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. INTRODUCTION

Many terms used in this report may be unfamiliar to some readers. Therefore, a Glossary can
be found on page 43 to assist readers.

Child Safety Restraint Use and Misuse in the United States

The effectiveness of properly used child safety restraints is clearly established - 71 percent
effective in reducing fatal injury for infants and 54 percent for toddlers in passenger cars
according to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) (NHTSA, 2001).
Since effectiveness is based on correct use, safety may be compromised if the restraint is not
installed correctly in the vehicle, if the child is not buckled into the restraint correctly, and if the
safety seat used is not age and size appropriate for the child (NHTSA, 2002).

In August 2002, the National SAFE KIDS Campaign analyzed the incorrect use patterns of more
than 37,000 child safety seats and vehicle safety belts at SAFE KIDS BUCKLE UP car seat
check up events from February 2001 to May 2002. Findings of the study revealed that 81.6
percent of child restraints were used incorrectly, with an average of three errors per incorrectly
used restraint (National SAFE KIDS Campaign, 2002).

According to the NHTSA's 2000 Motor Vehicle Occupant Safety Survey, when asked how easy
it was to attach the car seat to the vehicle, 97 percent of parents/caregivers responded either
very confident (74 percent) or fairly confident (23 percent) that the seat was securely attached.
A later question in the survey revealed that more than one-quarter of respondents had on some
occasion found that their car seat was not attached securely.

The Lower Anchors and Tethers for CHildren (LATCH) federal motor vehicle safety standard
(FMVSS) that became effective in September 2002 will help alleviate some misuse patterns.
LATCH, FMVSS 213 (49 CFR 571.213) amendments and FMVSS 225 (49 CFR 571.225),
requires vehicles and child safety seats manufactured after September 1, 2002 to be equipped
with anchors and attachments to allow child safety seat installation without seat belts. While the
NHTSA estimates that the LATCH system will reduce as much as half the misuse associated
with improperly installing a child safety seat, LATCH does not eliminate all mistakes. (NHTSA,
2002). Additionally, many families will continue to own non-LATCH equipped vehicles and
safety seats for many years.

Overview of Inspection Station Services in the United States

To help reduce misuse of safety seats, highway safety organizations, public safety agencies,
medical facilities, safety associations, auto dealerships, and other groups across the country
offer safety seat check-up “inspection” or “fitting" stations. At these inspection stations,
technicians offer hands-on training about the proper use and installation of child restraints, and
advise parents and caregivers as to what restraint is age and size appropriate for their child
passengers.



According to NHTSA, as of November 2002 more than 3,500 inspection stations were in
operation across the United States. Most of these stations were initiated within the last five
years, often with only informal guidance as to how stations might best be designed to achieve
their service objectives.

Inspection station services are typically provided free of charge, although some stations request
a donation for each seat inspected. Many inspection stations also offer replacement safety
seats. Policies for the distribution of replacement seats vary, often depending on the funding
source. Some stations will provide replacement seats as a convenience to parents/caregivers,
but ask for a donation to cover the cost of the seat.

Objectives of Study

The objectives of this study were to identify and describe characteristics of model child safety
seat inspection stations through observations and discourse at selected inspection stations.
Specific areas of inquiry were as follows:

How the inspection station was developed;

Procedural, logistical, staffing, funding and other characteristics of the station;
Implementation issues and challenges identified by inspection station staff;
Perceptions of the implementation process and recommendations for improvement by
inspection station staff;

Recommendations for improvement by parents and caregivers;

Types of child safety seat misuse encountered by inspectors; and

Magnitude of child safety seat misuse encountered by the stations.
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. METHOD

Selection of Study Inspection Station Sites

Categories

A review of child safety seat inspection stations operational in October 2001 revealed the
following six types of station sponsorships:

Fire Departments/Emergency Medical Service Agencies
Law Enforcement Agencies

Health Care Providers/Hospitals

Retail/Service Companies

Automobile Dealers

Community Organizations

SRR WN=

Selection Criteria
The project staff developed eight basic criteria for potential study sites.
1. Permanent Inspection Station — Inspection station can be:

a. Stationary — A fixed site where parents or caregivers can either go to have their child’s
safety seat checked or call for check-up appointments. These sites can be established
indoors or outdoors.

b. Mobile — Inspection services are conducted on a fixed schedule, including vans or trailers
that travel on a schedule to locations where child passenger safety inspection facilities
are set up and inspections performed either on a drop-in or appointment basis.

c. Both

2. Use of certified inspectors — Inspection station must have at least one AAA Certified CPS
Technician or Technician Instructor directly involved in the program. All others involved in
the hands-on checking of seats must have attended a national or state-recognized CPS
training program. Certifications and trainings must be up-to-date.

3. Sufficient length of operation — Inspection station must be currently providing services, and
must have been in operation for at least one year prior to October 2001.

4. Volume of inspections — Rural inspection station must inspect an average of ten child safety
seats per month for at least one year. Suburban/urban inspection station must conduct an
average of 20 per month for at least one year.

5. Standard system of data collection and recording — Site must have an intact system of data
collection and recording, and will allow project staff to review such.



6. Existence of Operating Policies — Inspection station should have policies in place addressing
staffing, ||ab|I|ty seat replacement and other issues.

7. Sites would secure feedback from parents/caregivers who have utilized inspection station —
Site policies should allow communication with people who have used the site’s services in
order to obtain feedback as to outcomes of inspections and public perception of the
inspection process and/or recommendations for improvement.

8. Agree to participate in study — Inspection station administrators and staff should agree to a
2-3 day onssite visit by project staff and allow project staff to observe inspections and
procedures, meet with program administrators, meet with staff and meet with
parents/caregivers who have utilized services.

Selection Process

In December 2001, project staff requested recommendations for potential study sites from
NHTSA Washington and Regional Office staff. Additionally, the National SAFE KIDS Campaign
and child passenger safety advocates recommended potential sites.

To determine if recommended sites met the stated selection criteria, the project staff contacted
the sites and obtained information to determine which sites met the stated criteria. NHTSA
Regional Office and State Highway Safety Office staff assisted the project staff by facilitating
communication with the potential sites.

In March 2002, the project staff met with NHTSA staff to finalize the selection of study sites from
a pool of 40 recommended inspection station sites. In addition to meeting the stated selection
criteria, the following issues were considered in the selection process:

Rural, urban, suburban service providers

Programs serving diverse populations

Geographical diversity

Inclusion of identified sponsoring agency categories
Feasibility of replication of the inspection station service

Study Sites
The following inspection stations were selected to be individual study sites:

Atlanta Fire Department, Atlanta, GA

Hoffman Estates Police Department, Hoffman Estates, IL

Mahube Community Council, Park Rapids, MN

Pat Clark GMC-Pontiac/Clark County SAFE KIDS Coalition, Las Vegas, NV

Primary Children's Medical Center, Salt Lake City, UT

Indiana Automotive Safety Program, Indianapolis, IN

The Indiana Automotive Safety Program was selected in order to study the operations of an
inspection station network. Because the Indiana Automotive Safety Program represents
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more than 50 individual inspection stations, the findings will not be reported in a manner
parallel with the other sites.

7. Dagerman’s Just for Kids, Las Vegas, NV.
Dagerman’s Just for Kids was added as the seventh study site after the project staff learned
of this inspection station during the visit to another site in Las Vegas. After observing the
inspection station at this retail child specialty store and meeting with the store owners, the
project staff and NHTSA agreed to include Dagerman’s Just for Kids in the study.

Resource Information

Many worthwhile programs were proposed for consideration as project sites; however, only a
limited number of sites could actually be studied. In order to give users of this study access to
information about inspection station programs sponsored by agencies not included in the six
individual study sites, brief summaries were compiled about several additional programs. These
programs are referred to as “resource sites.” Site administrators provided project staff with
detailed information about their program. No onsite visits were made to resource sites. (See
Appendix C)



Data Gathering Techniques

Site Visits

The project staff conducted on-site visits with the study sites to gather specific information about
inspection station services. The project staff met with inspection station program managers,
staff members, administrators, program users and various other individuals associated with the
respective programs.

A 25-page site visit recording form was developed to document various aspects of the
inspection stations' operations (See Appendix A). Areas of interest included:

General site Information

Operational Information

Staffing issues

Promotional and outreach activities
Funding and budget issues

Development of the inspection station
Operational and administrative challenges
» Evaluation efforts

» Recommendations for other programs

+ Child safety seat misuse trends

[ ] L 4 [ ] [ 4 L [ ] [

Observation

The project staff observed facilities where inspection services were conducted, as well as actual
safety seat inspections.

Photographs

Photographs were taken to record inspection station facilities and user interactions. Some of
these pictures are located in Appendix B.

User Feedback from Sites

Study sites provided the project staff with feedback from parents/caregivers who had utilized
inspection station services. This feedback included general level of satisfaction with the
inspection services, perceived ability to retain information presented, convenience of services
and suggestions forimprovement. Project staff members compiled and analyzed this data,
comparing comments for similarities among study sites.



lll. RESULTS

Standard Site Characteristics

Selection criteria for the study sites listed in the study methodology description required a
specific level of performance and program development to qualify for inclusion in the study. In
keeping with these criteria, all sites:

1. Were permanent inspection stations offering child safety seat inspections at locations that
were fixed, mobile or both;

Used AAA Certified CPS Technicians;

Had been in operation for a sufficient period;

Conducted the specified minimum number of inspections per month;

Employed a standard system of data collection and recording ; and

Had established and documented operating policies.
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Commonalties Among Sites

Although the six inspection station programs were administered by diverse types of sponsoring
agencies; the operating, administrative and other aspects of the various programs were very
similar. The challenges faced by the stations were similar as well.

Commonalties among the six individual study sites are listed below. A more extensive listing of
commonalties and unique features offered by selected programs is included in Table 1.
Components of the Indiana Automotive Safety Program network are not included in the following
summary, but rather are listed in the "Individual Site Findings" section

Operational

1. All six sites offered child safety seat inspections to the general public. Several programs
conducted special outreach activities to specific groups, including low income, urban and
ethnic populations.

2. Five of the six sites conducted inspections free of charge. The sixth site (the retail study
site) conducted inspections as a free service to customers purchasing child safety seats.
For all other inspections they required donations that were given to a local SAFE KIDS
Coalition.

3. All sites conducted inspections on a schedule of fixed days and hours of operation. Many
required appointments, but accommodated walk-ins as well.

4. Adequate parking, public access, safe inspection areas, adequate queuing areas and
weather protection were all factors affecting location of the stations.

5. Sites used standardized inspection forms developed by SAFE KIDS, International
Association of Chiefs of Police or State Highway Safety Offices. Data was hand tallied and
no sites used any computerized method of collecting data.



6.

7.

Five of the six sites offered replacement seats free of charge based on their respective seat
replacemert policies. The sixth site referred families in need to a local SAFE KIDS Coalition.
Four of the sites requested donations for replacement seats.

Administrative

1.

2.

Most sites used AAA Certified CPS Technicians to conduct actual inspections at permanent
sites. One site relied on a"senior checker system” using Certified CPS Techs.

Three sites used volunteer Certified CPS Technicians to conduct inspections at mobile
and/or monthly inspection stations. One site used volunteers to conduct inspections at their
fixed site under a "senior checker system.” Other stations utilized volunteers primarily as
recorders, traffic controllers and in other nonrinspector capacities.

Three programs worked closely with local SAFE KIDS coalitions.

While all sites quantified the number of inspections conducted, activities relating to program
evaluation varied by site. None of the sites had a structured process for evaluating the
effectiveness of their program in terms of behavior changes and knowledge retained.
Common administrative challenges identified by study sites included:

a. Identifying a workable schedule that would meet the needs of the sponsoring agency,
available inspection staff and the public;

Coping with weather conditions that limited inspections;

Managing schedules for inspectors/technicians;

Storing replacement seats;

Initial and ongoing training and certification of inspectors/technicians;

Identifying and training individuals both in-agency and within the community who would
refer families in need of safety seat inspection services (referral sources); and

g. Language challenges associated with outreach to Hispanic families.

Common challenges study sites faced during development of stations included:

a. Obtaining support from agency administrators;

b. Providing initial and ongoing safety seat training for mspectors/techmmans;

c. Providing initial and ongoing training of inragency and community referral sources; and
d. Addressing liability concerns.

~®aog

Funding

al

Two programs were fully funded by State Highway Safety Offices (SHSO).

Most sites received some funding from their SHSO, typically for replacement seats.
Two programs had substantial community/corporate funding.

All sites relied substantially on in-kind funding for staff salaries.

Promotions/Advertising

1.

2.

Several programs coordinated promotional activities with their SHSO including inspection
referrals provided through a state tolHree telephone number.

Flyers provided to doctors’ offices, pre-natal classes, child care centers, etc. were used at
several sites.
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3. Creative and unique promotions offered by several sites dramatically increased public
awareness and use of the respective stations.

4. As part of their outreach activities, several programs worked with local school systems to
promote booster seat and safety belt use. Partnering with schools during "Kindergarten
Round-Up" was an important activity for one site.

Circumstances that Would Cause Termination of Inspection Services

1. Loss of funding for program and replacement seats.
2. Concern over liability to sponsoring agency.
3.. Loss of administrative support.

TABLE 1: Commonalties and Unique Features of Study Sites

DESCRIPTION COMMONALTIES UNIQUE FEATURES
Populations Sites served all populations Hoffman Estates Police Dept. established
Served a Hispanic Resource Centerin an

Several programs had special promotional
outreach to low income, urban, Native
American and Hispanic populations

apartment complex with predominately
Hispanic residents. Along with other
social services, inspection services were
offered by appointment at the center.

Fee/Donation for
Inspection

All sites offered free inspections except one

Dagerman’s Just for Kids conducted
inspections/installations at no charge for
customers purchasing seats; for those
who come to the store for an inspection
only, the shop collected a donation of $20
per seat checked on behalf of the Clark
County SAFE KIDS Coalition (CCSK).

Operational -
Scheduling

Service delivery schedules were set to
meet the needs of the target audience

- All sites had fixed days and hours

Most required appointments, many also
accepted walk-ins

Mahube Community Council required all
clients to be scheduled into an awareness
class where they signed up for their
inspection appointment.

Only Hoffman Estates Police Department
had inspectors available 24 hours a day,
7 days a week.
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TABLE 1: Commonalties and Unique Features of Study Sites

DESCRIPTION COMMONALTIES UNIQUE FEATURES
Operational - All sites had fixed locations - Primary Children’s Medical Center
Location designated a location in the hospital lobby

The sites took weather into consideration
and most had an indoor or covered location
for inspections during inclement weather

Several sites had heated garages

Adequate parking, safe inspection areas
and adequate queuing areas were factors °
in location

All sites had well-stocked inspection areas:
with common tools for conducting :
inspections (e.g., recall lists, slip guard,
noodles, locking clips, educational
materials, efc.)

where Safety Squad members were
available from 10-11a.m. and 4-5 p.m. on
week days for inspections; those desiring
a safety seat inspection come to the lobby
during these set hours for safety seat
inspections — families referred for help
with child safety seat installation as a part |
of their hospital discharge preparation,
patients coming in for a routine clinic visit,
referrals from other hospitals, hospital
employees, etc.

Hoffman Estates Police Department also
offered a mobile inspection station site on
a fixed schedule

Mahube Community Council offered
mobile services to accommodate those
families living in the very rural areas of
the tri-county region that make traveling
to one of the fixed sites prohibitive

Operational -
Data Collection

Typically, sites used standardized forms
developed by SAFE KIDS, IACP, or the
State HSO

Data was hand tallied and then entered into
a word processing or spreadsheet
document

None of the sites used any kind of
computerized method of collecting data

The sites using SAFE KIDS forms ‘
forwarded the forms to the National SAFE
KIDS Campaign for scanning and inclusion
in NSK's database

Operational -
Seat
Replacement
Policy

Five of six sites replaced seats according to
their replacement criteria

Seats were typically provided free of charge
to those who could not afford to purchase a
seat

Four programs requested donations for
replacement seats

Dagerman's Just for Kids in Las Vegas
did not replace seats; if a customer
needed a seat, they could purchase one
at Dagerman's or from a nearby retailer;
needy families were referred to the Clark
County SAFE KIDS Coalition

12




TABLE 1: Commonalties and Unique Features of Study Sites

DESCRIPTION COMMONALTIES UNIQUE FEATURES
Administrative - AAA Certified CPS Technicians conducted To better facilitate the recertification

Staffing and inspections at five of six sites process, Atlanta Fire Department had all

Training Certified CPS Technician renewal forms

"Senior checker system” was in place in the
station using non-certified inspectors (AAA-
certified CPS Techs, or inspectors with the
most experience, supervised the non-
certified inspectors)

Maintaining certification was the
responsibility of Technicians

for firefighters/technicians sent to the Fire
Department

Primary Children’s Medical Center
included CPS training in its mandatory
skills and new employee training for all
staff

Hoffman Estates made CPS training
mandatory for all police officers

Mahube Community Council made CPS
training mandatory for all Head Start staff
that transported Head Start Children

Administrative -

Certified CPS Techs were used at three

Clark County SAFE KIDS trained nursing

Volunteers sites for mobile and/or monthly inspection students from community college to serve
stations as volunteer inspectors during students’
pediatric training
Administrative - Identifying workable schedule for
Challenges sponsoring agency/available Techs/public
Weather conditions limiting inspections
Managing schedules for Tech availability
Storing of seats
Initial and ongoing training of
inspectors/techs
Initial and ongoing training of in-agency and
community referral sources
Development - Three programs started with an individual A Mahube Community Council Head Start
impetus who, after learning about child passenger parent became interested in child safety
safety issues, worked to establish services seat inspections and obtained State
within his/her agency training; after the Head Start parent
shared information with Head Start
LWC; progrSar?st dgl;t)peittrhr:;?h State administrators and attended Certified
\ghway Saiely Dilice outre CPS Tech training, the community
Two programs started after their agencies program was initiated
were selected to showcase national
program kick-off
Development - Obtaining support from administrative
Challenges bodies

Initial training of Techs and/or staff

Addressing liability concerns
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TABLE 1: Commonalties and Unique Features of Study Sites

DESCRIPTION COMMONALTIES UNIQUE FEATURES
Funding Sources Two programs funded completely by State |- Mahube Community Council integrated
- Highway Safety Offices child passenger safety parent classes

Most of the sites had some State Highway
Safety Office funds in their budget —
typically for replacement seats

Two programs had substantial
community/corporate funding

and inspections into its Head Start parent
training program

In-Kind Funding

All sites relied substantially on in-kind
funding for staff salaries

Hoffman Estates Police Department
offered overtime funds for six
officers/technicians to staff monthly
inspection stations

Promotional and
Outreach Activity

Most sites used common promotional
techniques such as promoting the
inspection programs through prenatai
programs and distributing flyers at child
care centers and doctors’ offices

Other promotional activities varied widely

Several programs coordinated with State -
Highway Safety Office promotions

Every child whose car seat was checked
through Pat Clark Pontiac-GMC and the
Clark County SAFEKIDS Coalition had an
opportunity to win a college scholarship;
very successful promotion

Beanie Baby promotion successful at
Hoffman Estates Police Department

Free childcare and a meal were provided
at Mahube Community Council Parent
Trainings

Circumstances Loss of funding for program and - Pat Clark Pontiac-GMC/CCSK program
that Would Cause replacement seats came very close to terminating when the
Termination Liability to s . dealership attorney expressed extreme
y ponsoring agency concern over liability issues.
Loss of administrative support
Program All sites quantified their activity (i.e., - Atlanta Fire Department is planning to put
Evaluation number of inspections) and kept track of . identifying stickers on their program's

any crashes involving a family served by
the inspection station; none of the sites had
a structured process for evaluating the
effectiveness of their program (i.e.,
behavior changes, knowledge retained); all
sites were having difficulty deciding how to
do such an evaluation.

replacement seats and including a
section on the emergency run sheets that
would indicate if a "program seat” was
involved in the crash
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User Feedback Summary

Individual study sites and several inspection stations in Indiana’s network shared feedback
received from their customers. This information indicates that the inspection stations' services
are well received.

A. Most Common Responses About the Inspection Service:

L

Services were helpful or very helpful.

The suggestions made to them were easy or very easy to understand.

Most participants agreed or strongly agreed that the information and services they
received would make their children safer.

Most participants agreed or strongly agreed that they would be able to install and use the
child safety seat correctly.

B. Sample Recommendations from Customers:

"More hours of operation. Weekends without appointment.”

"Make available for everyone. Parents and Grandparents should all know about this
service."

"Advertise more."

"Make TV commercials to advertise the safety issues of car seats and seat belts and
accessories.”

C. Sample General Comments from Customers:

*

L d
L
L
*

®

"The knowledge/training of the officers was wonderful. Thank you!"

"Great Service - quickly done."

"Keep up the good work."

"Keep up the 'great’ work. Thank you for being there."

"l have never put a car seat in before. We need more people like this to show how to put
car seats in."

"Safety for my twins is a big issue. A very good job done! Thanks so much!"

"Very grateful for the help."

"I came because | wanted to make sure | was installing my seat correctly. Now, | am
confident | know how to read car seat directions and install properly."

"Most helpful was to learn about the switchable retractor in my vehicle. Wish this service
could reach even more families.”

"I will be very mindful of the 'proper’ installation steps | learned today. Excellent program
- Thank you!"

"It was very informative. Officer was professional and supportive; he gave lots of
feedback and was very positive. I'd recommend it!"

D. Most Common Responses to "How Did You Find Out About the Service?":

[

Driving by, saw sign

Word of Mouth, from a friend or relative
Brochure/Flyer

Radio
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Individual Site Findings

Key features of each site studied have been summarized in two ways for this report. First,
Table 2 contains a summary of key features of the six individual study sites and the network
program presented in a grid format to facilitate comparison between programs. Secondly,
Appendix B contains extensive information gathered during site visits, in addition to supporting
documents that may be of use to other agencies.
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TABLE 2: Grid of Study Site Key Features

LOCATION Atlanta Fire |Dagerman’s | Hoffman Mahube Pat Clark Primary k| Indiana
Department, |Just For Kids, | Estates Police| Community Pontiac- Children’s Automotive
Atlanta, GA | Las Vegas, Department | Council GMC/Clark Medical Safety Program
NV (HEPD), (MCC), County SAFE | Center (ASP),
Hoffman Park Rapids, | KIDS Coalit. | (PCMC), Coordinator for
Estates, IL MN (CCSK), Salt Lake State of indiana
Las Vegas, City, UT Inspection
NV Station Network
FEATURE
Sponsoring Fire Department | Retail - Child Police Community Auto Dealership | Children’s Indiana University
Agency Specialty store | Department Organization and SAFE KIDS | Hospital is the state's
Coalition contractor for its
CPS program and
coordinates the
state's Inspection
Station Network;
53 agencies
sponsor individual
inspection stations:
19 Police
15 Hospital
5 Fire Dept
5 SAFE KIDS
4 Health Agencies
3 Community
Agencies
1 EMS Company
1 Ambulance Co
Geographical Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Urban Urban Urban
Setting
Suburban Suburban Suburban Suburban

Rural

IN ASP is a network of inspection stations; findings are not reported in a manner parallel with the other sites. Its data is included in this table for informational purposes.
For more details about any of the sites, see Appendix B




TABLE 2: Grid of Study Site Key Features

LOCATION Atlanta Fire |Dagerman’s |Hoffman Mahube Pat Clark Primary | Indiana
Department, |Just For Kids, | Estates Policel Community Pontiac- Children’s Automotive
Atlanta, GA | Las Vegas, Department | Council GMC/Clark Medical Safety Program

NV (HEPD), (MCC), County SAFE | Center (ASP),
Hoffman Park Rapids, |KIDS Coalit. |(PCMC), Coordinator for
Estates, IL MN (CCSK), Salt Lake State of Indiana
Las Vegas, City, UT Inspection
NV Station Network

FEATURE

Description of | 30 fire stations | InLas Vegas Police station in | Private, non- Located in Las | Located in Salt 53 individual

Locale throughout shopping mall Hoffman profit agency Vegas east of Lake City; Level inspection stations
Atlanta west of Estates, a providing the downtown 2 trauma center sponsored by

downtown suburb of services for low | area serving 1D, MT, various agencies

Chicago income and NV, UT, Wy throughout the
elderly in state of Indiana

Once a month Mahnomen,

from March Hubbard and

through October | Becker counties

at nearby of MN. Services

Babies ‘R’ US include Head
Start.

Populations All Georgia All; All; Low income, All All; Routinely All;

Served residents from Most customers | Special outreach | rural serves low Special outreach to
indigent to are middle to to Hispanic income, children low-income,
affluent upper income community with special African American,

needs, and Hispanic

Hispanic, Native communities
American, and
Pacific Island

children

IN ASP is a network of inspection stations; findings are not reported in a manner parallel with the other sites. Its data is included in this table for informational purposes.
For more details about any of the sites, see Appendix B




TABLE 2: Grid of Study Site Key Features

LOCATION Atlanta Fire |Dagerman’s | Hoffman Mahube Pat Clark Primary | Indiana
' Department, |Just For Kids, | Estates Police| Community Pontiac- Children’s Automotive
Atlanta, GA |Las Vegas, Department | Council GMC/Clark Medical Safety Program
NV (HEPD), (MCC), County SAFE | Center (ASP),
Hoffman Park Rapids, |KIDS Coalit. | (PCMC), Coordinator for
Estates, IL MN (CCSK), Salt Lake State of Indiana
Las Vegas, City, UT {7 Inspection
NV || Station Network
FEATURE "
OPERATIONAL
Service Delivery | Fixed site Fixed site Fixed site Fixed site Fixed site Fixed site [ Fixed and mobile
Schedule Set days/hours | Set days/hours | Set days/hours | Set days/hours | Set days/hours | Set daysfhours [ sites
Drop-in and By appointment; | Drop-in and By appointment | Drop-in basis Drop-in basis | Schedules vary
appointment M-F 10am to appointment at 3 sites primarily, weekdays; By
basis 6pm. Summer | basis at HEPD Appointments appointment & Sites are required
time hours are 24 hours, 7 days v emmn occasionally clinics heldon |38 to provide a
Inspections 10am to 12 per week. At 2" and 4" = minimum of 10 hrs
available 8am- | noon least one CPS Mobile site 6-8pm on 3 Thursdays per month for
8pm daily Technician is Set days/hours | Wednesday monthly { inspections
available on all monthly
shifts By appointment M-F 10-11am
and 4-5pm;
By appointment Twice-a-month
only at Hispanic clinics from 3-
Resource 6pm
Center
Mobile site
Set days/hours
Drop-in basis at
regular
community
events

IN ASP is a network of inspection stations; findings are not reported in a manner parallel with the other sites. Its data is included in this table for informational purposes.
For more details about any of the sites, see Appendix B




TABLE 2: Grid of Study Site Key Features

Hand tallied and
filed

HEPD case
numbering
system to track
number of
inspections and
seats distributed

Database used
to track number
of inspections
and seats
distributed

database

LOCATION Atlanta Fire | Dagerman’s [Hoffman Mahube Pat Clark Primary Indiana
Department, |Just For Kids, | Estates Police| Community Pontiac- Children’s Automotive
Atlanta, GA Las Vegas, Department Council GMC/Clark Medical Safety Program
NV (HEPD), (MCC), County SAFE | Center (ASP),
Hoffman Park Rapids, | KIDS Coalit. |(PCMC), Coordinator for
Estates, IL MN (CCSK), Salt Lake State of Indiana
Las Vegas, City, UT Inspection
NV Station Network
FEATURE
OPERATIONAL
Fee/Donation Free to all Free to Free to all Free to all; Free Free Free
for Inspection Georgia customers who Prerequisite for
residents purchase seat using inspection
from store; all station services
others pay $20 is attendance at
donation to parent training
Clark County session on child
SAFE KIDS safety seats
(CCSK)
Inspections per |50 + 100 per month; | 125+ per month; | 20+ Approximately | 110 per month; B Estimate 350-375
Month 70 for 35+ at fixed site, 50 per month 50 from daily 8 inspections per
customers, 90+ at mobile walk-in hours, [ month; 4,283
30 pay donation | sites 60 at twice-a- k¥ inspections in 2001
month clinics
Data Collection | Standardized SAFE KIDS IACP Standardized SAFE KIDS Standardized ASP standardized
form supplied by | inspection form | standardized MN State inspection form | inspection inspection form
the Georgia form inspection checklist
Governor's Hand tallied and checklist Hand tallied and | including liability When providing a
Office of sent to Hand-tallied, sent to waiver replacement seat,
Highway Safety | CCSK/National | filed, and Hand tallied and | CCSK/NSK individual sites
(GA GOHS) Safe Kids (NSK) | entered into filed and entered | database Hand tallied and also required to
database database; uses | into database. entered into use liability release

and safety seat
checklist forms

Copies of all sent
to ASP monthly

IN ASP is a network of inspection stations; findings are not reported in a manner parallel with the other sites. Its data is included in this table for informational purposes.
For more details about any of the sites, see Appendix B




TABLE 2: Grid of Study Site Key Features

who fall below
the US poverty

unable to
purchase, then

priority to whom
cannot afford to

Start children
only; all others

Seats provided
for free to those

charges: Others
a $20 donation;

LOCATION Atlanta Fire |Dagerman’s | Hoffman Mahube Pat Clark Primary Indiana
Department, |Just For Kids, | Estates Police] Community | Pontiac- Children's Automotive
Atlanta, GA |Las Vegas, Department | Council GMC/Clark Medical Safety Program
NV (HEPD), (MCC), County SAFE | Center (ASP),
Hoffman Park Rapids, | KIDS Coalit. |(PCMC), Coordinator for
Estates, IL MN - (CCSK), Salt Lake State of Indiana
' Las Vegas, City, UT nspection
NV Station Network
FEATURE
OPERATIONAL
Replacement Seats replaced; | Replacement Seats replaced; | Seats replaced; | Seats replaced; | Seats to patients All sites receive
| Seat Policy no charge to seats must be no charge ona | no charge for $40 donation & siblings as 150 safety seats.
those in need purchased. If selective basis, |registered Head |requested; needed at no ndividual sites

18 belt position
booster

4 belt position
booster

4 belt position
booster

2 belt position
booster

16 belt position
booster

index family is referred | purchase who are in need |in need Special needs when deemed
to Clark County of a seat, seats loaned | appropriate
SAFE KIDS for | Voluntary including through hospital |1
services donations are siblings of Seats may not be
accepted registered Head used for special
Start children, events or
Child must be pay $20 advertised as free
present donation give -away seats
Child must be
present
Seats replaced |58 Total Not Applicable | 14 Total 13 Total 5 Total 44 Total Not available
per month {Average) (Average) (Average)
0 infant 0 infant 11 infant
2 infant 1 infant
40 convertible/ 3 convertible/ 17 convertible/
combo 8 convertible/ 8 convertible/ combo combo
combo combo

For more details about any of the sites, see Appendix B

IN ASP is a network of inspection stations; findings are not reported in a manner parallel with the other sites. Its data is included in this table for informational purposes.
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