mmomme - 1
5 I 961 921 181 2061 # RESP
1 46.61 44 .71 8.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| G et i I-----=-=--n- I---mvemmm oo - 1
6 I 911 1041 231 2181 # RESP
1 41.71 47.71 10.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| ittt Jom-emmme oo I--——emmm— - | ittt 1
w 7 1 9141 891 111 1911 # RESP
o 1 47 .61 46.61 5.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w [--=c-mm o= I-=-cmmo oo I--~——=m - [-=--ccomm- I
8 I 691 871 161 1721 # RESP
I 40. 11 50.61 9.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE.
I-----emmmm - I---vmmmmm o | R P el 1
SUMI 9011 8071 1581 19661 # RESP
I 45 .81 46.11 8.0I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| | R I-~mmme oo - [ e 1 -

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .365324 € 01
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .448057 E -0O1



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

.HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
) e [---=m-mom--- [-—---meme-- [------ceoeom- I
11 621 451 101 1171 # RESP
1 53.01 38.51 8.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e [--ommmmmem - I-=meemmmm - I---comcemee - 1
2 1 481 361 71 911 # RESP
I 52.71 39.61 7.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e [-o-ommmmmm - I-=~--------- | I .
3 1 521 351 81 851 # RESP
I 54.71 36.81 8.41 t00.01 % OF CYCLE
I-=-c--eoeen- [-ovmmmmmm e~ I-mmc-mem - e 1
4 1 371 161 21 551 # RESP
I 67.31 29.11 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--~--vcrcun- [-~--s-ooom- I-mmmmmmm - [----rcomeme I
5 1 191 171 S1 411 & RESP
I 46 .31 41.51 12.21 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I----ceemcen I----->=----- [--~-mmmm - [---mrememee- I
6 I 331 431 41 80I # RESP
I 41,21 53.71 5.01 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[-=-mroeee- [~ I--=--smmem- [----mmmem - 1
w 7 1 391 331 61 781 # RESP
ga I 50.0I 42 .31 7.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
= [-----ccee e e I-----coemme- [-----mmmmm - I
8 1 511 641 81 1231 # RESP
I 41.51 52.01 6.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e et I-—----omenm- I---ommmm - I
SUMI 3411 2891 501 ) 6801 # RESP
I 50. 11 42 .51 7.41 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=m-—-m-- I------- Rl S I-----=-c--- I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .152662 E 02 . (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL)

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 153814



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTEO DRUNK DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
D e G D e I--------~---- I
1 I 821 2231 - . 341 3391 # RESP
I 24.21 65.81 10.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~ ) G i B i [-~-==mmmm - I
2 I 861 1581 281 2721 # RESP
I 31.61 58. 11 . 10.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----—--e-- [-===- ——————- I-ommmmmmmm [~ m- I
.3 I 1141 1461 161l 2731 # RESP
I 40.71 §3.51 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE '
I~ - [----=oomnmm— [--- - [~ I
4 1 1451 1191 311 2951 # RESP
1 49 .21 40.31 10.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~ I--——--mm-- I---------- I--------- I
5 I 941 931 191 2061 # RESP
I 45 .61 45.11 9.21 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I~ - [--c-ommonm- [-----mv--- I------==n--- 1
6 I 1131 901 151 2181 # RESP
1 - . 51.81 41.31 6.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I------------ I----oomemem- I------------ I--vcemmmm - ¢
v/ 7 1 1091 741 81 1911 # RESP
ga 1 57.11 38.71 4.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o I~----mmm e [----memnnee I---emommemm- [-----mmommm- I
8 1 811 751 161 1721 # RESP
I 47 .11 43.61 9.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I[~mmmmemmem e [---ommemme - e i I----c-ommmm- I
SUMI ) 8211 9781 1671 19661 # RESP
I 41.81 49.71 : 8 .51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I me - I--=---=omme- I--mmmmrm e [-----ooommm- I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .902787 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)}
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7 . ' -

CONT COEF = .218597



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTED DRUNK DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

9¢-d

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM

I--------- Bt I[---—mmmm o= e I

1 1 291 711 171 1171 # RESP
I 24 .81 60.71 14 .51 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
I------------ e it I b e :

2 1 281 521 111 : . 911 # RESP
I 30.81 57.11 1211 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e e [o-mmemmmme [--voemce - I

3 1 371 481 : 101 951 # RESP
I 38.91 50.51 . '10.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmoem - [---mmmm o - mmm - e i I

4 1 191 . 341 21 551 # RESP
I 34 .51 61.81 3.61 100.00 % OF CYCLE
I---momme e D e [----mmmo - | 1

5 1 111 251 51 411 # RESP
I 26.81 61.01 12.21 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [-o-oommmmm e [----cmee- [----oemee - I

6 I 171 571 61 801 # RESP
I 21.21 71.21 7.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-----2-~---- e [---ommmmee - I---cncmen---1

7 1 221 451 111 781 # RESP
I 28 .21 57.71 14 .11 100.0I % OF CYCLE
B e e Bt I[------mmme - I--=--- e I

8 1 281 831 121 1231 # RESP
I 22.81 67 .51 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---ememem - e [-=-ommmmme e I--mmmmme - I

SUMI 1911 4151 741 6801 # RESP
I 28 .11 61.01 10.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----~-mm - I------ooome [---mmmmm e I[-mmmmmemm - 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = . 114945 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .136436



L)

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES
I---mmmemme e i
11 1591
I 46 .91
I
2 1 1361
1 50.01
) T I
3 1 . 1591
I 58.21
) P 1
4 1 1801
1 61.01
- 1
5 1 1221
I 59.21
I-mmmmmmm s 1
6 1 1321
I 60.61
S 1
CP 7 1 1171
v I 61.31
~ R I
8 1 921
1 53.51
R et 1
SUMI 10971
I 55.81
I-mmmmmmmmmms 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .260693 £ 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 118706

AT

NO NO ANSWER
-------- I--->-~--~---1
1531 271
45. 11 8.01
———————— I b |
1151 211
42 .31 - 7.71
-------- [---=---=~---1
1041 101
38 .11 3.71
-------- [----=~e-----1
861 291
29 .21 9.81
-------- I et d i |
661 181
32.01 8.71
-------- I-----~--mm-1
731 131
33.51 6.01
-------- I--------=----1
641 101
33.51 5.21
-------- [---vmmm=e-—-1
661 141
38.41 8.11
-------- I----rmm o1
7271 1421
37.01 7.21
-------- I-------->---1
.001 LEVEL)

MILWAUKEE

%

%

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

t OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

w



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

HEARD RADIO COMMERCIALS REGARDING (E): ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
[----mmmmmmm- [-=-mmemmmm - [-=—mmmmmmm - [~-~=mmmomm - 1 _
1 I 601 431 141 1171 # RESP
I 5t.31 36.81 12.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmmm e [-mmmmmm o [-—mmmmmmm - [-rmmmmmee o 1
2 1 521 311 81 911 # RESP
1 57.11 3411 8.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
O [-mmmmmmmmm - [-mmmmmmmm - I-mmmmmcieman] :
3 I 591 291 71 951 # RESP
I 62.11 30.51 7.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R T Tt CET R [--=mmmmmm - I
4 I 381 16l 11 551 # RESP
1 69. 11 29.11 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmmmmm - Tmmmmmmmmm - R I--m==mmmmmm I
5 I 221 151 a1 411 4 RESP
1 53.71 36.61 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I e [====mmmmmmm- [-rmmmmmme oo - I
6 1 a8l 341 11 801 # RESP
1 60.01 38.71 1.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R — [-mmmmmmmmmm [--mmmmmmmmme [-mmmmmmmmmm e I
w 7 1 451 251 81 781 # RESP
v 1 57.71 32.11 10.31 100.01 % QF CYCLE
[ [mmmemmmee - I I-=mmmmmmm - Immmmmcmmmm e 1
8 1 711 431 91 1231 # RESP
I 57.71 35.01 7.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I-=--mmmmom - I I-m==—mmmomm- I
SUMI 3951 2331 521 6801 # RESP
I 58. 11 34.31 7.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[=mmmmmmmmmam [--cmmmmmmm- [-------==--o [--m==mmmmmmm I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .331407 E 01
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .724532 E -0Of



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E):

YES
[~mmmmmmmemm e I
11 2301
I 67.81
[~-mmmmmmm e 1
2 1 1881
I 69.11
[-mmmmmmem oo I
31 1861
I 68.11
e 1
a1 2231
1 75.61
I-wmmmmmee I
s 1 1541
1 74.81
e 1
6 1 1591
1 72.91
R I
w 7 1 1421
v I 74.31
© | it 1
8 1 1311
1 76.21
I-mmmmmmmm e 1
SUMI 14131
I 71.91
| 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .178932 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .971230 E -0O1

DEATH AND INJURIES DUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

NO ANSWER

———————————— [-=-==---m=m-1

981 111

28.91 3.21

------------ [~-wmmmmmmoan1

691 151

25.41 5.51

———————————— [~~---mmmmmnn]

821 51

30.01 1.81

------------ e T |

s61 161

19.01 5.41

———————————— [~-mmmmmmmmnn]

a3l 91

20.91I 4.4l

------------ [~--mmmmmmm-1

471 121

21.61 5.51

------------ [~-----m---n-1

381 11

19.91 5.81

------------ I-~---------=--1

a3l 81

19.21 4.71

———————————— [~-m-mmm=-mnn]

4661 871

23.71 4.41

———————————— [ ]
LEVEL)

AT

.05

MILWAUKEE

%

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VER,US GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E): DEATH AND INJURIES DUE TO DRUNK DRIVING BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER - SUM
| ittt I I-----mmm oo O R 1
1 1 781 341 S1 , 1171 # RESP
1 66.71 29.11 4.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~---mmmmmmm - IR I-----mmmmmm- [ 1
2 1 571 291 51 911 # RESP
I 62.61 31.91 5.51 -100.01 % OF CYCLE
| [ I---cmmmmmmo- | 1
3 1 761 171 21 ' 951 # RESP
1 80.01! 17.91 2. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| et [----vmmmmm- I et I---=e-----o-]
4 1 a1l 131 11 SSI # RESP
1 74.51 23.61 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmmm o ) I ittt I---mmmmm o= 1
5 1 291 91 31 411 # RESP
1 70.71 22.01 7.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---——-mmmmm - IR it R et I-mmmmmmmee - I
6 I 501 261 4l 801 # RESP
1 62.51 32.51 5.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmme - R it Tocommm oo ) R I
o 7 1 621 131 31 781 # RESP
| 1 79.51 16.71 3.81 100.0I % OF CYCLE
8 O i atte Iommmmmmmmees [rmmmmmmeaen [--~mmmmomn- I
8 1 891 291 SI 1231 # RESP
1 72.41 23.61 4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Io-emmmmmme I it Tomemmmmmme - I e 1 )
SUMI 4821 1701 281 - 680I # RESP
1 70.91 25.01 4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-—---=m == I i ) et 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .125511. E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 137429

N
o

0] h



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E): THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
I-=-------n-- [----mmmm - I--------===~ [----mmmm - 1
11 1941 1211 241 3391 RESP
1 57 .21 35.71 7.11 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e R I--c---mmm o= I--=----oom- 1
2 1 1491 971 261 2721 # RESP
I 54.81 35.71 9.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I------------ I--=mmom === | R it e 1
3 1 1461 1101 171 2731 # RESP
1 53.81 - 40.31 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----mmm - - O [ it [ et 1
4 1 1741 981 231 2951 # RESP
1 59.01 33.21 7.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| et | | | ettt 1
5 1 1131 771 161 2061 # RESP
1 54.91 37.41 7.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---~--mm - | et | et | e 1
6 1 1141 811 231 2181 # RESP
1 52.31 37.21 10.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e R et R it ) R et 1
w 7 1 1181 601 131 1911 # RESP
s 1 51.81 31.41 6.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
L I-—----mem -~ [--mmmmmee - [-----—ommm - I-~=--=om-- - 1
8 1 981 591 151 1721 # RESP
1 57.01. 34.31 8.71 100.01 % QF CYCLE
I----mmm - - I--~---=---~- | et I it 1
SuMI . 11061 7031 1571 19661 # RESP
1 56.31 35.81 8 .01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-—----mmsm - [--~-m-mmmm-- I----omom = - I-~-----mmon- I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .570433 E O1
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .560659 E -Of



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AHD DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E}:

YES
) 1
11 771
1 65.81
Immmmmmm o 1
2 1 531
1 58.21
1
3 1 651
1 68.41
Immmmmm e 1
4 1 331
| 60.01
S 1
5 1 301
I 73.21
Immmmemmemm e 1
6 1 391
I ag.71
_ T 1
los] 7 I 491
o I 62.81
35 Iremmmm e mm e 1
8 I 671
1 54.51
| 1
SUMI 4131
1 60.71
I-mmmwmmmme e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .155214 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 154586

3. ANSWER

------------ I-=---->==-=---1

331 71

28 .21 6.01

------------ [-----=-e----1

321 6l

35.21 6.61

----------- I---=---=----1

241 61

25 .31 6.31

———————————— I-=-rmmmmm---]

201 21

36 .41 3.61

------------ I D |

81 31

18.51 7.31

------------ I[--==--=e=---1

371 41

46 .21 5.01

------------ I-=---~==----1

221 71

28.21 9.01

----------- [-----o------1

451 111

36.61 8.91

------------ [------------1

2211 461

32.51 6.81

------------ I-----=-=m=--1
LEVEL)

AT

.05

GREEN BAY

951

THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE BY

SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTED DRUNK

YES
[-=-mmmm e 1
11 1241
1 36.61
| R 1
2 1 1031
1 37.91
R 1
3 1 1201
1 44 .01
R 1
4 1 1721
1 58.31
| R 1
5 1 1221
1 59.21
I----==-=---- 1
6 1 1411
1 €4.71
e et 1
los] 7 1 1241
! 1 64.91
& T I
8 1 1121
1 65.11
I-=---mm - I
SUMI 10181
1 51.81
e et 1
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .108038 E 03 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .237830

NO ANSWER
------------ I-----m---o--1
1791 361
52.81 10.61
———————————— [--==-mmmem=n1
1391 301
51.11 11.01
------------ I---=-mo---on]
1371 161
50.21 5.91
———————————— I------mmmm--
971 261
32.91 8.81
------------ [-----mmmomonl
681 161
33.01 7.81
———————————— [=====mmmmm]
611 161
28.01 7.31
------------ [------mmmmm]
551 121
28.81 6.31
———————————— I--=--=-=moo-1
481 121
27.91 7.01
———————————— I------=-----1
7841 1641
39.91 8.31
------------ [--=---mmomnn1
LEVEL)

AT

.001

MILWAUKEE

DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE

4
/o

*

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
CF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E): CONVICTED DRUNK DRIVERS GUARANTEED TO LOSE THEIR LICENSES BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
 C PR Jommmmmmmm e [ommmmmmm e 1
11 461 621 oI 1171 # RESP
1 39.31 53.01 771 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tmmmmmmmmmm e [ommmmmmioan- [ommmmmmmmmmn 1
2 1 271 541 101 911 % RESP
1 29 71 59 31 - 11.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[Smmmemmmmm i P e lmmmm e e I
3 1 461 451 a1 - 951 # RESP
1 : 48 41 47 .41 4.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tmmmmmmmmmm e [mmmmmmmmmmm [mommmmmmmen- [ommmmmmmme I
a 1 221 31 21 551 # RESP
1 10.01 56.41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tomommmmmooos Tmmmmmmmmem e [mmmmmmmmmmen [--mmmmmmmmnn 1
5 1 191 181 41 411 # RESP
1 46 .31 43.91 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
S [-=-mmmmmmmme [--mmmmmmmmmn [ommmmmmmme - I
6 1 271 451 81 801 # RESP
1 33,71 56.21 10.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[ommmmmmmm e [-omommmmmmn- [ommmmmmmmm e 1
o 7 1 391 311 81 781 # RESP
s 1 50.01 39.71 10.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o Jmmmmmmmmme o I=~--mmmmmmm- Immmmmmmmmm e Iormmmmmmmm e I
8 1 401 681 151 1231 # RESP
1 © 32.51 55.31 12.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
T L Jommmm e 1
SUMI 2661 3541 601 6801 # RESP
1 39 11 52 11 8.8l 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmm e e R [--mmmmmmmmm [-mmmmmmmmmen 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 133896 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 145395



MILWAUKEE DRINKIMNG AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERLUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (Ej}: ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NGO ANSWER SUM
L it N [---ommmmmms et I
11 1821 1301 271 3391 # RESP
1 53.71 38.31 8.0!I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmee o I R I 1
2 I 1621 851 251 2721 + RESP
I 59.61 31.21 9.21" . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmm oo [ommmmmmmm e R [--=mmmmmm e - 1
a1 1701 951 81 : 2731 » RESP
I 62.31 34.81 2.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmmmmme [---mmmmmm o R e R I
4 1 2021 721 211 2951 & RESP
1 68 .51 24 .41 7.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmm e [mmmmmmmmm e [-mmemmmm e - [-=mmmmmmm - I
5 1 1371 571 121 2061 # RESP
1 66.51 27 .71 5.81 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I [-mmmmmmm oo - [-emmmmmmmm e [mmmmmmmm e - 1
6 1 1501 501 181 2181 & RESP
I 68.81 22.91 8.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
T-mmmmmmm e Immommmmmmm - [----mmmmmm - [~mmmmmmmm oo - I
tw 7 1 1401 401 111 1911 # RESP .
<o 1 73.31 20.91 5.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o T-mmmmmmm oo [-mmmmmmmm o [~-mmmmmmmee [-mmmmmm e a e 1
8 I 1131 441 151 1721 # RESP
I 65.71 25.61 8.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
B R e I---mmmmomm- [-mmmmmmmmm s [-=mmmmmemsen 1
SUMI 12561 5731 1371 19661 # RESP
I 63.91 29.11 7.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[mmmmmmmm e [-m-mmmmmmee I----ommmm - [-mmmmmme s I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .341579 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .QO1 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7 :

CONT COEF = .135401



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AMD DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

READ ANY PRINTED MATERIALS REGARDING (E): ENFORCEMENT OF DRUNK DRIVING LAWS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
R e I R LR R Iommmmmmem e I
1 731 381 61 1171 # RESP
I 62.41 32.51 5.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----ommmeoo- I-ooomomoonen et [ 1
2 1 471 381 61 911 # RESP
I 51.61 41.81 6.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---omoeonae [mommmmmom oo e 1----- o 1 ‘
3 1 701 201 51 951 # RESP
I 73.71 21.11 5.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmmmao R R I Rt I
a 1 371 161 21 551 # RESP
I 67.31 29.11 3.61 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[--oommmmenas [-----mmmmomn [--mmmemmmmo s I
5 1 261 111 41 411 # RESP
1 63.41 26.81 9.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-----ommmmo O I e s 1
6 1 461 291 51 801 # RESP
I 57.51 36.21 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I RS CEE TR e I
w 7 1 571 131 81 781 # RESP .
o 1 73.11 16.71 10.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o e et I---==ommmoe- [--=mmmmmmme I
8 1 741 391 101 1231 # RESP
I 60.21 31.71 8. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e et I--omommmee L | I :
SUMI 4301 2041 461 6801 # RESP
1 63.21 30.01 6.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-------m- oo R LR R R it I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .182812 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL)

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .167411



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY f INAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): FINE (A) By SURVEY CrClE (ALL)

YES NO ALL BLANK SUM
- . [---meemmm e [~em-mmmmn I-mmmmmmmmnes e I
- toI 2651 311 51 3011 » RESP _
I 88.01 10.31 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- | R e [-—mmmmmmem o [--=--=---~-- R I
- 2 1 2411 251 a1 2701 # RESP
I 89.31 9.31 - 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
L e [----mmmmmm e [--~==mmmmmn- [-~--mmmmmme- 1
I 2071 271 a1 2381 # RESP
I 87.01 11.31 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmm o | s L e e [--mmmmmee - 1
4 1 2531 3st 51 2931 # RESP
I - 86.31 11.91 1.71 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I------momm- I--emmmmmmnee e b L e e I
5 1 1781 261 11 2051 # RESP
I 86.81 12.71 _ 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[=-mmmmmmm oo I--mmmmmmmmom e [--=-=-mm--m- I
6 1 1821 291 81 2191 # RESP
-1 - . 83.11 1321 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~-=-- et Iseommmmmmme I---cmm-mm~m- [---=mmmmmee- I
w 7 1 1621 _ 311 51 1981 & RESP
& : I 81.81 15.71 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
~ et I----- e [=mmm-mmmmmm- [--=mmmemmmm I
8 1 1541 - 251 ' 21 1811 # RESP
I - 85.11. 13.81 1.1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-----mmm e I---mmmm oo I----mmmm e [-=-nmmmmmmm I
SUMI 16421 2291 , 341 19051 # RESP
I £6.21 . 12.01 1.81 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I-=--=mmmmm e R b I----mmmmm e e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .141839 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .859684 E -0t



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY. =  GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): FINE (A} BY SURVEY.CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT :
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
e ) [~emcmommman R | R e 1
1 1 1001 51 31 21 1101 # RESP i
I 90.91 4.51 2.71 1.81 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[----=mmmmmen ) . | [emmmmmm e R I
2 1 851 51 21 I 921 # RESP
1 92.41 5.41 2.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| T epapip | E A —— | B | B e T 1
3 1 871 51 31 I 951 # RESP
I g91.61 5.31 3.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| it LT [-=-mmmmmeme R e I
a4 1 531 21 11 1 S61 # RESP
1 94 .61 3.61 1.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
P ) ST Iremmmemmeme- [~memommmemee Jommm e 1
5 1 341 51 11 1 401 # RESP
1 85.01 12.51 2.51 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
(TP (T [--memmmmem e [omemmmmmem e Jommmm e 1
[] 1 731 11 51 1 791 # RESP
w 1 92.41 1.31 6.31 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
0 T T ) (R R ) e I
o 7 1 681 61 ar 1 : 771 # RESP
I 88.31 7.81 3.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| T | T [mmmmmmmm e | | R i
8 1 1091 61 51 1 1201 # RESP
1 30.81 5.01 4.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
L Jmmmmemmioaes ) S R e e ) R 1
SUMI 6091 351 231 21 6691 # RESP
T 91.01 5.21 3.41 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jrommmmm e m e [---mmcmmmoae | R | R 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .216090 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 214

CONT COEF = 176889



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL):

YES
I--—mmmmm e 1
11 1761
I 58 .51
[--—=--mmmmm - 1
2 1 1771
I 65.61
| e I
3 1 1641
1 68.91
I----memmo - I
4 1 2151
1 73.41
I T I
5 I 1561
I 76.11
| I
6 1 1801
I 82.21
| R e T 1
o 7 1 1631
o 1 82.31
© I---mmmmo e - 1
8 1 1471
1 g1.21
1
SUMI 13781
I 72.31
) I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .805368 £ 02 (SIGNIFICANT

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .201399

ALL BLANK

------------ R ittt

1201 SI

39.91 1.71

------------ I------~-=---1

891 41

33.01 1.51

———————————— I--=----~-----1

701 41

29.41 1.71

------------ [-------c----1

731 51

24,91 1.71

------------ I-----mmmo---1

481 11

23.41 0.51

------------ et |

311 81

14,21 3.71

———————————— I------~-----1

301 51

15.21 2.51

———————————— I------~-----1

321 21

17.71 1.11

———————————— I------~-----1

4931 341

25.91 1.81

———————————— I------~-----1
LEVEL)

AT

.0C1

MILWAUKEE

RESP

"OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

-~ OF CYCLE

RESP
QF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

~ QF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

-

LOSS OF LICENSE (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

,FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): LOSS OF LICENSE (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
R et [-----mmomm - I----mmmmm - O e I-mmmemmmee e 1
11 551 501 31 21 1101 # RESP
1 50.01 45.51 2.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----- S it R J-=-mmmmmmm - I[---=---- R i LR TR 1
201 591 311 21 I ] 921 # RESP
1 64.11 33.71 2.21 I " 100.0I % OF CYCLE
R | e I-=----mmmm- R R | R T ) S
3 1 571 351 31 1 - 951 & RESP
I 60.01 36.81 3.21 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmce e I-=m-smmmm - I-mommm o e [-m-memme - 1
4 1 a31 121 11 1 561 # RESP
I 76.81 21.41 1.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmoe oo I--mmemmmmno - I--mmommmmne - e I----mmmmmn o 1
5 I 241 151 1 1 401 # RESP
I 60.01 37.51 2.51 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
e bt R et [-=mmmmmeomo- [-mmmemmeena- I-=mmomm o 1
6 1 521 221 S1 I 791 # RESP
w I 65.81 - 27.81 6.31 1 "100.01 % OF CYCLE
& [-mmmmmmmone I------momne- I------mmmso- [-------mone- [-----ooomm - I
o 7 1 S11 231 31 I 771 # RESP
1 66.21 29.91 3.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mvrmem e I--r-emeene- I-=c-cmmmmne- I--==mccmmaan I--=-mmmmmnee I
8 1 741 411 51 I 1201 # RESP
I 61.71 34 .21 4 21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-=-memmoo- [---=~--c-~o- R e [-mememm e J-rommmmmen—- I :
SUMI 4151 2291 231 21 6691 -# RESP
1 62.01 34.21 3.41 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-==-cemmemm - I---mmmmmm e I-----mmomm - I-=---mmmm - R I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .269861 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .196911



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): EXTRA INSURANCE COSTS (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO ALL BLANK SUM
R ettt I-emmmmmmmee s I----mmmmee R T I
1 I 801 2161 SI 3011 # RESP
I 26.61 71.81 171 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-—--mmem - [---oememn- ) e I-----oemme- 1
2 1 771 1891 41 2701 # RESP
I 28 .51 70.01 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----emmmem o I-----ccmmo- Jommmmcm - [-w-~mmeeem o 1
3 1 621 1721 41 2381 # RESP
I 26.11 72.31 1.7L 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~~~ =~-~- [-v--mommmem - | e it [--ccemmcea~ I
4 1 941 1941 51 2931 # RESP
I 32.11 66.21 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---ommeeem o I-vemmmmemem- | e T | R e I
5 1 681 1361 11 2051 # RESP
1 33.21 66.31 0.51 100.01 » OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmm o - e [ e I---m-o-mo- 1
6 I 621 1491 81 2191 # RESP
1 28.31 68.01 3.71 1C0.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=---------=-- - ) e e 1
es} 7 1 STI 1361 51 1981 ~ RESP
A 1 28.81 68.71 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
= I----mmom - [-~--mmmmm - | ettt [--=vmmemm oo 1 o
8 1 591 1201 21 1811 # RESP
1 32.61 66.31 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~ I-----~------ R ettt e e 1
SUMI 5591 13121 341 19051 # RESP
I 29.31 68.91 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~~~ ~~—- I~~~ e i I---~--- - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 132354 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .830648 E -0t



e e e v e s

MILWAUKEE ORINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): EXTRA INSURANCE COSTS (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
I-mmmmme oo e I-~--mmmmmmm- [~-mmmmmmm oo | ittt I
1 1 331 721 T 31 T 21 1101 # RESP
1 30.01 65.51 2.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
D e ke [-mmmmcmee - ) I~--mmmmmm o | R ittt 1
2 1 321 581 . 21 1 921 # RESP
1 34.81 63.01 ©2.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
. I---~=--r---- L Immmmomme e I~----emme- R e ittt 1
3 1 301 621 31 I 951 # RESP
1 31.61 65.31 3.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R T [-memmomemmm - R I~m-cmommme - R et 1
4 1 271 281 11 1 S61 # RESP
1 a8.21 50.01 1.81 1 ' 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmmmme Jommmmmmema o I-~mmmmmeemm R e R 1
5 1 141 . 251 11 1 401 # RESP
1 35.01 62.51 2.51 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R T | it I-~---mmmm- I it | 1
6 1 301 441 51 1 791 # RESP
(os] 1 38.01 55.71 6.31 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
= I-mmmmm e [-m~mmmmmm o [-~=--mmomo - I--=mmmmmem o R LT 1
) 7 1 311 431 31 I 771 # RESP
1 40.31 55.81 3.91 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
R it I-~-—-—---- Rt et 1
8 1 351 801 51 1 1201 # RESP
1 29.21 66.71 4.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---~-m-mm o I--vmmmmmmm - [-~mmmmmom o I~mmmmmmm oo L b I
SUMI ' 2321 . 4121 231 21 6631 # RESP
: I 34.71 61.61 3.41 0.31 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
[---~-mmmmmm [--mmmmmsm - [-mmmmmmmmm o I~--emmmmm oo R I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .224765 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = 180292



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): VEHICLE IMPOUNDtD (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

. YES NO ALL BLANK SUM
=~~~ I====--r=—n- [-=---n - [----- - -1
1 1 121 2841 S1 011 # RESP
1 4.01 - 94 .41 1.71 100.01 % -OF CYCLE
e [-mmmmmmmmeee [-mmmmmmmmmn [mmmmmeme oo I
2 1 131 2531 _ a1 2701 # RESP
I 4. .81 - 93.71 1.51 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
B —————— L Lt CETEEEEERIS PR 1
3 1 251 2091 a1 2381 # RESP
1 10.51 87.81 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmmmm [-mmmmmmmmnne R [-==-mmmmmmnn]
4 1 281 2601 SI 2931 # RESP
1 9.61 © 88.71 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[mmmmmmmmmm e [---mmmmmmme- [--mmmmmmmme- [---—mmmmmmm I
5 1 131 1911 11 2051 # RESP
I 6.31 93.21 0.51 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmmmmm [----mmmmmm - [--mmmommmon- I I
6 1 111 2001 81 2191 # RESP
1 5.01 91.31 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [--m-mmmmmmm [---mmmmmmmme [-=m=mmmmmm - 1
joe} 7 1 131 1801 51 1981 & RESP
A I 6.61 90.91 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Cd I--vmmmmr e [---mmmmmee - - == e I
8 I 121 . 1671 21 ' 1811 # RESP
I 6.61 92.31 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----=--co=--- ) B i - -~ 1
SUMI 1271 17441 341 19051 # RESP
1 6.71 91.51 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I [--=-mmmmmem- R [-=——~mmmm oo I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .230534 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .109347



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): VEHICLE IMPOUNDED (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DC NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
e [---emmmemo - I-mmmemm oo - e ettt R i 1
11 61 991 31 21 1101 # RESP
1 5 51 90.01 2.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----m-om - Si----- m—mmm - R I-----mm--o- R e b 1
2 1 a1 ’ 861 21 1 921 # RESP
1 4,31 ] 93.51 2.21 ) I 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Imemmmme e [-emcommaa o B [---ammememm- Jomemmmem e 1
3 1 61 861 31 1 ‘951 # RESP
I 6.31 90.51 3.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R | el I et I--emmeemame I---omdommm- I
4 1 111 441 11 1 561 # RESP
1 19.61 78.61 1.81 1 " 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Im-mommm oo R ettt Jommmmmm e | R it I---cmom - I
5 1 31 361 11 1 401 # RESP
1 7.51 90.01 2.51 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R Jommmomeemmne I-emmmmme oo e [--mmmmrmenm I----ommmmm- 1
6 I 101 641 51 I 791 # RESP
w 1 12.71 81.01 6.31 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& e [---==m-ommm- Tt | R I--m-n- e 1
> 7 I 71 671 31 1 771 # RESP
1 9.11 87.01 3.91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
: J=mmmmemm e [o--=-orerme- I~emcmcmeeean I--cmmeemenen LR I
, 8 1 71 1081 51 I 1201 # RESP
1 . 5.81 90.01 4.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmeom - R T e I--ommmmm o a R it I
SUMI 541 5901 . 231 . 21 6691 # RESP
1 8. 11 88.21 3.41 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R i I-mmmrmmememe | O [~-mmmmemenem R i I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

- CHI SQUARE = .300714 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .207404



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): COMMUNITY SERVICE (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO ALL BLANK SuMm
1---------e-- e - I-=-==-==~--- 1
1 1 241 2721 51 3011 # RESP
I 8.01 90.41 1.71 100.0I % OF CYCLE
-~ I-mmmmmmm - I--mmmmmm e - Ismmmmmmnm I
2 1 261 2401 41 2701 # RESP
i 9.61 88 .91 : 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--------em - I--------=---- I-----s~-===- ) i et 1
3 1 231 2411 . al . 2381 # RESP
I 9.71 88.71 1.71 100.01 4 OF CYCLE
[---mommmee - I e et e i [~-mmmmmmm = I
4 I 301 2581 S1 2931 # RESP
I 10.21 88 .11 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e e et I L I----omm—- I---mormme o 1
5 I 281 1751 11 2051 # RESP
I 14.11 85.41 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e il [---ommmm - I---vc-~mmm-- I~--mommmm - 1
6 I 191 1921 _ 81 2181 # RESP
I 8.71 87.71 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| G [----=------- I---omme - ) S hain bt 1
ws] 7 1 161 1771 51 1881 # RESP
.& I 8.11 89.4]1 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
54 I-~rmeemmo o I ity I--=-mommmm e [~-mmmmmmmm == I
8 1I 221 1571 21 . 1811 &5 RESP
1 12.21 86.71 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I------------ J-----n-- - I--=-mommm - Jeommomon oo 1
SUMI 1891 16821 341 19051 # RESP
I 9.91 88.31 1.81 100.01 %4 OF CYCLE
) G et [ormmmmmem - [e-mrmmmmm e I~--=-v-=--- =1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .147658 & 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .877009 E -0Of



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): COMMUNITY SERVICE (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SuM
| i | R R I-mmmmmcm e | 1
1t I a1 961 31 21 1101 # RESP
1 8.21 87.31 2.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) R e Immmmme - Jo-mmmremeae I-----~ - ) R e el I
2 1 81 821 21 1 921 # RESP
1 ’ 8.71 89 .11 2.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I---vmmmmm o | | | I
3 1 61 861 31 1 951 # RESP
1 6.31 90.51 3.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jowmmemmee e e I=-~-mommmmn- I-~--- R Rttt ) et 1
4 1 , 71 481 11 1 561 # RESP
1 12.51 85.71 1.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I-=-m-mmmmm I-=~cmmmmeoa- | I~---~-mmmmm - 1
5 I 41 351 11 1 401 # RESP
I 10.01 87.51 2.51 1 100.01 % QF CYCLE
| Iocommmme o I ettt I-~cmmmmmm o I~---mmmmmm - 1
6 I 141 601 51 1 791 # RESP
0w I 17.71 75.91 6.31 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& Immmmmmm oo [ommmemmmecme [-mmmmmmmm e N [~mm—mmmmmm - I
» 7 1 101 641 31 1 771 # RESP
bi 13.01 83.11 3.91 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
| e bl I e I~ - [~--mmmmmm - 1
8 1 81 1071 51 1 1201 # RESP
I 6.71 89.21 4.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e I---~mmmmmm oo [--~--mmmmmn - | et [~---mmmmm o= I
SUMI 661 5781 231 21 ‘6691 # RESP
1 9.91 86.41 3.41 0.31 100.01 % GOF CYCLE
et I--mmmm e oo e it I-~—eeme oo I----~—-onm - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .239596 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = 185946



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): COUNSELING/TREATMENT (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES ND ALL BLANK SUM
(R [--mmmmmmmmmn [ommmmmmmmmm = P 1
11 891 2071 51 3011 # RESP
1 29.61 68 .81 .71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mmeemmomm - R QU Iommmmmmmmmo- I
2 1 . 841 1821 41 27CGI # RESP
1 31.11 67.41 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
QRPN P [rommmmmmm e [ommmmmmmmmee I .
a1 821 1521 a1 2381 # RESP
1 34.51 63 .91 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
T--mmmmmmmm - [ammmmmmmmmae I
4 1 1091 1791 51 2931 # RESP
1 37.21 61.11 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[=m-mmmmme - Iommmmmmmmeee Tommmmmemmm - [-mmmmmmmme s I
5 1 741 1331 11 2051 # RESP
I 34 61 64.81 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jomommmmmmee- [-=mmmmmmmmm- 1
6 1 751 1361 81 2191 # RESP
I 34.21 62. 11 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I=mmommmmmmm [mmmmmmmmmmm Iommommmmm --1
ve) 7 1 651 1281 51 1981 = RESP
RN I 32.81 " 64.61 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
=3 [-mmmmmmmmmm e Tommmommmmmm- Jommmmmmmmme e [--ommmmmmm 1
8 1 751 1041 21 1811 # RESP
I 41.41 57.51 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[mmmmmmmmmm o= [ommmmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmmmme [-ommmmmmmmm - 1
SUMT 6501 12211 341 19051 # RESP
1 34.11 6411 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
P [-mmommmmmm - R [-cmmommmmo - 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 171135 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .943582 E -0t



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL ): COUNSELING/TREATMENT (A) Y SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
I---—-mmo oo Immmmmmm e [-~-~-mmmemen Immmmmm e [-mmmmmmmom - 1
11 471 581 31 21 1101 » RESP
1 a2.71 52.71 2.71 1.81 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
[-~-mmmmmmm - e Immmmmmmmmm - | [--mmmmmm - 1
2 1 501 401 21 1 921 % RESP
1 54.31 43.51 2.21 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmeo oo [mmmmmmm e e R Iommmmmmm e I
3 I 381 541 31 I 951 # RESP
1 40.01 - 56.81 3.21 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---=mmmmm o [---mmmmmmmne I-m—mmmmmmmen T [---mmmmmmm e I
4 1 301 251 1 1 561 # RESP
1 53.61 44 .61 1.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[ommmmmmm e [--mmmmmmmme R [~mmmmmmmm e [-=mmmmmmmm o i
5 1 161 231 t1 1 401 # RESP
I 40.01 57.51 2.51 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmem e [--mmmmmmmmm T-mmmmmmmmeen R T---mmmmem - I
6 I 311 a3t 51 I 791 # RESP
w 1 39.21 . 54.41 6.31 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
S [----mmmmmmm - [-m=mmm e I-~emmmmmmme - [----mmmmmm e I-~-mmmmemm e I
3 7 1 371 371 31 I 771 # RESP
! 48 .11 48. 11 3.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmmm I e e [--mmmmmm e I
8 1 481 671 51 1 1201 # RESP
1 40.01 55.81 4.21 I . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmm e m o Tommmmmmmmmn- e I--mmmmmmmem e [--mmmmmmm I
SUMI 2971 3471 231 21 6691 # RESP
1 44 .41 51.91 3.41 0.31 100.01 % OF CVCLE
Immmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmmmn o | I---mmmmmmm oo T-mmmmmmeem 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .216782 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = 177163



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): JUAIL (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NC ALL BLANK SUM
I----mmme s - | I~ I
L | 531 2431 SI 3011 # RESP
I 17.61 80.71 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---------ee- I[-----ommm--- [~ [~-=-mmm-- I
2 1 551 2111 41 2701 4 RESP
I 20.41 78.11 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
-~ I-----mm=- D I~--rome-- I
3 1 661 1681 41 .2381 # RESP
1 27.71 70.61 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~emmomee - [--=memmrmm - e e ittt 1
4 I 701 2181 S1 2931 # RESP
I 23.91 74 .41 1.71 100.01 4 OF CYCLE
[~ - [-rmmemmm e~ [~ [~ - I
5 1 491 1551 11 2C51 = RESP
1 23.91 75.61 0.51 10C.QI 7% OF CYCLE
I-~--vommme - ) i [---ememme e e I
6 I 491 1621 81 2191 » RESP
I 22 .41 74.01 3.71 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I-~vemmmom - I[--emmmmmm o I[---m~-m - I~--mmmmm - I
los] 7 1 401 1531 51 1981 # RESP
.& I 20.21 77 .31 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
@ I~ I---n-mmmo - e e I~--mmmmmm - I
8 I 491 1301 21 1811 # RESP
I 27 .11 . 71.81 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~mmmmmmma - I----om - [ e et I
SUMI 4311 14401 341 19051 ¥ RESP
I 22.61 75.61 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I[-~--=------- I----m - I----eme - I~ - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 192544 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = 100031



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (AIDED RECALL): JAIL (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
I-----—-mm - Jommmmm e I-----mmm e I-mmmmmmmm o I----mmmmmm - 1
11 171 881 31 21 1101 # RESP
1 15.51 80.0I 2.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I-------m-o-- I-----mmm o [----ommmm o | et I
2 1 141 761 21 1 ) 921 # RESP
) S 15 .21 82.61 2.21 | 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-veommmmaeoo | e I I---smemmmo o= 1
3 1 141 781 31 1 951 # RESP
1 14.71 82.11 3.21 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
IR e et | s I-~v---mmm - [----mmmmmmme 1
4 1 141 a1l 11 I 561 # RESP
1 25.01 73.21 "1.81 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R e I----ommmmoo- I--v-ommmmmm- e [--=----omm-- I
5 1 61 331 11 1 401 # RESP
1 15.01 82.51 2.51 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmomm - I---c-mmem - I----mmmm o [----mmmmmm o= | ettt 1
6 I 191 551 51 1 791 # RESP
os] 1 24 .11 69.61 6 .31 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
en R R [mwmmmmm o= [--=mmmmmma- | I
= 7 1 181 561 31 1 771 # RESP
I 23.41 72.71 3.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmme e I-—-----om - [-------mmmo- [---mmmmm - I----mmmmmm e 1 :
8 1 221 931 51 1 1201 # RESP
1 18 .31 77.51 4,21 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Jommmmmcem e I---momme - | I---mommme oo I---mmmmmmo - 1
SUMI 1241 5201 231 21 6691 # RESP
1 18.51 77.71 3.41 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---cmmmm - - I------mm o - [--mmmmmme o | it | ettt I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .208988 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .174048



1¢6-4
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MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

PERCENT OF DRUNK DRIVERS ARRESTED IN TYPICAL NIGHT (A} BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

o% 01% TO 19%  20% TO 39%  40% TO 59% 60% TO 79%  80% TO 99% 1007% NO ANSWER SUM

R I--~=-~=mmon- I------=--o - R e [---mmmmmmmme [---mmmmmmm e [mmmmmmmem e I [-=v--mommm- I

11 21 1931 701 191 31 11 21 11 3011 # RESP
I 0.71 64.11 23.31 6.31 1.01 0.31 0.71 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
L I-=--=~-mmmme I T [-=-mmmmm e e [=m-mmmmmmm [-=mmmmmemm - R [--~--~------ I '

2 1 a1 1581 691 251 51 31 ar | 41 2701 » RESP
I 1.11 58 .51 25.61 9.:31 1.91 t. 11 ) t.11 1.51. 100.01 % OF Cv¥CLE
I---mmommmmme e I-2mmmmmmm oo R T R [-=mmmmmmmmm [-fmmmmmo e [-mmmmmemmm e [~=-ammmmm=- I

3 1 21 1391 621 221 21 11 3r 71 2381 # RESP
1 0.81 58.41 26.11 - 9.21 0.81 0.41 1.31 2.91 °  100.01 # OF CYCiE
e e I I-=mmmoommenn Immmmommme R I--~--mmmm - I---mmmmmmm o [-----~mmmmo- I

4 1 51 1491 741 331 - 111 11 71 131 2931 # RESFP
1 1.71 50.91 25.31 11.31 3.81 0.31 2.41 4.41 100.01 % OF CY¥CLE
O I-~---=—m-mo- I--=-----m o I---mmmmmmem [--mmmmmeom - T e [---mmmmmmme R I

5 1 11 1091 481 261 101 3t 61 21 2051 # RESP
1 0.51 53.21 23.41 12.71 4.91 1.51 2.91 1.01 100.01 % OF Z+CLt
I T I-----mm-- oo [----emmmmm o I--mmmmmmmm - [--mmmmmmmm - I T S I

6 I 11 1151 531 231 101 31 81 61 2191 # RESP
1 0.51 52.51 24.21 10.51 4.61 1.41 3.71 2.71 100.01 % OF CVYCLE
R R R I--m-mmmmmm- [----mmmmmm- [mmmmmmmmmm e [--=mmmmmmme- T T 1

7 I 11 1051 471 211 g1 41 31 81 1981 # RESP
I 0.51 53.01 23.71 10.61 4.51 2.01 1.51 4.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-------moan T-w-mmmmmmmo I R I I I T T I

8 1 11 921 531 201 a1 21 41 51 1811 # RESP
1 0.61 50.81 29.31 11.01 2.21 1.11 2.21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~---mmmmmmme I---==mommenn [-~-mmmmmmm o [----ommmmm I---mmmmmmmm- T R I R 1

SUMI 161 © 10601 4761 1891 541 181 361 561 18051 # RESP
1 0.81 55.61 25.01 9.91 2.81 0.91 1.91 2.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [-~---=~--- S St Tt E R [-=-m~mmmmmmn [----mmmmemm- R T [---mmm-mom- [-mommmmm s 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = . 5235%2 & Q2

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42

STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE = .112985 E Of

CONT COEF = 165939



¢s-d

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

- PERCENT OF DRUNK DRIVERS ARRESTED IM TYPICAL NIGHT (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

0% O1% TO 19% 20% TO 397 40% YO 59% 60% TO 79% 80~ TO 99% 100% NO ANSWER SUM

I--~--~-~---- I----~-omn e I----=------- [--ommmm e -~ e it -~ I-----momm - I--remmen - - --1

1 1 I 691 191 B8I 31 21 I 91 1101 » RESP
1 I 62.71 17 .31 7.31 2.71 1.81 I 8.21 100.01 % OF CyCLe
e R e e I-------c--- e i I---vmemmm - e [-----mmm - R I-------s- 1

2 1 11 491 221 131 I I 31 4] arl s QESP
1 1.11 53.31 23.91 14. 11 1 1 3.31 4.31 100 .01 or C-CLE
) ey [-=vmmmmmem e -~ [-----mem - [---rmemmm oo e e R I--~---=-~-- 1

3 I i1 661 121 71 a1 I I SI 951 » RESRP
I 1.11 69.51 12.61 7.41 4.21 I 1 5.31 100 .01 L OF CMCLE
- - ) e Imomem e - - - I ) e R I--~mmmmiam o 1

4 I 1 391 81 61 I 11 1 21 561 > RESF
I I 69.61 14 .31 10.71 1 1.81 I 3.61 100.01 0F CyCLE
J--ommmmeem e I----mommmeo ) e e [-~-ommmee - [~~~ [--mmmecceee - I-v--mmmm - I-----=c-e=- [--vrmmme oo - I

5 1 I 231 91 a1 11 1 I 31 401 ~» RESP
I I 57.51 22.51 10.01 2.51 1 I 7.51 100.01 % OF CyCLE
J--mcrmmeva Jommmme e~ [=v=rccrccee- - IR R R et [--------- I-o-memmm e~ ) e I

6 I 1 481 181 91 31 1 I 11 791 # RESP
1 I 60.81 22.81 11.41 3.81 1 I 1.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--cmmmmmce B e et -~ - - I--=emmmm o= [cmmmmmcm e I-----=---=--=- I----mmmm - I~ I

7 1 21 431 161 61 41 11 11 41 771 # RESP
I 2.61 55.81 20.81 7.81 5.21 1.31 1.31 5.21 - 100.01 % OF CVYCLE
R e D b I-m-mmme - I ekl I-----eme - e I e it I----mmmom oo - e 1

8 I 1 661 331 51 41 11 21 91 1201 # RESP
I I 55.01 27.51 4.21 3.31 0.81 1.71 7.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--~——mm- - e [-~-==---—-- I----mmmmmm - I-----=------ I~—--=-ema-- R i e ket -~ - 1

SUMI 41 4031 . 1371 581 191 51 61 371 6691 # RESP
I 0.61 60.21 20.51 8.71 2.81 0.71 0.91 © 5.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----mne e e e R I----mmee - I---cmm - e il b I------------ I-----rereee- -~~~ I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .492235 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42
STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE = .788148

CONT COEF = .268807



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

PERCENT OF ARRESTED DRUNK DRIVERS CONVICTED (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

O% 01% TO 19%  20% TO 39% 40% TO 59% 6€0% TO 79% 80Y% TO 997% 100% NO ANSWER

R et | | e [ R Tpu . I---mmmm e I---=mmmom o - I 1

11 I 1201 641 361 241 a1 41 121

I 1 39.91 21.31 12.01. 8.0I 13.61 1.31 4.01

L et | [---=cmmmom - | R [mmmmmem oo [~mmmmmmm I----m-mmo—- I----mmmmm - I

2 1 31 901 681 411 241 321 81 a1

1 1.11 33.31 25.21 i5.21 8.91 11.91 3.0I 1.51
I-memmm e I------=mom- R I----cemmem- [---mmmmmm - [o-mmmmmm o I-~---=-mmm - ) R b I

3 1 31 731 611 361 221 251 111 71

1 1.31 30.71 25.61 15 .11 9.21 10.51 4.61 2.491

| T | B I---=---=om -~ I---mmmmmeeo- [-=—-mememoo e ) R Iommmmmm e R 1

4 I 51 851 461 441 401 411 171 151

1 1.71 29.01 15.71 15.01 13.71 14.01 5.81 5. 11

R et T [----mommmme- ) I--=--------- I---mmmmmmeo - R I-~--mmmmmmm - I--~-———=----= 1

5 1 11 381 521 441 191 301 181 31

1 0.51 18.51 25.41 21.51 9.31 14 .61 8.81 1.51
I----mmmem oo | I----mmmmmm - ) it [--—mmmmmmem e I--~---mmmmm - I-mmmmmea o J--=emmmmmmm 1

6 1 11 601 351 301 341 341 191 61

1 0.51 27.41 16.01 13.71. 15.51 15.51 8.71 2.71
I---mmmome - R I-----mmmmm - I------mmm - R T R R R I

CP? 1 31 461 321 271 331 311 181 81
3] 1 1.51 23.21 16.21 13.61 16.71 15.71 9.11 4.01
L ) e it ) J---=--mmom-- I--meommmmmm - I I-~-—-mmmm == R 1
8 1 11 451 311 341 191 321 151 41

1 0.6l 24.91 17.11 18.81 10.51 17.71 8.31 2.21
I---mommmem e | ettt I-~---—m~omm N R J-mmmmmmm o ) et | ittt 1

SUMI 171 5571 3891 29271 2151 2661 1101 591

I 0.91 29.21 20.41 15.31 11.31 14 .01 5.81 3.11

[ [----momm e I-——mmmmmm o= [--—-==mvm = I-mmmmmee e [---mmvmmmm I-~—mmmm - I---=mmm oo o I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 106713 € O3

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42 . :

STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE.= .706075 E Of (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)

CONT COEF = 233770

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF C¥CLE



19%

40% TO 59%  60% TO 79% 80% TO 99% 100% NO ANSWER
| ettt I--=cmmmm oo - - - R ) [--~------~-- | | R I
1 1 I 301 231 161 151 71 101 a1
1 1 27.31 20.91 14.51 13.61 6.41 9.11 8.21
[-ommemmme e I---emm—m oo - [-=-m-mmmm oo | et I-----mm - I e e I ittt T----mmmmem - 1
2 1 1 271 161 141 131 131 51 at
1 1 29.31 17.41 15.21 14.11 1411 5.41 4.31
I et LT [--~-mmmmmm o - I---mcmmmmm - I----—-cmoo - I--mmmmm e R et | R et 1
3 1 21 321 171 131 91 131 31 61
1 2.11 33.71 17.91 13.71 9.51 13.71 3.21 6.31
I-mmmmmme e D et T Jormmmmem o [--mmmmme e I--ommoom o= R e e I---m-mmme e oo [---ommmmmm == 1
4 1 1 101 71 141 71 121 31 31
I I 17.91 12.51 25.01 12.51 21.41 5.41 . 5.41
[---mememcm - [--ccmmmeen e [~ - Ievmmmmmm - [~=~-mmmmmm - [-o--memeem - [o-werecrecna I
5 I 1 101 11 61 71 21 11 31
1 1 25.01 27.51 15.01 17.51 5.01 2.51 7.51
[-rmmmmm - I-wmeremee - I--~-=momo - I---m e J--emmmmmeem - il R e I----smmemmmm 1
6 1 11 211 141 161 101 121 21 31
I 1.31 26.61 17 .71 20.31 12.71 15.21 2.51 3.81
I--mmmm - R 1-—~—mmo - - | [--mmmmmme oo [--~-mmmmmm- I-~—mmmm e [--===---=---~ I
W7 1 1 211 131 121 111 121 ) a1 a1
L I 27.31 16.91 15.61 14.31 15.61 5.21 5.21
> I---mmmmmm - I I--vmmmmmon - I---=a--om - R I-----mmm - - R [-———--mmm - 1
8 I 11 351 251 171 111 161 51 101
1 0.81 29.21 20.81 14 .21 9.21 13.31 4.21 8.31
I--mmemmomo - I----mmome - I---mmmmoa o I--mmcmmeem o I----mmm - Jmmmmmmm oo | it [----mmmmmmm 1
SUMI 41 1861 1261 1081 831 871 331 - 421
1 0.61 27.81 18.81 16.141 12.41 13.01 4.91 . 6.31
I--cmmemem - R b EE TR TP P I---mcmmmee - IR el I--mmm e [-----mmo - I
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .368154 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 42
STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE =

CONT COEF = .235500

MII.WAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

GREEN RAY

PERCENT OF ARRESTED DRUNKADRIVERS CONVICTED (A) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

20% TO 39%

-..565686

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
QF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CvYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



M

MITLWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEF

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): FINE (C) RY SURVEY CYCILE (A1L )

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
[--memmmm e R I [=mmmmmmm o~ R e 1
11 1381 1001 791 151 3321 # RESP
I 41.61 30.11 23.81 4.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
v | R ) i I R I-vmmmmmmmo o 1
2 1 1261 971 431 - 81 2741 # RESP
1 46.01 35.41 15.71 2.91 100.01 % QOF CYCLE
[---omemmo o~ R R | I-----mom - --1
3 1 1231 1031 331 131 2721 # RESP
I 45,21 37.91 12.11 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tommmm e - Jommmmmm e R N et | I
4 1 991 1381 441 81 2891 # RESP
1 34.31 47.81 15.21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmmen I-~--mmmme - R e | et | it I
5 1 591 1041 261 61 1951 # RESP
1 30.31 53.31 13.31 3.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---<mmmoo - I-~m--mmmmm - R I-—-==-m---~- [r-mmemmmmo o= 1
6 1 771 1081 261 S 2161 # RESP
s} 1 35.61 50.01 12.01 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
h Immeccrmcmene | I et E [--memmmmmmm [--wemmmmnoe I
o 7 1 601 951 201 ' 81 1831 # RESP
1 32.81 51.91 . 10.91 4.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R et T-~-mmsemmem - | [--m-ommmemn - I=--mmmmmm o 1
8 I 591 841 171 81 1681 ¥ RESP
1 35. 41 50.01 10.11 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I i b et Jommmmm e | | 1
sumi 7411 8291 2881 711 19291 # RESP
1 38.41 v 43.01 14.91 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
N e R il I------mmom- | 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .774120 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT CDEF = .196424



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): FINE (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
: DO NOT .
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
I--mmmm oo | | R R [--omomommmo- 1
1 1 621 291 211 71 1191 # RESP
1 52.11 24 .41 17.61 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmme - I----mmmom oo - R e | R i R 1
2 1 411 251 171 61 891 # RESP
1 46 .11 ) 28. 11 19.11 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---- o~ b e et [----~-m--=- I---c-mom- !
3 I 591 171 111 81 951 # RESP
I 62.11 17.91 11.61 8.41 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I-vmmmm e e e T I Jommmmmm o= I---mmmmmmen- I
4 I 261 181 91 21 551 # RESP
I 47 .31 32.71 16.41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I------ceee- - [ e | R e | 1
5 1 261 9r - 61 21 431 # RESP
1 60.51 20.91 : 14 .01 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Imrm—memm oo - I--mmmmemm - e e it [--moomemnoo - 1
6 1 501 171 81 51 801 # RESP
w 1 62.51 21.21 10.01 6.21 100.01 % QF CYCLE
é, I--mmmmmmeee [-~-mommmmee Io--ommmmoo - I et I-----mcmmom- I
=) 7 1 381 101 201 61 741 & RESP
1 51.41 13.51 27 .01 8. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----—--=--- it R e I------eom- - ) et -1
8 I 601 351 231 51 1231 & RESP
1 48 .81 28.51 18.71 4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--------=---- I---mmmmmem o - Inmmmmmmm oo o I------w~ S e et 1
SUMI 3621 1601 1151 411 6781 # RESP
I 53.41 23.61 17.01 6.01 " 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I--------o-—- I-m—mmmmem - N R ettt [------ommom 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .256544 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDGM = 21

CONT COEF = 190942



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): LOSS OF LICENSE (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
R e T ) ittt I | e ) bttt 1
1 1 1581 801 791 151 3321 # RESP
1 47.61 24.11 23.81 4.51 ) 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--cmmmmmens B e | R J--=~-m—mmm - 1
2 1 1551 681 431 81 2741 # RESP
1 56.61 " 24.81 15.71 2.91 100.01 % OF CvCLE
R e I-—----mmmmo- | et R et | R 1
3 1 1621 641 331 131 2721 # RESP
I 59.61 23.51 1211 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
IR e R I----mmem - [ | et | R I
q 1 2021 351 441 81 2891 # RESP
1 69.91 12.11 15.21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I T R R ittt R it | e 1
5 1 1421 211 261 61 : 1951 # RESP
1 72.81 10.81 13.31 3.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Je-mmm oo I----mmmm e o e I--—mmmemm oo J-—=~-m oo 1
6 I 1501 351 261 51 2161 # RESP
q’ 1 69.41 16.21 12.01 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
gg Jommmm oo e R I----cmemme - ) ettt [--mmmmmmem - 1
7 1 1371 181 201 81 1831 # RESP
1 74.91 9.81 10.91 4.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e et I-=--ommmm e I--=--emmmm oo ) ittt I--mmmmmmme - 1
8 1 1151 281 171 81 1681 # RESP
| G 68.51 16 .71 10. 11 4.81 100.01I % OF CYCLE
Jommm oo I-----cmmo - R ettt | ettt Jmmmmmmma o I
SUMI 12211 3491 2881 711 19291 # RESP
1 63.31 18.11 14 .91 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) R et I-----=momm - R et | R it 1

"STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .928634 E 02 . {SIGNIFICANT AT -.001 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21 o : ’

CONT COEF = 214312



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): LOSS OF LICENSE (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
D3 NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
Prmemmmm e - R [mmmmmmmmmma e [-—-mmm e I-==mmmmmmmee I
11 581 331 211 71 1191 # RESP
1 48.71 27.71 17.61 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[mommmmmmm oo [-mmmmmmmemn e R [-~mmmmmm = I
2 1 411 251 171 61 © 891 # RESP
I 4611 S 2811, - 1911 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-=mmmmmm o [-mmmmmmome [mmmmmmmmmmn e e R I
3 1 541 221 11 81 951 # RESP
I 56.81 23.21 11.61 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I e [-mmmmmmmmeee [---mmmmmmmme [ommmmmmmmmmm [-~---mmm - I
4 I 271 171 g1 21 551 # RESP
1 49 .11 30.91 . 16.41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmemae T I-~=mmmmm e I
5 1 201 151 61 21 431 # RESP
I 46.51 34.91 14.01 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmomm oo SR Jommmmmmmmmm e [ommmemoemee- [mmmmmmm e I
6 I 401 271 81 SI 801 # RESP
w 1 50.01 33.71 10.01 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o R LT [~-mmmmmmmm o [--mmmmmmmm - O I-~--mmm—mm - I
© 7 1 251 231 201 61 741 # RESP
1 33.81 3111 27.01 8.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tommmmmmmmm e [-mmmemmmmm - I---mmmmmmmm- [v-mmmmmmmomm O I
8 I 511 441 231 SI 1231 # RESP
1 41.51 35.81 18.71 a.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmmmmmmm R [-==-mmmmmm - e T I
SUMI 3161° 2061 151 a1 6781 # RESP
1 46.61 30.41 17.01 6.01 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmm e e [----mm=mmmn- O | R 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .216907 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 214

CONT COEF = . 176070



MILWAUKEE DRINK

ING AND DRIVING

SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED):

YES NO
I-----—- == Immem oo 1
LI 11 2371
I 0.31 71.41
I----——2momm - e i 1
2 1 I 2231
1 1 81.41
I-------mmm - I-mmmmme oo 1
3 1 11 2251
1 0.41 82.71
e ittt I---mmmeom - i
4 1 1 2371
I 1 82.01
| et T-cmmmmmee e I
5 1 1 1631
1 I 83.61
I-~-——mmmmm o - R 1
: 6 1 1 1851
o 1 1 85.61
h I----mm-mom - [--ermmome- I
© 7 1 1 1551
1 I 84.71
L ettt [-=---mmm oo 1
8 1 1 1431
1 1 85.11
| et I---emmmm oo 1
SUMI 21 15681
1 0.11 81.31
I-------=-~--- I--mmmmmmm oo 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .395461 E 02

(SIGNIFICANT AT .0t
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = 141736

ALL BLANK

LEVEL)

ALL
DO NOT
KNOW

EXTRA INSURANCE COSTS (C) BY SURVEY

%

%

2

%

%

N

CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

" FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): EXTRA INSURANCE COSTS (C) B¥ SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
[-mrmmmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmeo I-rmmmmmmmmem R 1
1 911 211 71 1191 # RESP
1 76.51 17.61 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--cmmrmmmo s R [rmmmmmmm s [-=-m-mommo I
2 1 661 171 6l 891 » RESP
1 74.21 1811 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e [=~mmmmimee e Imemmmmmm e m I i i
3 1 761 111 81 951 # RESP
I 80.01 11.61 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=c-mmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmmmm - [-=~-ommmm I I
a1 441 91 21 551 = RESP
I 80.01 16. 41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I i I-mmommm e - R i [~-mmmmmmmm o - 1 ’
5 1 351 61 21 431 # RESP
I 81.41 14 .01 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--=-mmmmeme- R [-=mmmmmmmem R I
6 1 671 81 51 801 # RESP
w 1 83.71 10.01 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& R N e et I et 1
= 7 1 481 201 61 741 # RESP
1 64.91 27 .01 8. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R [---=mmmmmme R | -----1
8 1 951 231 51 1231 # RESP
1 77.21 18.71 411 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tommmmmmmemae [-~=-mmmmmm - I R 1
SUMI 5221 1151 411 6781 # RESP
I 77.01 17 .01 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommmmmmmem e - R I [mmmmmmmmmmm s 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .142855 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = 143650



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): VEHICLE IMPOUNDED (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
I---mmmemem o ) R I--—-memmmm e | R 1
11 2381 791 151 3321 # RESP
1 71.71 23.81 4.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
1~---- R J-=-mmrmmeaam | R it | R it 1
2 1 2231 431 81 © 2741 ¥ RESP
I ’ 81.41 15.71 2.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R it S LT PP I-----=oemm = R s -1 .
3 1 2261 331 131 : 2721 # RESP
1 83.11 12.11 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----momm - R I-~~-mmm - - | R I
4 I 2371 441 81 2831 # RESP
I 82.01 15.21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| Iomemmmmm e R R 1
5 1 1631 261 . 61 1951 # RESP
b 83.61 13.31 3.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmom - | R I-~--oommmmme- ) et 1
6 1 1851 261 51 2161 # RESP
?’ 1 85.61 12.01 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
» I------mm - [ P it I-m-mmmmm - 1
= 7 1 1551 201 81 1831 ¥ RESP
1 84.71 10.91 4.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-—---mmm - I--mmmmmmmee I--—==mmomo - R i 1
8 I 1431 171 81 1681 # RESP
1 85.11 10.11 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| Immrm e [=~o--emmmmme R I
SUMI 15701 2881 LTI 19291 # RESP
1 81.41 14.91 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----omomm - I----——mm - e et Iemmmmm e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .348859 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14 ) : :

CONT COEF = . 133281



MILWAUKEE DRINKINSG AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICIION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): VEHICLE IMPOUNDED (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
NO ALL BLANK KNOW’ SUM
| Jremmmmm o [-==mmmmmm e | e 1
11 911 211 71 1191 # RESP
I 76.51 17 .61 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) R [ et EE T | it 1 _
2 1 - 661 171 61 891 5 RESP
1 74.21 19. 11 6.7 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R it I----mmcemmm R e et 1
3 1 761 111 81 951 # RESP
1 80.01 11.61 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R et L s | 1
4 1 441 91 21 551 # RESP
1 80.01 16.41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| | [ I et {
5 1 351 61 ' 21 431 # RESP
1 81.41 14.01 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R et R i I-~----mmoom- R I
6 1 671 81 : 51 801 # RESP
o 1 83.71 10.0I 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
ds I--~mmmemm o~ R et J-v-mommmema- | R 1
) 7 1 481 201 61 741 # RESP
1 64 .91 27.01 8.11 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I--mmemeem e~ I------mmo—- [-~--rmmmm - | 1
8 1 951 231 51 1231 # RESP
1 77.21 - 18.71 411 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--~-rmmmm o I-=------mmm-- I~ - I-----ooom - 1
SUMI 5221 . 1151 411 6781 # RESP
1 77.01 17.01 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmommmo - i [-~--memme e e [-mommmmee - 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 142855 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = .143650



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): COMMUNITY SERVICE (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALl
DO NOT
"YES NOC ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
| T [---==-mmmamn [mmmmmmmmmem [-mmmmme e m s | ST I
11 21 2361 791 151 3321 # RESP
I 0.61 7111 23.81 4.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R [--==-mmmm e [-=-mmmmmmmme[mmmmmmmmmme S T I
2 1 1 2231 431 81 2741 4§ RESP
1 - I 81.41 15.71 2.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
S £ T T T Tommmmmm e e [rmmmmmm e Tommmoomomo-i-]
31 11 2251 331 131 . 2721 # RESP
I 0.41 82.71 12.11 4.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R | SR R TP Tmomemmmmmam [ommmemmmmmmm I
4 1 I 2371 441 81 2891 # RESP
1 I 82.01 15 21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmmemmm I-mmmmmmm e  CR TP Tmmmmmm e e I-momommomem 1
5 1 I 1631 261 61 1951 & RESP
I I 83.61 13.31 3.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e R S r T TS Cr P [mmmmmmmmm Immmmmmmemmm- i
6 I 11 1841 261 51 2161 # RESP
w I 0.5I 85.21 12.01 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
1N | T [-ommmmem - ) R [-=-mmmmmmmn- [-mmmemmme - 1
w 7 1 I 1551 201 81 1831 # RESP
I 1 84.71 10.91 a.a1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [-mmmmmmm e [=m-emmmnmen [-mmmmmmmmm e [-mmmemmmm - I
8 1 1 1431 171 81 1681 # RESP
1 1 85.11 1011 a.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[mmmmmmmmmm - [mmmmmmmmm e m e R [==mmmmmmmme [--mmemmmmmm- I
SUMI : 41 15661 2881 711 19291 # RESP
1 0.21 81.21 14.91 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmmomm e I-mmmmmmmmmee [--cemomm e [~—mmmmmmmee | G 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 410609 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01 LEVEL)
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .144369



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): COMMUNITY SERVICE (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
R e I-memmmmmmoe [-omommommoe I----mmmmem o I _
11 911 211 71 1191 ~ RESP
1 76.51 17.61 5.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mcmommmmnee I-mmmmemmee s O | I
2 1 661 171 61 891 # RESP
I 7421 1911 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| O kS EEEE L mee-- [--ooimmmee- L I
3 1 761 111 81 951 # RESP
I 80.01 11.61 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~--mmemmon I-=--mmoomo- [~omommmmoee- I-----msmmme - 1
4 1 _ aa1 gl 21 551 # RESP
I 80.01I 16.4] 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----mmooeme [---evmmmmom I R [-----momomo- i
5 1 351 61 21 431 # RESP
1 81.41 14.01 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~-mmmommmee e Io-mmomome [-------mmoo- 1
6 1 671 81 51 801 # RESP
os I 83.71 10.01 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& I-=---mmmmne [---omoommoo I~-omommomee I----mmmmomo- 1
> 7 1 481 201 61 741 # RESP
I 64.91 27.01 8.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~----ommoee I bl [~ommommomeen [o-mommmmm o [
8 1 951. 231 51 1231 # RESP
1 77. 21 18.71 4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--m-ommoeme- [---ommmommo- [--mmmmmenos [---momomomee I
SUMI 5221 1151 a1l 6781 # RESP
I 77.01 17.01 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R R R I-mommemomeo I-----momooe- I

- STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .142855 E 02
DEGREES Of FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = 143650



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): COUNSELING/TREATMENT (C) BY SURVEY CYCLf taLy)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
[rmmmmmmmmmm [ommmmmmmmmmn Tommmmmmme - Tommmmmmmmn - [ommmmmmmmmee 1
11 271 2111 791 151 3321 # RESP
I 8. 11 63.61 23.81 4.51 100.01 7. OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmmom e Immmmmmmmem - [ommmmmmmem = SN (. 1
2 .1 201 - 2031 431 81 2741 # RESP
1 7.31 ’ 74.11 15.71 2.81 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
[-ommmommmmm - Imeommmmm s [ommmmmmmeamn R 1 '
3 1 121 2141 331 131 2721 # RESP
1 341 78.71 1211 a.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) QR [=-mmmmmmmmm G [mmmmmmmomme 1
4 I 141 2231 441 81 2891 # RESP
1 4.81 . 77.21 15 .21 2.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[ommmmmmmmme [mmemmmmmmm e [ommmmmmmomms [ocmmmmmemmm- [=imeommommee I
5 1 61 1571 261 61 1951 # RESP
1 311 80.51 13.31 311 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| ST [-memmmmmmm e Immmmmmmmmmm Io-mmmmmmmemm [-=mmmmmmmmm 1
6 1 141 1711 261 51 2161 # RESP
w0 1 6.51 79.21 12 .01 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& (TSR [-mmmmmmm e [ommommmmam o [-ocemmmeene- I
o 7 I 41 1511 201 81 1831 # RESP
1 2.21 82.51 10.91 441 100.01 % OF CYCLE
S Immommmmmmmmn [-ommmmmmmamae | SR I
8 I , 71 1361 171 81 1681 # RESP
I a.21 © 81.01 10.11 a.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jommmmmmmmee P | S Iommmmmmmmmm SR I
SUMI 1041 14661 2881 711 19291 # RESP
I S.41 76 .01 14 .91 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[rmmmmmmmmm - [-mermmmmmme I-mmmmmmmmmms fommmmmmmmmes [-—=mmmmmmmmn 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 528731 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVEL)
DEGREES ‘OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .163335
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DRIMNK

TH

AND DRIVING

SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

= GREEN BAy

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): COUNSELING/TREATMENT (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALLJ

99-9

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .312585 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = 209934

ALL BLANK

ALL
DO NOT
KNOW SUM
————————— I-—.-_-.,_--_-I B
71 1181 =~ RESP
5.91 100.0I /4 OF CYCLE
--------- I-------=----1
61 891 ~ RESP
6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
————————— [------------1
81 951 +# RESP
8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
--------- I------------1
21 551 # RESP
3.61 100.0I % OF CYCLE
--------- I------------1
21 431 # RESP
4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
--------- I------------1
51 801 # RESP
6.21 100.0I % OF CYCLE
————————— I---s--------1
61 741 # RESP
8.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
--------- I-v----------1
51 1231 # RESP
4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
————————— I------------1
411 6781 # RESP
6 .01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
--------- [------------1



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED):

YES NO
R et R it 1
11 361 2021
I 10.81 60.81
I--~-ommomno- R 1
2 1 351 1881
I 12 .81 ° 68.61
I-m~reemm e e m e I------------ I
3 1 431 1831
I 15.81 67 .31
[--=--mmmm o R I
4 1 341 2031
I 11.81 70.21
[--mmmmmemmm - [----=------- 1
5 1 221 1411
I 11.31 72.31
R e 1
6 1 181 1671
w 1 8.31 77.31
& I-~mmmmmmmmo - [-----c--en-on 1
= 7 1 161 1391
I 8.71 76:01
I--=mcmmmm - [---e-mmmonan I
8 I 211 1221
I 12.51 72.61
R I 1
SUMI 2251 13451
i 11.71 69.71
T et [-=--mmmmmmm 1
STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .450535 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .151072

%

%

%

¢

JAIL (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

# RESP

OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
0OF CYCLE



ML WAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN RAY

FIRST CONVICTION PENALTIES (UNAIDED): JAIL (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALL
DO NOT
YES NO ALL BLANK KNOW SUM
R [ommmmmmmmeee [-=-mmmmmmm L it et 1
1 1 121 791 211 71 1191 # RESP
1 1011 66.41 17.61 . 5.91 100.01 % QOF CYCLE
R [--mmmmmmmmm [--=mmmmmmmo- [ et [--mommmamon I
2 1 51 © 601 .17 61 891 # RESP
I 6.71 67.41 19.11 - 8,71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e I-~mmmmmmmmm - I R e 1
3 1 61 701 111 81 951 # RESP
I 6.31 73.71 11.61 8.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----ommmm - R [ Rt T--meemmmomon I 1
4 1 21 421 91 21 §51 « RESP
1 3.61 76.41 16.41 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I---mm-mmmme s [-~-mmmmmmeee | ettt I------m--- --1
5 1 31 321 61 21 431 # RESP
I 7.01 74.4]1 14.01 4,71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R T | [-~-mmmmmmmo- | Rt [---emmmmmmmn I
6 I a1 581 81 SI 801 # RESP
jvs) I 11.21 72.51 10.01 6.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
& s L et | et | et I------omoeee 1
o 7 1 141 341 201 61 741 # RESP
I 18.91 45.91 27.01 8.11 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R [---mmmmmemmn | I---=mmmmmmae R I
8 1 . 171 781 231 51 1231 # RESP
1 13.81 63.41 18.71 4.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---=-==mmmm- | R i R i [ I
SUMI 691 4531 1151 a1 6781 # RESP
1 10.21 66.81 17.01 6.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--rmmmmmmm R e R I---=-----mo- [--mmmmmmm e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .316617 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = ,211223



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FREQUENCY OF VIOLATING OWI LAW IN PAST MONTH (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

2-6 TIMES ONCE PER ONCE IN ONCE PER
DAILY PER WEEK WEEK TWO WEEKS MONTH NEVER NO ANSWEP SUM
[------mommme [----=----n- [---ommmm - I---mmmmmmo- i L e [-----mmmmen- [----=m====n- 1
11 1 11 91 121 441 2581 71 3321 # RESP
I - 0.31 0.31 2.71 3.61 13.31 77.71 2 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R et [=mmmmmmmmeo e | R EE R T | I R R I~m-mmmmmmmm- I
2 1 21 a1 51 a1 411 2151 31 2741 # RESP
I 0.71 1.51 1.81 1.51 15.01 78 51 111 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e b I---=-=------ [----momeme- [---mommooe- R [ommmme oo [-mmmmmmmmmm - I-==---------1
3 1 1 41 : 101 121 221 2181 51 2721 # RESP
I 0.41 1.51 3.71 4.41 8. 11 80. 11 1.81 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----ommooo- I-m=-mmoomoo - R R I-=mommmoomo- | [-mmmmmmmmees [-mmmmmmmes Rt I :
4 1 I a1 91 _ 71 311 2241 141 2891 # RESP
I 1 1.41 3.11 - 2.41 10.71 77 .51 4.81 100.01 % OF CV¥CLE
[------m--mo- I------------ I--c--ommoe- [---=-ommme- [------------ R b I--mmmmmmmem s [---=-mmmmmoe 1
5 1 21 31 91 71 251 1451 al 1951 # RESP
I 1.01 1.51 4.61 3. 61 12.81 74.41 2.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[----mmmmom - [--~~-=--m-o- I----mmommoe- [-=--mmmooo- [----mmmooo- [--m-o-mmme [=--mmmmmme - [==--==o-ooo- I
6 1 I .21 3I 121 291 1621 81 2161 # RESF
1 I 0.91 1.41 5.61 13.41 75.01 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w R R I---o---oomo- [------------ el [---=-------- [-=-mmmmemmo [=--=mmmmmmm - | I
& 71 21 31 41 71 211 1421 » 41 1831 # RESP
© 1 1.11 1.61 2.21 3.81 11.51 77.61 2.21 100.C1 % OF CYCLE
L | it R Ll SRR LR I-----mmmmoo- I----mmmmmme- I----mmmmmmo - I---=-------f]
8 1 11 21 101 71 271 ‘1201 11 © 1681 # RESP
I 0.61 1.21 6.01I a.21 16. 11 71.41 0.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R b [----omomoo- T------mooo-- T--mommmomeo- [---om-- R b | b I-m--mmmm - 1
SUMI 91 231 591 681 2401 14841 161 19291 & RESP
I 0.51 1.21 3.11 3.51 12.41 76.91 2.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmmmmmmo- DL E LR et bt [-mmmommmme - [---mmmmmmmm [----=mmomo-- [-----mommmm- I I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY
CHI SQUARE = .367901 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 35
STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE = .213958

CONT COEF = . 138433



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FREQUENCY OF VIOLATING OWI LAW IN PAST MONTH (C) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

. 2-6 TIMES OMCE PER ONCE IN ONCE PER
DAILY PER WEEK WEEK TWO WEEKS MONTH NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
R I--mmmmme e - [--mmemmmme oo Imcmmmm e | IR et | ke I--~-- e e - I
1 1 11 11 61 a1 241 811 21 1191 # RESP
1 0.81 0.81 5.01 3.41 20.21 6811 1.71 100.01 % OF CvCLE
[emmomemeemam I~—--wmmmm e [~ oo [---mmmmm - ) e R IO e I---mmmmme e [-------mnmn- ~1
2 1 1 ' 21 a1 51 151 571 . 61 891 ~ RESP
I 1 . 2.21 4.51 : 5.61 16 .91 64-0I 6.71 . 100.00 % OF CwvCLE
I~mmmmmmm e | I---momm oo I--cmmme e oo - I--mmmmmmmem- | | R 1--—- e - - I
3 1 1 ‘ 21 61 41 181 621 ) ‘951 s RESF
1 1 2.11 6.31 4.2 18.91 65 .31 3.21 100.01 % OF CiCuf
I~---mcmemm [-wmmmmmmem - I------moooe- I I--mmmmmm e I----~mmmmem Im-emmmeoo - I----cccmmnnmn r -
4 1 1 21 21 31 111 371 1 : "S51 & RESP
1 14 3.61 3.61 5.51 20.01 67.31 I 100.01" % OF C:ZLE
Ivewmrcmcmme- I--mmmmmemm I---mmmmmm o e [---romenem- e it S e b [e-mocmmm - I
s I 11 1 .31 21 101 261 11 S 431 = RESP
1 2.31 1 7.01 4.71 23.31 "60.51 2.31 100.01 % OF C¥CLZE
I-mmememm e Jrmemmmm e e I---memmem e et 1----~--- b CEE L EE TP | R b I :
6 I 1 21 31 61 171 21 1 _ 801"  RESP
I 1 2.51 3.71 7.51 21.21 65.01 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w ) R e e e J-remmmcee e Iemmmmmmm e s I-c-mmmemoo - e e 1
A 7 1 1 1 51 41 ) 61 541 51 741 4 RESP
o I 1 1 6.81 5.41 8.11 73.01 6.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) ettt ) et I---—---ommm- I-~------- e e s [ I----mmmmmm o= I--mcmmommmm- 1
8 I I 41 9l 71 241 781 41 1231 # RESP
1 1 3.31 7.31 5.71 17.11 63 .41 3.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~mmmmmmmm o I-=--mmmm - I----mmmmmmen I-mmome oo J-emmmm e Jommmm oo - I---mmm e I--------o -~ I
SUMI 21 131 381 351 1221 4471 211 6781 # RESP
1 0.31 1.91 5.61 5.21 18.01 65 .91 3.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R et R e Tt l---c-mmmo - I--mmmmmee e I-mmemmmme - R e I--mmmmmm e a I--—-smmem - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .244398 E 02

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 35

STANDARDIZED CHI SQUARE = -.126218 £ Of

CONT COEF = 189381



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): TAXI BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
e O T [--——mmmmmmmm ) SRRV [---mmmmmmm= [-=-—mmmmmme 1
1 I 441 231 431 521 791 911 3321 # RESP
I 13.31 6.91 13.01 15.71 23.81 27 .41 100.01 % DF CYCLE
e I~---mmmmeaoe [ommmmmmmees [-=—mmmmmmee SRR [-==-mmmmm o= T-=mmmmmm e o 1
2 1 381 161 371 611 631 591 2741 # RESP
1 13.91 5.81 ~13.51 22.31 23.01 21.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I O [--mmemmmame R S CET T —— I-mmmmmmmmoee R 1
3 1 411 171 371 521 771 181 2721 & DESPE
1 15.11 6.21 13.61 19.11 28 .31 17.61 i00.01 % OF CYCLE
[---~=mmmmn- I~-===-----mn [-mmmmmmmmm N [-mmmmmmmm e - [-mmmmmmmmoee [----=mmmmm-- 1
4 1 521 161 291 541 701 681 2891 # RESP
1 18.01 5.51 10.01 18.71 24 .21 23.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [~-mmmmmmmmm [-mmmmmmmmmms R I---mmmmmm o [--m-mmmmmmm I-=mmmmmme o=~ I
5 I 331 71 161 a1l 511 471 1951 # RESP
1 16.91 3.61 8.21 21.01 26.21 24 .11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e I e e [--=mmmmmm - [--mmmmemmm - [-===mmmmm== T 1
6 1 281 111 241 411 571 551 2161 # RESP
I 13.01 5.11 1111 19.01 26.41 25.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmmme- [-mommmmmmm I-mmmmmmem s [---—mmmmmmm Immmmmmmmmmmm I--mmmmommn e I-mmmmmmmmm - I
w 7 1 221 81 251 381 - 561 341 1831 # RESP
4 1 12.01 4.41 13.71 20.81 30.61 18.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- R e Iommmmmmmmm e R I----mmmm - - T TS SR I----mmmmm - 1
8 I 261 61 191 321 551 301 1681 # RESP
1 15.51 3.61 11.31° 19.01 32.71 17.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE'
B O R | I-m-mmmmmm o R T 1
SUMI 2841 1041 2301 3711 5081 4321 - 19291 # RESP
1 14.71 5.41 11.91 19.21 26 .31 2241 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I [~--—m=mmmm O [-=-=mmmmm - R T R Fr-rmmmm = s I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = ,224808 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .121635



e e e s e

[

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): TAXI BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES NARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
R et I-m-momo o [--mmmmem e e e I--vmmmmmm oo | R I---~emmme o I
11 111 91 141 141 491 221 1181 # RESP
1 9.21 7.61 11.81 _ 11.81 41.21 18.51 100.01 4 OF CYCLE
I--~omom - R I-=mmmmme e ) R | R I-mmmmmmmmm o [-—mmmmm e 1
2 1 151 31 101 211 251 151 : 891 # RESP
I 16.91 3.41 11.21 . 23.61 ©o28.11 16.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~memmccmaene e e | | e | it I--mmommmmmom [---mommmmem - 1 :
3 1 71 I 181 181 301 221 951 # RESP
I 7.41 1 18.91 18.91 31.61 23.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I et ) | T~-ommmmmm oo T---emmemmao- N ) R 1
4 1 71 31 31 101 241 81 551 # RESP
1 12.71 5.51 5.51 18.21 43.61 14.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mcmmmmee R T | R | R | R 1
5 1 ‘ 31 31 41 101 ' 141 ar 431 % RESP
1 7.01 7.01 8.31 - 23.31 S 32.61 20.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
J-mvmmemee - e il [---rommmm - R [ [ ) R e 1
6 1 121 31 _ 101 111 361 81 801 # RESP
1 15 .01 3.71 - 12.51 13.71 45 .01 10.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jmmmmm e ) it I-——~-mmoe - I Iomvmmme oo J-m-ommomeo - I---smmmmme - 1
o] 7 1 111 31 81 181 211 131 741 < RESP
S 1 14 .91 4.11 10.81 24 .31 28 .41 17.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o e ) et R I~-m-ommmm - I----mmmmm - I---mmmmmem - | it 1 :
8 1 181 71 201 191 351 241 1231 # RESP
I 14 .61 5.71 16.31 15.41 28.51 19.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e J--=-mmm o= R | I----mmmma - [-=-—ommm -~ I---mmmmmm o 1
SUMI 841 311 871 1211 2341 1211 6781 # RESP
1 12.41 4.61 12.81 17.81 34.57 17.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmm e I-—=mmmm o~ R ) I--ommmme o J---m==mmmmm~ I---~--=-----1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .378095 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = 252122



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): BUS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
[---—-mmmmmen R N I---——-mmmmm- O [--mmmmmmmm e 1
1 I 221 i61 421 471 S61 1091 3321 # RESP
I 6.61 4.81 12.71 14.21 28.91 32.81 100.07T % OF CYCLE
I I--=-mmmomoo- Pommmmmmmm e T-mmmmmmmmmm- Tmmmmmmmmmm e I-mmmmmmmm o O it
2 I 241 141 401 431 801 731 2741 # RESP
1 8.81 5.11 14.61 15.71 29.21 26.61 100.01 % OF CYCLF
T I I--=mmmsmem e [-emmmmmmmm o e R Tmmmmmmmmmmmm 1
3 1 181 121 391 581 831 621 2721 & RESP
I . 6.6l 4.41 14 .31 21.31 30.51 22.81 i00.01 % OF CvQiE
T R [---=mmmmemme R I--mmmemmmmme T R 1
4 1 331 181 a7l 481 691 Bal 2891 # RESP
I 11.41 6.21 12.81 16.61 23.91 29. 11 100.01 %-OF CYCLE
e [--=-mmmmmmmn [--=mmmmmemm- R St I e I--m=mmmmmo- 1
5 1 151 131 351 271 471 581 1951 # RESP
I 7.71 6.71 17.91 13.81 24 .11 29.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---=-vmmmmee R [--=mmmememme [-emmmmmmmmme [-=—mmmmmm e e [---—mmmmmm - I
6 1 11 81 361 371 631 611 2161 # RESP
1 5.11 3.71 16.71 17.11 29.21 28.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-m=m-mmmmmme [---mmmmmmem I~mmmmmmmem e R [-—=-mmmmmmme e I---mmmmmemme I
os} 7 1 161 81 261 371 621 341 1831 # RESP
N I 8.71 4.41 14.21 20.21 33.91 18.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o [-~---=emmmee R [--=—mmmmom e [--=mmmmmm=m- e [----mmmmmme- e I
8 1 BREE 81 : 291 311 521 371 1681 # RESP
1 6.5I 4.81 17 .31 © 18.51 31.01 22.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmemmmmen 1------ ————-- I---mmmmmem e [---mmwmmmm - e e I----mmmmmmme I
SUMI 1501 971 2841 3281 5521 5181 192381 # RESP
I 7.81 5.01 14.71 17.01 28.61 26.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~—===mmmmmme [-=mmmmmmmm - [-=mmmmmmmm e [--mmmmmem - Iommmmmmmmeae R R L 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .2%1079 E 02
DEGREES. OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .132224



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): BUS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL) N
ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
[ T ) e | [----mmmmmm o | [~~--mmmmmm~ [ 1
t 1 To21 . 71 111 151 561 281 1191 # RESP
1 1.71 5.91 9.21 12.61 47 .11 23.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
P I--m-mmmme - LR I [---ommmcmne - | R R et 1
2 1 81 21 147 - 81 a1 161 891 # RESP
I 9.01 2.21 15.71 9.01 46 .11 18.01 100.01 % .OF CYCLE
R e D R R J----mmmm - I-=-cmmmmao - | I------oommm- I
3 1 31 21 161 141 361 241 951 # RESP
I 3.21 2.11 16 .81 14.71 37.91 25.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmcee oo I--memmmea-- R e [-—-mmmee oo - [ | i 1
4 1 31 21 31 61 301 111 551 # RESP
. 1 .5.51 ' 3.61 5.51 10.91 54.51 20.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mommemme - I--mommmmmm o I-m-mmmmm oo I----mmmmm oo - ) R R J----=mm~emm- I
5 I 31 1 51 111 151 91 431 & RESP
1 7.01 1 11.61 25 .61 34.91 20.91 100.01 % OF CVCLE
b T T Im-mmmmeem - R i ) i B R 1
6 1 41 41 61 81 481 101 801 # RESP
1 5.01 5.01 7.51 10.01 60.01I 12.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e I-mm-ommmmma- T e | it I--mmmmmm e I---mmmmm o I
o 7 1 41 21 111 111 301 161 . 741 # RESP
A 1 5.41 2.71 14.91 14.91 40.51 21.61 100.01 % DF CYCLE
KN R it it e I--=--=mmm - I--cmmmmm o I------mmem-- O 1
8 1 71 61 131 181 471 321 1231 # RESP
I 5.71 4.91 10.61 14.61 38.21 26.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-cmmemmeme - | | [ ettt [--emmmem o= I--—-mmmm oo [~--mmemmme - I
SUMI 341 251 791 911 3031 1461 6781 # RESP
I 5.01 3.71 11.71 13.41 44 .71 21.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R i T-—--mmmmme o~ I [-----mmmmm - [----~-=m=~ - | et b ettt 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .340603 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .245298



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE
GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): RIDE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALWAYS USUALLY ~ SOMETIMES RARELV NEVER NO ANSWER SUM

I-~-=ooommo- R [rommemmme e | RN Trommmmmm ) T I
1 I 1341 1101 361 31 51 a4] 3321 # RESP
1 40.41 33.11 10.81 0.91 1.51 13.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- I--~---n—- [-emmmcm e - - - - Jevmmmmmmm - ) e i
2 I 1021 921 371 21 81 331 2741 # RESP
1 37.21 33.61 13.51 0.71 2.91 12.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) R R | e [~-mmmmmm e [-m=mmmmmmmm oo oo [~-=-mmmm - I
3 I 1461 871 C a7l 41 81 301 2721 # RESP
I 42 .61 32.01 9.91 $1.51 2.91 11.01 100 O % QF CVvCLE
R R R o pupupuy R R [-ommmmmemee ) (R 1
4 I o211 - 791 281 31 111 471 2891 # RESP
1 41.91 27.31 9.71 1.01 3.81 16.31 1C0.01 % OF CYCLE
| e 1-—--mmm oo e ) ST Tomrmemmeeeee QS [-emomcmeom e I
5 I 66l 581 291 11 51 361 1951 # RESP
I 33.81 29.71 14.91 0.51 2.61 18.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R [-mmmmmm e ) (TS T-ommmmmmm [ovmmecmeeam | Q. | T 1
6 I 831 601 321 31 31 351 2161 # RESP
1 38.41 27.81 14.81 .41 1.41 16.21 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[-~mmmmmm———m R (TR [~-mmmmmmme = | T [-=--mmm- -1
o 7 1 651 651 211 11 81 231 1831 # RESP
-3 I 35.51 35.51 11.51 0.51 4.41 12.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o | ) R | e Jommmm e ) e | et | e L I
8 I 631 511 281 11 51 201 1681 # RESP
I 37.51 30.41 16.71 0.61 3.01 11.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmmmmmm e ) m————— I-—-moom- SR [ ————— [~ecmmmmmmom 1
SUMI 7501 6021 2381 181 531 2681 19291 ¥ RESP
I 38.91 31.21 12.31 0.91 2.71 13.91 100.C1 % OF CYCLE
[-mmmmem e [mommmmm e [-—mmmmmmmmeo QS [-—m=mmmmmmm [--mommmmmmmm | L 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = ,244527 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .120450



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY
GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): RIDE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

_ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM

R e I--mmmmmmmmen [--mmmmmmmme- [ommmmmmmmme- [-mmmmmmm e I------m-m--- I
CEE G 411 st 161 51 31 151 1191 # RESP
I 34.51 32.81 13,41 a.21 2.51 12.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R | it e R I I--~=mmmmmmn- I--~-mmmmmme- 1
2 1 . 281 361 141 1 11 101 891 # RESP
1 - 31.51 1041 15.71 I 111 11.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) et R L R R I R I
31 3sl 291 131 1 a1 141 951 # RESP
1 . 36.81 30.51 13.71 1 4 21 14.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmiommman I e CET TP I I T-msomommooe- I
4 1 231 181 41 31 11 61 551 # RESP
I 41.81 32.71 7.31 5.51 1.81 10.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--=---mommo- I--mmmmommeee I-mmmmmmmmm oo R I R I 1
5 1 131 181 61 1I 11 41 ) 431 # RESP
I 30.21 41.91 14,01 2.31 2.31 9.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mommmmomae I--~-mmmmmoe- O I--m-mmmmmme- R I R 1
6 I 311 281 101 31 51 31 801 # RESP
1 38.71 35.01 12.51 3.71 6.21 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCit
[-=~omemmman e I-=mmmmmmmee- e R I--=--mmmomee I----mmmmmm o I
o 71 271 261 71 21 31 91 741 4 RESP
JJ I 36.51 35. 141 9.51 2.71 4. 11 12 .21 100.01 % OF CvCLE
o I I et [-mmmmommmmes I it R L et I 1
8 1 481 391 171 21 21 151 1231 » RESP
I 39.01 31.71 13.81 1.61 1.61 o 12.21 100.01 % OF CvYCLE
I----- R I--mmmmmm o I R R I--=--nm- e GEEEE TR 1
SUMI 2461 2331 871 161 201 761 6781 & RESP
I 36.31 34.41 12.81 2.41 _ 2.91 11.21 100.01 % OF C<CLE
I-=mm=mmmmme [-=~-mmmmmmee I-=mmmommmm e I-=mmmmmmmm - [--~-mmmmmm R e I--~mmmmmmm- 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 215793 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .186026



ALWAYS
| I---
1 111
I 3.31
[--mmmmemmmm I---
2 1 71
1 2.61
Jmmmmemcmmas I---
3 1 131
1 4.81
I-mmmmmmm e I---
a4 1 101
1 3.51
| G P I---
5 1 81
1 a.11
[-memmm e I---
6 1 at
1 1.91
[-mmmmmmmem 1---
o 7 1 81
A i 4.41
-3 R, 1---
8 I 51
I 3.01
Immmmmmmm e 1---
SUMI 661
I 3.41
) TSP I---

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .403983 E
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

02

CONT COEF = 164860

Iy +

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): DRIVE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER
--------- | by SR L et L P LR e T
221 561 531 941 961
6.61 16.91 16.01 28.31 28 .91
--------- i B il e el R S |
251 451 491 861 621
9.11 16.41 17 .91 31.41 22 .61
--------- e B i B i (e i
181 371 721 741 581
6.61 13.61 26.51 27.2 21.31
————————— e e e il e it e
281 281 481 951 801
9.71 9.71 16.61 32.91 27 .71
--------- ) e e B e B B R |
211 281 311 531 541
10.81 14 .41 15.91 27 .21 27.71
--------- e S e e LR D e R R {
211 341 321 631 621
9.71 15.71 14 .81 29.21 28.71
--------- | ket i SRR el SRR bR il ol b {
91 321 451 561 331
4.91 - 17 .51 24 .61 30.61 18.01
--------- e e e b b il Bl §
231 231 291 S01 381
13.71 13.71 17 .31 29.81 22.61
--------- I------------Il-----cvmm-m -] -mm e mme e[ m e s m -
1671 2831 3591 5711 4831
8.71 14.71 18.61 29.61 25.01
--------- | S e B e B Bl

»

%

A

/s

%

RESP
OF CyCLt

RESH
ofF CyCre

RESP
OF CvyCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
0F CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): DRIVE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
[-—mmcmmmm e R e e | e J~mmmmmee e | R | R 1
11 41 191 271 201 241 . 251 1191 # RESP
1 3.41 16 .01 22.71 16.81 20.21 21.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~--==ommmm I-~--~-—-mmn [--=cmmmmm e [-mmm e - R s | G | R e I
2 1 11 131 151 201 231 171 891 # RESP
1 IR D 14 .61 16.91 22.51 25.81 19.11° 100.01 % OF CYCLE
bt [-vmmmmee - I--mmomme - | [----~---mm=- [ et I----=-cmm--- 1 :
3 1. 61 141 101 201 251 . 201 951 # RESP
1 6.31 ) 14.71 10.51 21.11 26.31 21.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I--emmcme o | [----=vmm—=- I---=-mmm - [ | R 1
4 1 11 101 51 121 151 121 551 & RESP
I 1.81 18.21 9.11 21.81 27.31 21.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---m-mmmmm b ettt [--mmmm oo I---=~=—-=--- I--mmmmmmo o I~ -- B B e 1
5 1 1 . 51 51 121 131 81 431 s RESP
I 1 11.61 11.61 27.91 30.21 18.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
J-=-cmmemma o R et [---emmmemo - I----mmmmeme - [-~--ccmmm - I--mommmeae- I--------- - 1
6 1 61 101 141 171 261 71 801 # RESP
I 7.51 12.51 17.51 21.21 32.51 8.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[romcmcmeme o R ettt I---mmmmmm - [------ommm o [~~~ | R ettt I-~-----mmm - 1
w 7 1 21 71 131 181 181 161 741 » RESP
4 1 2.71 9.51 17.61 24.31 24 .31 21.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
oo [-==ccmmma | R ettt I----mmmmeem [--==memomm = [--=m--cmmmo- Jommmmm e e I---mmmm o= 1
8 I 1 191 201 251 281 311 1231 # RESP
1 I 15.41 16.31 20.31 22-.81 : 25.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R i [ [-=mmmmmmmmm R e I---ommmmem- | it I--—--ommom- 1
SUMI 201 971 1091 1441 1721 1361 6781 # RESP
1 2.91 14,31 16.11 21.21 25.41 20.11 100.0I % OF CrfCLE
[-m-mmmmmme e [-emmmmme oo [ommmm e | R | it R et I-----mmom - - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .296078 E 02.
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .227590



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): WALK BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

. ALWAYS USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY ’ NEVER NO ANSWER Sum
e~ I------------ I-~romrmm e - [-~—memmme - I----mm—— - [----~mmr =~ 1
11 251 301 761 431 651 231 3321 # RESP
1 7.51 9.01 22.91 13.01 19.61 28.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommomrommne- I-mmmmmm o R aaatatatats I O it [ ety | B s 1
2 1 221 171 741 . 471 551 591 2741 # RESP
I 8.0I 6.21 27 .01 17.21 20.11 - 21.51 100.01 % QF CYCLE
| R | | et R I----mmommmm- Iom-mmmmmmmm o I--mmomemmm e I
3 1 211 201 741 a1l 581 581 2721 # RESP
1 7.71 7.41 27.21 15,11 21.31 21.31 100.01 % OF C~CLE
Immmememe e I--mmeemee - ) R it ) ettt Jorommmmm o I---mmmemmm - I--mmmmom - 1
4 1 3t 241 581 431 561 771 2891 # RE
1 10.71 8.31 20. 11 14.91 19.41 26.61 100.01 % OF CrCLE
I-memmomme e R I[--mmemmmmme R [-----=mm o= [--=-m=mmmmo- | B i
5 1 211 9l 541 281 331 501 1951 » RESS
1 10.81 4.61 27.71 14 .41 16.91 25.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R e I=m-mmmm e R IR I-=--mmmm o I--------—--- | R it I
6 1 . 141 221 ag91 361 391 561 . 2161 = RESP
1 6.51 10.21 22.71 16.71 18.11 25.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
LR it [------mmm--- IR e P s 1---emmmmm - R I--=--momm - I
os] 7 1 191 151 451 321 401 321 1831 - # RESP
A 1 10.41 8.21 24.61 17.51 21.91 17.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
© I-e-mmemm oo I---—mommm oo O s I----mmmmm- I-=--mmmmn - I----—m-mmmm- | ettt 1
g 1 121 131 541 271 271 351 1681 # RESP
1 7.11 7.71 32.11 16. 11 16. 11 20.81 100.01 % OF CVYCLE
I--mmmmmm e R e I et R I----—mommm o | R et 1
SUMI 1651 1501 4841 2971 3731 4601 19291 # RESP
1 8.61 7.81 25.11 15.41 19.31 23.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
J-memmmmmenee I---mmom - I-mmmmmmm oo I e | [ et I----mmmm - 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .234057 € 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT CQEF = 125233



MILWAUKEE ORINKING AHND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSU% GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

GET HOME AFTER DRINKING (C): WALK BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)
ALWAYS ) USUALLY SOMETIMES RARELY NEVER NO ANSWER SUM
I--=-=meeee- | b [--mmrmme - I----se - I-=mrmemmm [----emeeee-- [~ 1
1 1 21 71 361 201 271 271 . 1181 # RESP
I 1.71 5.91 30.31 16.81 22.71 22.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I bl ) G e I---mmmmee - I--=---em - [--m~mmmm - [~--ooommmee - I
2 1 51 a1 231 161 191 171 891 # RESP
I 5.61 : 4.51 31.51 18.01 21.31 19. 11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) it e | G i S el e i ) e e I--------n-- I
3 I 71 81 : 271 141 181 ' 211 951 # RESP
I 7.41 8.41 28 .41 14.71 18.91 22. 11 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
[----mee- I[---c-------- [--=m----- I---sccmcm - [-=-= == —- e it ) I :
4 1 41 21 151 101 151 91 651 # RESP
I 7.31 3.61 27 .3 18.21 27 .31 16.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-omome - I------ - I------------ I--=scemmnm- e [--=-rmmmmm - I----ommmem - I
S I 31 51 91 S1 121 91 431 # RESP
I 7.01 t1.61 20.81 11.61 27 .91 20.91 t00.0I % OF CYCLE
| ik [----------=- | I----e-ce--—- - I-----===---- I------r---=- I -
6 I ) 61 51 221 141 231 101 801 # RESP
I 7.51 6.21 27 .51 17.51 28.71 12.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--==mmmmmme [----meeee I---mmmme e I---~-------- [-----c-m---- [-=~-m=----- I---owrmme—- I
oy 7 1 21 71 241 151 101 161 741 # RESP
&) I 2.71 9.51 32.41 20.31 13.51 21.61 100.0I % OF CYCLE
o ) e I----mcmmm - ) e il -~ I bl [ [----ommmmm— - I
8 I 81 121 211 241 271 311 1231 # RESP
I 6.51 9.81 17.11 19.5I 22.01I 25.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--==-meem- I-—---~mmmme- [-mmmmmmemm o e I-=m-commm=- [-=mm=mm—- It S I
SUMI 371 501 1821 1181 1511 " 1401 6781 # RESP
I 5.51 7.41 © 26.81 17.41 22.31 20.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
D i - - [~ I---emrmeme - - I-v-rrmmmmo - i

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .251657 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

" CONT COEF = .211391



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS.
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FEELINGS (D) PENALTIES FOR DRUNK DRIVING SHOULD BE MORE SEVERE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY _
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
Jomcremren e I--mommcm e I----mmmmem e ) R e et [---cmmmm oo - | ettt I
1.1 1601 .. 1241 a3t 211 31 21 3431 # RESP
I 46 .61 36.21 9.61 6.11 0.91 0.6l 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e [rmmomm e m e | [--mmmmmm e [-=-mmmmmmm - P | R i 1
2 1 1431 821 251 141 sI 31 2721 # RESP
I 52.61 30.11 9.21 5.11 1.81 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~—mrmmemme - Jomwmmm e Jomoemmmmmem | R it ) R et e et L e e T b4
3 I 1381 891 231 181 41 3i 2751 = RESP
1 50.21 32.41 8.41 6.51 1.51 1.141 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--=-eeomeeme [ommemmcmn s ) T I---mmmmm - I--—~--=--~=-- ) it | R il 1
4 I 1501 941 201 181 71 21 2911 # RESP
1 51.51 32.31 6.91 6.21 2.41 0.71 10Q0.01 % OF CYCLE
[--—-vmmmome I-=-cmmmm o I-==~c-vommme I-—~=m=-mmm - J--—=-mmm - I-----om oo - 1------- i |
5 1 871 771 181 ) 111 41 51 2021 # RESP
I . 43.11 38.11 8.91 5.41 : 2.01 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| e L I-=ommmmme - 1---~-~ -—---- R e J=-mmmmmm - [------cmmo- I------nmmm 1
6 I 1051 731 171 181 51 1 2181 # RESP
1 48 .21 33.51 7.81 8.31 2.31 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o J-mmrmeereeee I---mmmmm - [o~ommmmme e - [---—--mm - R [---mmmm - I----=--~ i |
& 7 1 901 581 141 211 71 21 1921 # RESP
- 1 46.91 30.21 7.31 10.91 , 3.61 1.0t 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jommmmmemm e I--=----mmmo D it | et I----=-omomn R ) R et 1
8 1 961 521 131 111 31 21 1771 # RESP
1 54.21 29.41 7.31 6.21I 1.71 111 00.01 % OF CYCLE --
Joemmmmmm e I----mmmm - Io-mmmmmmm e o I-----em e | R ettt I--—--mmmmo o= [-----mmmm - 1
SUMI 9691 6491 1631 1321 381 191 19701 & RESP
I 49.21 32.91 8.31 6.71 1.91 1.01 100.01 % QF C/CLE
e it I---—=mmmmm o | [----=-=-m- [v-mmmmmm o R I----mmm e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .245283 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = . 111427



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

GREEN BAY

FEELINGS (D) PENALTIES FOR DRUNK DRIVING SHOULD BE MORE SEVERE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY
AGREE
B e it ---1
t 1 501
I - 42.41
I--=mmmemeer]
2 1 411
I 45 .61
I-----==- —--=1
3 1 261
I 29.51
e et I
4 I 221
I 42 .31
[-----cemme-- I
5 1 icl
I 37.21
) I
6 1 281
1 34.61
q’ [-~-cmcmerm- I
[o] 7 1 201
i I 27 .01
[--ommmmmn e~ 1
8 1 491
1 39.81
I-=-mmmmmr I
SUMI 2521
I 37.71
[--vomm- ---1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 187642 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28
CONT COEF =

. 165779

>

NO
OPINION

DISAGREE

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

NGO ANSWER

®

RESP
OF CYCLFE

RESFP
OF C¥CLE

‘RESF

OfF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

., OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FEELINGS (D) SEATBELT USE SHOULD BE REQUIRED BY LAW BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY :
AGREE AGREE OPINICN DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
[~memommmmn- [ et [ Immmommmmmo [-----mmmmm - [rmmmmmmm s I--mmmmmomm - I :
11 811 1151 481 671 - 191 31 3431 # RESP
1 26.51 33.51 14,01 19.51 5.51 0.91 100.0I % OF CYCLE
[-=c=mmmomne- | R R [--mmmmmmmen- I s [meemmmmo - it I ettt I
2 I - 601 891 T - 401 491 291 51 2721 4 RESP
I 22.41. 32.71 14.71 18.01 10.71 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=cmmmmmmeee [=-m-mmmoem - [-romommmmn e e [-~-mmmmmm o et e 1
3 1 751 811 371 631 181 : 11 2751 # RESP
1 27.31 29.51 13.51 22.91 6.51 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-=-=-cocomo-- Io-mmmomoomo R R | e Tommmemmme e | I
4 1 741 861 - 431 541 3or a1 2911 # RESP
I 25.41 29 .61 14.81 18.61 10.31 1.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
O R I---wmmomemo I [----=m=mmo- | e [---==---=mm-- I
5 1 511 601 231 431 221 31 2021 # RESP
I 25.21 29.71 11.41 21.31 10.91 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmmoee- I-mmmmm | ettt I-------- el EECEE TR | R | et 1
6 I 641 521 281 481 251 11 2181 « RESP
1 29.41 23.91 12.81 22.01 11.51 0.51 100.01 % OF CVYCLE
w I---mommmmme- | e e | LR et I-----mmomm- | | e e I
& 7 I 411 621 . 281 361 221 31 1921 # RESP
w 1 21.41 32.31 14.61 18.71 11.51 1.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I[-----mmmmmm- [-----mommmom | R et I---mmmmmem [---=-=--om-- I
8 1 431 551 191 391 171 41 1771 4 RESP
1 24,31 31.11 10.71 22.01 9.61 . 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--emmmommeon I-----m------ I ettt I it R e B i RS E I
SUMI 4991 6001 2661 3991 1821 241 19701 # RESP
1 25.31 30.51 13.51 20.31 9.21 1.21 100.01 % OF C(CLE
e [---mmmmmmmee | [--mmmmemeo - [----mmmem - | R it I-----oomam - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .260813 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = . 115001



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FEELINGS (D) SEATBELY USE SHOULD BE REQUIRED BY LAW 8Y SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION . DISAGREE DISAGREE " NO ANSWER Sum
I~mmomemmem e R et [-=-memeeme- [~--mmemmmmo- I---ommmmoom- R ittt | R I
11 221 401 241 231 71 . 21 1181 # RESP
I 18.61 33.91 20.31 19.51 5.91 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
T | e [-mmmmmmmm e | e R EEEEEE T R e I
2 1 161 . 281 191 201 51 » 21 901 # RESP”
G 17.81 S 3111 21.11 22.21 5.61 2.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommmmmme e | I--mmmmmmm o R [----mmmmomo- R L LS EEE LR I
3 I 171 261 161 201 81 11 881 # RESP
1 19.31 298.51 18.21 22.71 9.11 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R R EE [-=mmmcemme e [----mmmceene | it e it 1
a 1 91 171 81 131 51 I 521 # RESP
1 17.31 32.71 15.41 25.01 9.61 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~----- EEEET Iememmmeoee [----mmmomem- R Rt I | I--mmmommeo oo I
5 1 71 81 101 121 - 61 I 431 # RESP
I 16.31 18.61 23.31 27.91 14.01 S 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I---mmmmomam- O ettt O it e et e N I
6 I 161 281 81 211 a1 I 811 # RESP
I 19.81 34.61 9.91 25.91 9.91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w R i | et I---mmmommoeo O e | e L I-----cm----- I--momommom - I
& 7 1 141 241 131 181 SI I : 741 # RESP
xS 18.91 32.41 17.61 24.31 6.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R | ettt [---=----~o-- R | e ettt R it I-----oommm-- 1
8 1 201 361 v 191 361 121 o I 1231 # RESP
1 16.31I 29.31 15.41 29.31 9.81 . I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommmmmemm e e Rt I---=-mommom- R it e R | R s 1
SUMI 1211 2071 1171 1631 S61 51 6691 # RESP
1 18.11 30.91 17.51 24.41 8.41 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e e I----mommomo- I--mmmmmenoo R I-=ommmmmm o I--mmmomvmm- [ormmmommmm I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE =  .158474 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

.CONT COEF = .152677



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AMD DFPIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FEELINGS (D) LIKELIHOOD OF DRUNK DRIVING HAS DECREASED DURING LAST YEAR BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
N it | | R R R | I---c-mmmmm - I
11 551 1821 271 621 141 31 3431 # RESP
1 16.01 53 .11 7.91 18.11 4.1] 0.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--memmmmme - P et I R [---=ommom | ) CE R 1
2 1. - 321 1461 201 54] 141 61 2721 # RESP
I 11.81 53.71 7.41 19.91 5.11 2.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R e [-=-mmmem o= [ Irmemmmm e [ R e i
3 1 361 1411 251 581 151 I 2751 # RESP
1 13.11 51.31 9.11 21.11 5.51 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~---mmeomme I--=-mwmmmm o I-mmemmmme oo IR | Jommmmmmmem—- R 1
4 1 571 1441 : 211 481 161 51 2911 # RESP
1 19.61 49.51 7.21 16 .51 5.51 1,71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| I----ommmmm - | R I O === mm- I I
5 1 401 1001 141 331 111 41 2021 # RESP
1 19.81 49.51" 6.91 16.31 5.41 2.01 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--~=-mmmmmm [-=-mmmmee - e R I-mmmemmmmmm L Tom-emmmmm e 1
6 I 341 1201 181 381 81 I 2181 # RESP
I 15.61 55.01 - 8.31 17.41 3.71 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
qﬂ [-—-—=mo -~ e ks e [-==---—==-=- | I-----mmmmm o R 1
o 7 1 411 921 181 291 9l 31 18921 # RESP
o I 21.41 47 .91 9.41 15.11 4.71 1.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-———mmmmm = ) ) R I------==---- e I----==----- I---~-mmmmmm - 1
8 I - 221 961 111 351 11 21 1771 # RESP
1 12.41 54.21 6.21 19.81 6.21 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R R I-=-mmmmmmm - [-=----m-m=m- | [--mmmmmmm - R 1
SUMI 3171 10211 1541 3571 981 231 19701 # RESP
I 16. 11 51.81 7.81 18. 11 5 .01 1.21 100 .01 % OF CYCLE
R I---mmmmo oo I----mmm e - [--~-—=——-—=- e [----==------ I 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = ~.237295 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF =. 109731



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FEELINGS (D) LIKELIHOOD OF DRUNK DRIVING HAS DECREASED DURING LAST YEAR BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY :
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
[--mmmmmmemm e Immmmmmmm e ) Jrmmemm e [-==mmmmtmmm- R I--mmmmomemmm 1
1 1. 261 621 71 141 51 41 1181 # RESP
I 22.01 52.51 5.91 11.91 4.21 3.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---memcmeo-- [--v-mmmmea o i I I-mmmmmmmemm - R s | R I
2 1 221 491 : a1 111 <} SN 11 901 # RESP
o1 24.41 . 54.41 4.41 12.21 3.31 1.11 . 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| dat | e ettt TP [--mmmmmm o T--wmmmmmono- Jommrmm e 1
3 1 241 501 21 71 31 21 881 & RESP
1 27.31 56 .81 2.31 8.01 3.41 2.31 100.01 % OF CvCLE
Jo-smmem oo I---mmmme e I ) T | [--~--mmmm~mm I-—mmmmme s 1
4 1 121 371 11 . 11 11 1 521 & RESP
I 23.11 71.21 1.91 1.91 1.91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R s I--~--mmmen e I-mmmmm e I--~-mmmmmm - R R R 1
5 1 71 301 11 51 1 1 431 » RESP
I 16.31 69.81 2.31 11.61 1 I 100..01 % OF CYCLE.
) et I-----=mconm- I-=mmmmmmmmm e | R IR R ek LT TP 1
6 1 101 481 31 151 41 11 811 # RESP
1 12.31 59.31 3.71 18 .51 4.91 1.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
os} R T L o - e i [--~-mmem - I~—-m-mmmo- - | e 1
N 7 1 201 401 31 71 a1 i 741 # RESP
o 1 27.01 54.11 4.11 9.51 5.41 1 100.0I % OF CYCLE
| | R ) I--~-m-mmmnm- J-m-mmmmmemm- e ) R ettt 1
8 1 291 621 121 151 41 11 1231 # RESP
I 23.61 50.41 9.81 12.21 3.31 < 0.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmmem o [--~mmmemmm e R R R et R I ettt 1
SUMI 1501 3781 - a3l 751 241 91 6691 # RESP
1 22.41 56.51 . 4.91 11.21 3.61 1.31 - 100.0I- % OF CYCLE
I---m-- —————— ) | e T [-mmmmmmm - I-mmmmmmm - Jommmmm e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .323341 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .216108



L8-9

MILWAUKEE DRINVING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERGUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FEELINGS (D) PEDESTRIAN SAFETY IS TAUGHT WELL IN MILWAUKEE SCHOOLS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY ) NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM

------------ e B e e el e L LT T

141 901 1521 621 171 81 3431 #

4.11 26.21 44 .31 18 .11 5.01 2.31 100.01 %
———————————— | B e B e B (e TR ¢

151 691 1161 511 101 111 2721 #

5.51 25.41 42 .61 18.71 3.71 4.01 100.01 %
———————————— e B i e B i R R R T

211 691 1941 581 151 11 2751 #

7.61 25 . 11 40.41 21.11 5.51 0.41 100.01 %
———————————— ) B i B B e R e e ¢

191 721 1211 551 171 71 2911 #

6.51 24.71 41.61 18.91 5.81 2.41 100.01 %
———————————— | e B B et e R bt TS ¢

141 531 841 331 121 61 2021 #

6.91 26.21 41.61 16 .31 5.91 3.01 100.01 %
———————————— | e B R I R R el T TR PR

131 581 831 361 141 41 2181 #

6.0I 26.61 42.71 16.51 6.41 1.81 100.01 %
------------ R i B e e B e Tl G i |

201 521 731 351 71 51 1921 ¥

10.41 27.11 38.01 18.21 3.61 2.61 100.01 %
------------ e e B S e e e e D T LT TR |

171 441 701 3al 61 61 1771 #

9.61 24 .91 39.51 19.21 3.41 3.41 100.01 %
———————————— ) i B B S I et TP ¢

1331 5071 8201 3641 ag1 481 19701 »#

6.81 25.71 41.61 18.51 5.01 2.41 100.01 %
———————————— e i B (e G i G ) e T |

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE
DEGREES OF FREEDOM

CONT COEF

.190898 £ 02

= 28

.991693 E -0t

 RESP

OF Cyett

RESP
OF CYCULF

RESP

. OF CY(CLE

RESF
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF " CYCLE .



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DPIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY
FEELINGS (D) PEDELSTRIAN SAFETY IS TAUGHT WELL IN MILWAUKEE SCHOOLS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)i

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY

AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
[-m=m~mone- [~-=mmomomom- [omomam e Tommememo o R I---mmmmmeme e 1
t I 41 71 951 11 21 91 1181 # RESP
I 3.41 5.91 80.51 0.81 171 7.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e N bt I-ommommmmen [ I----mmomon-- [ et L I
2 1 21 51 751 1 21 61 901 # RESP
1 2.21 5.61 83.31 1 2.21 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmeemes R et RS EEE TP TR PR I-=mmmmmme [~=memmomomo R ettt I
3 1 31 9l 651 11 21 81 881 # RESP
1 3.41 10.21 73.91 1.11 2.31 g.11I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmmomon [-=mmmmmm oo [--mmmommo-- I-mmmomooeo oo [--=smommomoe | R 1
4 1 11 21 421 _ 11 1 61 521 # RESP
I 1.91 3.81 80.81 1.91 1 11.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mewmmmoooe | e et I-mmommeooo - I--=-mmmmeo- R et [---m-mv e 1
5 1 I 51 361 11 I 11 431 # RESP
I I 11.61 83.71 2.31 1 2.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommsmmeneaee R [-mmmmmmeme o RCLEE T Immmemme s [ommmmmemm e I-mmmememmes I
6 I I 51 701 21 I a1 811 # RESP
I 1 6.21 86.41 2.51 I 4.91 100.01 % OF CYCLE"
w I it [mmmmmmmeoo e R T I Rt I--mmmmmeeooo [--mmommmeon S
o 7 1 1 1 671 a1 1 21 741 4 RESP
o 1 1.41 I 90.51 5.41 1 2.71 . 100.0I % OF CYCLE
O T I-ommmmeomo I-=mmmmmomom- Tomoomom oo L ettt it T--mmmmmmoon- 1
8 1 11 71 981 81 11 81 1231 # RESP
1 0.81I 5.71 79.71 6.51 0.81 6.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| et R T-ommmmemmm- R et I et | LR L e I
SUMI 121 401 5481 181 71 441 6691 # RESP
I 1.81 6.01 81.91 2.71 1.0I "6.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R I et R I--memmmeeo o | R 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 360256 £ 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .233452



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

FEELINGS (D) ORUNK DRIVERS SHOULD LOSE THEIR LICENSES FOR AT LEAST 90 DAYS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
D I--memmmme - | R [~--m-mmmmmo- I | ittt 1
11 1611 1311 211 181 101 21 3431 # RESP
1 46 .91 38.21 6.11 5.21 2.91 0.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I-mmmmmm e - R [ [ [ [-===msmmmm- 1
2 1 1321 811 191 211 101 91 2721 # RESP
1 48.51 29.81 7.01 7.71 3.71 3.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--rmemmo - I--=--mmmm- - [---=-===---- | [-=-~=m-===-- I I-~--=-=-=-===-= I
3 1 1471 851 171 191 71 I 2751 # RESP
1 53.51 30.91 6.21 6.91 2.51 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--------mv-- R J-mommmmmmmm R R I---=====---- R I
4 1 1451 931 121 191 171 51 2911 # RESP
1 49 .81 32.01 4.11 6.51 5.81 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) R b I R [--—-~=mm-m=- [mmmmmmmmm e [---mmmmem--- [-==-=—==omm--- 1
5 1 1051 651 131 71 71 51 2021 # RESP
1 52.01 32.21 6.41 3.51 3.51 2.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-wmmmmmme I---mmmmem - R I------------ R | [-=---mmom oo 1
6 1 1151 781 91 91 61 11 2181 # RESP
I 52.81 35.81 4.11 4.11 2.81 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
qﬂ Toemmmmmee e | R i I-=~-mmmmm - I-——-~—------ I-----=-==--- [---mommmm e [-------mmm-- I
co 7 1 1061 551 g1 71 101 51 1921 # RESP
© 1 55.21 28.61 4.71 3.61 5.21 2.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R s R ittt Imemmmmmmmm - I--mmmmmmmmm - -- [-rommmmmmem o [-----==mm- I
8 I 921 681 a1 61 a1 31 1771 # RESP
1 " 52.01 38.41 2.31 3.41 2.31 1.71 t00.01 % ©F CYCLE
I--~-mmmmm o ) et [--=mmmmm - [-----mmmmm - [----=mmmmmm - R bt | ettt I
SUMI 10031 6561 1041 1061 711 301 19701 # RESP
I 50.91 33.31 5.31 5.41 3.61 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmee o I---=-mmmemmm R I I-=-=-~mmmm-- R [---=---=---- L

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .342678 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .131747



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FEELINGS (D) DRUNK DRIVERS SHOULD LOSE THEIR LICENSES FOR AT LEAST 90 DAYS BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE "DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
[ommmmmmmmm e T-mmmmmmm oo [mmmemoee Tmmmmmmmm e Tmmmmmm e | S [ommmmmmmmm e 1
11 511 361 171 101 21 21 1181 & RESP
I 43.21 30.51 14.41 8.51 1.71 1.71 100.01 3" OF CYCLE
[--~mrmme e I-----=----- I---mmmemm e - [---- -~ I~ me e R e R ) [-~-mem e - I
2 1 .- 431 311 . 91 al 1 21 901 ~ RESF
1 a7.81 " 34.41 10.01 3.ar 11 .2.21 100.01 % OF Cv¥CLE
[--vmmmmmn e [-----memmnm- R I Immmmmmmmmes I-~ommmmmmemae D I
a1 341 361 71 81 1 ar - 881 » RESF
1 38.61 40.91 8.01I 9.11 1 3.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Imommmmmmmeam I [-mmmmmem - [-mmmmmmem e [~-m-eommmmm- I-mmmmmmeeeo | T I
4 1 241 141 a1 101 1 1 521 = RESP
1 46 .21 26.91 7.71 19.21 1 1 100.01 % OF Cv¥CLE
Jmmmmm e [mmmmmcmmeeo e [~mmmmmmmmem A Irrmemmcmeme I .
5 1 161 161 a1 61 11 ' 1 431 » RESP
I 37.21 37.21 9.31 14.01 2.31 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[~memmmmmme o [~mmemmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmoe oo Immmmmmmmmma | [--m~rmmmmm e R 1 ,
6 I 281 311 121 71 31 I : 811 # RESP
1 34.61 38.31 14.81 8.61 3,71 ‘ I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
w | TS TP A [-mmmmmmm [-mmwmmmm e Iommmmmmmm e I~=-----mmmnn I--memmmmmms [-=mmmmem oo 1
& 7 1 261 261 101 101 21 I 741 # RESP
= 1 35.11 35.11 13.51 13.51 2.71 I 100.0I % OF CYCLE
) (P T-mmmm e m e [-~mmmm e [-mmmmmm - IO Immmmmmmmmm e [-~-mmmemmm - I
8 1 - 521 431 11 151 11 D : 1231 # RESP
1 42.31 35.01 8.91 12.21 0.81] 0.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immcmmmmememn GRS ) E TP | I~m-mmmmm e Iemmmmmmmmma o | L T
SUMI 2741 2331 741 701 101 81 6691 # RESP
1 41.01 34 .81 11,11 10.51 1.51 ©o1.2r 100.01 %-0F CYCLE
I~=-mmemmmma ) I-mmmmmmmeem - R [~-m-mmmmm - R Iremmmmmm e m 1

STATISTICS BASEb ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .260646 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = .194772

o ¢



16-9

fEELINGS (D) MOST ADULTS ACT SAFELY AS PEDESTRIANS IN MILWAUKEE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

STRONGLY NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINICN DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER

R I-wrmomommoae R I--~-mmmmeme I-----=------ I I
11 201 1431 521 981 281 21
1 5.81 41.71 15.21 28.61 8.21 0.61
R I----memmmee- I----mmomeonn I | et Tl e I
2 1. 141 1131 331 831 201 ol
1 5.11 41.51 1211 30.51 7.41 3.31
I I----ommmon- B R et I--sommmmmmmn R e T TS CEE TP PR I
3 1 191 1151 391 821 171 31
1 6.91 41.81 14.21 29.81 6.21 1.11
I------omme- it i I I---mmommmmm- I---cmmommamn 1
a1 201 1191 351 921 171 81
1 6.91 40.91 12.01 31.61 5.81 2.71
[--=mmmeemoe- e I--mmomomome I------omomee O e e I
5 1 131 701 331 651 161 1
I 6.41 34.71 16.31 32.21 7.91 2.51
O e I-m=mmmmmee R I----momemoen I-------moon- 1
6 I 71 981 301 711 11 11
I 3.21 45.01 13.81 32.61 5.01I 0.51
I---mmommmme- I-----ommomes I----o-mmooen I I-----oomomm- I-----mmmoma- 1
7 1 191 761 231 491 211 a1
1 9.91 39.61 12.01 25.51 10.91 2.11
I----==-mmm- N e I I---emmeommn I-----mmmme- 1
8 I 101 741 171 621 121 21
I 5.61 41.81 9.61 35.01 6.81 1.11
R I-m-mmmmomee I------m-==m- I I---mmooommon I et 1
SUMI 1221 8081 2621 6021 1421 341
1 6.21 41.01I 13.31 30.61 7.21 1.71
R I-------=--=- R I et I----mommmoe- I--=-ommmmon- I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE

CONT COEF

.271923 €
DEGREES OF FREEDOM =

. 117691

28

02

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP

'OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

FEELINGS (D) MOST ADULTS ACT SAFELY AS PEDESTRIANS IN MILWAUKEE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

STRONGLY, - NO STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE OPINION DISAGREE DISAGREE NO ANSWER SUM
I------= S T----ommoomo- Temmmmmmmmm - R R R [--=noommmem- 1
11 21 151 831 9l 3t : 61 1181 # RESP
I 1.71 12.71 70.31 7.61 2 51 5.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
D R et L [-=-mmmmmmen [ [-wmmmmmmem e [rmmmmmmm e R et 1
2 1 11 101 631 "ot 21 51 901 # RESP
1 1.11 1111 70.01 10.01 2.21 5.61 100:01 % OF CYCLE
I------ - it [---===--om-- Ie-mmmmmmmmo- [-mmommmmmoo e [-mmmmmmmm oo~ I---=emmmeme- 1
3 1 , a1 : 101 611 31 o 31, 71 881 = RESP
1 4.51 11.41 69.31 3.41 3.41 8.0 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-----mmmmo o R R [--~=mmmomme- R Rt R R [--=-mmmmm - L I -
4 1 1 21 421 21 I 61 521 & RESP
I 1 3.81 80.81 ©3.81 1 11.51 100.01.% OF CYCLE
I----mommmmen I--m--oomoo- [----mommomn- I--memmmmmm e - R [--~mmmmmmm o= R 1
5 1 21 71 271 31 21 21 431. # RESP
1 4.71 16.31 62.81 7.01 4.71 4.71 100.01 7% OF CYCLE
I--e-mmmemome I R [mm-memmmmm e I--mmmmmm e [-===-mmmmome [--==mrmmmm - I---mmmmm - 1
6 I o 71 651 41 21 31 811 # RESP
1 I 8.61 © 80.21 “4.91 2.51 3.71 100.01 % OF CVCLE
o | et I--mmmmmmmm - [-===mmmmmmm [--mmmmmmmmn- [-=----mmmo- [-~~--mmmmmm- I---m-m-mmmm- I
& 7 1 1 41 561 t1I I 31 741 » RESP
0o 1 1 5.41 75.71 14.91 I 411 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I-remmm e I===--mmomone [--m-mmmemme [-------oom- [--~mommmmmm- [---~-ommmem- I
8 1 31 81 951 ERRD! I 61 1231 # RESP
1 2.41 6.51 77.21 8.91 I 4.91 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Iommmmmmmm I-mmmmmmmm - I----o-mmmem- I-mmmmmmoomn R i I--w-mmmmmeo- T---~omommeee I
SUMI 121 631 4921 © 521 121 381 6691 » RESP
I 1.81 9.41 73.51 7.81 1.81 5.71% 100.01- % OF CYCLE
I-=-mmmmm oo s [wmmmmmmme o I----=mmomm- I I-----ommmo-- I--~-- - m - [---mmm oo I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .384139 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 28

CONT COEF = 239550



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

WHAT SHOULD WISCONSIN DO TO LICENSE OF DWI CONVICTEE? (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

SUSPEND
SUSPEND 3 MONTHS SUSPEND LET DRIVER
>={ YEAR 10 1 YEAR <=3 MONTHS KEEP IT NO ANSWER SUM
I-m-memmmmea T-mmmmm e | ST [mmmmmmmmeeee I T I
i I 1821 1521 321 51 41 3751 # RESP
I 4851 40.51 8. 51 1.31 1.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jemmmmecmeee s I---rmmmmee - Jrmmrme o - [-mrerrrene=- e SRR bR I
2 1 _ 1291 : 961 . 321 71 31 2671 # RESP
I 48 .31 . 36.01 - 12.01 2.61 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R R et e T - oo - J-—,rmceee - [~ J--r=~ —————-- I i
3 1 1551 1251 341 101 - . 21 3261 # RESP
I 47.51 38.31 10.41 3.11 0.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Iommmmmmeeean [-=-mmmmmme [=mmmmmmmmooe [mmmmmmmmmmee R T [-mmmmmmmmm e - 1
4 1 1251 1161 451 41 71 2971 # RESP
I 42.11 39.11 15.21 1.31 2.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-=-m=mmmmam [---mmrmmmmme [-mmmmmmme- [-mmmmmmmmmem [=m-mmm oo I-mmmmmam e I
5 1 991 751 251 61 31 2081 # RESP
1 47 .61 36.11 12.01 2.91 1.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmmmae I=-mmmmmmm e - [-mmmmemmeeo [---mmmmmmme- I-ommmmmmm e [-mmmmmmmmee 1
6 I 1131 801 231 51 a1 2251 # RESP
ws] I 50.21 35.61 10.21 2.21 1.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
b R e e T-mmmmmmmmeas Imrmmmmmmmeae R Rt [--mmmmmm e I
w 7 I 931 671 271 41 41 1951 # RESP
I . 47.71 34.41 13.81 2.11 2.11 100.0I % OF CYCLE
Im-mmmmmmemn [mmmmmmem e [-mmmmmmmme I I T I-m=mmmmommm I
8 1 841 681 221 31 41 1811 # RESP
I 46 .41 37.61 12.21 1.71 2.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[emmesemce e I~——===—=~=~= [~--=—mermcm - [------cceeu- e | T |
SUMI 9801 7791 2401 a41 It 20741 # RESP
1 47 .31 37.61 11.61 2.11 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmmmmmmae Immmmmmemmee [=mmmmmmmmme [-mmmmmmm I [-mmmmmem - I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .168807 € 02
DEGREES OF FREEDGOM = 21

CONT COEF = .905261 E -0t
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MILWAUKEE DRItV LHir, AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY =

GREEN BAY

WHAT SHOULD WISCONSIN DO TO LICENSE OF DWI CONVICTEE? (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

USPEND
1 YEAR

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .167286 €
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

CONT COEF = .156077

02

[y

SUSPEND
3 MONTHS
10 1 YEAR

SUSPEND
<=3 MONTHS

LET DRIVER
KEEP IT

NO ANSWER

RESP
Or CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF 'CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

" RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINVING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEF VER,US GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

If LICENSE SUSPENDED, DRIVING TO/FROM WORK/SCHOOL BE OK ? (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NQ NO ANSWER SUM
PR ) S [mmmmmmmmmm]
1 I 1981 1711 6l 3751 # RESP
1 52 .81 45 61 1 61 100.01 % OF CYGLE
PR [mommmmmmmmae [-mmommmmmm e I
2 1 1601 1051 21 2671 # RESP
1 59.91 39.31 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
PR N  E PR P 1
31 1851 1401 11 3261 # RESP
' 56.71 42 .91 0.31 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R SRR P I
4 I 1811 1091 TI 2871 # RESP
I 60.91 36.71 2.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Immmmmmmmomne [-mmmmmmmmmns R 1
5 1 1251 831 I 2081 # RESP
1 80. 11 3g.91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jmmmmmmmmmmen 1
6 1 1201 1011 a1 2251 = RESP
I 53.31 44 91 1.81 100.01 ¥% OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmmmmee S [~rmmmmmmmm e 1
w 7 1 1091 821 a1 1951 # RESP
& 1 55.91 42 11 211 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o [mmmmmmmmmmee P I
8 1 951 851 11 1811 # RESP
1 52.51 47.01 0.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I R PR [-oommmmmmm - 1
SUM1I . 11731. 8761 251 20741 # RESP
1 56.61 42.21 1.21 100.01 % OF CYCLE
P [ommmmmmemen I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .g912585 E Ot
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = ..665887 E -O1



MILWAUKEE DORINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

IF LICENSE SUSPENDED. DRIVING TO/FROM WORK/SCHOOL BE OK 7 (&) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER * * SuMm
I----m-ommm-- I--~-mmmmmm - I--rmmmmmm - [--~ermmmmem- I
1 I 821 391 21 1231 # RESP
I 66 .71 31.71 1.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) e [--ommrme e - J-=-mmme e ) 1
2 1 661 231 I 831 # RESP
I 74 .21 25.81 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmm - I-m-mmmme e - I[-----~-=----- [~-~---n=---=1
3 I 671 251 21 941 # RESP
I 71.31 26.61 2.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jommmmm e - | G i - - I----- Rt { :
4 1 381 t61 I 541 # RESP
1 70.41 29.61 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[--mmmem - e I------------ [ I
5 1 231 181 1 411 # RESP
I 56. 11 43 .91 I 100.01I % OF CYCLE
I----mmemm - I-->----vee-- I--=---m--- I------n"e---- I
6 I 551 251 I 801 # RESP
I 68.71 31.21 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mm - I--~----ve--- Iormmmme e [-~~---=----- I
o] 7 1 511 231 I 741 # RESP
gb I 68.91 31.11 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
» [--=-mmmeem - I--~-emmee- [----mommmne- | e I
8 1 851 351 11 1211 # RESP
I 70.21 28 .91 0.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmmm - [--~-oemme I--=r--mmme [----omo oo I
SUMI 4671 2041 51 6761 # RESP
I 69. 11 30.21 Q.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I----mmmmm - Ioovmmmmmm e Ie-mmmmmm o= | e b I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .519554 E Of
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT CQEF = .B76555 E -Of

' [ (#> L



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

IF WORK/SCHOOL DRIVING OK, SHOULD THERE BE WAIT PERIOD? (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM
it [--mmmmmemmm s Tmmmmmm - s I
11 _ 2701 a71 81 3751 # RESP
1 72.01 25.91 2.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e T Temmmmmm e m e N 1
2 1 1781 801 91 2671 # RESP
1 66.71 30.01 3.41 . 100.0l % OF CYCLE
I---m-mommam- [-mmmmmmmmm R [-m-mmmmmmma I
3 1 2181 1011 71 3261 # RESP
I 66.91 31 .01 2.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| T I---mmmmmmo- [-m-mommmmmo 1
4 1 1891 941 141 2971 # RESP
I 63.61 31.61 4.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I R I e it I
5 I 1481 521 81 2081 # RESP
1 71.21 25.01 3.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-mmmmmmmmn- R [--wmmmmmeme S 1
6 I 1421 751 81 2251 # RESP
I 63.11 33.31 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Tommzmmmmma - [-mmmmmmom - I-m-mmmmmmm - I-wmmmmmmmm o I
o] 7 1 1181 641 131 1951 # RESP
b I 60.51 32.81 6.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
~ [--mmmmmmm oo m [---=m-=mmmm- Tommmmmmmeens I--mmmmmmemos I
8 I 1301 431 81 1811 # RESP
1 71.81 23.81 4.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I--mmmmmmm - I I--mommmmmme N I
SUMT 13931 6061 751 20741 # RESP
I 67.21 29 .21 3.61 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I e R R e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .121639 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = 777701 E -~Of



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY‘= GREEN BAY
IF WORK/SCHOOL DRIVING OK, SHOULD THERE BE WAIT PERIOD? (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

YES NO NO ANSWER SUM

) T | R J-----momo - R it 1
11 821 a11 I 1231 # RESP
I 66.71 33.31 ) I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R et I et I-~--mmmmm e I
2 1 491 391 11 891 # RESP
I 55.11 43.81 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[---mmmmm o [-------mm-- [~-mmmmmm o= J---mm=mmn-=-]
3 1 581 341 21 - 941 # RESP
1 61.71 36.21 2.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e e J--ommom e e e [----- m—— e 1
4 1 351 171 21 541 # RESP
I 64.81 31.51 3.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---mmmmem - e e R et [-----=m=---- I
5 1 301 111 I 411 # RESP
1 . 73.21 26.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R i [-~---=-moo-- R e [---smommmmm- I
6. 1 491 311 1 801 # RESP
1 61.21 38.71 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
) ettt | e [ommemmemeo- [--=cmmmmo - I
qv 7 1 541 201 I 741 # RESP
1) 1 73.01 27.01 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
o I---memme - ) e T I-=mmemmomom- [---ememmem - 1
8 1 721 491 I 1211 # RESP
I 59.51 40.51 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Jreomemmmemem Jomemmme oo I-c-memmmme e I-----=-=nm-- 1
SUMI 4291 2421 SI 6761 # RESP
1 . 63.5] 35.81 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
ittt I---emmmm o R e 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .870436 E 01
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 7

CONT COEF = .113164

<) @ Iy £



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

WORK/SCHOOL DRIVING OK AFTER WAITING PERIOGD OF: (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (aLe)

1 MONTH 2 MONTHS 3 MONTHS >3 MONTHS  NO ANSWER SUM
I~--mmmeomo- T-rommmme s I------mmmoo- I I-----mmmono- T----mmomeoms 1
11 821 321 831 711 21 2701 # RESP
1 . 30.41 11.91 30.71 26.31 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
| R L L I---mmommm o L I-----m--mnm- I-m--mmmmeo- I
2 1 441 221 611 491 21 1781 # RESP
1 S 2471 12.41 34.31 27.51 111 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I~<--o-- ~---- Imm-mmmomeoe I---=-mmmmoe I--mmmocoen [--mommmmomen R I
3 1 571 211 741 641 21 2181 # RESP
1 26.11 9.61 " 33.91 29.41 0.91 100.01 % GF CvCLE
et L I----momommo- R I----mmmmmome R ---1
a 1 611 221 561 491 11 1891 # RESP-
I 32.31 11.61 29.61 25.91 0.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
Taomemm e I------moomee I Iv----omoone I-----mmoooon IR 1
5 1 a91 171 431 as1 a1 1481 # RESP
I 33.11. 11.51 29.11 23.61 2.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---omommmoo I-mommmmeen I et L e [--m-ommmem o R I
6 1 361 121 38l 551 11 1421 # RESP
1 25.41 8.51 26.81 38.71 0.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I--mmmmmomee e I-------o---- R [---rmomoon- I
o 7 1 291 131 371 ’ 371 21 1181 # RESP
) I 24.61 11.01 31.41 31.41 1.71 100.01 % OF CYCLE
8 e it e i L I----mommmm - [-==mmmmmee - O e T I
8 1 321 151 471 341 21 1301 # RESP
1 24.61 11.51 36.21 26.21 1.51 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I I---~---emme- I e I--m---omme- [--=-mmmmemoe [-~---mommo- I
SUMI 3901 1541 - 4391 3941 161 13931 # RESP
1 28.01 11,41 31.51 28.31 1.11 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I---omomm oo I---mmmmmmme- I----=-mmmo - | O e L I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = .186168 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 21

. CONT COEF = .115497



oo1-9

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW

CHI SQUARE = .203998 E
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 214

CONT COEF = .213772

MILWAUKEE ORINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL. RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY

GREEN BAY

WORK/SCHODL. DRIVING OK AFTER WAITING PERIOD OF: (B) BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

1 MONTH

FREQUENCY

02

<)

w

2 MONTHS 3 MONTHS. >3 MONTHS

———————————— ) i e

91 191 201

11.01 23:21 24 .41

———————————— | e G &

61 141 71

12.21 28.61 14 .31

———————————— | el CE T |

41 171 111

6.91 29.31 19.01

------------ R et D |

51° 91 71

14.31 25.71 20.01

———————————— R i R |

31 151 61

10.01 50.01 20 01

------------ R ittt ST P {

41 171 111

8.21 34.71 22.41

------------ D i R

61 211 81

1111 38.91 14.81

------------ R e e R |

41 311 111

5.61 43.11 15.31

———————————— e e !

a1l 1431 811

9.61 33.31 18.91
------------ L T (

NO ANSWER

i) &

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

4 RESP

OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OfF CYCLE
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L 1]

MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS

MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = MILWAUKEE

AVAILABILITY OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

[ &

OCCUPATIONAL

. IMMEDIATE AFTER

OCCUPATIONAL WALT
I-o-mmmmmmme- I---==---o--- I
11 771 1231
1 20.51 32.81
I-----ommo - [--=---m=mm-- I
2 1 651 931
‘ I 24.31 34.81
N I-------==-~-1
3 1 791 1061
I 24.21 32.51
I--ommmmmm - I I
4 1 721 1061
Sl 24.21 35.71
I----==mmmme- I 1
5 I 451 781
1 21.61 37.51
I I---mmmmmmmoe 1
6 I 631 581
I 28.01 25.81
I-m--mmmm---- et 1
7 1 531 551
I 27.21 28.21
I I it I
8 1 371 581
1 20.41 32.01
e I-----ommome 1
SUMI 4911 6771
1 23.71 32.61
e I ittt I

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY

‘CHI SQUARE =

. 180123 € 02

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14~

CONT COEF

934629 E -01

NO
OCCUPATIGONAL

OTHER

‘e

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

o/
/o

%

RESP
OF CYCLE
RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE

RESP
OF CYCLE



MILWAUKEE DRINKING AND DRIVING SURVEY FINAL RESULTS
MILWAUKEE VERSUS GREEN BAY = GREEN BAY

AVATULABILITY OF OCCUPATIONAL LICENSE BY SURVEY CYCLE (ALL)

OCCUPATIONAL
IMMEDTATE AFTER NO
OCCUPATIONAL WAIT OCCUPATIONAL OTHER SUM
| e [-smmmmeem e [-=m--mmmmmo- R I------ Rt I
11 361 471 391 11 1231 # RESP
1 29.31 38.21 31.71 0.81 100.01 % OF CYCLE
e [-mommmmmeoon R I [-=-----=-mm- 1
2 1 ~ 36l 301 231 I 891 # RESP
1 40.41 33.71 25.81 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-m-mmmmmemnn [ R R R 1
3 I I _ 371 . 251 11 941 & RESP
1 33.01I 39.41 26.61 IR 100.0I % OF CYCLE
I--=—cmmmmmnn I--=--mmomm- e | | I
4 1 141 231 161 11 541 # RESP
I 25.91 42.61 29.61 1.91 . 100.0I % OF CYCLE
e et I-~--mmmmmmme e R R I
5 I 9l 141 181 1 411 & RESP
1 22.01 34.11 43.91 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R i | ettt | [-~=-emmmmomo [-----mmmmm - I
6 1 281 271 251 I BOI # RESP
& I 35.01 33.71 31.21 I 100.01 % OF CYCLE
- e B I=m--mmmmmmos | R [-=mmmmmmmam e I
S 7 1 181 331 231 I 741 # RESP
1 24.31 4461 31.11 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
I-~-=mmmmmeoe | R I-mmmcmmmme o R [-==--mmmmmo- I
8 I 441 421 351 1 1211 # RESP
I 36.41 34.71 28 .91 1 100.01 % OF CYCLE
R I-~-mmmommem- [-=mmmmmmmm R [---=---mmmo- 1
SUMI 2161 2531 2041 31 6761 # RESP
1 32.01 37.41 30.21 0.41 100.01 % OF CYCLE
[-~----==m=- R R R [ 1

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW. FREQUENCY

CHI SQUARE = 126870 E 02
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 14

CONT COEF = 136077

‘- « “) @\
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