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PREFACE


This report is the final product of the project entitled "Optimization of 

the Probation Violator Hearing Format." The project was funded by the 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration through a grant administered 

by the California Office of Traffic Safety (Grant #057702). The report was 

prepared by staff of the Alcohol Traffic Safety/Driver Improvement Study, a 

special study unit within the Research & Development Office, California 

Department of Motor Vehicles. Project activities were conducted under the 

administrative direction of Ronald S. Coppin, Chief, Research & Development 

Office. 

Several other documents were prepared during the course of the study. 

The most significant was an interim report, "Driver Improvement: A survey of 

personnel, procedures, and work climate" (Hagen, R. E., and Williams, R. L., 

Report 72, CAL-DMV-RSS-79-72). Detailed operations and training manuals were 

also produced (Williams & Hagen, 1978; and Tosti, Hagen & Williams, 1978, 

respectively). 

The opinions, findings and conclusions expressed in this publication are 

those of the authors and not necessarily those of the State of California, 

the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, or the Federal Highway 

Administration. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The California Vehicle Code (CVC) categorizes drivers who accrue repeated 

moving traffic safety convictions as negligent operators. Drivers with re­

peated major offenses (e.g., driving under the influence, reckless driving, 

hit and run) in specified time frames face mandatory suspension or revocation 

of their driving privilege. Such offenses are also assigned two negligent 

operator points on the driver record. Minor convictions (e.g., speeding, 

failure to obey traffic control devices, some safety-related equipment de­

fects) receive one point. Other convictions (e.g., failure to register 

vehicle, no license in possession) appear on the driver record, but receive a 

point count of zero. The point count associated with an abstract is adminis­

tratively assigned by the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 

In conjunction with the mandatory suspension and revocation program mentioned 

above, the DMV operates a discretionary driver improvement program, one com­

ponent of which focuses on the negligent operator. The goal of this program 

is to reduce the incidence of traffic accidents and convictions. The four 

basic treatment levels of the negligent operator program are: (1) the warn­

ing letter (WL), (2) group educational meeting (GEM), (3) individual hearing 

(IH) or probation-by-mail, and (4) the probation violator (PV) hearing. 

A WL is issued the first time a driver accrues three negligent operator 

points in 12 months. However, a driver who accrues four points in 1 year, 

six points in 2 years, or eight points in 3 years is defined as a negligent 

operator. Drivers certifying under penalty of perjury that they drive more 

than 25,000 miles per year are allowed two additional points; i.e., 6, 8, or 

10 points to qualify them as negligent operators. These screening criteria 

are chaptered in CVC §12810. 

Drivers marginally meeting the negligent operator point criteria are usually 

first assigned to a GEM. GEM subjects who continue to accrue points are 

placed on departmental probation for 12 months either by mail, or following 

an IH. Drivers perceived as high accident risks during an IH may receive a 

license suspension (normally 30-90 days) as an additional condition of pro­

bation. The principal requirement of negligent operator probation is that 



2


the driver not receive a traffic conviction during the 12-month probationary 

period. Should there be additional convictions, the department may issue a 

WL, extend probation, or schedule a PV hearing. Historically, most PV hear­

ings result in a license suspension (normally 3-6 months), or revocation for 

1 year. 

The PV hearing follows sequentially as a necessary activity for those who 

fail to improve their driving while on probation. The primary goal of these 

hearings, as with all the driver improvement activities described above, is 

to reduce traffic accidents. Actions selected by the driver improvement 

analyst (DIA) following a hearing are presumably chosen with accident and 

violation reduction, rather than punishment, in mind. 

Analyses of driver records (Kadell, Peck, Howe, & Epperson, 1977; Kadell, 

Peck, & Howe, 1978; Kadell & Peck, 1979) indicate that 57% to 75% of proba­

tion violators who receive hearings remain conviction-free for 6 months 

following the hearing. The reduction is statistically significant when com­

pared to a similar driver group that was untreated. The PV hearing also re­

duces accidents, at least marginally. Estimates of accident reduction range 

up to 9.16 accidents saved per 1,000 treated drivers. Finally, the monetary 

savings to the public (in reduced accidents) have not always exceeded the 

cost of conducting the probation violator hearing program. 

Project Scope and Objectives 

Funding was obtained from the California Office of Traffic Safety (OTS 

057702) to conduct the project titled "Optimization of the Probation Violator 

Hearing Format." The project scope, as stated in the grant application, is 

"...to develop and evaluate new strategies for the probation violator hear­

ing." Major project objectives are to: 

•­ "Develop a behavior modification strategy (including contingency 
contract methodologies) for use by the DIA in the probation violator 
hearing setting." 

•­ "Develop a caseload scheduling procedure for the probation violator 
hearing setting." 

•­ "Train selected DIA staff in the use of the behavior modification and 
contingency contracting methodologies." 

•­ "Implement and evaluate probation violator hearing formats in selected 
pilot field offices." 



The first three objectives have been met by prior publications (Tosti, Hagen, 

& Williams, 1978; Williams & Hagen, 1978) and by training more than 100 

driver improvement personnel. An interim report (Hagen & Williams, 1979) was 

prepared. The interim report contributed to the creation of a divisional task 

force which explored several issues relating to driver improvement perfor­

mance and work climate. The present report overviews the completed objec­

tives and fully documents project implementation and evaluation activities. 

Background 

The understanding and control of behavior have received great emphasis in 

psychology in the 20th century. In fact, "behavior modification" has moved 

from the experimental laboratory to widespread application in the past 30 

years. Bandura (1969) provides an excellent exposition on behavior modifi­

cation theory and practice. Behavior modification has been used to control 

drug abuse (Callner, 1975; Boudin, 1972), to teach controlled drinking to 

alcoholics (Sobell & Sobell, 1972), and to control juvenile delinquency and 

other problem behavior in children (Zeilberger, Sampen, & Sloane, 1968; 

Stuart, 1971; Davidson & Seidman, 1974; O'Dell, 1974). Franks (1969) review­

ed the use of behavior modification to treat an even wider variety of problem 

human behaviors. 

Based upon a limited amount of research, it appears appropriate to apply be­

havior modification principles and procedures in a driver improvement set­

ting. Ames and Micas (1972) considered the feasibility of such an approach 

while McGuire and Peck (1977) described a theoretical paradigm whereby such 

principles could be operationalized. Both of these reports addressed tech­

nical issues in applying such principles in a driver improvement setting. 

Further, Goldiamond (1974) addressed the legal and ethical considerations of 

purposely applying behavior modification principles in any "real world" set­

ting. Public concerns regarding social control or the purposeful manipula­

tion of behavior must be acknowledged. 

The effectiveness of employing various behavior modification principles, 

specifically reward and incentive, has been addressed in a number of driver 

improvement evaluations. Harano and Hubert (1974) attempted to influence 

subsequent driving records of both good and bad drivers through the use of an 

opportunity to receive a 12-month license extension should they maintain a 



4 

clean driving record for 1 year. Specifically, drivers who were free of col­

lisions and convictions over a 1 year prior period were sent a letter notify­

ing them of a 12-month license extension issued as a "reward" for this accom­

plishment. They were also told that at the end of the following year, should 

.their records again be clean, they would be recontacted and given a second 

extension. The results of this reward program indicated no reliable influ­

ence on subsequent collisions compared to uncontacted controls. 

In the second portion of the study, drivers having one or more prior entries 

were involved in an incentive program. These drivers were sent a letter de­

scribing their eligibility for a 12-month license extension which would be 

granted provided their records remained free of collisions and convictions 

over the subsequent year. The results of this incentive program indicated no 

significant effects on subsequent convictions, but various beneficial effects 

on subsequent collisions compared to controls. 

It was recommended that a driver improvement program be established on an 

experimental basis wherein drivers with prior entries be involved in an on­

going incentive program in conjunction with a group educational meeting. At 

the meeting, appropriate behaviors could be identified and rehearsed. The 

incentive (be. it an extension, a reduction in point count, or some other 

predetermined reinforcer) should then increase the future likelihood of the 

newly learned behaviors. A .:program of this kind, concentrating on the mar­

ginally deviant drivers mentioned above, would have the advantage of reaching 

a much larger number of drivers than the driver improvement methods applied 

to the relatively small number of drivers who meet the vehicle code defini­

tion of a prima facie negligent operator. 

Marsh (1978) randomly assigned 17,662 negligent operators to one of six pro­

grams or a control group. One treatment was the present group educational 

meeting (GEM), three were modifications of the GEM, and two treatments were 

programmed-learning homework tasks. One of the nonclassroom programs provid­

ed an incentive for return of the homework and maintenance of a clean driving 

record. Driving records were inspected for accidents and convictions during 

the 1 year after treatment. Only the nonclassroom homework with incentive 

program showed significantly fewer accidents than the control, and that re­

duction was restricted to the second 6 months after treatment. When data 
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from additional GEM and control samples were combined with the original data, 

the GEM's accident rate was significantly below the control during the first 

6 months, indicating that it was effective as an accident countermeasure. 

None of the experimental classroom programs were significantly (or even 

directionally) superior to the GEM in reducing accidents or convictions 

during the first 6 months. All treatments except the nonclassroom homework 

without incentive were effective in reducing subsequent convictions. 

Kleinknecht (1969) used a combination of negative reinforcement) and 

punishment2 in a driver improvement project. A group of drivers who 

maintained conviction-free records after being identified as problem drivers 

were reinforced by having restrictions on their driving privilege decreased 

at 2-week intervals. Drivers who received a further conviction during a 

24-week period were punished by a suspension and/or return to an earlier, 

more severe restriction stage. 

Kleinknecht's procedures did not allow the drivers any say in the schedule of 

restrictions and suspensions. This schedule of restrictions and suspensions 

nonetheless approximated a contingency contract, since drivers were informed 

of the expected behavior and resulting consequences. Such contracts are a 

very effective method of establishing the mutual responsibilities and bene­

fits to be received by two or more parties (Kazdin, 1975). Kazdin emphasizes 

the importance of negotiation in using contingency contracts. The importance 

of negotiation in human social exchange has also been stressed by social 

psychologists. Rubin and Brown (1975) reviewed many aspects of negotiation 

behavior. Differences in outcome with varying bargaining strategies (e.g., 

winner-take-all or cooperative strategies) and the importance of intangible 

issues such as the perceived status of the bargaining opponent were reported. 

The models presented support Kazdin's views on contingency contracts. 

The design of the Kleinknecht study included a total of four groups. The. 

first group has already been described. The second group received noncontin­

(Negative reinforcement--removal of adversive stimulus to Increase the likelihood the 
behavior that preceded it will reoccur in the future. 

2Punishment--introduction of an adversive stimulus to decrease the likelihood the behavior 
that preceded it will reoccur in the future. 
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gent restriction removal. In other words, drivers in group two received pro­

gressive removal of restrictions (and no punishment) regardless of their 

driving record. Both groups also attended five evenings of group discussion 

concerning traffic safety. A third group was contacted, and received only 

the traffic safety discussion. Finally, a fourth group received the standard 

probationary procedures employed in the State of Washington; i.e., an extend­

ed probationary period, or a license suspension. 

All drivers were males, aged 18 to 35, with at least 2 years of driving ex­

perience. They had accrued either five convictions (or more) in 24 months, 

four convictions and an accident in 24 months, or had been placed on proba­

tion and then received an additional conviction. 

Drivers with performance-contingent restriction removal did not have better 

traffic. records throughout the entire 9-month follow-up period, compared to 

the other three groups. The evidence did suggest, however, that some control 

over driving behavior was achieved during the first 3 months. Drivers with 

performance-contingent restriction removal performed better than both the 

noncontingent restriction removal group and the education group on mean time 

to first conviction or accident (during the first 3 months) and on mean num­

ber of convictions and accidents per driver (during the first month). 

There are at least two potential explanations of these results. First, 

Kleinknecht (1969) made no attempt to customize restrictions to driver needs, 

nor were the restrictions negotiated with the driver. These are the very 

activities that Kazdin (1975) cites as the greatest strengths of contingency 

contracting. The actual writing out of the agreement, with signatures by 

both parties, serves to maximize the impact of the contingency contract. The 

fact that contracts may be negotiated for mutual benefit and modified to suit 

changing circumstances certainly adds to their appeal and effectiveness. 

Secondly, the short follow-up period and small sample size (286 drivers di 

vided among four groups) resulted in low statistical power, especially for 

the analysis of accident impact. Such circumstances could easily result in a 

failure to detect a real difference in treatment effects. Current practice 

in California DMV negligent operator studies calls for sample sizes of sev­

eral thousand, particularly when accidents are included as a dependent vari­

able. 
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Individual expectations also appear to modify the likelihood that problem 

driving behavior will continue following a hearing. Schuster (1970, 1971) 

hypothesized that drivers' evaluation of their own performance is based at 

least partially on feedback from the licensing agency. Manipulation of 

licensing actions produced correlational evidence that severe actions (e.g., 

license suspension for marginal offenders), or moderate actions for drivers 

with aggravated records were associated with increased convictions following 

the hearing. 

Even when licensing action severity is not manipulated, suspension or revo­

cation of the driving privilege fails to deter many negligent operators from 

driving. At least 33% of suspended drivers and 68% of revoked drivers con­

tinue to operate a motor vehicle, as evidenced by violations and accidents 

during the period of licensing action (Coppin & van Oldenbeek, 1965). This 

estimate must be considered conservative, since it is based upon drivers who 

had some type of driver record entry. It does not reflect the incidence of 

driving that did not result in a reported accident or conviction. 

There are several apparent reasons for continued driving while under licens­

ing action. First, the risk of detection and conviction is low. Coppin & 

van Oldenbeek (1965) found that only about 33% of the convictions obtained by 

suspended or revoked negligent operators in California during the period of 

licensing action were specifically for violating the licensing action. A 

more recent estimate (NHTSA, 1979) suggests that only 25% of suspended or re­

voked drivers who receive a moving violation during a period of licensing ac­

tion are adjudicated for violating their license suspension. Such low con­

viction rates are partially explained by the courts' concern with proof-of­

service of the action. The courts are reluctant to prescribe the mandatory 

penalty for driving while suspended or revoked unless there is a signed 

statement on file with DMV indicating that the driver was informed of the 

licensing action. Further, in California a conviction often does not result 

because the courts do not contact DMV and are not aware a suspension or revo­

cation exists (Finkelstein & McGuire, 1971). 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that some suspended or revoked negligent opera­

tors will continue to drive in order to protect or continue their livelihood 

while curtailing other driving. The difference between the driver who 
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who ignores the licensing action entirely and the driver who simply wishes to 

maintain employment sometimes emerges in statements by drivers in the hear­

ing; e.g., "I'm going to drive no matter what you do" as compared to "I've 

got to get to work." This is substantiated by a similar finding for drivers 

who lost their driving privilege for multiple drunk driving convictions 

(Hagen, McConnell, & Williams, 1980). 

While suspension or revocation is an all-or-none sanction, restrictions may 

be varied along three dimensions--time, vehicle, and place (or purpose). 

Thus, license restriction offers a greater opportunity to select a licensing 

action which will deter unsafe driving, while allowing the driver to meet 

basic transportation needs. Negotiation of the restriction conditions re­

moves a major shortcoming of the procedures used by Kleinknecht, and address­

es driver transportation needs. A signed contract maximizes the impact of 

the hearing process, and if necessary, may be used by the courts to establish 

proof-of-service. 

Thus far, we have discussed techniques which focus on the actions taken to 

improve driving behavior. Inherent in these techniques is the presumption 

that increased knowledge of the driver is required in order to negotiate a 

meaningful contingency contract and to oversee performance during the speci­

fied follow-up period.3 It also seems likely that the very process of 

negotiating a mutually satisfactory contract will lead to some degree of 

rapport between the driver and the Driver Improvement Analyst (DIA). These 

gains in knowledge and rapport are valuable and should be maintained to ex­

tend treatment impact throughout the probationary period. 

Social welfare workers and probation officers also require knowledge of and 

rapport with people in order to bring about changes in behavior. These pro­

fessions have traditionally relied upon caseload assignment strategies to 

meet such requirements. Clients or probationers are assigned to a specific 

caseworker or probation officer who performs an evalution of needs, plans a 

awe anticipated that a formal, mutually negotiated contingency contract in a driver improve­

ment setting should Increase a driver's commitment. to safe driving. This is of particular 

importance because of the observation that "...risk taking and negligent driving is often 

reinforced by nonoccurrence of accidents and citations and may result in various soclo­

psychological rewards..." (Peck, 1976). 
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program of activities or actions, and monitors performance. Such work tasks 

bear a great similarity to those of driver improvement personnel. 

It­ seemed to us that certain case management techniques could be used to 

maximize and preserve both knowledge of drivers and rapport with drivers 

gained through face-to-face contacts. These techniques are: 

•­ case assignment of probationary drivers to a specific DIA, 

• systematic monitoring of driver performance by the assigned DIA, and 

•­ periodic communication and feedback on performance between the DIA and 
the driver during the period of probation subsequent to a hearing. 

Since the purpose of the present project was to maximize the impact of the 

probationary process on driving performance, rather than to separately 

measure the relative contributions of contingency contracting or caseload 

management, we chose to adopt and integrate both techniques. The design of 

the present study, then, is based on the following concepts: 

•­ The present PV hearing and PV licensing actions have not resulted in 
the desired degree of accident reduction. 

•­ Negligent operators expect to lose the driving privilege if they vio­
late probation. A negotiated license restriction offers the driver a 
desirable alternative to loss of the driving privilege. 

• License restrictions may be designed to meet transportation needs ex­
pressed by the driver, while also controlling and eliminating unsafe 
driving. Thus, the legitimate traffic safety responsibilities of the 
department and the driver may be met without removing the driving 
privilege altogether. 

• A negotiated contingency contract is the preferred means of describing 
licensing sanctions, conditions of probation, and the respective obli­
gations of the department and the probation violator. The process of 
signing the contract serves to formalize the driver's commitment to 
behavior change. 

•­ Case assignment allows the DIA to develop in-depth knowledge of proba­
tion violators with whom repeated hearings are conducted. Secondly, 
in-depth knowledge could result in more appropriate actions after a 
hearing, thereby producing changes in driver behavior leading to 
decreased traffic accident involvement. 

•­ Case assignment fosters increased mutual knowledge and rapport between 
the driver and the DIA. 
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• Periodic performance review and follow-up contacts between the DIA 
and the probationary driver provide the driver with the reinforcement 
required to shape and maintain responsible driving behavior. 

•	 Case monitoring provides DIAs with feedback on the outcome of their 
driver improvement activities. 

• Making the avoidance of responsible accidents an explicit condition of 
probation will serve to emphasize the true traffic safety goal of the 
PV hearing. 
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METHODS 

Operational Procedures 

The following section of the report describes scheduling criteria and pro­

cedures for conducting PV hearings as they existed prior to the PV project, 

as well as the three hearing formats used during the course of the project. 

The two new hearing formats incorporated major changes in scheduling criteria 

and hearing tasks. They also required additional follow-up contacts with 

drivers. The selection of project personnel and hearing points and the 

specialized training which project personnel received are also described. 

The development of project procedures was a joint undertaking between the 

project staff, a driver improvement task force, and driver improvement man­

agement. Driver improvement trainers also provided their expertise during 

the project developmental phase. Research staff took the lead role in de­

veloping procedures, while driver improvement staff made innumerable contri­

butions, both in these developmental decisions and through contribution from 

their wealth of driver improvement knowledge. Driver improvement management 

reviewed all products of the developmental phase including an operational 

procedures manual and a training manual. 

Research staff conducted a needs analysis prior to procedure development. 

Activities undertaken included screening taped probation violator hearings, 

sitting in on hearings and discussing these monitoring activities and our im­

pressions with those who conducted the hearings which were monitored in per­

son. Project forms were reviewed by the driver improvement task force and 

distributed for field testing prior to project implementation. 

Scheduling Procedures Prior to Study. Drivers are scheduled for PV hearings 

following a review of the driver record. Prior to the project, this review 

process was conducted exclusively at DMV headquarters. A copy of the record 

was generated for manual review upon receipt of a traffic conviction by a 

probationary driver. Major convictions were screened for possible mandatory 

actions necessitated by multiple offenses. Probationary drivers receiving a 

major conviction, but not qualifying for a mandatory suspension or 

revocation, were usually scheduled for a hearing. 
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Guidelines for scheduling PV hearings on the grounds of minor convictions 

were based on the following accumulation of convictions after the effective 

date of probation: 

• one conviction in 3 months, or 
• two convictions in 6 months, or 
• three convictions in 9 months, or 
• four convictions in 12 months. 

However, drivers whose records satisfied these criteria were not necessarily 

scheduled for a hearing since the ultimate decision to schedule was entirely 

at the discretion of the reviewing DIA. In all cases probation was extended 

12 months from the date of the last conviction, but drivers were not always 

informed of the extension. Drivers whose records did not meet these time 

criteria, but perhaps included accidents, violation of a suspension or revo­

cation, failures to appear (FTA) in court, or lack of liability insurance at 

the time of an accident usually were scheduled for a PV hearing. Finally, it 

was apparent that little standardization existed in the operational appli­

cation of the scheduling procedures. 

Scheduling Procedures During Study. Scheduling procedures and criteria for 

PV hearings were changed statewide during the PV project. First, all cri­

teria were automated, eliminating discretionary review by headquarters DIAs. 

Secondly, criteria for the first hearing under the new system (entry hearing) 

and subsesquent (recidivist) hearings4 were different. Finally, drivers 

receiving countable convictions while on probation, but not qualifying for a 

hearing, began receiving a letter from the department either informing them 

that DMV was aware of the conviction or was actually extending probation by 4 

months because of the conviction. 

A hearing was scheduled upon receipt of a major conviction (two points). 

Driving during a suspension resulted in a hearing only if there were less 

than 60 days remaining in the duration of the suspension. A one-point con­

viction within 4 months of the probation effective date, or two one-point 

convictions within 9 months, also resulted in a hearing being scheduled. A 

single one-point conviction 4-8 months from the probation effective date 

resulted in a 4-month probation extension letter, while a single one-point 

4Recidivist criterial are described on page 19. 
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conviction after the eighth month resulted in a WL. Accidents were not used 

in the entry criteria since there was some question as to whether such action 

was legally permissible without specific notification to the driver. The 

order of probation (previously issued) required only that the driver remain 

conviction-free for 12 months from the effective date of probation. A macro 

flowchart of these scheduling criteria is displayed in Figure 1. 

The intent of the scheduling criteria changes was to increase consistency in 

the scheduling process. At the same time, the types of convictions which 

always resulted in a hearing were expanded to reflect the perceived traffic 

safety hazard of the violation. Drivers who remained conviction-free for 

months at a time were given more lenient treatment upon receipt of the first 

one-point conviction. Furthermore, whenever probation was extended, the 

driver was informed of the reason for, and the duration of the extension. 

Three hearing formats were used in the project. Probation violators were 

assigned to one of the three treatments in accordance with the randomly 

assigned terminal digit of their drivers license. Figure 2 illustrates this 

assignment process and overviews the basic structure of each format. 

Hearing Formats. The standard hearing, the format orginally in use, served 

as the comparison condition against which two new formats were assessed. 

While some changes in scheduling criteria were made, procedures for conduct­

ing the standard hearings remained virtually unchanged. The major distinc­

tions in procedures between hearing formats are shown in Table 1. There are 

differences between the standard hearing format and the caseload hearing for­

mats on each of these parameters. The two caseload formats differ at project 

entry only in the number of stages specified in the contingency contract. 

These differences are reflected in the number of contacts during the follow-

up period. Finally, the use of restriction as a recidivism countermeasure 

was discouraged for the fixed restriction hearing format and encouraged in 

the sequential hearing format. 

Standard hearings were scheduled for 30 minutes. The DIA typically advised 

the driver of legal rights, explained the hearing notice, reviewed the driver 

record, and asked the driver to describe any accidents. Drivers were also 

allowed to present evidence regarding their driving records. Additional com­

munication from the analyst could include: defensive driving tips, a lecture 
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Figure 1. Macro flowchart of entry scheduling criteria.
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Table 1 

Key Features of Three Probation Violator Hearing Formats at


Project Entry and Follow-up Contacts, by Hearing Format


Hearing format 

Hearing format components Standard 

hearing 

Fixed Sequential 

restriction restriction 

PROJECT ENTRY 

earing duration (minutes) ........................... 30 

icensing actions available 

No action ............--- . . .. .. .. .. . ..... Yes 
Restriction .................................... Rare 
Suspension... ....... ......... o ................. Yes 

Revocation ... ................................... Yes 

60 

No 
Always 
No 

No 

60 

No

Always

No


No


egotiated contract ... ......................... ...... No 

estriction phases ................. .................. 

Yes 

1 

Yes


2


SCHEDULED FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES 

aseload assignment .................................. No 

ersonalized contacts with successful drivers........ 

Yes 

2 

Yes


3


eview to end probation .............................. Headquarters Field DIA Field DIA


UNSCHEDULED FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 

ecidivism criteria .................................. Automated Manual Manual


cheduling decision .................................. 

estrictions available as licensing action........... 

Headquarters 

Rare 

Field DIA 

Some 

Field DIA


Yes


H

L

N

R

C

P

R

R

S

R

on increased accident likelihood, an analysis of the high cost of traffic 

fines and other expenses resulting from a poor driving record, or a general 

discussion of the value of the driving privilege. 

The major change from past practice was to inform drivers that accident 

responsibility (but not mere accident involvement) was to become a valid 

reason for future record review and possible suspension or revocation. The 

driver was issued a form (DL-202A) describing the modification of probation 

(see Appendix A, Exhibit A). The license was collected and stamped "PRO­

BATION" on the face and "License valid only subject to the conditions of 

probation shown on a current form DL-202A" on the reverse side (see Exhibit 

B). This form was identical, except for wording, to those used in the two 

new hearing formats to specify restrictions on the driving privilege. 
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Following the hearing, the DIA reviewed the evidence presented, wrote a sum­

mary report, and made recommendations. Driver attitude and "insight" into 

the problem were often mentioned in the case evaluation. Such insight can 

best be described as individual admission of wrongdoing, acceptance of re­

sponsibility for past actions, and an ostensibly sincere promise of future 

improvement. Drivers exhibiting these behaviors were less likely to be per­

ceived as future accident risks. Licensing actions taken following the 

hearing could range from an extension of probation (with or without license 

suspension for 30-180 days) through revocation of the license for 1 year. 

Most drivers received a license suspension (and extended probation) or revo­

cation. As mentioned above, the conditions of probation were modified to 

include accident responsibility. Actions recommended by the DIA were re­

viewed by senior DIA staff. The reviewer had the authority to impose a 

licensing action in the name of the department. Thus the reviewer, not the 

analyst, had the final say in the outcome of the hearing. 

The two new hearing formats made use of driving restrictions, negotiated with 

the driver in the form of a contingency contract. The number of restriction 

stages was fixed by project procedures, while the duration of actual restric­

tion stages could vary from 2-4 months. The severity of restrictions and the 

type of restrictions chosen were left to the discretion of the DIA, although 

some examples of reasonable restrictions were provided. 

The fixed restriction hearing made use of a restricted driving privilege dur­

ing the first 2-4 months from project entry. Only necessary driving, or 

minimal risk exposure was allowed during this time. Unrestricted driving was 

allowed during months 5-12. 

The third format, the sequential restriction hearing, was the most complex 

and also made use of the restricted driving privilege. This format required 

three stages of driver control during the 12-month probation period. During 

Stage I (usually months 1-4), only necessary driving, or minimal risk expo­

sure was allowed. During Stage II (usually months 5-8), some recreational 

driving, or moderate risk exposure was allowed. Finally, Stage III (months 

9-12) allowed unrestricted driving. 

Drivers in the fixed or sequential restriction hearing formats were also 
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informed of the possibility of an additional hearing, should they be re­

sponsible for a future traffic accident. Their licenses were also stamped 

(Exhibit B), and they were instructed to carry the form DL-202A. This form 

contained the restriction(s) on their driving privilege (Exhibit C). Drivers 

in the sequential restriction hearing format received three forms, as illus­

trated. Only the first and third forms (designated first and second) were 

used with drivers in the fixed restriction hearing format. Like all proba­

tionary drivers, they were required to obey the provisions of the vehicle 

code and all traffic regulations. Additionally, these drivers agreed to 

report any traffic convictions, traffic accidents, or address changes to the 

caseload DIA within 10 days. 

Both of the restriction hearing formats were scheduled in 60-minute time 

blocks, as opposed to 30 minutes for the standard hearings. During the first 

15 minutes, the driver was to complete a questionnaire (Exhibit D) describing 

demographic information (name, address, employer, occupation, and marital 

status), driving exposure (vehicles, annual mileage, and years of experince), 

driving needs (purpose and time), and transportation alternatives. The DIA 

had this time to complete a previous hearing report or to review the current 

driver record before the scheduled hearing. 

The new restriction hearing formats not only changed the focus of the hearing 

(i.e., from attitude change to behavior change), they also required that the 

DIA perform a greater number of specific tasks during the hearing than was 

true in the standard hearing. These tasks were: 

•­ Confirm the driver's understanding of the hearing notice and legal 
rights. 

•­ Briefly discuss the driver's background, career, or interests in order 
to indicate interest and put the driver at ease. Use information from 
the questionnaire as a starting point. 

•­ Briefly review the recent additions to the record to confirm the 
violation of probation. 

•­ Secure agreement from the driver to working towards positive goals in 
the hearing; i.e., maintaining the driving privilege and finding 
behavior changes that will eliminate future convictions and accidents. 

•­ Prompt drivers themselves to come up with behavioral solutions to the 
problem. Record solutions (behavior) and ask the drivers for an 
appraisal of their utility. 
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•­ Explore transportation needs and priorities, using information from 
the prehearing questionnaire information to guide the discussion. 

•­ Propose a license restriction as a means of meeting the driver's needs 
and the mutual traffic safety responsibility of the driver and the 
department. Whenever possible, incorporate into the restrictions the 
behavioral change suggestions proposed by the driver. 

•­ Discuss restrictions with the driver and determine a mutually 
acceptable probation agreement (a contingency contract). 

•­ Write out the agreed upon restrictions on the preprinted probation 
agreement (see Exhibit E). Explain the printed conditions of proba­
tion. Obtain driver's initials, next to the preprinted conditions, 
and signature on the form. Sign form as representative of department. 
Close the hearing. 

As in the standard hearing format, DIAs conducting the new hearings were 

responsible for writing a summary report for the driver's legal file. The 

restrictions on the driving privilege, negotiated between the DIA and the 

driver, were reviewed only to the extent necessary to preserve legal safe­

guards. Changes in recommended actions from those mutually negotiated were 

rare and usually were merely clarifications of word choice regarding restric­

tions. 

Recidivist Scheduling Criteria. Recidivist criteria for all three formats 

were similar, in that accident responsibility was made grounds for scheduling 

a recidivist hearing. (The driver was informed of this condition of proba­

tion at the entry hearing.) Mere accident involvement was not necessarily 

equated with accident responsibility. In the standard hearing format, the 

following types of accidents (when reported by law enforcement) were deemed 

responsible accidents and resulted in hearing scheduling when they occurred 

within 4 months of the PV entry hearing: 

1. driver cited or held responsible by the reporting officer; 

2. driver ran off the road, hit a pedestrian, or hit a fixed object; or 

3. driver was reported to be under the influence of alcohol or other 
drugs. 

If there was also a conviction on the record since the last hearing, a hear­

ing was scheduled in response to such accidents, regardless of when the acci­

dent occurred after the entry hearing. Any two accidents after the entry 
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hearing, regardless of type or reporting source, resulted in a hearing being 

scheduled. 

The conviction criteria used in scheduling entry hearings were also used to 

define conviction recidivism, except that the date of the last PV hearing, 

rather than the probation effective date, was used in all time-based cri­

teria. This change in scheduling criteria was predicated on the assumption 

that discretionary actions taken following a hearing are in response to all 

violations that have occurred up to that time. Printouts generated by acci­

dents or convictions were routed directly to the scheduling unit. They were 

not routinely reviewed prior to hearing scheduling. 

For the fixed restriction and sequential hearing formats, any conviction or 

accident addition following the entry hearing generated a driver record 

printout, and required a scheduling decision by the assigned caseload DIA. 

While DIAs were given the standard hearing scheduling criteria as a guide­

line, complete discretion and responsibility for the decision was theirs. 

Options included no action, sending a WL, extension of probation with driver 

notification, and scheduling a recidivist hearing. The recidivist hearing 

provided the opportunity (in addition to the above options): to impose or 

extend restrictions, to suspend the driving privilege for 30-180 days, or to 

revoke the driving privilege for 1 year. Use of restrictions at a recidivist 

hearing was discouraged in the fixed restriction hearing format, but cases 

where this occurred were retained in the evaluation. 

The rationale for giving the caseload DIA complete scheduling discretion 

(while denying such authority to the headquarters review analyst) was 

three-fold: 

1.­ The caseload DIA would be familiar with the record and, having 
conducted the prior hearing and follow-up contacts, would know more 
about the driver than could be contained in the legal file. 

2.­ In cases where the driver had made a self-report of the accident or 
conviction, as required in the probation agreement, the caseload DIA 
would know any extenuating circumstances regarding the incident in 
question. 

3.­ Caseload DIAs were to be given a greater sense of personal 
responsibility for the outcome of their actions than were analysts 
conducting standard hearings. 
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Follow-up Contacts. No systematic follow-up contacts were made in the stan­

dard hearing format. Instead, record review and hearing scheduling activi­

ties for this group were conducted at headquarters. Field DIAs therefore had 

little information concerning whether or not drivers they had seen in the 

past successfully completed probation. 

The fixed and sequential restriction formats included systematic contacts at 

the end of each restriction stage and upon successful completion of proba­

tion. The DIA reviewed the driver record, congratulated the driver either by 

telephone or by letter and advanced the driver to the next (more lenient) 

probation stage by issuing a new DL-202A (Exhibit C). 

Unscheduled contacts (WL, probation extension letter, and recidivist hearing) 

were also made by the field DIA in response to any convictions or responsible 

accidents which were accrued after project entry. Drivers who reported such 

involvement to their assigned DIAs had the opportunity to influence them in 

making their scheduling decisions by presenting any extenuating circum­

stances. 

Project Hearing Points and Personnel. The new hearing procedures were intro­

duced in 18 of the department's 23 driver improvement districts. In all, 

this involved 44 (out of 150) hearing points statewide. The project hearing 

points conduct approximately two-thirds of all PV hearings. Selected hearing 

points were those where two or more DIAs normally conducted hearings, and 

which also had an estimated volume of at least two PV hearings per week. 

Approximately 2 months into the project, it became apparent that the number 

of drivers assigned to the caseload hearing formats would exceed DIA avail­

ability (or did not justify use of the hearing point) at four project loca­

tions. These hearing points were therefore dropped from the project to the 

extent that no additional drivers entered the project from those hearing 

points. Drivers entering the project prior to removal of the hearing point 

from the project were retained in the evaluation data base. Retention was 

based on the fact that project follow-up procedures were maintained for 

drivers who had already entered the project at the time the decision to 

delete the hearing point was made. 

DIAs who normally covered the selected hearing points were alternately divi­



ded into two groups. One group continued to conduct the standard hearings; 

the second received special training and conducted the new restriction-format 

PV hearings at assigned project hearing points. The second group was cate­

gorized as project DIAs. All DIAs continued to perform their other assign­

ments (i.e., group educational meetings, reexaminations, and individual 

hearings). 

Three DIAs were removed from the project (or given limited caseloads); when 

it was discovered that they were having difficulties with project procedures 

and demands. Drivers assigned to these caseloads were not used in the eval­

uation. One analyst was dropped from the project prior to implementation 

after voicing strong personal objections to project procedures. 

A number of analysts and managers rotated to new assignments, were promoted, 

or retired during the course of the project. Specific caseload transfer pro­

cedures were provided to handle such circumstances. 

Training. Project DIAs and managers of districts containing project hearing 

points received extensive training in interviewing skills, negotiation 

skills, proactive diagnosis, contingency contracting, and all project proce­

dures. Upper management also participated in training. Participation in 

small group discussions and role-playing exercises was emphasized and re­

quired of all trainees. All of the role-playing exercises and most of the 

small group discussions took place in three-member groups (triads). Video 

and audio tapes provided models demonstrating interviewing and negotiation 

skills, as well as the major hearing procedures. 

A training consultant with expertise in contingency contracting participated 

in designing the training course, the production of a draft of training 

materials (finalized in Tosti et al., 1978), and conduct of the first train­

ing course. Project staff performed the final edit of the training manual 

and produced the video and audio models (from scripts written by the consul­

tant) in cooperation with driver improvement training staff. 

Remaining training sessions prior to project implementation were conducted by 

the Research & Development staff, supported by driver improvement trainers. 

The five initial training sessions lasted 24 hours and ranged from 13-16 in 

class size. Seventy-five driver improvement managers and analysts were 
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trained initially. Further, clerical staff from each project district re­

ceived training relative to their duties and responsibilities. 

The project pilot phase began with project training and continued through the 

first 6 weeks of implementation. During the pilot, project staff answered 

procedural questions posed by driver improvement personnel, as did the DDL 

Quality Control and Driver Improvement Control units. Answers to questions 

regarding specific cases or individual concerns were provided to all re­

questers. Questions which raised issues of general concern or resulted in 

procedural changes (usually concerning paperwork, discretionary decisions, or 

clarification of responsibilities) were addressed in two revisions to the 

operations and procedures manual during the pilot period (Williams & Hagen, 

1978) and in a series of memos circulated to all project personnel throughout 

the project. 

Project staff screened audio tapes of hearings conducted during the 6-week 

pilot period. Audits of required paperwork, such as the'probation agree­

ments, were performed throughout the project. Project staff visited seven 

district offices to conduct additional training and to discuss procedures. 

Clarity of language in specifying restrictions is an example of a problem 

necessitating additional training. In other instances, telephone communi­

cation between project staff and a DIA or manager was sufficient to clarify 

project needs. Telephone contacts were maintained with driver improvement 

personnel by the Research & Development staff throughout the course of the 

project. 

Staff hiring and rotation resulted in 17 analysts and managers joining the 

project after operations began. These personnel also received the project 

training. Four such sessions were conducted, with class size ranging from 

2-9. Training was typically conducted in 2 days (16 hours). 

Evaluation Methodology 

This section of the report describes the selection of drivers for the pro­

ject, available data, and five evaluation components. These components are 

defined as follows. (1) Driver descriptions summarize data obtained from the 

driver record, the prehearing questionnaire and the probation agreement 

(where the latter documents were available). Summaries include demographic 
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information and driving history. (2) The process analyses focused on the 

licensing actions recommended by driver improvement analysts at the project 

entry hearing and the licensing actions taken in response to further driver 

recidivism. In addition, the process of ending probation was also examined. 

(3) The traffic safety impact analyses were designed to detect differences in 

traffic accident and conviction means which might be attributed to different 

treatment modes and to describe and test the duration of treatment impact. 

(4) The driver success analyses were designed to assess the impact of vari­

ables other than hearing format on driver success in completing probation 

within 1 year following the project entry hearing. (5) Finally, the cost-

benefit analyses was performed in order to compare the accident reduction 

(societal monetary savings) achieved by each hearing format with the associ­

ated cost of conducting such hearings. 

Driver Descriptions. Drivers entered the project upon receipt of a traffic 

conviction during negligent operator probation. Drivers varied in their 

prior history of negligent operator hearings. For some, the project entry 

hearing was perhaps the first one-on-one meeting with a DIA. At the other 

extreme,, some drivers had received one or more prior PV hearings and had past 

records of suspension or revocation. Thus,, drivers, entering the project 

represented the entire mix of probation violators in the department's ongoing 

post-licensing control program. 

Existing procedures for selecting hearing points were maintained during the 

project. Drivers who qualified for a PV hearing were scheduled at the 

hearing point which normally would be assigned, based upon the latest home 

address of record. No special effort was made to schedule PV hearings to 

project hearing points. 

Drivers were assigned to one of the three evaluation groups on the basis of 

the last digit of the drivers license number. This terminal digit (TD) may 

be considered a random number. Some drivers, however, failed to attend the 

scheduled hearing and thus did not receive the treatment contained in the 

assigned, hearing format. In other instances, drivers received an incorrect 

treatment--one other than that based on random assignment--or an incomplete 

treatment. The Research & Development staff chose to exclude these drivers 

from the data analysis. A full discussion of the rationale for this decision 



25


and the implications regarding potential introduction of bias in the 

statistical results are discussed in Appendix D. 

Detailed demographic data were available for drivers in the experimental 

treatments, while only age, sex, and hearing point were available for the 

standard treatment group. Driver accident, conviction, and licensing action 

histories were available for all drivers for the 2 years prior to project 

entry and 1 year afterwards. A complete listing of variables contained in 

the data base is contained in Appendix B. 

Examples of demographic variables are occupation, exposure to high-risk driv­

ing situations, and driving needs. Departmental action histories include past 

warning letters, GEMs and hearings scheduled, hearing attendance, restric­

tions, and suspensions or revocations based on a wide variety of legal 

grounds (e.g., repeated major convictions, prior negligent operator hearings, 

lack of liability insurance, or failures to appear in court as promised). 

Process Analyses. The licensing actions taken by DIAs following both project 

entry hearings and hearings resulting from later recidivism were examined. 

Differences between hearing formats which were due to discretionary choices 

by DIAs were noted. The number of drivers receiving licensing actions due to 

recidivism was compared to the number of drivers completing probation within 

one year. Again, differences between the hearing formats were noted. 

Traffic Safety Impact Analyses. The major null hypotheses in the traffic 

safety impact analyses were: 

•­ There is no difference in driving performance between drivers assigned 
to the three hearing formats, whether measured by traffic accidents or 
traffic accidents and convictions combined. 

•­ There is no difference in the survival rate following treatment for 
drivers in the three groups, whether measured by time to first 
accident or time to first traffic violation with conviction. 

A series of secondary analyses were designed to probe for possible explana­

tions of traffic safety differences between treatment groups. They address 

potential experimental biases, as well as process differences across hearing 

formats. The null hypotheses were: 
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•­ No 'differences in prior history variables existed between drivers 
assigned to the three hearing formats. 

•­ No driver characteristics or prior history variables will exert 
differential effects across hearing formats on the measure of traffic 
safety impact. 

Discussion of several technical issues is in order prior to further descrip­

tion of the traffic safety analyses. The first issue concerns the criteria 

for statistical significance. Unless otherwise stated, this criteria (alpha) 

was set at y < .10. Secondly, all t tests were two-tailed. The third tech­

nical issue is the basis for covariate selection. Prior studies conducted by 

the Research & Development Office indicate that driver age, sex, and driving 

history should be considered as covariates. Total convictions and FTAs, total 

accidents, and total suspensions and revocations represent the typical driver 

history covariates used in past studies. These variables were selected as 

potential covariates in the present project prior to examining the data. A 

stepwise discriminant analysis was used to probe prior driver history data 

for other appropriate covariates. The following variables were analyzed, in 

addition to those listed above: major convic-tions, fatal and injury acci­

dents, total days suspended or revoked, and number of mandatory suspensions 

and revocations. In addition, contingency table analysis was used to explore 

the relationships between prior history variables, hearing format and subse­

quent accidents and convictions. 

Traffic safety impact was analyzed using multivariate analysis of covariance 

(MANCOVA). A series of MANCOVAs were performed using accident and conviction 

histories. Both types of outcome measures were of interest. Furthermore, 

these measures were known to be intercorrelated (Kwong, Kuan, & Peck, 1976; 

Peck & Kuan, 1979). Thus, univariate tests alone would not have shown the 

very patterns of results that were of interest. At the same time, the 

planned analysis could have resulted in misinterpretation of certain patterns 

of effects. For example, it is not unusual for the driver at fault in a 

serious accident to receive a traffic conviction. Other drivers committing a 

similar violation, but remaining accident-free, may avoid a conviction or be 

convicted of a lesser charge. By first examining traffic accidents separate­

ly, we insured that this critical impact measure would not be obscured by the 

possible circular effects described above. 
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Tests of slope differences were conducted to test whether the data met an 

important MANCOVA assumption (i.e., homogeneity of regression slopes). Since 

MANCOVA results are sometimes difficult to interpret when prior history 

interacts with treatment outcomes, contingency tables analysis was used to 

model the data. Log-linear analysis techniques, when applied to contingency 

tables, are not subject to the same interpretation problems. The log-linear 

results therefore were useful in determining whether to proceed with MANCOVA 

in the presence of significant slope differences. 

Several statistics are available for testing the significance of the multi­

variate analysis of variance. The most common of these are Roy's largest 

root criteria, Wilk's Lambda, Hotelling's T statistic, and Pillai's cri­

terion. Debates continue among statisticians regarding the situations under 

which each is appropriate: e.g., Harris (1975), pp. 109-113; Overall & Klett 

(1972), pp. 317-319; Bock (1975), pp. 154-155; Olson (1976, 1979); and 

Stevens (1979). The guideline used in the present study was based upon the 

number of dimensions in the data which were significant at p = .15, the 

default value in the computer program. Where only one characteristic root 

was significant, Roy's largest characteristic root statistic was used. 

Significance levels of this statistic are tabled in Harris (1975). Where two 

or more characteristic roots were significant, Wilk's Lambda was used. 

A number of follow-up techniques were used to interpret significant multi­

variate statistical tests. The rationale for the research strategy used is 

contained in Borgen & Seling (1978). First, a series of one-way ANOVAs were 

conducted to assess the individual contribution of each dependent variable to 

hearing format differences. When significant differences were obtained using 

ANOVA, futher pairwise tests were conducted using the least significant 

difference method (LSD), in order to isolate the actual group means producing 

the statistically significant ANOVA. The above strategy serves to isolate 

sources of group separation, but does not take correlations between the 

dependent variables into account. A limitation of the LSD method is that it 

results in nominal significance levels that exceed the true experiment-wise 

significance levels (Carmer & Swanson, 1973; Keselman, Games & Rogan, 1979). 

However, the inflationary effect on significance levels would be modest 

because of the small number of contrasts and requirement of a significant 

ANOVA. 
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The data structure was analyzed using discriminant analysis. This technique 

is described in nonmathematical terminology in Nie, et al. (1975). Such an 

analysis yields several products which describe the data structure. Each 

discriminant function corresponds to independent sources of variance in the 

data. Group positions are described by centroids, or averages, on a canoni­

cal variable. As Nie et al. explain, each discriminant function is produced 

by weighting scores on the dependent variables originally collected (e.g., 

fatal and injury accidents, property damage accidents) in such a way as to 

maximize the distance between the centroids for each discriminant function. 

The centroids thus describe the relative positions of the hearing formats on 

the canonical variable (i.e., the composite variable obtained for each di­

mension in the data). The contribution of the orginal variables (e.g., acci­

dents) to the canonical variable is shown by discriminant function weights. 

When these weights are standardized, so that they range from -1 to +1, they 

show the unique contributions of each dependent variable to the separation 

between groups. 

Direct interpretation of the discriminant function weights, however, does not 

present a complete picture of the data structure of the dependent variables, 

.which are seldom uncorrelated. The formulas used in calculating the dis­

criminant functions make use of the variance unique to each dependent vari­

able and largely ignore the overlapping or common variance between variables 

(i.e., the covariance). Treatments (in this case, hearing formats) may exert 

changes in the relationships between the dependent variables, i.e., their 

covariance. Thus, covariance should not be ignored if data structure is of 

interest. Only when the dependent variables are uncorrelated--which is un­

common when several related data measures are collected from the same per­

son--may the standardized discriminant function weights be directly inter­

preted. The structure matrix, on the other hand, shows the correlation of 

each dependent variable to the canonical variable for each dimension in the 

data. These correlations, in most instances, are more meaningful inter­

preting he relative importance of the dependent variables which yield a 

significant MANCOVA than are the standardized discriminant function weights 

or the one-way ANOVA tests (Borgen & Seling, 1978). 

The duration of treatment impact (changes in treatment impact over time) was 

also of interest. These changes were documented through survival rate 
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analyses. The proportion of drivers in each treatment group who remained 

accident- and conviction-free was tested at 4-month intervals. A third 

survival rate analysis was based on probation failure, defined as: any 

extension of probation, any increased restriction, and any suspension or 

revocation. 

Driver Success Analyses. The null hypotheses tested in this section were 

that no driver characteristics or prior history variables will correlate with 

driver success or failure within each hearing format. 

Discriminant analysis was used to explore the relationship between the prior 

history and entry-action variables, and driver success or failure to complete 

probation. These analyses were conducted within each hearing format. 

Cost-Benefit Analyses. Program costs were documented by the departmental 

Management and Operations Analysis unit and concurred in by DDL prior to 

their use in the PV hearing evaluation. Accident costs and the proportions 

of various accident types among negligent operators were taken from Kadell 

and Peck (1979). 

The basis for the cost-benefit analysis was differences between the three 

hearing formats in total accident means. In interpreting mean differences, 

one must take into account the variability and sampling error in the data. 

Unless the difference between two means is statistically significant, these 

differences may be ascribed to chance or sampling error. Under such circum­

stances, one may state that by definition there is no real difference between 

the two means. Nevertheless, these means represent a best estimate of real 

population values and have some utility in decision making, particularly when 

no additional data regarding the population values are available. The latter 

argument has been presented earlier in Garretson & Peck (1979). These two 

theoretical positions, both of which are valid within the area of decision 

theory, are in conflict with each other. This conflict produces a dilemma 

regarding cost-benefit analysis. 

The pivotal question concerns the validity of carrying out a benefit-cost 

analysis based on sample means which do not exhibit a statistically signifi­

cant difference. The DMV Research & Development Office has chosen to take the 
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position that sample means, whether significantly different or not, may be 

used as the basis for a cost-benefit analysis. Of course, variance in the 

data (and sampling error) must also be taken into account in the program 

implementation decision. In recognition of these issues, expected benefits 

to be derived from implementing alternative programs are stated as 90% 

confidence intervals. In addition, the probability of a net loss, based on 

the sample means and variability, is also calculated. 
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RESULTS 

The analyses of questionnaire and driver record data are presented in this 

section of the report. Results are organized into: driver descriptions, 

process analyses; traffic safety impact analyses; driver success analyses; 

and cost-benefit analyses. 

Driver Descriptions 

The descriptions of probation violators are based upon both driver records 

and the prehearing questionnaire. Questionnaire responses were solicited 

from drivers in the fixed restriction and sequential restriction hearing 

formats. Recall that drivers were assigned to hearing formats by a random 

process. Since 99% of those drivers questioned filled out the questionnaire, 

these data may be considered representative of all probation violators who 

attended hearings at project hearing points. A more detailed description of 

driver responses is contained in Appendix C. 

Probation violators were predominantly males (97%), aged 20-25 (53.8%, mode = 

22, mean = 26.69). By way of comparison only 8.81% of all licensed Califor­

nia drivers are males between 20-25 years of age. The mean age of all 

licensees is 39.7 for males and 39.3 for females (DMV, 1981). It appears 

that young males are thus overrepresented in the probation violator popula­

tion. Fifty-nine percent of probation violators were single, 27.7% were 

married, and the remainder were separated, divorced or widowed. The most 

commonly reported occupations were craftsmen and foremen (31%), professional 

drivers (13.4%), and salespersons (7.6%). It appears that craftsman and 

foreman, as well as professional drivers, are overrepresented among probation 

violators in comparison to negligent operators in general (Coppin & Samuels, 

1961; Marsh & Hubert, 1974). 

Most drivers identified their primary driving need as going to and from work 

(66.7%) or driving on the job (25%).. More than 73% reported that their pri­

mary need occurred sometime between 0600 - 1200, Monday through Friday and 

65% reported a like need between 1201-1800 on these days. Further, their 

primary vehicle was 5-7 years old, typically a passenger car (56.8%), or, 
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less commonly, a pickup or jeep (17.8%). Only 7.6% reported a motorcycle as 

their primary vehicle. 

Just over 70% of those surveyed reported driving over 15,000 miles per year 

(median = 15,000-20,000; mode = over 30,000). Most had been driving less 

than 10 years (mean = 9.43; median = 6.76). Driving after 10:00 p.m. during 

the last month was frequently reported; the average number of nights was 

12.9. The most common response, however, was 20 nights. Furthermore, 8.5% 

reported driving "to let off steam," while 11.5% admitted driving after 

consuming three or more drinks during the last month. 

Examination of driving records for all 3,295 drivers produced the follow­

ing profiles of reported driving incidents during the 2 years prior to pro­

ject entry (see Table 2). The accident rates reported indicate that proba­

tion violators are approximately five times as likely to have had an accident 

as the average California driver and more than three times as likely as all 

20-24 year old males to have been involved in a traffic accident (DMV, 1981). 

The percentages of fatal, injury, and property damage accidents reported are 

consistent with earlier data obtained from PLCRES (Kadell & Peck, 1979). 

The conviction rates of probation violators are extremely high (3.8 convic­

tions per driver annually). Less than 1% of all California drivers perform 

this poorly (DMV, 1981). A comparison of the proportion of major convictions 

to total convictions reveals, however, that the conviction pattern of proba­

tion violators is nearly identical to that for all California drivers. 

The legal histories indicate that only about 25% of probation violators had 

received a license suspension or revocation at any time in the prior 2 

years. It was possible for a driver to have received either mandatory or 

discretionary actions, or both simultaneously. Prior hearing attendance 

rates reflect only scheduled hearings; drivers receiving probation-by-mail 

were tallied separately. Further, the reported rates obscure multiple hear­

ings and drivers whose probation periods had been extended (because of traf­

fic convictions) without a hearing being scheduled. These rates perhaps best 

reflect the likelihood of recent prior face-to-face contact. Most drivers 

(91.47%) had attended an individual hearing, rather than receiving probation­
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Table 2 

Probation Violator Incidence Rates of 
Accidents, Convictions Per 100 Drivers 

(2-Year Prior History) 

Incident by type Events per 
100 drivers 

Percent of 
total 

Total accidents ............. 63.13 100.00 

Fatal ..................... 
Injury .................... 
Property damage........... 

.30 
22.40 
40.43 

.48 
35.50 
64.00 

Total convictions........... 760.86 100.00 

Two-point ................. 
One-point ................. 
Zero-point, ....... * ...... 0 

42.40 
615.36 
103.10 

5.57 
80.88 
13.55 

Table 3 

Probation Violator Incidence Rates of 
Legal Actions Per 100 Drivers 

(2-Year Prior History) 

Incident by type Events per 
100 drivers 

Legal History 

Mandatory license S&R*.... 6.49 
Discretionary license S&R. 26.07 
Prior hearings attended... 77.63 
Prior hearings** not 

attended ................ 16.93


*S&R is suspension or revocation. 

**Driver scheduled for hearing, but did not 
attend. 

by-mail. The average duration of probation at project entry was 14.85 

months. 

The average recency of the last violation prior to the project entry hearing 

was 96.3 days. The time lags between violation and conviction dates, the 

time required for the courts to forward the conviction abstract to DMV, the 

time required for DMV to update the driver record files and the availability 

of a DIA to conduct the hearing all contribute to the lag between the viola­

tion date and the probation violatior hearing. By comparison, Finkelstein & 

McGuire (1971) reported that the average lag between a violation and a negli­
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gent operator hearing was 152 days. Visual inspection of many driver record 

files left us with the impression that, for most probation violators, the 

most recent conviction of record was that which triggered the scheduled hear­

ing. Even if this impression is untrue (i.e., an additional conviction was 

accrued between the event triggering hearing scheduling and the actual hear 

ing), it is evident that the PV hearing does not immediately follow the act 

of violating probation. 

A number of drivers had unique prior histories in that driver improvement 

contacts and, in some cases, licensing actions had been either modified or 

withheld. More specifically, 8.53% had received probation-by-mail rather 

than probation following an individual hearing, 1.03% had probation withheld 

following a hearing, and 8.29% had at least one departmental contact delayed 

by assignment to a hands-off control group for the ongoing post-licensing 

control reporting and evaluation study (PLCRES). Probation-by-mail was first 

implemented as an experimental alternative to the individual hearing in 1977. 

Under this procedure, a hearing was held only when requested by the driver 

upon receipt of an order of probation from DMV (Sherman & Ratz, 1979). Less 

than 10% of all drivers receiving probation by this process between 1977-78 

requested an individual hearing. Thus, for most drivers who received proba­

tion-by-mail, the PV hearing was probably the first one-on-one meeting with a 

DIA. The no action project compared the department's individual hearing, 

which usually results in probation, to a treatment consisting of a hearing 

followed by no licensing action (Garretson & Peck, 1979). Drivers in the 

latter group, by definition, had received an individual hearing or probation-

by-mail in addition to their no action treatment and had subsequently violat­

ed probation. Drivers assigned to a PLCRES control group had all discre­

tionary treatments withheld for 18-36 months unless they accrued more than 

five convictions in 1 year. The treatment previously delayed or withheld 

could have been at any of four treatment levels: warning letter, group edu­

cational meeting, individual hearing, or probation violator hearing. See 

Carpenter & Peck (1980) for the most recent PLCRES status report. Again, a 

driver had to have achieved probationary status to become a probation viola­

tor. 

Operational limitations. A number of drivers were not included' in the pro­

ject evaluation. For the most part, circumstances beyond the control of 
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driver improvement or research personnel led to the decision to exclude 

drivers from the project data base. For example, legal constraints prevented 

limiting the driving privilege of a probation violator on the basis of a 

traffic accident until such time as the driver was informed face-to-face of 

this change in the conditions of probation. Similarly, departmental policy 

defines a discretionary license suspension or restriction as an idle act if 

the affected driver is already under a mandatory suspension or revocation of 

like or greater duration. It was possible for such a mandatory action to be 

imposed (e.g., for failure to maintain accident liability insurance) in the 

interim between hearing scheduling and hearing attendance. In such instanc­

es, drivers were removed from the project data base. 

While no exact tally of drivers who failed to appear for the project entry 

hearing was maintained, it is estimated that several hundred drivers were 

excluded until such time as they attended a hearing. It is not uncommon for 

20-30% of all scheduled PV hearings to result in driver nonattendance. In 

the present study, the no-show rate for the three hearings would be ex­

pected to be the same; hence, with exclusion of no shows, it did not intro­

duce a bias. 

Other reasons for excluding drivers from the project data base were: (1) 

invalid probations and other hearings cancelled by the department (52 cases); 

(2) drivers who incurred a mandatory licensing action between the time the 

driver qualified for treatment and the hearing date. (85 cases); (3) wrong 

treatment or incomplete treatment (213 cases)--many of these were the result 

of the driver appearing for the hearing at a time or place other than that 

originally scheduled; (4) drivers with no California drivers licenses (15 

cases); and (5) drivers whose records were not available at the end of the 

follow-up period, or who were deceased (8 cases). 

Process Analysis 

Described in the portion of the Results section are the licensing actions 

received by drivers at the project entry hearing, recidivist licensing 

actions and procedures for ending probation. 

Licensing actions. The standard hearing incorporated the most commonly used 

licensing actions; i.e., "no action" (a 12-month extension of probation with­
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out concurrent suspension of the driving privilege), suspension (ranging from 

30-180 days) in conjunction with 12 months of probation, or revocation (com­

plete withdrawal of the driving privilege for 1 year). Licensing actions 

resulting from the entry hearing for the standard group are shown in Table 4. 

Nearly half (49%) of these drivers received no suspension or revocation. The 

most common suspensions (41.5%) ranged from 30-90 days. Less than 10% re­

ceived the maximum suspension (6 months) or revocation. 

Table 4 

Licensing Actions at Project Entry 
(Standard hearing format) 

Number Percentage 
Action of of 

drivers drivers 

No action............ 669 48.65


30 day suspension.... 203 14.76 

60 day suspension.... 257 18.69 

90 day suspension.... 111 8.07 

120 day suspension... 9 .65 

6 month suspension... 57 4.15 

Revocation........... 69 5.02


Drivers. in the fixed restriction and sequential restriction groups received 

time, vehicle, or geographic restrictions on their driving privilege, or some 

combination thereof. Ninety-eight percent of all drivers signed the proba­

tion agreement. Additionally, .5% failed to initial the pre-printed condi­

tions of probation, although they did sign the document. Only 10 drivers 

(.3%) completely refused to negotiate restrictions. In those cases, restric­

tions were imposed by the department. It appears that DIAS were almost en­

tirely successful in establishing a contingency contract in the PV hearing. 

The duration of the first restriction (which was the only restriction for the 

fixed restriction group) averaged 116 days for all restricted drivers com­

bined. Only 5% of all restricted drivers received an action of shorter 

duration. Restricted drivers, on the average, were allowed to drive 86.33 

hours per week (range 2-168) during the first restriction stage. If drivers 
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who received only vehicle, purpose or geographic restrictions are eliminated, 

the average number of hours allowed per week was 75.75. By way of compari­

son, the driving hours allowed per week during the first 4 months were also 

computed for the standard hearing group. The average number of hours allowed 

for this group was 120 (range 0-168). 

The average-hours-allowed estimates should not be interpreted as an absolute 

measure of driving exposure. They describe potential driving hours rather 

than the number of hours actually driven. As such, the variable is a means 

of comparing licensing actions which at first glance have no common measure­

ment scale. It serves to quantify the observation that many drivers in the 

standard hearing received no driving limitations at project entry while all 

drivers in the remaining formats received a driving restriction. 

Driving needs were reflected in the time restrictions which were ultimately 

ordered by the department for drivers in the two restriction hearing formats. 

Recall that 65% of all drivers responding to the prehearing questionnaire 

said they needed most to drive Monday through Friday between 0600-1800. 

Inspection of Table 5 indicates that over 70% of all restricted drivers were 

allowed to drive at all hours between 1200-1800, Monday through Friday. 

Nearly 50% were allowed all hours between 0600-1200 on these days. The table 

columns show three hourly totals (out of seven possible for each six-hour 

time block) which clearly account for most of the restrictions used. Note 

that while some weekend driving was allowed, this option was less commonly 

used than allowing driving during weekdays. The use of "3 hours allowed" 

during the 0600-1800 time blocks (the middle column) was noticeably more 

prevalent on the weekends. 

Examination of the total number of hours of driving allowed per week (see 

Table 6) revealed that seven profiles accounted for fully 40% of all time 

restrictions. Five of these totals were interpreted in terms of needs 

expressed by drivers and the data describing commonly used time blocks (Table 

3). These interpretations represent the five most commonly used restriction 

patterns. The sixth and seventh totals may be interpreted in more than one 

way. They are essentially variations on other restrictions. 
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Table 5 

Percentages of Drivers by Number of

Hours Allowed Within Dally Time Blocks


Number of 
hours allowed1 Cumulative 

Time block percentages 

0 

Monday - Friday 

0001 - 0600x::..: 22.5 .5 59. 1 82.1 
0601 - 1200.:.... 49.5 2.2 6.5 58.2 
1201 - 1800.,.... 71.2 1.7 2.8 75. 7 
1801 - 2400...... 26.8 3.6 30:7 61.1 

Saturday - Sunday 

0001 - 0600...... 15.1 8.1 66.1 89.3 
0601 - 1200...... 21.0 1 9.2 39.3 79.5 
1201 - 1800...... 25.6 2 5.6 37.7 88.9 
1801 - 2400...... 17.0 10.0 51.5 78.5 

10ther total hours allowed (e.g., 1-2, 4-5) are 
excluded. 

Table 6 

License Restriction Profiles 

Percentage 
of restricted 

drivers 

Hours allowed 
per week 

N = 1,920 

11.5 168 

7.1 60 

5.3 144 

4.6 72 

4.5 120 

4.3 84 

3.0 78 

40.3 

The most commonly used pattern (168 hours allowed) represents the maximum 

number of hours in a week. These cases therefore represent geographic, 

purpose or vehicle restrictions. All cases analyzed for the fixed and 

sequential restriction did contain a restriction in some form. The second 
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most common hourly total (60 hours) was most likely to have allowed driving 

from 0601-1800, five days per week. Monday through Friday were most likely 

to have been the five days. 

The next hourly total (144 hours) suggests a more complex restriction pat­

tern, namely driving at all hours six days per week, or driving at all hours 

five days per week, with an additional 12 hours on each of the remaining 

days. The fourth hourly total (72 hours) suggests that 12 hours of driving 

were allowed on each of six days. The six days were probably Monday through 

Friday and either Saturday or Sunday. The pattern of 120 hours allowed per 

week probably represents driving at all hours, five days per week. The five 

days were most commonly Monday through Friday. It should be noted that no 

attempt has been made here to describe the relationship of time restrictions 

to other restriction types. Thus, for example, a driver who was limited to a 

maximum of 60 hours per week may also have received purpose, geographic or 

vehicle restrictions. 

Only 33.2% of the restricted drivers received geographic or destination re­

strictions. The most common were: to and from work (36.7%); to, from, and 

during work (34.6%); and during work only (15.7%). Vehicle restrictions were 

used even less commonly (14.6%). Most common were: employer's vehicle (or 

class 1 vehicle) only (31%), no motorcycles (26.8%), some combination of 

vehicle time or destination (21%), and owner's vehicle only (18.6%). 

Recidivist Licensing Actions 

An examination of the licensing actions used as a result of recidivism (i.e., 

either convictions, accidents, or both) is in order at this point. Licensing 

actions, of course, are not predicated entirely upon convictions or accidents 

occurring after project entry. Differences in operational procedures existed 

between hearing formats; hence, the placement of these results in the process 

analysis rather than with the traffic safety impact analyses. The major 

differences in procedure between the standard hearing and the two restriction 

hearing formats are centralized, automated review for the standard hearing 

and manual review of driver records by the caseload D IA. It is also likely 

that, upon holding a hearing, any DIA would react differently to identical 

conviction or accident histories for drivers whose prior histories of licens­

ing actions differed. 
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The mean number of suspensions and revocations, exclusive of those received 

at project entry was .278, .256, and .245 for the standard hearing, fixed 

restriction hearing and sequential restriction hearing formats, respectively. 

The statistical test indicated that these mean differences were not signifi­

cantly different, F (2, 3288) = 1.60. This is not to say that there were no 

differences between the hearing formats in the licensing actions chosen. 

Chi-square goodness-of-fit tests indicated that use of warning letters and 

extensions of probation was not the same across hearing formats. The X2 

for warning letters and probations were 75.81 and 10.24, respectively, both p 

< .001 at df = 2. Visual inspection of Table 7 suggests that use of warning 

letters was less likely than expected in the standard hearing format and more 

likely than expected in the two restriction hearing formats. Extensions of 

probation, on the other hand, were used more than anticipated in the standard 

hearing format and less than expected in the other hearing formats. A sim­

iliar test of suspensions and revocations indicated no significant differ­

ences between hearing formats, X2 = 2.55, df = 2, NS. 

Table 7 

Observed and Expected Recidivist 
Action by Hearing Format 

Hearing format 
Type of licensing action 

Warn in^ 
Ie tert 

Extension ^f 
probation 

Suspension 
or revocation3 

Standard hearing........ 73 235 382 

156.07 196.97 360.13 

-Fixed restriction....... 151 110 245 

108.51 136.94 250.39 

Sequential restriction.. 150 127 236 

109.42 138.09 252.48 

Note: Observed 
xpee 

1,X2 = 75.81, df=2, p<.001. 

2'X 2 = 10.24, df = 2, p < .001. 

3,X 2 
= 2.55, df = 2, n.s. 

The time durations between the project entry hearing and recidivist actions 

extending probation (i.e., probation extension, and suspension of the driving 
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privilege), as well as revocations, was also of interest. The proportions of 

probation violators within each hearing format remaining free of increases in 

probation, or revocation of the driving privilege (project entry action ex­

cluded), were tested at three points in time using survival analysis tech­

niques. The results indicated that the standard hearing format had a signif­

icantly greater (p < .05) proportion of probation violators receiving at 

least one such action than did either of the restriction hearing formats. 

This was due, of course, to the greater use of license extensions in the 

standard hearing format. The restriction hearing formats did not differ 

significantly from each other. These results are described in detail in the 

survival analyses section of the report, and are compared there to the traf­

fic safety impact related survival analyses. 

Terminating probation. The differences between the hearing formats in recid­

ivist actions have already been discussed. As part of the process analysis, 

it is also worthwhile to ask how these actions relate to the volume of 

drivers completing probation within 12 months. Percentages of drivers re­

maining free of licensing actions (other than the project entry action and 

driver requested changes) were 59.56, 64.85, and 63.59 for the standard hear­

ing, fixed restriction hearing, and sequential restriction hearing, respec­

tively. Warning letters were not defined as recidivist actions in this 

analysis, since they did not affect the duration of probation. It is 

interesting to contrast these percentages with the percentage of drivers 

within each hearing format who were not actually removed from probation 

within 13 1/2 to 14 1/2 months. The latter percentages were 51.82, 61.40, 

and 60.90 for the three hearing formats, as above. All statistical tests of 

the differences in the number of drivers receiving licensing actions and 

those whose license still retained the probation flag were significant at p < 

.05 for all hearing formats, as shown in Table 8. Since the magnitude of 

X2 is dependent on sample size, these tests may not be compared directly 

across hearing formats. The X2 were therefore converted to phi-squared. 

The phi-squared scores indicated that the disparity between the number of 

drivers receiving licensing actions due to recidivism and the number of 

drivers retained on probation beyond 12 months was clearly greater in the 

standard hearing format. 
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Table 8


Statistical Tests of the Differences Between Number of


Drivers Receiving Licensing Actions and Those Retained on


Probation for 14 Months, by Hearing Format


Hearing format 

Statistic Standard Fixed Sequential' 

hearing restriction restr i ct i'on 

Chi-squared'....... 25.43*'* 6.49* 4.54* 

Phi-squared....... .009 .003 ' .002 

*p<.05.


< .001.


Traffic Safety Impact 

Two tests of traffic safety impact were conducted. First, accident impact 

alone. was tested. This was followed up by tests of accidents and convictions 

combined. This. report section begins with the tests of biases in the data, 

describes the covariate selection process and- explores the relationship of 

covariates, the-traffic safety impact variables, and the-hearing format. 

Bi as, Testi ng. Drivers were assigned to a hearing format on the basis of the 

terminal digit (TD) of the drivers license number. The number of drivers 

entering each hearing format and the expected group sizes (based on the 

planned proportions of 40-30-30) are shown in Table 9. The-statistical test 

(X2 = 4.16, df = 2, p > .10) indicates that the proportions of drivers 

obtained in each hearing format are consistent with expectations based on the 

driver, assignment: procedures. 

Drivers who did not receive the randomly assigned hearing format were ex­

cluded from the project data base. The decision to exclude drivers who did 

not receive the randomly assigned treatment was made a priori. Such a 

strategy served to maintain the distinctions between treatments in the data 

analyses. It was recognized that such exclusions could introduce biases in 

the analyses. Testing for biases indicated, however, that inclusion of those 

cases not used because of incomplete or incorrect treatments would not have 

significantly changed the outcome of the analyses (p > .50). The number of 

drivers who did not appear for a hearing was proportional to the group size 
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of usable cases for all hearing formats. There is no reason to suspect that 

deletion of the no shows biased the comparisons. Since no shows did not 

receive the treatment, their inclusion in the data would bias the ability to 

detect real treatment differences. Data deletion is further discussed in 

Appendix D. 

Table 9 

Number of Drivers by Treatment 

Hearing format 

Results 
Standard Fixed Sequential 
hearing restriction restriction 

Expected...... 1,318 988.5 988.5 

obtained...... 1,375 956 964 

4.16, df = 2, p > .10. X2 

The data were thoroughly screened for differences in prior histories across 

treatments (biases) prior to testing the relative traffic safety impact of 

the three hearing formats. The statistical tests employed to detect bias 

included both discriminant analysis and contingency table analysis. The 

results of these analyses are described in detail in Appendix D. 

Differences were found across hearing formats in the numbers of drivers with 

prior participation in probation-by-mail. These differences were anticipated, 

however, in that the license terminal digit (TD) was also used for driver 

assignment in the prior study. While proportionally more probation-by-mail 

subjects entered the fixed restriction group, these differences were not 

significantly different from those anticipated based on TDs. Furthermore, 

this variable did not create unique effects across hearing formats on either 

subsequent conviction or accident means. 

The PLCRES control subjects in each of the hearing formats were proportional 

to the sample sizes obtained. Neither accident nor conviction means were 

influenced significantly by this prior condition. Furthermore, there was no 

evidence of any bias induced by a prior "no action" treatment. Although 

drivers who received this prior treatment were unevenly distributed across 

the hearing formats, p = .09, there were only 34 total cases and no evidence 
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of differential impact on convictions or accidents across hearing formats was 

found. 

Prior driving incident means (e.g., accidents; convictions) and legal actions 

(e.g., hearings, suspensions and revocations) were compared across hearing 

formats using stepwise discriminant analysis. The criteria was assigned 

hearing format. Based on this analysis, four prior history variables were 

found to be disproportionally distributed across the hearing formats. The 

variables were prior total discretionary suspensions, prior total hearings 

attended, duration of probation, and prior hearings not attended (driver did 

not appear). These prior history differences had the potential, despite the 

procedures used for random assignment of drivers to hearing formats, to bias 

the tests of treatment impact. Any differences found between the impact of 

the hearing formats could be ascribed to the pre-existing differences rather 

than the hearing formats unless these differences were removed from the data 

prior to testing differences between groups. Such statisitical adjustments 

were made by. using covariates in the data analysis, i.e., by using MANCOVA 

rather than MANOVA. 

Covariate selection. Use of covariates in the analyses served two purposes. 

This technique increases the precision of the statistical test and, to some 

degree, reduces biases in the measures of traffic safety impact which are due 

to pre-existing differences between treatment groups rather than the effects 

of the different hearing formats. 

Two separate discriminant analyses were conducted to identify differences in 

prior histories for drivers with differing patterns of behavior subsequent to 

entering the project. The criteria used in these analyses were subsequent 

accidents (drivers accident-free, drivers accident-involved), and convictions 

(drivers with no convictions, drivers with 1-2 convictions, and drivers with 

or more convictions). The prior history variables which best separated 

these criteria groups are contained in Table 10. 

Note that during this analyses, drivers were not separated by treatment. 

Thus, the possibility existed that the relationship of prior driving 

incidents and legal history variables to subsequent measures of the same 

3 
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Table 10 

Prior Driving Record Variables Discriminating

Between Drivers with Varying Subsequent

Records of Accidents and Convictions


Subsequent record Discriminating variables 
critera 

Accidentsi......­ Prior total convictions 
Prior DUI accidents 
Prior FTA' 

Convictions2.... Prior total convictions 
Time from last violation to 
hearing 

Prior DUI accidents 

'Groups are none, one or more.


2Groups are none, one or two, three or more.


variables might differ across treatment groups. Such circumstances violate 

an important assumption of the MANCOVA test. The test of such relationships 

between variables is commonly referred to as a slope test. 

Slope tests. Multivariate analysis of variance was used to test the between 

group differences in the regression slope of prior history and post-treatment 

data. In running these analyses, it was discovered that the computer core 

memory available for the program placed limits on the number of variables 

which could be run simultaneously. Therefore, the number of variables to be 

tested (both dependent variables and covariates) was reduced to include only 

the variables contained in Table 11. The prior history variables selected as 

covariates were those evidencing the greatest correlation with the criteria 

and those for which prior history differences were the best predictor of 

assigned hearing formats. 

Significant slope differences were found for the subsequent accident vari­

ables (Roy's largest root criteria = .00487, p < .05). Only marginally sig­

nificant slope differences were found for the subsequent conviction variables 

(Roy's largest root criteria = .00702, p= .10). The slope differences indi­

cate that the relationship between the covariates and accidents (as well as 

convictions) varied across hearing formats. Under such circumstances, using 

covariates in the analysis usually results in underadjustment of the means. 

In addition, the actual probability levels for the significance tests tend to 

be more conservative than the nominal levels which we state (Glass, Peckham, 

& Sanders, 1972). In other words, violation of the common slope assumption 
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more likely leads to underestimation of the treatment effects than to 

overstating them. 

Table 11 

Variables Tested for Homogeneity of Regression 

Analysis Dependent variables 
1 

Covariates 

Accidents..... • Fatal or injury 
accidents 

• Prior total 
convictions 

• Property damage­
accidents­

• Prior discre­
tionary S&R 
actions 

Convictions... • Two-point 
convictions 

• Prior total 
convictions 

• One-point­
convictions 

• Time since last 
prior violation 

• Zero-point­
convictions­

• Prior discre­
tionary S&R 
actions 

Adjustments to accident and conviction means were examined to determine the 

impact of slope differences on the means. The adjusted and unadjusted means 

for fatal and injury accidents are shown in Table 12. Note that the unad­

justed means and the adjusted means (using the common slope) are nearly 

identical. The adjustments based on the individual slopes are virtually the 

same, except in the fixed restriction hearing format. No matter which 

adjustment method is used, however, the magnitude of the treatment differ­

ences is roughly 10 times as great as the differences between adjusted and 

unadjusted means, and 100 times as great as the differences in adjusted means 

resulting from different methods of adjustment. The authors therefore chose 

to proceed with the MANCOVA as originally planned; i.e., to use covariates to 

increase the precision of the statistical tests and to reduce bias. The 

adjusted means for all subsequent accident and conviction variables (using 

the common regression equations) are contained in Appendix E. The unadjusted 

means and standard deviations for the traffic safety impact variables are 

shown in Table 13. The analyses which follow are the tests of the 

differences contained in the data. 
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Table 12 

Comparison of Differences in Unadjusted and 
Adjusted Fatal and Injury Accident Means, by. 

Hearing Format and Regression Assumption 

Adju sted 
me an 

Hearing Unadjusted 
format mean 

Regression assumption 

Common Individual 
slope slope 

Standard 
hearing..... .064 .065 .065 

Fixed 
restriction. .085 .084 .077 

Sequential 
restriction. . 105 .104 .104 

Table 13


Subsequent One-year Traffic Accident and Conviction

Means, and Standard Deviations, by Hearing Format


Hearing Format 

Variable 

Standard 
h earing 

Fixed 
restriction 

Seque ntia I 
restr iction 

X SD X S D X SD 

Fatal and injury 
accidents...... .064 .265 .085 .297 .105 .356 

Property damage 
accidents..... .1 17 .356 .109 .334 .133 .369 

Two-point 
convictions... .080 .311 .093 .3 18 .101 .343 

One-point 
convictions... .881 1.196 .967 1.2 58 .939 1.283 

Zero-point 
convictions... .273 .647 .219 . 523 .284 .703 
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Accidents. The impact of hearing format on traffic accidents was tested 

using MANCOVA. This analysis was a simultaneous test of fatal and injury 

accidents combined, as well as property damage accidents. Roy's largest root 

statistic (.00322) was significant, p < .10. This indicated that the three 

hearing formats had different accident patterns. The log-linear analyses 

also tend to support this interpretation. These results, described in detail 

in the Appendix D, were conducted primarily to assess biases in the traffic 

safety impact evaluation. They also model the traffic safety impact of the 

hearing formats on total accidents subsequent to project entry. Log-linear 

analysis does not adjust out prior history influences and interactions in the 

same manner as analysis of covariance; thus, some conditions which may limit 

the interpretability of MANCOVA results (e.g., lack of homogeneity in the 

covariate by treatment regression slopes) do not distort the log-linear 

analysis results. The significance levels for the effect of hearing format 

on accidents ranged from .09 to .13, mean = .099. 

The standard hearing format had the lowest mean number of fatal and injury 

accidents, while the fixed restriction format had the lowest mean for 

property damage accidents. The sequential restriction format had the highest 

accident means on both measures. The fatal and injury accident means were 

significantly different, F (2, 3290) = 4.96, 1 < .01. Pairwise t tests 

revealed that fatal and injury accidents were significantly lower for the 

standard hearing format when compared to the sequential restriction format, 

but not when compared to the fixed restriction format. Fatal and injury 

accidents were essentially the same for the two restriction formats (see 

Table 14). A negative t value merely indicates that the second group mean in 

the comparison was the larger value. The mean differences for property 

damage accidents were not significantly different, F (2, 3290) = 1.17. 

Comparison 

Statistic 
Standard hearing vs. 
fixed restriction 

Standard hearing vs. 
sequential restriction 

Fixed restriction vs. 
sequential restriction 

t value....... -1.623 -3.159* -.990


df............ 2,329 2,337 1,918


*p < .01 

Table 14 

Pairwise Comparisons of Hearing Formats 
on Fatal and Injury Accident Adjusted Means 
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A discriminant analysis of the accident data produced a single discrim­

inant function. The variables were input to the analysis concurrently, 

rather than sequentially as in step-wise discriminant analysis. The group 

centroids for the weighted canonical variable, shown in Figure 3, are evenly 

distributed along this dimension. The standardized discriminant function 

weights which produced these centroids are shown in Table 15. The canonical 

variable clearly is heavily influenced by the accidents. The structure matrix 

also demonstrates the relationships of the two accident variables to the 

canonical variable. 

1.0

I

.25 

Sequential restriction .0849 

Fixed restriction 0.0008 

Standard hearing +6 -.0599 

-.25 

Figure 3.­ Canonical variable centroids by hearing 
format--accident discriminant analysis. 

Table 15 

Standardized Discriminant Function Weights

and Correlations Between the Canonical Variable


and Accident Variables, by Accident Type


Accident type Standardized 
weights 

Structure 
matrix 

Fatal and injury accidents.. .9628 .9591


Property damage accidents... .2832 .2706




50


In summary, the multivariate test of accident variables was significant, the 

most important variable being fatal and injury accidents. The standard 

hearing format had significantly less fatal and injury accidents than the 

sequential restriction format. 

Accidents and convictions. This is a simultaneous test of fatal and injury 

accidents, property damage accidents, two-point convictions, one-point 

convictions, and zero-point convictions. The multivariate test was signifi­

cant, Wilk's Lambda = .99265, F (10, 6570) = 2.43, p < .007. The first root 

accounted for 55% of the explained variance. The second root accounted for 

45% of the explained variance and was also significant, Wilk's Lambda = 

.99667, F (4,3285) = 2.74, p < .02. Thus, the patterns of dependent vari­

ables across groups were multidimensional, and the dimensions were of nearly 

equal importance. 

The univariate tests of accident variables across hearing formats have 

already been discussed. The standard hearing format had the lowest means for 

both two-point and one-point convictions, but the differences between hearing 

formats were not significantly different for these variables, F (2, 3289) = 

1.1816 and 0.5929, respectively, both p > .10 (see Table 9). The univariate 

test of zero-point convictions was significant, F (2, 3289) = 4.29, p = .014. 

Pairwise comparisons revealed that the mean number of zero-point convictions 

for the fixed restriction format was significantly lower than either of the 

other formats (see Table 16). The standard hearing format and sequential 

restriction format were not significantly different on zero-point convic­

tions. 

The centroids for each group are plotted in Figure 4 and shown in Table 17. 

It is apparent that one dimension separates the standard hearing format from 

the others, while the second dimension separates the sequential restric­

tion format from the others. Fatal and injury accidents combined and zero-

point convictions were the predominant variables on both dimensions. The 

group with the lowest fatal and injury accident mean had the highest centroid 

on the first dimension. The group lowest in no-point convictions had the 

highest centroid on the second function. 
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Table 16 

Pairwise Comparisons of Hearing Formats 
on Zero-Point Conviction Adjusted Means 

Comparison 

Statistic Standard hearing vs. Standard hearing vs. Fixed restriction vs. 
fixed restriction sequential restriction sequential restriction 

t value... 2.77** -.007 -2.48* 

df........ 2,329 2,337 1;918 

1 
*p < .02. 

**p < .01. 

.25 

. Standard hearing 

-1. -.25 
f^ H'0 Function 2 

Sequential restriction r Fixed restriction 

•-.25 

1 -1.0 

Function 1 

Figure 4.­ Canonical variable centroids by hearing format-­
accident and conviction discriminant analysis. 

Table 17 

Canonical Variable Centroids for Accidents and

Convictions, by Hearing Format


Hearing Format 

Data 
dimension Standard 

hearing 
Fixed 

restriction 
Sequential 
restriction 

Function 1.... 
Function 2.... 

.073 

.020 
-.063 

.060 
-.042 
-.086 
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The standardized discriminant weights and structure matrix are shown in Table 

18. Note that while fatal and injury accidents and zero-point convictions 

have the highest loadings on-both discriminant functions, there are reversals 

in their order as well as changes in sign. The structure matrix (which por­

trays the correlation between the dependent variables and the canonical vari­

able) shows only minor differences from the discriminant function weights. 

Accident and Conviction Variables, by Type


Table 18 

Standardized Discriminant Function Weights and

Correlations Between the Canonical Variables and


Function 

Dependent Standardized Structure 
variable weights matr ix 

1 2 1 2 

Accident type 
Fatal and injury.. -.6658 -.5541 -.6943 -.5652 
Property damage... .0792 -.4468 .0580 -.4595 

Conviction type 
Two-point......... -.3395 -.1290 -.3740 -.2135

One-point......... -.3327 .2014 -.2930 .0625

Zero-point ....... . .5866 -.6612 .5264 -.6676


The discriminant analysis shows that traffic accidents and traffic convic­

tions are complex, interrelated variables. The data are not sufficiently 

clear to allow one to adequately label the two dimensions which were identi­

fied. The three most substantial differences between the dimensions relate 

to the loading of one-count, zero-count and property damage accidents, which 

suggests a complex interaction of traffic violator pattern and exposure as 

mediating factors. The inability to label these dimensions, while discon­

certing, does not invalidate the analysis. It merely makes it difficult to 

explain the mathematical results in an intuitively plausible form. 

In summary, the test of traffic accidents and convictions combined was sig­

nificant and revealed complex relationships between these variables. Fatal 

and injury accidents and zero-point convictions were the predominant sources 

of the significant statistical results. There was no significant differences 

between hearing formats or property damage accidents, two-point convictions 

or one-point convictions. 
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Survival analyses. Survival analyses are used to measure the duration of 

treatment effects over time. These techniques originated in medical 

research, where the term survival could actually be interpreted as "still 

living." In traffic safety research, the more common usage is "free of X," 

where X is a measure such as traffic accidents or convictions. Three cri­

teria were used in the probation violator evaluation: traffic accidents, 

traffic convictions and licensing actions which increased the duration of the 

probation period. It should be noted that the third criteria perhaps relates 

more closely to the process analysis than to the traffic safety impact of the 

hearing formats. The criteria were not adjusted for prior history. 

In the first analysis, survival was defined as the absence of any traffic 

accident. The proportion of subjects remaining free of these incidents was 

tested at 4-month intervals. The intervals used reflect the most common 

restriction durations for the fixed restriction and sequential restriction 

hearing formats. 

The proportions of drivers surviving are shown in Table 19 and Figure 5. The 

standard hearing group had the largest proportion of accident-free drivers 

and the statistical test was significant (X2 = 5.097, df = 2, p = .078). 

Additional pairwise tests revealed that only the standard hearing and se­

quential restriction formats were significantly different (see Table 20). 

Table 19 

Proportions of Drivers Free of Accidents by 
Follow-up Interval by Hearing Format 

Hearing format 

Interval 
Standard I Fixed Sequential 
hearing restriction restriction 

122 days..... .9331 .9310 .9191 

244 days..... .8742 .8776 .8527 

366 days..... .8356 .8243 .7988 

It appears from inspection of Figure 5 that the last time period accounts for 

the overall difference between the standard hearing and the sequential re­

striction formats. The parallel slopes of the lines for these groups between 

days 122 and 244 suggest that an initial treatment impact on accidents dissi­
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Table 20 

Pairwise Group Comparisons of Accident 
Survival Patterns over One Year 

Comparison 

Statistic 
Standard hearing vs. I Standard hearing vs. Fixed restriction vs. 
fixed restriction sequential restriction sequential restriction 

Desu score.. 12,834 24,612 

X.........2 .38 2.2


df......... . 1


*p = .027. 

pated by month four. Given the. results contained in the other survival anal­

yses, it seems most likely that the change in slope for the standard hearing 

format after the 244th day reflects the impact of additional licensing ac­

tions, including extensions of probation suspensions and revocations. 

The proportions of drivers in each hearing format remaining conviction-free 

are documented in Table 21 and Figure 6. While there were crossovers which 

might be interpreted in terms of restriction durations, the proportions of 

drivers remaining conviction-free were not significantly different across 

hearing formats ( X2= 1.6044, df = 2). The proportion of drivers remaining 

conviction-free was directionally higher at the end of 12 months in the 

standard hearing format. 

Table 21 

Proportion of Drivers Free of Accidents by 
Follow-up Interval by Hearing Format 

Interval 
Standard 
hearing 

Hearing format 

Fixed I 
restriction 

Sequential 
restriction 

122 days..... .6516 .6590 .6359 

244 days..... .4924 .4644 .4720 

366 days..... .4138 .3720 .3869 
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Figure 6. Proportion of drivers remaining free of convictions by hearing format--
1-year follow-up.

The third probation survival criterion used was the absence of any increased

or repeated restriction, any extension of probation, or any suspension or re-

vocation other than the project entry action. Changes in restrictions which

were due to driver requests rather than recidivism were excluded, as were

warning letters. Drivers were deemed survivors until such time as a DIA

ordered an extension of probation, or more severe action, in response to

driver recidivism. The proportions surviving are shown in Table 22 and

Figure 7.

The statistical test of these differences was statistically significant (X2

= 8.88, df = 2,.p = .012). The pairwise comparisons indicated that a greater
 **

proportion of drivers in the standard hearing format received legal sanctions

than either the fixed or sequential restriction formats. The latter did not

differ from each other (see Table 23).

A collective overview of the survival analyses indicates that while the stan-

dard hearing format had a significantly greater proportion of drivers remain-

ing accident-free (and a directionally greater proportion conviction-free),

this very group also had a greater proportion with some additional licensing

sanction (probation extension, and suspension or revocation of the driving

privilege). This phenomenon was of interest, and was studied through
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Table 22

Proportions of Drivers Free of Licensing Actions
by Time Interval by Hearing Format

Hearing format

Interval
Standard
hearing

Fixed
restriction

Sequential
restriction

122 days..... .9636 .9571 .9616

244 days..... .7884 .8232 .8288

366 days..... .5956 .6485 .6359

 * 

1.00

a^ Standard hearing

.90 Fixed restriction

0 - - Sequential restriction
_P
U
Co

\
N .80

N
U

.70

0
CD_
0
L

ra-

. 60 -I

1- 1
122 244 366

Days

Figure 7. Proportion of drivers remaining free of licensing actions,
by hearing format--l-year follow-up.
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Table 23 

Pairwise Comparisons of Legal Action 
Survival During the One Year Follow-up 

Comparison 

Statistic 
Standard hearing vs. 
fixed restriction 

Standard hearing vs. 
sequential restriction 

Fixed restriction vs. 
sequential restriction 

Desu score.. 71,105 68,433 4,934 

X 2 ......... . 6.47* 5.88** .06


df.......... 1 1 1


*P = .011.

**p = '.015.


additional survival analyses. Drivers within the standard hearing format 

were categorized according to the duration of the licensing action they 

received at project entry. Since changes in risk exposure were of interest, 

particularly during the first few months, survival proportions were measured 

at 2=week intervals. 

The conviction survival data for the standard hearing format are displayed in 

,Figure 8 and in Appendix E. Groups were defined as no-action, '30 day suspen­

sion, 60 day suspension and 90+ day suspension (including revocations). The 

statistical test of the conviction survival differences within the standard 

hearing format was significant (X2 = 11.72, df = 3, p = .008). A similar 

test of accident survival differences was not significant (X2 = 2.12, df = 

3, p = .548). There was no evidence of marked changes in survival rate coin­

ciding with the end of suspensions. Visual inspection of Figure 8 suggests 

two patterns of subsequent survival, and this impression is borne out by the 

pairwise statistical tests shown in Table 24. The group receiving no suspen-

Table 24 

Pairwise Test of Conviction Survival by

Project Entry Action--Standard Hearing


S&R action group 

Statistic No action 
vs, 

30 day 

No action 
s, 

60v day 

No action 
vs, 

90+ day 

30 day 
vs, 

60 day 

30 day 
vs. 

90+ day 

60 day 
vs. 

90+ day 

Desu score... 2,972 17,516 16,081 6,648 6,029 192 

X2 .......... .25 6.2 3* 5.56* 5.88* 5.19** 0.00 

df, ......... 1 1 1 1 1
 1

*P = .015. 

**p = .023. 
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sion or revocation did not differ significantly in survival rate from the 

group receiving a 30-day suspension. Similarly, the group receiving a 60 day 

suspension did not differ significantly from the group receiving a more 

severe suspension (90-180 days) or a revocation. The groups receiving the 

most severe licensing actions experienced the greater proportion of drivers 

receiving at least one conviction. 

There are at least two plausible explanations for these conviction survival 

patterns. First, one may assume that DIAs are screening low risk and high 

risk drivers at project entry and applying more severe sanctions to the 

latter. Nonetheless, greater proportion of the driver who received the most 

severe licensing actions continue to accrue convictions. The alternative 

explanation ignores prior history and posits that those who continued to 

drive while suspended or revoked were more likely to be cited for moving 

violations whether they also incurred VC 14601 convictions or not. In either 

case, it is clear that the most severe licensing actions are not reducing the 

risk level of the recipients to the overall group average. 

No significant differences in the effects of restriction duration were found 

on either convictions or accidents. Restriction stages were 4 months in dur­

ation for 95% of all drivers. It is possible that these conditions resulted 

in tests that were insensitive to actual differences in conviction and acci­

dent survival rates. 

Probation Success 

In the previous section, the duration of treatment effects on traffic convic­

tions, traffic accidents, and licensing actions was measured. The propor­

tions of drivers in each hearing format remaining free of these incidents 

were tested at various intervals throughout the follow-up period. No attempt 

was made in the analysis to examine influences on survival. The intent of 

the probation success analysis was to examine the influence of prior driving 

record variables and demographic variables (age, sex) on driver success or 

failure to comply with the terms of probation. Each hearing format was 

analyzed separately. 
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Traffic convictions, accidents and failures to appear in court (FTA) were 

combined to form a composite measure of success. This criterion reflects the 

most stringent measure of probation success. Recall that drivers were told 

that the conditions of probation included both remaining conviction-free and 

not being responsible for traffic accidents for 12 months. Most DIAs (and 

the automated review criteria) do not apply such severe standards of success,. 

but rather recognize that drivers who remain accident and conviction free for 

several months should be considered as having succeeded to some degree in 

meeting the conditions of probation. 

The statistical technique used was stepwise discriminant analysis. Prior 

convictions (measured variously as prior abstracts, points, or total vehicle 

code sections violated), along with the time between the hearing date and the 

last prior violation, proved to be the predominant variables in the classifi­

cation equation. Drivers who accrued accidents, convictions and/or FTAs had 

higher prior conviction means and more recent convictions than drivers with 

no accidents, convictions or FTAs. The prior history variable means, dis­

criminant function weights and the correlation between the prior variables 

and the canonical variable created by the discriminant function are shown in 

Table 25. 

Cost-Benefit Analyses 

The costs associated with the three hearing formats are contained in Table 

26. The hearing cost figures were developed jointly by the Management and 

Operations Analysis Section, the Division of Drivers Licenses, and the 

Research and Development Office. Reducible costs are defined as direct costs 

plus 55% of indirect costs. Fixed costs and the remaining portion of in­

direct costs are considered nonreducible. 

Both experimental programs were substantially more costly than the standard 

program. The fact that the fixed restriction program and the sequential 

program resulted in almost identical costs cannot be explained because the 

more complex sequential program was considered to be slightly more costly 

because of more planned driver contacts. 
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Table 25 

Variables Predictive of Driver Accidents, Convictions and Failures to Appear Following


Probation Violator Hearings, by Order of Entry in the Discriminant Function Equations and Hearing Format


Mean 

Had accidents No accidents Standardized Correlation to 

Variable convictions and/or convictions or discriminant canonical variable 

failures to appear failures to appear function weight 

STANDARD HEARING 

Prior convictions ....................... 7.97 6.30 .456 .785 

Prior drunk driving accidents........... .05 .11 -.382 -.333 

Days from last ticket to entry hearing.. 91.84 108.59 -.270 -.473 

Prior accidents reported by law 

enforcement ............................ .57 .48 .234 .182 

Prior scheduled hearings unattended..... .18 .12 .158 .245 

Duration of probation (months).......... 15.62 15.26 .251 .045 

Age ..................................... 26.64 28.32 -.175 -.300 

Prior negligent operator points......... 7.21 6.09 .259 .698 

Duration of all prior discretionary 

suspensions or revocations ............. 35.42 26.85 .162 .166 

Prior Implied consent suspension........ .02 .02 .125 .042 

Prior control group assignment (PLCRES). 1.92 1.92 .125 .010 

Drunk driving suspensions and 

revocations ............................ .00 .00 .117 .112 

Sex2 .................................... 1.02 1.04 -.103 -.144 

FIXED RESTRICTION HEARING 

Prior vehicle code sections cited....... 11.10 8.48 .578 .725 

Days from last ticket to entry hearing.. 90.54 106.03 -.301 -.445 

Prior drunk driving accidents........... .05 .10 -.258 -.271 

Prior conviction--violation of 

suspension or revocation ............... .10 .03 .234 .294 

Prior control group assignment (PLCRES). 1.89 1.94 -.234 -.261 

Prior Injury accidents .................. .25 .18 .425 .217 

Prior accidents reported by law 

enforcement ............................ .53 .50 -.315 .049 

Allowed hours of driving per week 

following entry hearing ................ 91.60 86.50 .217 .183 

Age ..................................... 26.02 27.73 -.167 -.304 

Prior scheduled hearings unattended..... .16 .11 .134 .221 

Sex2 .................................... 1.02 1.04 -.135 -.217 

Prior accidents reported under 

financial responsibility laws.......... .08 .09 -.027


Prior fatal accidents ................... .00 .129


SEQUENTIAL RESTRICTION HEARING 

Prior convictions ....................... 8.19 6.45 .933 .738 

Days from last ticket to entry hearing.. 90.14 110.50 -.346 -.484 

Age ..................................... 25.44 27.92 -.276 -.417 

Prior negligent operator points......... 7.32 6.35 -.376 .486 

Duration of all prior discretionary 

suspensions or revocations ............. 39.14 24.01 .190 .258 

Geographic or purpose restriction ....... -.166 -.250 

Prior drunk driving suspensions or 

revocations ............................ .006 .139 .131 

Prior Injury accidents .................. .218 .250 -.197 -.091 

Prior night accidents (1800-0600)....... .199 .158 .206 .125 

Prior accidents for which driver was 

held responsibile ...................... .125 .147 -.152 -.081 

Duration of all prior mandatory 

suspensions or revocations ............. 17.59 12.80 .094 

Vehicle restrictions .................... -.182 

11 = yes, 2 = no 
21.= male, 2 = female 

3Categorical variable 
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Table 26 

Hearing Unit Cost Estimates 
1979 - 1980 

Cost breakdown 
Hearing format 

Reducible I Nonreducible Total 

Standard ................ $65.77 $38.98 $104.75 

Fixed restriction....... $90.19 $38.98 $129.17 

Sequential restriction.. $89.02 $38.98 $128.00 

Accident costs used in this analysis (shown in Table 27) are based on esti­

mates provided by the NHTSA and the National Safety Council, adjusted for 

negligent operator accident proportions and updated to 1979-1980. These 

accident cost estimates are revisions of those contained in PLCRES Status 

Report #5 (DMV, 1980). 

Table 27 

Estimated Accident Costs and Proportions, by Accident 
Type and Cost Data Source 

Source 
Accidents Proportion 

NSC NHTSA 

Weighted average... $4,357 8,655 

Fatal and injury... 3,759 7,785 .3429 

Property damage.... 598 870 .6571 

A review of the accident traffic safety impact analysis is in order prior to 

discussing the outcome of the benefit-cost analysis. Recall that it was 

determined that the pattern of combined fatal and injury accidents and pro­
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perty damage accidents was significantly different across hearing formats. In 

addition, it was determined that fatal and injury accidents were the primary 

source of these differences. Nonetheless, the difference between adjusted 

fatal and injury accident means was not significantly different for the stan­

dard hearing and the fixed restriction hearing (t = -1.623, df = 2329, p > 

.10). The latter group had the higher mean of the two groups. The test of 

the unadjusted means indicated that the fixed restriction hearing format had 

significantly more fatal and injury accidents than did the standard hearing 

format (t = -1.771, df = 2329, p < .10). 

The tallies of fatal and injury accidents and property damage accidents ob­

tained for the standard hearing format did not differ, however, from those 

expected,, based on the ratio of fatal and injury accidents to total accidents 

in the PLCRES data (X2 = .12, df = 1, NS). Both the fixed restriction 

hearing format and the sequential restriction hearing format did exhibit such 

differences ( X2 = 7.42 and 10.29, respectively, both df = 1, p < .01). 

Visual inspection of the data suggests that fatal and injury accidents were 

higher for these hearing formats than would have. been expected from the pro­

portion of fatal and injury accidents in PLCRES data. These results tend to 

corroborate the earlier conclusion that the experimental hearing formats (at 

least the sequential restriction format) had a negative impact on serious 

accidents. Since the sequential restriction format had the greatest poten­

tial for increasing serious accidents, no cost benefit calculations were made 

for this hearing format. 

It is conservatively estimated that one additional fatal accident and an ad­

ditional 54.72 injury accidents per year would result from statewide imple­

mentation of the fixed restriction format in probation violator hearings. 

These. estimates were derived using the proportions of fatal, injury and pro­

perty damage accidents for negligent operators derived from PLCRES data. Use 

of the actual proportion of fatal and injury accidents obtained with the pro­

ject sample, rather than the more stable PLCRES estimates, would have result­

ed in even higher estimates of future fatal and injury accidents combined 

(proportions are .3429, .3534, and .4378 for PLCRES, standard hearing, and 

fixed restriction samples, respectively). 
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Furthermore, differences in property damage accidents across the three treat­

ment groups cannot be attributed to the self-reporting instructions issued in 

the caseload hearing formats. The proportions of property damage accidents 

reported under financial responsibility statutes and those reported by law 

enforcement (mutually exclusive in the project data coding) are shown in 

Table 28. The statistical test revealed no significant differences across 

hearing formats (X2 = .19, df = 1, NS). 

Table 28 

Numbers and Percentages of PDO Accidents 
by Reporting Source and Hearing Format 

Hearing format 

Reporting source 
Standard 
hearing 

Fixed 
restriction 

Sequential 
restriction 

Law enforcement... 51 
(31.68%) 

33 
(31.73%) 

45 
(35.15%) 

Financial 
responsibility... 110 

(68.32%) 
71 

(67.26%) 
83 

(64.84%) 

Total ............. 161 104 128


Expected FR 
reported accidents 
(based on standard 
hearing proportions 

.51 33.28 40.96 

2 
X = .12, df = 1, NS 

The financial impact of instituting the fixed restriction hearing format is 

shown in Table 29. The probability of a net loss was determined by finding 

the standardized score (z) of the break-even point and then looking up the 

associated probability. Note that the probability of a net loss is at least 

.80 using both the low and high accident cost estimates. The expected loss 

is estimated to be in excess of $800,000. While the 90% confidence intervals 

include a region of possible accident reduction (and dollar savings), they 

also include the possibility of losses over $1,000,000. 

Procedure and Forms Survey 

A survey of all DIAs who had attended the project training sessions was 

conducted near the end of the project operational phase. Those surveyed 
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Table 29 

Annual Financial Impact Estimates 
for Fixed Restriction Hearings 

Expected Potential 
Financial impact financial range (90% Probability 
estimate source impact confidence of net loss 

interval) 

NHTSA (high cost 
estimate).......... -$1,402,102 -4,174,797to .80 

1,370,527 

NSC (low cost 
estimate)......... -$ 834,895 -2,230,704 .84 

to 
560,870 

included both DIAs and their managers. The project duties-of those surveyed 

included scheduling probation violator hearings, conducting hearings and 

completing associated paperwork, as well as reviewing, monitoring and 

managing all activities relating to probation violators. A complete listing 

of the survey questions and DIA responses, as well as general comments, is 

contained in Appendix F. The interpretation of these data is contained in 

the Discussion section of the project report. The DIA responses are more 

meaningful as aids in interpreting the project outcomes than as independent 

information. 
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DISCUSSION 

The analysis of descriptive data received from questionnaires and driver 

records provided information regarding both the personal and driver record 

characteristics of the probation violator. Drivers who violate negligent 

operator probation are predominantly young, single males who are employed in 

blue collar jobs. This profile is consistent with prior DMV descriptions of 

drivers with high conviction rates (Harrington & McBride, 1970) and of bio­

graphical factors predictive of high accident liability (Harano, McBride, & 

Peck, 1973). 

The mileage estimates provided by drivers indicate a high annual mileage for 

probation violators. These estimates may be inflated, since the department 

allows high mileage drivers two additional points on the driver record prior 

to classifying them as negligent operators (VC §12810.5). The majority of 

drivers needed primarily to drive to and from work between 0600-1800, Monday 

through Friday. It proved difficult to describe the transportation needs of 

those driving during their course of employment when such drivers were also 

on call, worked rotating shifts, or had destinations which differed from trip 

to trip. 

Examination of official driving records revealed that probation violators, on 

the average, had numerous previous traffic convictions and had been on pro­

bation more than one year. Many drivers in the standard treatment hearing 

format received no license suspension or revocation at project entry. This 

finding is consistent with an earlier assessment of PV licensing actions 

(Finkelstein & McGuire 1971). It appears that the use of suspension or revo­

cation prior to the PV project was most common for drivers who did not appear 

for the scheduled hearing. The driving restrictions negotiated in the case-

load hearing formats were, for the most part, more lenient than anticipated. 

Perhaps these results emerged from the project emphasis on a mutually satis­

factory agreement between the probation violator and the DIA. It is likely 

that the restriction patterns used mostly reflect transportation needs re­

lated to employment. 

Operational differences between the hearing formats resulted in more drivers 

being retained on probation in the standard hearing, despite the fact that 
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this group had the highest proportion of accident- and conviction-free 

drivers. 

Differences in the tallies of drivers receiving licensing actions and the 

tally of drivers retained on probation more than 12 months might be explained 

in several ways. First, the required time for review to end probation may 

exceed 45-75 days for some cases. Project data-gathering procedures allowed 

45-75 days to elapse beyond the 12 month follow-up period before driver rec­

ords were pulled. Nonetheless, records were found which had generated for 

review to end probation (i.e., the 01 suspense was no longer present) where 

there were no additions to the record, and yet the p-flag was still present. 

It should be noted that the caseload treatment groups had the most involved 

review process during the probation violator project, yet the standard hear­

ing format had the greater difference in proportion of drivers with licensing 

actions and drivers with p-flags. It is likely that the standard review cur­

rently, conducted to determine whether probation can be ended results in re­

taining drivers on probation when they have not qualified for treatment at 

the time a conviction or accident abstract was posted on the driver record. 

If the department truly wishes to take action against all probationary 

drivers who fail to maintain a clean record for 12 months, such action should 

be taken at the time the conviction abstract is, posted on the driver record. 

Both the timeliness and perceived fairness of licensing actions taken at the 

end of the 12-month probation period are suspect. 

Differences in probation completion rate have implications for the driver im­

provement program in any comparison of hearing alternatives. The department 

has recently considered the feasibility of adopting a single hearing strategy 

under which drivers would receive a revocation, but the action would be 

stayed. Reimposition of the stayed action would be contingent upon subse­

quent failure, defined as receipt of traffic convictions or accidents. If 

the effectiveness of the "single hearing" for probation violators approxi­

mates that of the standard hearing, one would expect the number of revoca­

tions to increase over the current number of legal actions by 140%-170%; 

i.e., to perhaps 6,200 per year. Revocation would replace warning letters, 

extensions of probation, and suspension of the driving privilege which are 

currently the more common licensing actions. 
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Were the single hearing concept implemented at the individual hearing level, 

drivers receiving revocations due to violation of probation would include not 

only those currently defined as entry level probation violators and probation 

violator recidivists, but also all drivers who receive convictions while on 

probation, but fall short of the current PV hearing scheduling criteria. The 

volume of revocations would be fairly large during the first year of the 

single hearing process, perhaps as high as 8,000-10,000 drivers. The current 

probation violator level of the post licensing control program would essenti­

ally be eliminated after one year since all drivers at that level would 

either successfully complete probation or be revoked. The volume of revo­

cations thereafter would be approximately 35% of all drivers at the individ­

ual hearing or probation-by-mail level, assuming treatment effectiveness com­

parable to the current conviction survival rate for the individual hearing 

(Carpenter, 1980). 

The traffic safety impact analyses offer little support for the new hearing 

formats. The standard hearing group had the lowest average number of subse­

quent fatal and injury accidents. Discriminant analysis revealed that the 

combination of fatal and injury accidents was largely responsible for the 

statistically significant multivariate test of traffic safety impact on acci­

dents. Little additional information was gained in the discriminant analysis 

by including property damage accidents as a variable (once fatal and injury 

accidents entered the discriminant functions equation), even though roughly 

2/3 of all reported subsequent accidents were in this category. 

The accident survival analyses indicated significant differences between the 

standard hearing and the sequential restriction hearing formats. These 

differences apparently occurred during months 1-4 and 9-12 of the follow-up 

period. The fact that survival lines during months 5-8 were parallel suggests 

that the initial treatment effects had dissipated by the fourth month. 

Changes during months 9-12 may have been due to actions levied against re­

cidivists in the standard hearing format. 

The simultaneous test of accidents and convictions demonstrated that signifi­

cant differences existed between hearing formats, and that the pattern of 

accidents and convictions was complex. This pattern was dominated by fatal 

and injury accidents and zero-point convictions. No significant univariate 
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differences for two-point or one-point convictions were found, although the 

trends on both favored the standard group. It is unclear why this was so. 

It may be that the initial licensing actions actually used in the three hear­

ing formats did little to differentially reduce driving exposure across hear­

ing formats. Recall that nearly 50% of the drivers in the standard hearing 

format received no suspension or revocation at project entry. Likewise, the 

restrictions used in the new hearing formats tended to be liberal. 

Differences in zero-point conviction means across hearing formats are diffi­

cult to explain from the available project data. Violation of a suspension 

(CVC §14601) receives no point count, although it is a misdemeanor, while 

violation of a restriction receives one point (CVC §14603). Furthermore, an 

examination of several hundred driver record printouts indicates that more 

often than not, the CVC §14601 conviction abstract does not contain evidence 

of a moving violation. It seems likely that the moving violation is often 

dropped from the charges against the driver as part of the plea-bargaining 

process. Given these conditions, it is possible that violations of project 

entry actions (suspension or revocation in the standard hearing, restrictions 

in the other hearing formats), when they occurred; may have produced a point 

count differential on the conviction abstracts received by project partici­

pants. This interpretation is largely conjecture, however, and other unknown 

factors may have influenced conviction abstract point counts. 

The survival patterns for convictions demonstrated no differences in traffic 

safety impact duration between treatment groups. Comparisons of drivers with 

different licensing action durations within the standard hearing were more 

revealing. These results suggest that driver improvement analysts were 

effectively screening high risk and low risk drivers--if one assumes that 

those receiving more severe sanctions were perceived as high risk--but the 

licensing actions used did not counteract their increased risk level. Prior 

total abstracts were the best discriminating variable in the discriminant 

function analysis of convictions and accidents. There is some evidence that 

recidivism can be predicted to a statistically significant degree. Marsh and 

Hubert, (1974) found that DIAs can predict recidivism to a modest degree. 

Such patterns also appear in research on drunk drivers. Homel (1980) states 

that drinking drivers may be classified as responsive or nonresponsive to 

licensing actions, and that such a classification is supported by recidivism 
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data. Sufficient evidence was not obtained for probation violators to inter­

pret changes in conviction survival curve slopes in terms of licensing action 

duration, i.e., changes in slope directions for either convictions or acci­

dents did not noticeably coincide with the end of a license suspension. It 

may well be that differences in conviction likelihood vary simultaneously 

with both licensing action and driver related variables (e.g., risk taking, 

defiance of authority). 

Some readers may wish to know how the standard hearing format compares with 

the effectiveness of probation violator treatment as reported previously by 

the department (e.g., PLCRES Status Report #4). A direct comparison of the 

data in the two reports is open to a number of logical and statistical 

errors. It, is very possible, for example, that changes in accident and con­

viction means for probation violators are due to some unknown factor (rather 

than the probation violator hearing) that has changed over time. It is also 

possible that the current cohort of probation violators differs from the 

1976-77 cohort. With these cautions in mind, and realizing that any cause-

and-effect conclusions may be invalid, we will nonetheless discuss the trends 

in accident means over time. 

No 12-month accident means were reported for probation violators in PLCRES 

Status Report #4. The reported 12-month survival proportions may be con­

verted to accident means by multiplying the proportion failing by 1.09. This 

calculation results in accident means of .187 and .202 for drivers receiving 

the PV hearing through 1977 and the comparable hands-off control group, res­

pectively. The total accident means for the three treatments analyzed in the 

probation violator project were .1796, .1904, and .2365 for the standard 

hearing, fixed restriction hearing and sequential hearing formats, respec­

tively. While statistical tests of these differences are meaningless, one 

may make some cautious observations predicated--without proof--on the assump­

tion that drivers defined as probation violators in the various studies are 

members of the same population. The accident mean for the standard hearing 

was lower than the former PLCRES treatment mean. Had such a difference been 

found in a scientifically controlled study, and had it been found to be 

statistically significant, it would be attributed to differences in treatment 

impact. The specific differences known to exist between the previous PV 

hearing and the standard hearing were: (1) stamping "PROBATION" on the 
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license and (2) specifically defining accident responsibility as a violation 

of probation. The available evidence thus suggests the possibility that 

these differences in procedure may be producing a slight additional accident 

reduction. A controlled evaluation would be required to demonstrate a 

logically sound conclusion on this issue. 

Comparison of the fixed restriction hearing format accident mean to the 

earlier data shows that the fixed restriction group accident mean was midway 

between the hands-off condition and the former PV hearing. The sequential 

restriction hearing mean is higher than the hands-off control group. 

Clearly, the latter results, if obtained in a controlled study, would be 

interpreted as negative treatment impact. Such results could not possibly 

produce desirable benefit cost ratios. Again, the reader is cautioned that a 

logically sound conclusion regarding the efficacy of the various hearing 

formats (compared to doing nothing) would require further evaluation. 

One must finally raise the issue of whether any driver improvement strategy 

based upon behavior modification learning principles can reduce accidents or 

convictions to a significantly greater degree than conventional punitive 

sanctions. Results to date--including the present project and Kleinknecht 

(1969)--have failed to demonstrate the applicability of such strategies with 

probation violators. Likewise, studies with other problem drivers (Harano & 

Hubert, 1974; Marsh, 1978) have yielded only equivocal results. One of the 

basic precepts of learning theory is that reinforcement should occur immedi­

ately after the desired behavior in order to be maximally effective. Given a 

lag of 96 days between a traffic violation and a PV hearing, this simply is 

not occurring. Finkelstein & McGuire (1971) also expressed their concern 

with the lag times between violation date and DMV hearing. Lag time appears 

to have decreased from the 152 day average they reported to a mean of 96.3 

days. Secondly, many drivers who signed probation agreements may have con­

sidered the contract an avoidance agreement rather than an escape agreement. 

Under these conditions, a license suspension or revocation would be perceived 

of by the driver as punishment. As such, the licensing action would tend to 

decrease undesirable driving behavior. The reduction in unsafe driving would 

be most likely to take place, however, only in the presence of some cue that, 

the possibility of punishment was increasing; e.g, when a police officer was 

present. 
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An escape contract, on the other hand, is structured to increase good driving 

behavior by removing an ongoing adversive condition. Technically, the re­

moval of the adversive situation under these conditions is negative rein­

forcement rather than punishment. No external cue other than the adversive 

situation itself is necessary to produce the desired behavior. Driver per­

ception of licensing actions as punishment and the probation agreement as an 

avoidance contract could well lead to an ineffective treatment. 

Although the above problems raise questions about the efficacy of behavior 

modification in improving negligent driving, it would be precipitous to 

recommend that attempts to develop an effective operational model be aban­

doned.' Rather, any future application of behavior modification techniques 

within the post-licensing control program should be made with the knowledge 

that due process requirements may place limitations on actual application of 

those models, and that the specific formats evaluated here are not likely to 

be effective. 

There are also a number of reasons, at the operational level, which might ex­

plain the general lack of success of the new hearing formats. Some drivers 

may not have "bought into" the contracting process. Under the latter circum­

stances, they would have had little incentive to improve their driving. 

Secondly, some drivers may not have understood the probation agreement. The 

complexity of the sequential hearing format may have led to confusion in some 

drivers as to the department's plans and expectations. Comments by some DIAs 

indicated that this complexity was sometimes burdensome to them. Other DIAs, 

however, preferred the sequential format because of the greater span of con­

trol over the driver. 

The evidence obtained in evaluating the two restriction hearing formats 

should not be taken to mean that restricting the driving privilege is an 

ineffective driver control action. No evaluation of restrictions per se was 

possible, since this sanction was confounded with the contingency contracting 

strategy and caseload assignment procedures. The possibility that restric­

tions were too lenient, or not enforcible as written, can neither be support­

ed or rejected using the project data. An intensive effort was made during 

the project training and pilot phases to secure clearly worded, enforcible 

restrictions. Likewise, the driver-monitoring procedures designed as part of 
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the caseload assignment process may have broken down. Thirty out of 57 DIAs 

who were originally trained to conduct project hearings were either trans­

ferred, promoted or retired during the course of the project. 

Driver improvement analysts who had received project training were surveyed 

near the end of the project regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the 

operational procedures and the forms used in the various hearing formats. It 

was recognized that the experience gained through day-today use of the pro­

cedures might prove valuable in interpreting the outcome of the data anal­

yses, and in making recommendations for the probation violator hearing com­

ponent of the negligent operator program. A listing of the survey questions 

and the most common responses is contained in Appendix F. General comments 

by those surveyed are also contained therein. 

Responses indicated that most DIAs felt that. the fixed restriction hearing 

required 45-60 minutes, while the sequential' hearing required a full 60 

minutes. Those conducting hearings most commonly reported a weekly volume of 

1-3 PV, hearings.. Favorable comments regarding the pre-hearing questionnaire 

indicated that it focused on the specific.. information gathering tasks for 

which it was intended. Negative comments and suggestions for improvement 

indicated it was too complicated and time consuming. It appears from the 

responses, of DIAs.that there were difficulties. with the pre-hearing question­

naire that, should be evaluated before such an information gathering strategy 

is attempted again. 

Responses regarding the negotiated probation agreement showed more acceptance 

of this document and its associated procedures than of the questionnaire. 

The most common responses indicated that the document led to a mutually 

binding agreement that encouraged joint decision-making by the DIA and the 

driver. Negative comments, however, indicated that driver refusal to cooper­

ate in the process was at times a problem. It appears that although most 

drivers ultimately signed the probation agreement, some were reluctant par­

ticipants in the negotiation process. Suggestions for improving the pro­

bation agreement form itself focused.on minor changes in wording. 

The majority of the respondents indicated that the caseload approach did im­

prove DIA knowledge of .the driver and provide some feedback regarding DIA 
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performance. The most commonly indicated shortcoming of the approach was the 

potential for bias by the DIA against the driver, or the potentially better 

response by the driver to a different DIA. 

DIA preferences between the hearing formats were divided. Among those stat­

ing a preference, the standard hearing format was the most popular with the 

fixed restriction hearing a close second. Only a few DIAs preferred the 

sequential hearing format. It was most commonly felt that traffic safety 

impact should be the criteria for any choice between the hearing formats. 

The flexibility of operational personnel was ranked second, and cost effec­

tiveness (which, of course, considers program impact and program costs 

jointly) was ranked third in importance by DIAs. 

General comments were also solicited regarding the alternative probation 

violator hearing procedures. The tone of these comments ranged from enthu­

siasm for the caseload approach and use of contingency contracts to complete 

rejection of these alternatives. It appears that the majority of DIAs felt 

that the alternative hearing formats were workable, but suggested that forms 

and procedures be simplified, that some additional time be allowed for 

follow-up activities, and that constraints on DIA discretion which were re­

quired by evaluational rather than operational needs be removed. Although 

requesting a louder voice in the processes by which procedures and policies 

are made and managed, most DIAs recognized that traffic safety impact and 

cost effectiveness are the yardstick against which procedures must be 

measured. Some of the general comments addressed the same personnel, pro­

cedure, and work climate issues raised in the project interim report (Hagen & 

Williams, 1979). 

Some operational personnel objected to working with new procedures during 

pilot trials or evaluations. Likewise, working DIAs and managers (like many 

practitioners) at times regard program evaluation as a necessary evil at 

best. It is probably true in general that practitioners believe that their 

efforts in changing behavior are successful. To deny that such success exists 

is to remove one of the intrinsic rewards of conducting driver improvement 

hearings. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations of the Research & Development Office regarding the pro­

bation violator hearing are as follows. The department should cease using 

the fixed restriction hearing and sequential restriction hearing formats. 

The project results suggest that statewide implementation of either of these 

formats would result in increased program costs, without commensurate traffic 

safety benefits. The department should continue to conduct probation violator 

hearings, using license restrictions at the option of the driver improvement 

analyst. The current practice, whereby many probation violators receive no 

restriction, suspension or revocation of the driving privilege following a 

hearing, should be closely examined. It may be possible to further reduce 

the accident and conviction rates of probation violators by systematically 

increasing the use of licensing actions at the first PV hearing. Such a 

change in practice, if implemented, should, of course, be closely monitored 

and evaluated. 

Concerns raised regarding the probation violator hearing in past years have 

been primarily economic; i.e., the PV hearing was known to reduce traffic 

accidents, but not sufficiently to offset hearing costs. In light of the 

reduced review of discretionary actions beginning in 1981 (AB 351 - Montoya), 

it is suggested that the benefit-cost ratios of the PV hearing may have 

improved over those previously reported. Should additional cost reductions 

be necessary or desirable, it is recommended that the department evaluate the 

feasibility of conducting only one PV hearing per driver (the single hearing 

concept). Additional convictions or FTAs during the following year would 

result in suspension or revocation of the driving privilege. Likewise, re­

sponsible accidents should be considered grounds for licensing action. 

While the reaction of the driving public to such procedures must be consider­

ed, it is likely that eliminating the hearing costs (except in cases where 

the conviction or accident may have been posted on the driver record in 

error) could result in cost savings to the department. If the department 

chooses to implement the single hearing concept, it is recommended that such 

a program be subjected to a rigorously controlled traffic safety evaluation. 

The department should continue to restrict the driving privilege of the neg­

ligent operator in cases where such an action is determined by the DIA to 
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be appropriate. Likewise, the department should explore the feasibility of 

employing restrictions for other drivers who demonstrate elevated accident 

risk, but who currently receive no licensing action. For example, license 

restriction in addition to participation in an approved alcohol treatment 

program may serve to reduce accident risk until such time as treatment pro­

duces changes in drinking and driving practices. Another example is the 

large percentage of probation violators who currently receive no licensing 

action following their initial PV hearing. Considering the extreme deviancy 

and accident risk level of any driver who advances to PV status, a license 

restriction is the minimal outcome that should be considered. 
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84 EXHIBIT A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DRIVER'S LICENSE NO.

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DIVISION OF DRIVERS LICENSES

a ORDER MODIFYING PROBATION VEHICLE CODE AUTHORITY SECTION

14105
EFFECTIVE DATE

6/13/79

As a result of your hearing the terms and conditions of your probation are modified
to include the following:

YOU MUST REMAIN FREE FROM TRAFFIC ACCIDENT

RESPONSIBILITY

All other terms and conditions of probation remain the same. No other restriction or
action which might be in effect is changed by this notice.

LGB 6/7/79 . By
OFFICE DATE DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DL-202A (REV. 4-SO) 13937.900 5-80 ISM QU IN (Dos,
 * 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DIVISION OF DRIVERS LICENSES

ORDER MODIFYING PROBATION VEIICLK CODE IUTHQRITI SECTION

14105
4s FECTIVE DwTE

10/13/78

As a result of your hearing the terms and conditions of your probation are modified
to include the following: Driving permitted from 5:00 a. m.
to 12 midnight Monday through Friday and from 8:00

a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. No Sunday driving

permitted.
 * 

You must remain free from traffic accident responsibility

The above restriction ends at the termination of

probation.

All other terms and conditions of probation remain the same. No other restriction or
action which might be in effect is changed by this notice.

LGB By
OFFICE DATE DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

OL. 202A (REV. 4.001 1]93] 9----0 ASP

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DIVISION OF DRIVERS LICENSES

ORDER MODIFYING PROBATION 1011 11TIORITY

14105

SECOND STAGE
2/13/79

As a result of your hearing the terms and conditions of your probation are modified
to include the following: Driving permitted from 5:00 a.m.
to midnight Monday through Friday. Unlimited driving
permitted on Saturday, but no Sunday driving.

YOU MUST REMAIN FREE FROM TRAFFIC ACCIDENT RESPONSIBILITY*

The above restriction ends on termination of probation.

All other terms and conditions of probation remain the same. No other restriction or
action which might be in effect is changed by this notice.

LGB
2/7/79 By

OFFICE DATE DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DL-202A (REV. 4.30) rsaa]-oo9 5-U r5N R.IR 00"

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DIVISION OF DRIVERS LICENSES

ORDER MODIFYING PROBATION
14105

THIRD STAGE 6/13/79

As a result of your hearing the terms and conditions of your probation are modified
to include the following:

YOU MUST REMAIN FREE FROM TRAFFIC ACCIDENT
 *

RESPONSIBILITY

The above restriction ends on termation of probation

All other terms and conditions of probation remain the same. No other restriction or
action which might be in effect is changed by this notice.

LGB 6/7/79
By

OFFICE DATE DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES
OL-202A (REV 4.ROI r^99-.000 5_Iln r5N RuII 7 oso
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PRE-HEARING QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTICNS: 

11) Please complete this questionnaire before your hearing starts. You have approximately 15 minutes. 

(2)	 Please answer each of the following questions as completely as possible.


NOTE: Your answer these questions will be reviewed during your hearing. They will help your analyst know you better and

to understand your driving needs.	

1. Name: 2. Drivers License No	

(last)	 (first) (initial)


1.	 Address: 4. Data of Birth: _ / / 
(arrest or P.O. box number) (moF 1de T- - (reaPT -

city) ----------- i.-.-P 

5.	 Home Telephone No: Other number, where we may contact you: 

6. Principal Occupation If student, specify)	

what hours do you normally work or attend school? 

7. Principal employer: 07^ Li l 

8. Marital Status (check one only): 

nvle (never C , Married Q Separated Q Divorced Q widowed How long?

marr ied)


1. What vehicles do you normally drive? Include all cars' trucks or motorcycles you may u e for work or personal business. 
Make vehicle el the vehicle you drive most often, Vehicle $2 second most often, and so forth. 

(yYear Make Model


Vehicle a1 

Vehicle 12


Vehicle e3 

10.	 Approximately no. many it,, do you usually drive a year? (check one) 

0 - 5,000 miles	 20,001 25,000 mile, 

5,001 - 10,000 miles 25,001 - 30,000 miles


/t 10,001 - 15,000 miles / Over 30,000 miles 

15,001 - 20,000 mile,


How confident are you about this mileage estimate? (check one) 

'X Very sure = Fairly sure Q Unsure


11. Approximately how many years have you base driving? -1 Years 

12. In the poet month 

A. How many nights have you driven after 10 o'clock at night? nights	I C) 
B. Have you driven to "let off steam" or to think out your problems? Q Yes

C. Nave you driven after having three or more drinks? C Yes 
X 

Most drivers think it very important to drive in some of the situations listed below. Look them over and pick the three

which are most important to you. If you can think of other, which are important to L mu, write them in the blank lines,


i,ook over the list again and pick the most important driving situation for ,you. Put a one (1) on the short line. Put a two 
(2) in front of the second-most important to you. Put a three (3) in front of the third-most important to you. 

13. 1-1 •TO and from work 

To and from school


Required in cupation (i.e., taxi driver, truck driver, etc.) 

To and from shopping, 'bunking, "personal business" 

To and from church or club meetings 

To and from medical or dental appointments 

To visit friends or family 

To attend movies, sports events, parties, dances, to. 

To go on trips (to mountains, beach, ocean, etc.) 

14. In question #13, you indicated the Met important situations for you to drive. Please check ( I) below When you usually do
this type of driving (Your k1 choice from question #13)


Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday 

6:00 in the morning / / / 
.Vco / .V/ l/ V 

th 6:00 at / /

night y^^•V / ^ / /
V/ 3 

/ 6:00 at night to 
midnight 

midnight to 6:00 in
the morning


15. How often last month did you ride the bus? (check one)

O Ms We available


I'Boo available but -ever ...
L


' 1 - 5 times


More than 5 times 

16.	 be you car pool to and from work or school? [Z7 Often , \ Sometimes Q Never 

17 . Could you ride to work or school with someone else? Q Often Q Sometimes L7 Never 

18. Are there other licensed drivers living with you? Yes Q No

Co 
v 
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PROBATION AGREEMENT 

Beginning Ending 
Date Date 

%1^ry^AIf 7? frl^Ti r-2) /-RC)Jt) /J1 tya. to -I'3- 7:? ; 

4k/Z) !-;ire b'/) m 1o L- / C-A ly 
A/o ;&n/ IDA y ^.?i v, •t,tc^ f Rm T iE i^. 

f)I',V^AR ft"^;?ITli i T^ i) /-A'e,/Y3 .^.4/( _:± _ ^ /• - 2? L /-Z ` 7 ^' 

?Iii Y (11t-D 

n//S4r..T/ T Arc 5L,"/VJy /l^Ziv^^14 

Cy 1 COAZAOi AQ 

Yes No 
Driver agrees to report, within ten days, any traffic 

V convictions or accident involvement to DMV representa­
tive listed below. 

Driver agrees to report, within ten days, any changes 
y in mailing address or telephone to the DMV representa­

tive listed below. 

Driver agrees to have in his possession a current Order 
Modifying Probation (DL-202A) in addition to his valid 
drivers license whenever operating a motor vehicle. 

Driver agrees to obey the provisions of the Vehicle Code 
V/_ _ of California, all traffic regulations and not to be 

responsible for any traffic accidents. 

Driver understands that violation of any of the conditions 
of his probation may result in a further hearing. He 
further understands more severe licensing actions not 
described in this agreement may be taken following 
this hearing. 

DRIVER DMV REPREDENT:1TIVti 

Signature Date Signature Date 

Name Name 

DL number Title 

Mailing Phone 
Address Number 

Phone DI1V 
Number Reviewer 

Signature Date 
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APPENDIX B


Probation Violator Evaluation
Data Base





DRIVER DATA


Demographic Data 

A. Sex	 G. High-risk driving during last 

month 

B. Age	 1. Letting off steam 

C. Marital status	 2. After 3+ drinks 

D. Duration of marital status 3. After 220.0 hours 

E. Occupation	 H. Bus or car pool available 

F. Yearly milage	 I. Bus or car pool used 

•, Tw. -Yeas Prior Driver Record History 

A. Abstracts 

1. All. two point	 6. Total countable points 

2. Violation of restrictions 7. Total, convictions 

3. All one point	 8. Total accidents 

4.	 All zero point 9. Failure to appear in 

court 

5. Violation of suspension

and/or revocation actions


B.. Accidents 

1. Fatal	 6. Alcohol and/or drugs 

2. Injury	 7. Total law enforcement 

reported 

3. Cited or responsible	 8. Total financial 

responsibility 

4. Single vehicle	 9.. All accidents 

5.	 Night time (2000-0600

hours)
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• DMV post licensing control (PLC) activity 

A. Suspensions and/or revocations 

1. Total duration of all mandatory suspensions/revocations 

2. Number of implied consent (IC) suspensions 

3. Number of DUI/drug suspensions/revocations 

4. Number of FR suspensions/revocations 

5.	 Total number of discretionary suspension or revocation 

actions 

6.	 Duration of all negligent operator (discretionary) 
suspensions and/or revocations (reason codes 300-329, 
450-451, and 854) 

B. DMV hearings, interviews, or reexaminations (reason codes 
300-329, 450-451, 854, 857-859, or 861-864) 

1. Total number of discretionary S&R hearings 

2. Attended 

3. Not attended 

C. Unique groups 

1. Prior control group status 

2. Prior probation-by-mail (reason code 300) 

3. Prior "no-action" treatment 

• Project entry history 

A. Probation 

1. Duration of current probation 

B. Entry hearing attendance 

C.	 Entry action: May be warning letter, end probation, modify 
probation, extend probation, restriction, suspension, or. 
revocation 

1.	 Suspension duration 

2.	 Restrictions 

a. Number of restriction stages d. Vehicle 

b. Duration of restrictions e. Geographic 

c. Time--hours/week allowed 



91	 Appendix B (cont.) 

Follow-up driver record history--12 months 

A. Abstracts 

1. All two point	 6. Total countable points 

2. Violation of restrictions 7. Total convictions 

3. All one point	 8. Total abstracts 

4.	 All zero point 9. Failures to appear in 

court 

5.	 Violation of suspension

and/or revocation actions


B. Accidents 
1. Fatal	 6. Alcohol and/or drugs 
2. Injury	 7. Total law enforcement 

reported 
3. Cited or responsible	 8. Total finacial 

responsibility 
4. Single vehicle	 9. All accidents 
5. Night time (2000-0600 hours) 

DMV post licensing control activity 
A. Suspensions/revocations 

1. Total duration of all mandatory suspensions/revocations 

2. Number of IC suspensions 

3. Number of DUI/drug suspensions/revocations 

4. Number of FR suspensions/revocations 

5.	 Total number of discretionary suspension or revocation 

actions 

6.	 Duration of all negligent operator (discretionary) 
suspensions and/or revocations (reason codes 300-329, 
450-451, and 854) 

B. DMV hearings/interviews/reexaminations 

1. Total number of discretionary S&R hearings 

2. Attended 

3. Not attended 

C. Reasons for any restriction change 

1. Recidivism 

2. Driver request 

• 
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D. Assigned to new DIA 

1. Trained DIA 

2. Project office 

E. Chronology 

1. Time to first violation 

2. Time to first accident 

3. Time to first probation failure (extension, suspension, 
revocation) 



APPENDIX C 

Driver Descriptive Data 

Sample size is indicated in the table titles as follows: 

Sex of Probation Violators1 

Percent.o 

Sex	 Drivers 

surveyed 

Usable 

responses 

Males...:....::.. 97.10	 97.10 

Females....::.... 2.90	 2.90 

Total............ 100.00	 100.00


Total unusable... <.10 

Age of Probation Violators) 

Age	 Percent surveyed 

< 20 ......................	 7.80


20-24 .....................	 48.20


25-29 .....................	 20.60


30-34:..... # ..............	 9.50


35-39.....................	 5.50


40-44.......................	 3.00


45-49 ......................	 1.80


50-54 .....................	 1.50


55-59 .....................	 1.00


60-64 .....................	 .60


65-69 .....................	 .40


70-74 .....................	 <.10


> 74..........^:....... ...	 .20


Total usable..... ......... 100.00


Total unusable............


IN = 3325


7 = 26.69 SD = 8.82 median = 23.69 mode = 22
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Probation Violator Occupations2 

Percent 

Occupation Drivers Usable 
surveyed responses 

Craftsman/ 
foreman ............... 28.81 31.40 

Professional 
drivers ................. 12.33 13.40 

Sales worker .............. 6.94 7.60 

Students. ................. 6.58 7.20 

Operatives ................ 6.32 6.90 

Laborer ................... 6.27 6.80 

Managers/ 
officals ................ 3.58 3.90 

C lerical .................. 4.72 5.10 

Service workers........... 5.18 5.60 

Proprietors ............... 2.54 2.80 

Other ..................... 8.14 9.30 

Total ..................... 91.41 100.00 

Total unusable............ 8.59 

Primary Vehlcle2 

Percent 

Type	 Drivers Usable 

surveyed responses 

Automobile .................. 54.35 56.83


Pickup/Jeep... ...... * ....... 16.99 17.77


Motorcycle .................. 7.31 7.64


Panel truck ................. 6.63 6.93


Sportscar ................... 5.18 5.42


Truck ....................... 5.03 5.25


Other, ..... * ................ .16 .16


Total ....................... 95.65 100.00


Total unusable .............. 4.35


2N = 1930 
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Annual Mileage2 

Percent 

Miles Drivers Usable 
surveyed responses


< 5,001..................... 3.68 3.75


5,001-..10,000 ................ 10.05 10.24


10,000-15,000 ............... 14.72 14.99


15,001-20,000 ............... 15.13 15.41


20,001-25,000 ............... 15,70 15.99


25,001-30,000 ............... 11.55 11.77


> 30,000 .................... 27.36 27.86


Total ....................... 98.19 100.01


Total unusable .............. 1.81


Time Period of Primary Driving Need2 

Percent of drivers responding 

Day 

Time 

0001­ 0601­ 1201­ 1801­
0600 1200 1800 2400 

Monday ...................... 7.82 73.99 65,49 31.19 

Tuesday., ... ........ .... 12.64 73.37 65.80 31.61 

Wednesday... ................ 12.12 73.47 65.75 30.98 

Thursday .................... 12.18 73,58 65.28 31.61 

Friday, ..... .*t ..... o .... *o* 12.23 73.73 64.87 33.68 

Saturday..................., 13.47 43.37 39.69 27.25 

Sunday ...................... 10.78 21.09 22.23 19.02 

Age of Primary Vehicle2 

Percent 

Years Drivers Usable 
surveyed responses


0-5 ......................... 30.21 31.74


6-10 ........................ 34.87 36.64


11-15 ....... ................ 20.47 21.50


16-20....... ................ 6.48 6.80


Total.... ..... .............. 95. 19 100.00


Total unusable .............. 4.18


= 1930 
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Driving to "Let off Steam": 

Incidents in Last Month2 

Percent 

Variable Drivers 
surveyed 

Usable 
responses 

Yes-- .................... 8.24 8.50 

No .......................... 88.39 91.50 

Total ....................... 96.63 100.00 

Total unusable .............. 3.37 

Driving After Three or More Drinks In Past Month2 

Percent 

Variable Drivers 
surveyed 

Usable 
responses


Yes ......................... 11.30 11.50


No .......................... 86.74 88.50


Total ....................... 98.04 100.00


Total unusable .............. 1.96


Primary Driving Needs2 

Percent 

Variable Drivers 
surveyed 

Usable 
responses


To/from work ................ 54.82 66.70


Occupation .................. 20.57 25.00


To/from school .............. 4.25 5.20


Other* ...................... 2.54 3.10


Total ....................... 82.18 100.00


Total unusable .............. 17.82


*Includes personal business and pleasure driving. 

2N 1930 
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Marital Status of Probation Violators2 

Percent 

Marital Status Drivers 
surveyed 

Usable 
responses 

Single ......................
 58.70 59.10 

Married .....................
 27.51 27.70 

0 ivorced ....................
 9.33 9.40 

Separated., ............. ooo.
 3.52 3.50 

Widowed.....................
 .31 .30 

Total .......................
 99.37 100.00 

Total unusable ..............
 .62 

Number of Nights Driven in Past Month2 

Percent 

Number Or I vers 
surveyed 

Usab l e 
responses 

0 .......................
 9.07 10.09 

1-5 .......................
 18.19 20.23 

6-10 ......................
 19.64 21.84 

11-15 ......................
 12.33 13.72 

12.02 13.37 

21-25 ......................
 6.84 7.61 

26-31 ......................
 11.81 13.14 

Total ......................
 89.90 100.00 

Total unusable .............
 10.00 

2N = 1930 
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APPENDIX D

Bias Tests

The purpose of bias tests is to insure that drivers were not assigned to the

hearing formats in such a way as to influence the outcome of the project.

Implicit in such testing is: (1) a comparison of the distribution of pre-

existing conditions across treatment groups and (2) verification that any

nonrandom distribution of priors did not moderate or amplify the effect of

any hearing format.

Driver prior history.

Two statistical techniques were used to identify differences in the

distributions of prior history variables across hearing formats which might

indicate bias in the random assignment process. First, the obtained and

expected distributions of three prior treatments (probation by mail,

no-action hearings, and PLCRES hands-off control group assignment) were

tested using the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic. Expected values were

based on the distribution of terminal digits across prior treatments and PV

hearing formats. Continuous variables from the driver record (e.g., prior

convictions, prior suspensions, durations of time between events) were tested

using discriminant analysis, with the assigned hearing format as the

cri ter,i on.

The data contained in Table A indicates that the three unique negligent

operator treatments in driver prior histories (probation by mail, assignment

to a hands-off control group for the PLCRES evaluation, or receipt of a no

action hearing) were unevenly distributed across hearing formats. In the

case of probation-by-mail, four license TDs were used, and it was not

possible to distribute four TDs evenly across three PV treatments also

assigned by TO. The statistical test indicates that the distribution of

probation-by-mail subjects was not statistically different from that expected
on the basis of TO (Xz = 4.16, df = 2, p < .20).
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Table A 

Observed Distributions of Three Unique Treatments 
in Driver Prior Histories, by Hearing Format 

Treatment 

Hearing format Probation PLCRES control No action 
by maill group2 hearing3 

Standard hearing.... 75 109 17 

Fixed restriction... 123 92 4 

Sequential 
restriction....... 81 72 13


Total. ............... 279 273 34


4.16, df = 2, p < 1X2 .20


2X 2 = 2.44, df = 2, p < .30
3X = 4.77, df = 2, p < .10





There was no 'evidence that drivers who had served as PLCRES control groups 

subjects were unevenly distributed across hearing formats X2 = 2.44, df = 

2, p < .30. Finally, while 2,604 drivers had received a no-action hearing 

between September, 1976 and February, 1977, only 34 of these drivers entered 

the PV project evaluation. This small number is not surprising, given the 

time lag between the two projects and the aggravated subsequent record that 

would be required for such drivers to receive a subsequent hearing and then 

violate the probation status resulting from that hearing. Drivers with prior 

no-action hearings were unevenly distributed across hearing formats, even 

when license TD distributions are taken into account, X2 = 4.77, df = 2, p 

< .10. 

Differences among drivers on age, prior convictions, prior accidents, prior 

suspensions and revocations, and prior hearings were also examined across 

hearing formats. One-way ANOVA tests indicated that the hearing formats 

differed significantly (p < .10) on at least 10 of these variables. Since 

these variables were highly intercorrelated, however, the ANOVA results were 

insufficient to identify those prior history variables likely to result in 

bias. The data were therefore examined using stepwise discriminant analysis. 

Four variables emerged from this analysis as potential sources of bias in the 

traffic safety impact analysis. These were the number of prior hearings 

attended, prior hearings scheduled (but not attended), prior discretionary 
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suspensions, and the duration of probation. The means on these variables for 

each hearing format are shown in Table B. Note that no consistent pattern 

exists in the four variables. There does appear, however, to be a direct 

positive relationship between the total number of hearings scheduled and the 

duration of probation. Differences between hearing formats on these 

variables were of sufficient magnitude for these variables to predominate in 

the discriminant function equation. The pre-existing group differences 

appeared to have little potential, however, for creating biases in the 

treatment impact analyses. The variance accounted for by hearing format in 

the discriminant function equations was less than 3%. Only 39% of the 

drivers were correctly classified by hearing format using these equations. 

Table B 

Two-year Prior History Means 
by Variable and Hearing Format 

Hearing format 
Prior history Standard Fixed Sequential 

variable hearin restriction restriction 

Total hearings

scheduled.......... .96 .91 .95


Attended......... .81 .76 .75

Unattended....... .16 .15 .20


Discretionary

suspensions or

revocations........ .24 .27 .28


Duration of

probation (months) 15.50 .14.00 14.78
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Four additional variables were also of interest, based on prior traffic 

safety research. these were prior total accidents, prior accidents with 

alcohol involvement, prior total convictions and prior major convictions. 

While none of these four variables entered the discriminant function 

equation, the later two were significantly different between groups. All 

were correlated (a < .001) with at least one variable in the discriminant 

function. 

'Con'cerns regarding potential bias in the data analysis thus focused on 

several history 'variables. Although there were differences across the 

hearing formats on these variables, such differences 'alone do not constitute 

bias. Bias comes into existence only when mean differences across treatments 

exert an influence on subsequent accidents or convictions. The exploration 

of such influences was undertaken using contingency table analysis, 

specifically log-linear analysis. 

Log-linear 'analys'is and analysis of variance are related techniques in that 

both may be explained in terms of the general linear hypothesis model 

(Bishop, 1967). While all variables in a log-linear analysis are stated as 

discrete categories, the analysis of variance requires that dependent 

variables be continuous. In either technique, main effects and interactions 

may be isolated and tested. In analysis of variance these effects would 

include treatments (factors), covariates, and the dependent measures. Higher 

order effects in the log-linear analysis appear as interactions between 

background, factor treatment category, and dependent variable. These 3-way 

interactions are analogous to the previously mentioned MANCOVA slope 

differences. If significant, each provides evidence that the effect of 

treatment is not constant across all levels of the background factor or 

covariate. The results of the log-linear analyses are summarized in Table C. 



        *

t0
-

C
I)

•
r C 4-3

C m •
r C a) to L C U
)

.
r N F
-

4
-0
 ro

 0
E

 +
)

C
 L

 t
o

O
 O

 •
r

-
 4

-
 L

C
O

C
V

U
)
 
C

V
 
U

)
 
U

C
)
 
'-

-
4
 
O

 
U

)
 
C

D
C

)
 
r
-
i
 
U

)
 
M

 
1
.
4

C
D

0
)

o
 0

) L
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
a
)C

O
L

 
•
r
 
•
r

a
J

()
L

 L
.

U
4

-) (0
O

W
c

c
a
)

toU
C

•
r

to
4

-
•
rCC71

•
r

V
)

 **
)

)
T

O
)

)
)

)
M

V
C

D
O

C
)

---4
C

)
C

D
C

)
C

)
r+

.-+
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.

aJLO
N

E
a)

(V•
r

L
L

O
L

L
L

L
L

E
O

O
E

E
E

E
O

L
E 0

a)
3

L
O

L
L

L
L

+
-I

4-)
O

O
0

0
0

t0
CY)

U
a)

()
-
.

a
)

a
)

a
)

a)
C

C
CC)

C
c

a
C

o
0

)
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

CO
-

c
c

c
a)

a
)

a)
a)

a)
C

C
U

)
C

N
N

N
C

C
C

0
0

0
°

C
)

>°'
>°' -

CO

)
4

.)
-0

R
)

C
U

(n
N

r
0

)
a
.

-
0

a
)

0
C

C
C

a)
4•'

>
U

)
0

0
to

r
O

0
{
a

a
)

a
)

.).-)
E

L
L

C
(0

L
E

c
U

)
4
-^

+
-)

)
t0

0
)

a)
a)

U
U

>
)

a
)

4•)
+

^
OZ1

T
J

C
r

•
r

.0
-C

-
a..)

O
a)

>
>

)
(U

C
C

U
-0

C
C

C
C

C
-

0
O

•
r

.
0

0
O

O
+

-)
N

U
)

r
t0

U
U

U
r

•
r

c
0

)
0
)

U
)

U
+

)
4

)
0

C
C

C
t0

L
U

U
•
r

•
r

a
)

(U
tt)

0
in

t0
L

L
3

4
-)

4-3
0

e
o

(A
0

M
D

0
(a

L
.

(U
a
)

=
3

F
-

O
0

.
Z

d
S

2
N

1

102
A

p
p
e
n
d
ix

 D
 (c

o
n

t.)

r-•t C
>

c
o

+
 )

a
)

C
J)

0 L
.
r N a)
T

7 R) (n C O C a) O C a) 0 L L a
)

C
V .L

 •
r

c
o

r
 4

-
)

C a) to
4
-

4
- Q
)
 •

r
U

o
+

1 0 4
-

L aJ t0 L C 4
-

4
-C
)

0 L
.

E t0 O C 4
-)
0 b tt0 U U •
r aJ C 4
-)

N C a) C
1

a/ C aJ C O L O L N O L
.

C a
)

L U 4
-)

C



103 Appendix D (cont.) 

The results indicate none of the prior treatments (probation by mail, PLCRES 

hands-off control group, no-action hearing) interaction with hearing format 

(p > .10). Likewise, subsequent measures of total convictions (not shown) 

were not influenced by any interaction between hearing and prior history 

variables or driver characteristics. 

While prior total accidents were not differentially distributed across 

hearing formats (p = .75), this variable did interact with hearing format, on 

subsequent accident totals (p = .06). Thus, differences in subsequent 

accidents must be interpreted in light of both prior accidents and hearing 

format; i.e., there is a bias on these variables. 

The variable, number of prior hearings not attended, was not evenly 

distributed across hearing formats (p = .03). One possible explanation of 

this phenomenon was that drivers assigned to a hands-off control group at the 

PLCRES individual hearing level, as well as drivers who received probation by 

mail, would not be scheduled for a hearing, and thus would never fail to 

attend one during a portion of their prior driving history. Prior number of 

hearings not attended interacted with hearing format and influenced 

subsequent total accidents (p = .05). 

It should be noted in closing that a relationship between prior and 

subsequent history variables was anticipated, and in fact was one basis for 

the use of covariates in the traffic saftey analyses. When prior history 

variables have different correlations with the dependent variables (e.g., 

accidents) in different hearing formats, however, the possibility exists that 

certain assumptions of MANCOVA are being violated. Thus, prior accidents or 

prior hearings not attended were not appropriate covariates and they were not 

used as such in the MANCOVA. Further use of the log-linear analyses to 

validate the MANCOVA results is discussed in the body of the report. 

Data exclusion 

Exclusion of drivers from the traffic safety analysis because of incomplete 

treatment or incorrect hearing formats had certain advantages in 
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that it served to maintain the distinctions between treatments. In all, 213 

excluded cases were identified. Prior to completion of the report, it was 

recognized that such exclusion (to the extent that it was nonrandom) could 

have influenced the outcome of the traffic safety analyses. 

A sample of 144 driver record printouts of excluded drivers was located in 

the project archives. The follow-up accident histories were coded for these 

drivers, and they were assigned to a hearing format on the basis of license 

TD, rather than the treatment actually received. Inclusion of these data had 

negligible impact on the accident means of the hearing formats as shown in 

Table D. These means may be compared to Table 12 in the body of the report, 

which shows the unadjusted accident means without the excluded cases. 

Table D 

One Year Unadjusted Means, Subsequent Traffic Accidents 
by Hearing Format, With Wrong or Incomplete Treatments Included 

Hearin format 

Variable Standard 
Hearin J Restriction 

Fixed Sequential 
Restriction 

Fatal and injury 
accidents........ .057 .084 .103 

Property damage 
accidents........ .122 .131 

Statistical tests indicated that inclusion of the additional accidents in the 

hearing format totals did not cause the tallies to vary from those expected. 

The expected values were calculated by multiplying the number of drivers 

(including deleted cases) by the accident means shown in Table 9 in the body 

of the report. The results were not significant for either fatal and injury 

.accidents ( X2 = .055, df = 2) or for property damage only accidents ( X2= 

.054, df = 2). The authors concluded that the exclusion of drivers who did 

not receive their randomly assigned treatment did not bias the project 

results. 
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MISCELLANEOUS TABLES


Table E


Proportions of Drivers in Standard Hearing Format 
Remaining Conviction-Free, by Project Licensing Action 

(1 year follow-up) 

Licensing Action 

Week No action C 30 day S&R 1 6.0 day S&R 90+ day S&R 

2 ............. .9447 .945,8 .9377 .9268 
4, ................. .9028 .9064 .8949 .8496 
6 ............. ... .8490 .8867 .8444 .7886 
8. .......... .8161 .8571 .7626 .7602 
10................. .7818 .8079 .7121 .7276 
12 ................... .7414 .7635 .6770 .6870 
14 ...... .......... .7130 .7438 .6342 .6667 
16.. ...... ..... .6936 .7291 .6226. .6423 
18.. ............... .6682 .6946 . .5992 .6016 
20 . ............... .6532 .6650 .5798 .5854 
22. ... ..... ... .6323 .6552 .5564 .5732 
24....... ........ .6203 .6355 .5,447 .5488 
26 ................ .6039 . 6.059 .5331 .5407 
28....... ...... .5815 .586.2 .5136 .5163 
30 ................. .5695 .5665 .4942 .5081 
32 .................. .5546 .5419 .4708­ .4797 
34.............. ... .5277 .5222 .4553 .4553 
36 .................. .5082 .5123. .4397 .4431 
38 ................. .5007 .5025 .4280' .4146 
40............. .4918 .4926 .4125 .4146 
42......... ...... .4783 .4828 .3852 .4024 
44 ............... .. .4709 .4778 .3735 .3943 
46. .... .4634 .4680 ..369.6 .3821 
48 ................. .4574 .4680 .3619 .3740 
50 ................. .4514 .4631 .3541 .3659 
52....... ........ .4454 .4581 .3502 .3577 
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Table F 

Subsequent One-Year Traffic Accident 
and Conviction Adjusted Means 

Hearing format 

Variable	 Standard 
hearing 

Fixed 
restriction 

Sequential 
restriction 

Fatal and injury 
accidents........... .065 .084 .104 

Property damage 
accidents.......... .119 .107 .132 

Two-point 
convictions........ .081 .092 .101 

One-point 
convictions........ .900 .945 .934 

Zero-point 
convictions........ .281 .211 .281 

s 
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Overview of PV Project Survey Responses and General Comments


Listed below are each of the questions included in the PV project survey. 

The responses are ranked according to the frequency with which they occurred 

in the survey. Ties are noted by identical ranks being assigned to different 

responses. The frequency of the most common responses is shown in 

parenthesis. ONLY responses occurring at least three times are included in 

the overview. Finally, all of the general comments are reported verbatim. A 

total of 83 questionnaires were mailed to DIAs who had received the special 

PV training. The surveyed group included management and supervisorial 

personnel as well as DIAs actually conducting hearing. Sixty-three percent 

of the surveyed population returned their questionnaire. 

estion 1.	 Estimate the amount of time required to have the driver


complete the prehearing questionnaire and to conduct the

hearing:


Fixed	 Sequential 

Responses 1. 60 minutes (12) 1. 60 minutes (17) 

2. 45 minutes (10) 2. 45 minutes (6) 

3. 15 minutes (5) 3. 15 minutes (4) 

Question 2.	 List two things that made the prehearing questionnaire useful: 

Responses 1. Driving needs (hours of work, etc.). (18) 

2. Personal history and job identification. (7) 

3. Current address and telephone number. (5) 

4. Did not find useful. (3) 

Question 3.	 List two things that made using the prehearing questionnaire 
difficult. 

Responses 1. Drivers did not understand how to complete ('e.g., driving 
needs). (18) 

2. Zbo much paper work and time being used. (9) 

3. Size is too large. (5) 

4. None--considered useful as is. (3) 
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Question 4.	 List two things that could be done to improve the prehearing 
questionnaire: 

Responses 1. Shorten, condense, and clarify instructions. (14) 

2.	 Eliminate it. (7) 

3.	 No improvement needed. (6) 

2LIestion 5.	 On the average, how many PV hearings would you estimate you 
conduct each week? 

Responses 1.	 1-3 (12) 

2.	 0 (6) 

3.	 4-6 (5) 

4.	 7-9 (3) 

Q_uestion 6.	 List two things that made the negotiated probation agreement 

useful : 

Responses 1. Agreement makes it legal and binding. ('9); 

2.	 Driver felt part of decision-making process. (8) 

3.	 Driver able to understand restriction whe,negotiated with 

DIA. (3) 

3.	 Document for subsequent reference. (3) 

3.	 Able to tailor restriction to driver's n:esds. (3) 

3.	 None. (3) 

Question 7.	 List two things that made using the nego#i^ated probation 
agreement difficult: 

Responses 1. Driver refusing to sign or to help devel%-ian appropriate 
restriction. (8) 

2.	 Not difficult. (4) 

2.	 bdd working hours or rotating work schedule. (4) 

2.	 Not effective--driver will drive anyway. (A4) 

3.	 DIAs must specify restriction to dictate 4ien they feel driver 
should be off the road. (3) 
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22estion 8.	 List two things that could be done to improve the probation 
agreement. 

Responses 1. No improvement necessary. (7) 

2.	 Change wording (5) 

--require reporting of violation within 10 days 
--conviction to read citation or violation 
-more emphasis on "self-reporting" 

3.	 Make optional or permit more flexibility in using restrictions 
or specifying length. (3) 

3.	 Shorten or require less writing. (4) 

4.	 Eliminate. (3) 

estion 9.	 List two things that could be done to improve the current mode 
of driver follow-up: 

Responses 1. None. (5) 

2. Status card file maintained by clerk rather than DIA. (3) 

.2. Eliminate phone call prior to next stage. (3) 

2.	 Increase phone or mail contacts. (3) 

22estion 10. List two things you like most about having a probation 
violator referred back to you for a recidivist action: 

Responses 1. Increased rapport and knowledge of drivers and their 

records. (18) 

2. Enhanced DIA performance by providing feedback. (6) 

3.. Increased leverage to motivate driver improvement. (5) 

4.	 None. (3) 

Question 11. List two things you like least about having a probation 
violator referred back to you for a recidivist action: 

Responses 1. Seeing same DIA may permit driver to claim bias or driver may 
respond to a different DIA personality or approach. (8) 

2.,	 None. (4) 

3.	 Inclination to take more severe action since they saw driver 

before. (3) 

3.	 Limitation on available licensing action (e.g., revocation). 

(3) 
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5.	

Sh!estion 12.	 List two things that could be done to improve the current 
method of referring a probation violator back to you for a 

recidivist action: 

.Responses 1. None. (12) 

2.	 Modify or improve office procedures concerning rescheduling. 

3.	 Headquarters handle scheduling. (3) 

Question 13. List things you feel could be done to improve the review of 
the hearing report and associated documents after a fixed or 
sequential hearing: 

Responses 1. None. (13) 

2.	 Properly train reviewer. (3) 

3.	 Eliminate prehearing questionnaire and probation agreement. 
(3) 

Question 14. Based upon your experience to date, which hearing format is 
the most effective? 

Responses 1. Blank (10) 

--each case different 

2.	 Standard (9) 

--others not effective since leaves dangerous drivers on the 
road 

3.	 Fixed (8) 

-sequential too complicated and tended to confuse driver 

4.	 Sequential (5) 

Question 15. What should be the principal factors considered when deciding 

which type of hearing format to implement statewide? 

Responses 1. Which hearing format produces positive traffic safety 

impact. (16) 

2.	 Flexibility of DIA. (10) 

3.	 Cost effectiveness. (9) 

4.	 Simplicity and time. (6) 

5.	 Acceptance by DIAs. (4) 

No comment. (4) 
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,estion 16.­ List two additional types of training you feel would make you 
more effective in conducting PV hearings. 

Responses 1. No comment or none. (15) 

2.­ Regional DIA meetings to discuss their approaches or with 
headquarters representative to discuss procedural 
:updates. (9) 

3.­ Effective listening and interviewing. ($) 

4.­ Psychological training (personality theory, motivation, 
behavior modification) (5) 

5.­ Procedural duties (form completion, filing systems, typing, 
etc.). (3) 

22estiop 17. If a task force is created to guide. statewide implementation


-of either the fixed or sequential hearing formats, would you

be willing to participate?


-Responses 1. No. (18) 

2.­ Yes. (13) 

2.­ No comment. (13) 

3.­ Maybe. (8) 

--GENERAL COMMENTS 

I like the ,P/7 program, even with the paperwork "boon-doggie." I would like 
changes suggested in this questionnaire considered--and the referees encour­
aged to act, look, and behave more like social workers, helping the subject 
with a problem--not a judge, or high-handed politician, using the "authority" 
image. Also I would like a follow-up look at our individual effectiveness as 
a guide for future changes (stats, etc.). 

This program could be effective on hard core chronic traffic violators.

Should not be used generally because of the time consuming nature. Analysts


are like "judges" and judges have probation officers to follow-up subjects.

Analysts don't have any assistance in follow-up.


Surely there are times when a restriction is appropriate. In other instances 
a withdrawal is necessary. Let's not go one way or the other. The better ­
approach is to permit the DIA to choose which treatment applies best in a 
given situation. 

I feel that the fixed and sequential formats have definite advantages over

the standard. They are more time consuming, but the following elements are
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worth considering: (1) when a person helps to create the agreement, he is 
more desirous of keeping it than when it is imposed; (2) it appeals to the 

"adult" (TA) more than fear, (parent [TA]) e.g., penalty of suspension; (3) 
it is more personal--and strengthened by a sense of partnership and cooper­
ation; (4) it takes advantage of positive reinforcement. 

It appeared that most caseload P/V hearings were effective at the time of 
hearing. Possibly shorter follow-up periods would be more effective. How­
ever, some persons could be identified immediately as poor candidates for the 
fixed and sequential treatment. Therefore, I believe the analyst should be 
trained and given more latitude in using his judgment to go with standard 
where maximum action could be taken. 

I still firmly believe that the PV concept is excellent and should remain on­
going. Changes should be made, if warranted, to improve the structure or 

policy/procedure for handling each individual case. 

Each type of format has good and bad points. Drivers are all different in 
their needs, causes for poor records, and excuses. It is hard to have one 
center line to try and hold all of them to. Or maybe I should say it is 

impossible to use the same rope to hold drivers to the center line. 

Time: To dictate, assemble case, run H-6's, write probation phase, and warn­

ing and extension letters. Plus ending probation administration, should be 
allowed. The one hour on the schedule is not sufficient. 

We need to return to reason, common sense, and actions that can be both 

understood and felt. 

This could be a good program, but not with double standards. Field Supv. do 
not follow the formats set forth. Headquarters assistance promised was never 
forthcoming. It was just a case of the blind leading the blind. Even head­

quarters didn't know what headquarters was doing. 

The entire program is a waste of time insofar as results obtained. A large 
amount of clerical time is involved. The training given for the program was 
not well-planned and grossly inadequate. Furthermore, the approach to the 

probation violator gives the impression that no matter bow many violations 
occur there will always be some kind of driving allowed. It is a waste of 
tax payer's money that could be better used by giving all analysts better 
training in holding hearings. 

Overall, this task/job has been challenging and a change of pace. Many 
drivers have been grateful and cooperative. Many others, however, don't care 
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at all, and simply go along with our "games." Unfortunately the DMV and 
myself are beating our heads against a wall in the interest of traffic 
safety. We should have the option open in some cases, of providing 
restricted licenses, but withdrawal is a bigger stick over the driver's head. 

The overall concept of the probation violator (PV) program is excellent. Dr: 
Roger E. Hagen and DMV staff put on an outstanding training program. The 
training program was one of the best I have attended in My DMV career; better 

than most of my university courses of instruction. Chief Brown's support was 
noted in the entire study period. The support of the administration was also 
evident in the support Dr. Hagen received. The PV program should be adopted 
with modifications as needed. 

I would not expect my comments to gain an ear. The past has taught me that 
those who do not "go along with the program" always meet violent opposition. 
Suffice to say: the prob. violator study is the worst example of mountain­

ous, ineffective, red tape I have seen. I would like to see what the TV 
program "60 Minutes" could do with this turkey. 

The program, in general, appears a moderate success. First time contacts--as 
in 311 short form hearings should sometimes be given a sterner approach. The 
"fixed" sequence of PV cases leaves too few options. 

The P/V hearings when properly conducted consumes more of the analysts time, 
however it appears that the extra effort and time is well worth the time and 
effort in bringing about a safer driver. The hearings must be monitored 
frequently to keep analysts alert to their responsibilities and follow pre­
scribed procedures. After awhile they tend to get into a rut and start 
cutting the hearings short. 

Depending on the outcome of the statistical analysis, it would seem to be 
time to combine all treatment alternatives and give analysts greater flexibil­
ity in available actions. This would encourage DIA enfdusiasm and allow a 
better-tailored action for a given situation. 

Due to an extended illness, my participation in the P/V program was shortened 
and I did very little follow-up work. However I found that most subjects 
were very enthusiastic and I feel that proper and timer follow-up would be 

effective in controls sought. 

After having dealt with the program since its inception I. find it involves 
much too much repetitive paper work, which is very costny,, as well as not 
effective from personal observation. If a person's attiiiude is cooperative 

give him an opportunity to demonstrate his ability to :inprove, but keep a 
large club over his head. If he continues to acquire ;vii©lations don't be 
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afraid to lower the club. Merely extending probation is a waste of time and 
actually encourages the subject to continue to drive in an unlawful manner. 

If he knows that severe action WILL BE TARN, he will think twice about 
taking a chance with traffic laws. 

Regarding the cost factor I wonder if the following have been considered: 

1.­ Time required to get the file and make notations whenever either the 

.subject or Sacramento calls regarding additions to the record. 

2.­ Time required to return a subject's call and get the'file so that his 
:questions can be answered. 

3.­ XSR time when modifying restrictions or ending probation. A complete 
record must be obtained whenever any change of status is 
contemplated. 

4.­ Additional clerk-typist and review time for each set. 

5.­ Filing and refiling time. 

6.­ Reading and trying to implement the great volume of memos coming out 
of Sacramento for this one program alone. This makes it very 
-difficult to recall if you should forget the old procedure or 

remember a new one. This, in turn, requires consulting the updated 
--manual frequently to comply with the latest memos. 

The overall program to me seemed a step in the right direction. Obviously 
errors/oversights/incomplete preparation lead to processing difficulties. 

'Simplification of types to fixed only would better suit all as far as han­
dling and timeliness is concerned. As to effectiveness for highway safety is 
concerned program evaluation is the only accurate decision. Would not volun­

tarily (enthusiastically) offer to do or participate in the program as it was 
outlined. 

Shows promise in many cases--but initial and follow-up contacts are very time 
consuming. 

The analyst should be allowed flexibility in applying restrictions and 

actions, as the analyst is in the best position to evaluate the driver's 
basic needs as related to traffic safety. 

With few exceptions, the program appears to be effective in driver safety 
improvement as there have been more "graduates" than recidivists. 
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