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0.0 Introduction

This document presents the results of a comparison of Impaired Driving (ID) crashes compared
to non-I1D crashes over a recent five-year period (CY2016-2020). This is an update of a previous
special study that was based on three-years FY2015-2017 of data. Impaired Driving is a rela-
tively recent term for what has for decades been called Driving Under the Influence (DUI) of al-
cohol or other drugs.

The analytical technique employed to generate most of the displays below is a component within
the Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) called Information Mining Performance
Analysis Control Technique (IMPACT). For a detailed description of the meaning of each ele-
ment of the IMPACT outputs, please see:

http://www.caps.ua.edu/software/care/

The main objective of performing IMPACT comparisons is to surface “over-representations.”
An over-represented value of an attribute is found when that attribute has a greater share of ID
crashes than would be expected if its proportion were the same as for the non-1D crashes. That
is, the non-1D crashes are serving as a control to which the 1D crashes are being compared. As
an example, we find that ID crashes on the day of the week attribute value of Saturday has al-
most 90% higher proportion of crashes than does the non-ID crashes. When such differences are
statistically significant, this surfaces characteristics that should be subjected to attention, and in
some cases, further analyses for countermeasure development. For example, additional selective
enforcement for ID might be performed on Saturday and other over-represented days.

The ID crash reports being considered here are those reported to have been DUI (Alcohol or
Drugs), which is about 6% of the total reported crashes. While this is an accurate statement of
the number reported as such, no one claims that this is the actual number of ID crashes. Many
ID-caused crashes cannot be verified, and they are therefore not reported as such. These reports
over time provide excellent insight into the nature of ID crashes despite their not being a totally
complete set of ID reports. Generally, as the severity of a given ID crash increases, the accuracy
of reports in attributing them to ID also increases dramatically. To illustrate, the amount of ef-
fort that goes into investigating a fatal crash is at least 10 times the effort than goes into reporting
and obtaining the details of most Property Damage Only (PDO) crashes.

This report continues with two short sections that provide a high-level summary of recommenda-
tions and findings for those who just need an executive summary. The sections are called: (1)
Executive Summary and Recommendations, and (2) Summary of Findings. Section 3 is also in-
troductory in that it provides a detailed definition of the complex filter that was used to define ID
crashes in the analytical sections that follow. The comparison between ID and non-ID crashes
will be presented under the following headings with their section numbers:


http://www.caps.ua.edu/software/care/

4. Geographic Factors,

5. Time Factors,

6. Factors Affecting Severity,

e 7. Driver and Vehicle Demographics, and
e 8. Driver Behavior.

Those who are only interested in a few of these should see the Table of Contents for a guide to
the sections of interest.



1.0 Executive Summary and Recommendations

The recommendations of this special study are presented first for two reasons (1) for those who
do not have time to go through all of the IMPACT analyses, and/or (2) as an introduction to the
more detailed analyses. Recommendations are referenced to the more detailed analyses so that
questions regarding the source of any given recommendation can be easily accessed.

Recommendations are organized into the three areas of (1) law enforcement concentration and
direction, (2) Legal and judicial countermeasure development, and (3) PI&E information on ID
content. The ordering of these, either generally or within their respective categories, is not at all
meant to imply priority. However, the information given should be quite useful in the further
prioritization and allocation of traffic safety resources. This process should consider all of the
recommendations, which should be validated against the information presented in the IMPACT
sections 4.0-7.0 (referenced sections are given in parenthesis).

The following recommendations are made to reduce the frequency and/or severity of Impaired
Driving (ID) crashes in Alabama:

e Law enforcement concentration and direction

o Increased recognition is essential, both on the part of law enforcement and the
general public, that the relatively high deadly combination in ID crashes is caused
by their comparatively high impact speeds (6.1, 6.2) coupled with a failure of ID
drivers and their passengers to use restraints (6.5). Seek out new ways to increase
law enforcement methods to address these issues, both of which stem from the ac-
ceptance of risk-taking behaviors.

o More effective drug detection techniques (8.3, 8.4) should be identified, and law
enforcement officers need increased training in their use.

o Law enforcement training should focus on the concentration on the times of day,
days of the week (5.5, 5.4, 5.7), and the particular over-represented vehicle types
e.g., pickups and motorcycles (7.3).

o Training needs to focus on the specific over-representations: males (7.2), age
groups (7.1, ages 24-35), and the locations that these over-represented groups tend
to be driving at the over-represented times (determined by hotspot analyses).

o Increase law enforcement focus on interdicting pedestrians who are impaired
(7.4), using whatever legal remedies that are currently available.

o Counties with a combination of medium to large metropolitan areas and fairly
large rural areas (4.5) should generally be given additional emphasis in ID selec-
tive enforcement programs (4.1, 4.2). These should be evaluated on a county-by-
county basis taking the population and traffic volume crash rates into considera-
tion.

o The rural areas (4.5) of these counties, and especially the County Roads (4.6)
should be given special consideration for enforcement, since that is where relative
increased fatalities occur (4.4).



o Those cities with a high frequency of ID crashes (4.3) should be given special
guidance and perhaps additional funding to address their ID crash problems.
Many such large city areas have a considerable amount of Open Country (4.7)
that would tend to multiply their ID crashes. It should be recognized that Resi-
dential areas of these cities also have a significant ID over-representation, but it is
only about a third of that of Open Country areas (4.7)

o Additional hotspot analysis needs to be done to surface those County Roads (4.6)
that are largely accounting for their double over-representation in crash frequency
in order to increase law enforcement presence on this road type. It appears that
ID drivers may well be using the county roads as alternatives to avoid being ap-
prehended.

o Additional emphasis needs to be given to the recognized ID days, Saturday, Sun-
day, and to some extent Friday (5.3). Special attention needs to accommodate ir-
regular days such as Sunday, which behave as a “virtual Saturday” when the
three-day holiday weekend includes Monday (5.5, 5.6, 5.7). Consideration should
be given to the number of persons not working on a given day and thus might
over-indulge the night (and early morning) before (5.4, 2.2) their day off.

o Theincrease in ID crashes in the springtime (5.2, March, April and July) should
be recognized in general law enforcement strategic planning.

o Time for enforcement might be optimized by local culture, but for the average
statewide picture, if workers are typically “off” the following day, the optimal
times for enforcement would begin shortly after the afternoon rush hour and con-
tinue through at least 3 AM (5.5-5.7).

e Legal and judicial countermeasure development

o Drug/Alcohol Diversion Programs should continue (or new programs adopted)
that concentrate on keeping the age 25 through 35 (typically social users) from
becoming habitual to the point where they become part of the 36-55 year old
over-representation of predominantly problem users (7.1).

o The role that unemployment plays should be considered in formulating remedial
measures (7.6). E.g., methods should be explored to communicate with appropri-
ate individuals through the unemployment offices.

o New legal countermeasures or existing laws need to be developed or modified to
counter impaired walking (7.4). E.g., law enforcement should detain and inform
those who are seem practicing unsafe walking that they are in violation of the law
even if citations are not seen to be effective in specific cases.

o ldeally, breath-alcohol ignition interlock devices are greatly reducing the problem
caused by problem drinkers. An in-depth study needs to be conducted to deter-
mine if problems exist within the current program, and how this countermeasure
can be expanded to be made more generally effective.



PI&E information on ID content

©)

ID-related crashes continue to increase, and the general societal acceptance of cer-
tain recreational drugs is a significant part of the problem (8.3 and 8.4).
Combinations of recreational or medical drugs and alcohol can be particularly le-
thal, and medical practitioners should warn against such problems and discourage
all alcohol use for their patients who have indicated of displayed these problems,
or who are taking other prescription drugs.
Legalized recreational drugs are not a good alternative to alcohol use and should
not be advertised as such. PI&E programs should take the opposite approach.
It would be extremely beneficial to promote social drinkers patronizing bars that
are closer to their homes and in urban areas. Not only would this lower their
speed at impact (6.2, 6.3 and 6.4), but it would greatly reduce EMS delay times
(6.8-6.9), both or which would reduce fatalities.
Messages directed toward drinkers/users should concentrate on the use of a desig-
nated driver (i.e., who would not drive with any impairment at all). A subtle mes-
sage, without encouraging the impaired person to drive, might be to stress the ten-
dency of ID drivers to speed without restraints (6.3-6.5). This might also provide
additional motivation for the “friends do not let friends ...” efforts.
A new PI&E recognition needs to be developed to address “impaired and dis-
tracted walking” to counter the large increases recently experienced in pedestrian
fatalities (7.4). This should emphasize the many rules for safe walking, and dis-
courage all walking at night, but promote the use of bright reflective dress and
walking against the traffic for those who must be out.
One of the most critical needs is for the ID drivers and their passengers to buckle
up (6.6). There is little hope of surviving a crash for a large proportion of them if
they fail to realize this. This is seen not only in increased fatal crashes, but in the
number of injured and killed in single crashes (6.7).
While clearly the problems found in this study are those of ID, other driver behav-
iors (8.2) that are correlated with ID might provide alternatives to countermeasure
development. These behaviors are:

e Aggressive Operation,
Traveling Wrong Way/Wrong Side,
Over Speed Limit,
Ran off Road,
Fatigued/Asleep,
Ran Stop Sign and

e Crossed Centerline.
These were the Primary Contributing Circumstances that were over-represented
exclusive of ID/DUI even though the standard ID filter was in effect (indicating
that ID was identified by attributes other than that of PCC.



2.0 Summary of Findings

Note: subsections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 have been omitted in order to keep the numbering system in
this Section consistent with that of the IMPACT displays that follow. The following findings are
mainly from the IMPACT analysis below that compared ID vs Non-ID crashes for all five years
(CY2016-2020):

e 2.4 Geographical Factors (4.0)

o County (4.1) - Generally, the over-represented counties are those with combined
large population centers and large rural areas, as opposed to the highly urbanized
counties or the extremely rural counties. One reason that the highly urbanized
counties are under-represented is the large number of low severity crashes that oc-
cur there separate and apart from ID crashes. See the rural-urban comparison be-
low. Placed in Max Gain order, the ones with the highest potential for reduction
were: Baldwin, Cullman, Madison, Marshall, Limestone and Blount.

o City Comparisons of ID crashes to Non-ID Frequency (4.2) and Odds Ratio (4.3) .
There is little surprise in this output, which tracks the areas by population. Traffic
safety professionals should look for any locations that fall counter to this trend.
City (and rural area) Comparisons within Crash Frequency Ranges — analyses
were performed for: (1) those areas that had 100-749 ID crashes with high Odds
Ratios (4.2), and those that had 200-1,557 ID crash frequencies (4.3). There are
presented separately to present fair comparisons among the various areas.

o Virtual Rural Areas of Counties (4.2). The county rural areas (virtual cities) with
Max Gains in excess of 160 ID crashes over their expected numbers are: Rural
Mobile, Rural Cullman, Rural Madison, Rural Baldwin, Rural Tuscaloosa, Rural
Limestone, Rural Blount, Rural Marshall, and Rural EImore. [Expected numbers
(or expectations) here and below are obtained from the proportion for non-1D
crashes.]

o Overall Area Comparisons Conclusions (4.1-4.4) — Generally those rural areas
that are adjacent to (or contain) significant urbanized areas are over-represented,
since their urban areas generate more traffic even in the rural areas. Possible fac-
tors for relatively fewer severe ID crashes within urban areas include:

= Less need for motor vehicle travel and shorter distances to the drinking es-

tablishments;

= Larger police presence in the metropolitan areas; and

= Lower speeds in rural areas.
Note: The city, county, and area comparisons are, of necessity, a selection of the
total outputs that could be generated. They are given to illustrate the capabilities
as much as to present the numerical results. Anyone wishing additional areas,
please contact CAPS — see e-mail address above.



o Severity of Crash by Rural-Urban (4.4) — While only about 41% of crashes occur
in rural areas, nearly 68% of the fatal crashes occur there. Similar results are
found for the highest severity non-fatal crashes. This is obviously the result of
higher impact speeds in the rural areas. Note that additional causes of increased
severity are given in the Factors Affecting Severity Section, below.

o Rural/Urban ID Crash Frequency (4.5) — Not only are impaired driving crashes
more severe in rural areas, but the frequency of ID crashes in rural areas is quite
high, despite the much lower population and traffic volumes. ID crashes occurred
in over 41% rural as compared to about 59% urban. While only 21.17% of the
crashes are expected in the rural areas, the 1D proportion of crashes in the rural
areas is 41.37%, or close to double its expected value (significant Odds Ratio =
1.866).

o Highway Classifications (4.6) — County roads had 2.09 times their expected pro-
portion of crashes, and State routes had about 3.4% more than expected. All other
roadway classifications were under-represented. County road characteristics no
doubt contribute to the crash frequency. County roads are also known to be less
“crashworthy” (i.e., they result in more severe crashes at comparable impact
speeds).

o Locale (4.7) — Reflecting the rural over-representation, open country and residen-
tial roadways show a high level of over-representation (1.612 and 1.333 Odds Ra-
tios, respectively) as compared with the more urbanized area types, especially
Shopping or Business, which only has about half of its expected proportion.

e 2.5 Time Factors (5.0)

o Year (5.1) — The years 2016 and 2020 were over-represented. There seems to be
no pattern either in ID or non-1D over these years, which is further complicated
by the COVID-19 outbreak in 2020.

o Month (5.2) — The only significant over-representations by month were in March,
April, and July. The number of ID crashes correlated fairly well with the other
crashes during the rest of the months, with the exception of September and Octo-
ber, which were significantly under-represented. Weather seems to play some
part in this with more outdoor activities in the spring.

o Day of the Week (5.3-5.4) — This analysis is not only useful for the typical work
week, but it also reflects the typical “holiday weekend” patterns. The days can
be classified as follows:

= Typical work weekday (Monday through Thursday) — these days are un-
der-represented in 1D crashes due to the need for many users to go to work
the following day.

= Friday — this pattern is also reflected in the day before a weekend (or holi-
day), i.e., before a day off. The high ID frequency on this day is due to



those who are getting an early substance abuse start to the weekend, rec-
ognizing that they have no work responsibilities the following day. How-
ever, the large numbers of non-ID crashes on Fridays causes Friday to be
statistically under-represented compared to non-ID crashes. This is the
typical Friday general increase due to the normal rush hours coupled with
individuals leaving for vacations and weekend activities.
= Saturday — the “Saturday” pattern is the worse for ID crashes in that it has
both an early morning component (like Sunday) and a late night compo-
nent (like Friday). So, it could be viewed as a combination of the typical
Friday and Sunday.
= Sunday — since this is the last day of a holiday sequence or weekend, its
over-representation comes mainly from those who start on Saturday night
and do not complete their use of alcohol/drugs until after midnight. Sun-
day is the most over-represented day with over twice its expected number
of ID crashes; however, the low number of non-ID crashes on Sunday also
contributes to this proportional over-representation.
“Holiday Weekends” (5.4-5.7) — these can be viewed as a sequence of the week-
end-pattern sequence. For example, the Wednesday before Thanksgiving would
follow the Friday pattern assuming that most are at work on Wednesday. The
Thursday, Friday and Saturday would follow the Saturday pattern, and the Sunday
at the end of the weekend would follow the typical Sunday pattern. This is the
reason that long holiday events (i.e., several days off) can be much more prone to
ID crashes than the typical weekend. Three-day weekends typically give Monday
off, so that Monday would behave like the typical Sunday, and both the Saturday
and Sunday would follow the Saturday pattern. Exception: in the past decade the
over-representation of Wednesdays before Thanksgivings has been reduced by the
number leaving earlier during the week.
Time of Day (5.5-5.6) — The extent to which night-time hours are over-repre-
sented is quite striking. Optimal times for ID enforcement would start immedi-
ately following any rush hour details, and would continue through at least 3:00 to
3:59 AM (odds ratio 5.839). The 4-5 and 5-6 AM hours are also significantly
over-represented, but with lower odds ratios of 3.606 and 1.543, respectively.
Time of Day by Day of the Week (5.7) — This quantifies the extent of the crash
concentrations on Friday nights, Saturday mornings and Saturday nights and early
Sunday mornings. This is a very useful summary for deploying selective enforce-
ment details, especially during the weekend hours.

2.6 Factors Affecting Severity (6.0)
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ID Crash Severity (6.1) -- The rate of injuries and fatalities are consistently higher
in ID crashes than that of non-ID crashes. Fatality crashes are nearly 6.934 times
their expected proportion, while the two highest non-fatal injury classifications
also have over twice their expected values when compared with non-ID crashes.
The Odds Ratio is over three (3.708) for the highest non-fatal classification, Inca-
pacitation Injury.

Speed at Impact (6.2) — zzzz All impact speeds above 45 MPH (with the
exceptions of 61-70 and 66-70 MPH) are dramatically over-represented with
Odds Ratios above 2.00. See the next attribute for the effect this has on fatalities.
The over-representations increase, as expected, with increased speed with 46-50
MPH having an odds ratio or 1.835, while 96-100 MPH being 10.129. Past anal-
yses have found the general rule of thumb that for every 10 MPH increase in im-
pact speeds, the probability of the crash being fatal doubles. This was validated in
the discussion below of the cross-tabulation of impact speeds by severity.
Severity by Impact Speed (6.3-6.4) —Past analyses have found the general rule of
thumb that for every 10 MPH increase in speeds, the probability of the crash be-
ing fatal doubles. This was validated in the discussion of the cross-tabulation. In
the 41-45 MPH impact speed the probability is only a little over one in every 61
crashes. As impact speeds climb to the 51-55 MPH, this probability more than
doubles to one in about 24 crashes. At 61-65 MPH it increases again (exponen-
tially) to one in about every 15 crashes, and at 71-75 it is about one in nine, which
is about double again. For above 90 MPH it is about one in 4 crashes.

Restraint Use by Impaired Drivers (6.5) — The impaired drivers are over 8 times
more likely to be unrestrained than the non-1D causal drivers. Clearly ID drivers
lose a good part of their concept of risk when they are willing to drive while im-
paired.

Fatality Crashes by Restraint Use for Impaired Drivers (6.6) — A comparison of
the probability of a fatal crash indicates that a fatality is almost six (5.84) times
more likely if the impaired driver is not using proper restraints. Generally, one in
30 ID crashes are fatal; but without restraints, the fatal crash ratio is 1 in about 11.
So the combined effect of lower restraint use and higher speeds is a devastating
combination that accounts for much of the high lethality of ID crashes.

Number Injured -- Including Fatalities (6.7) — Not only are ID crashes generally
more severe to the driver, but the number of multiple injuries in these ID crashes
is over-represented as well. This might have something to do with the preference
of those going out to socialize (or coming back) to take some of their friends with
them. Al of the multiple injury categories are over-represented in the ID crashes,
as is the single injury classification. Those above 4 injuries had at least twice
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their expectations, and the 1, 2, 3 and 4 injuries all had closeto twice their expec-
tations. Note: no statistical calculations are made if either of the values being
compared is less than 20.

o Police Arrival Delay (6.8) — ID crashes generally had longer police arrival delays;
in this case all arrival delays over 31 minutes were over-represented. There can
be little doubt that this has to do with the rural nature of these crashes and the po-
tential that the late night occurrence might not be discovered for some time. De-
lay times in the two over 90 minutes had over twice their expected proportions, up
to 180 minutes and the over-180 was quite close to 2 (1.797).

o EMS Arrival Delay (6.9) — Higher EMS delays were over-represented for im-
paired driving injury crashes in all categories above ten minutes, and dramatically
(over twice the expected) for the very longer times of 61 minutes and above. This
obviously contributes to the severity of crashes and the chances that the crash re-
sults in one or more fatalities. As for the very long times, these might be due to
the delay in discovering the crash as much as their generally over-represented ru-
ral locations.

e 2.7 Driver and Vehicle Demographics (7.0)

o Driver Age (7.1) — Younger (16-20 year old) drivers have a very serious problem
in crash causation even in the absence of ID. However, young-driver crashes are
not over-represented in ID. Age 24 is the first age over-representation takes place
and continues on to age 55. There is a bi-modal distribution in the 24-56 year
olds; 24 through about 41, and a second group from 42 to 56. Generally, the first
of these might be classified as largely social drinkers; while it is inescapable that
the middle aged caused ID crashes would be largely attributed to problem drink-
ers or those addicted to drugs.

o Impaired Driver Gender (7.2) — Males are a far greater issue in ID crashes, and if
there are countermeasures that can be directed toward them, doing so would be
much more cost-effective than those that are not gender based, all other things be-
ing equal. The ratio of male to female causal ID drivers is over 3 to 1.

o Causal Vehicle Type (7.3) — Pick-ups had a significant over-representation and
came out at the top of the Max Gain order because of their large number of ID in-
volvements. Motorcycles were also highly over-represented. Also of interest is
the proportion of pedestrians that involve ID, which is close to three times their
expected number. ATVs had the highest over-representation (Odds Ratio =
4.445), perhaps because drivers do not believe that the ID laws apply to them as
long as they are not on the public highways. In order of their Max Gains, the fol-
lowing had significant odds ratios: Pick-Up (Four-Tire Light Truck), Motorcycle,
Pedestrian, and 4-Wheel Off Road ATV.
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o Number of Pedestrians (7.4). Pedestrians are definitely an issue in ID crashes.
There were 327 pedestrians involved in ID crashes and 3,849 that were non-ID, or
a total of 4,176, of which 327/4176 = 7.8% of the pedestrian crashes were ID.
These resulted in 74 fatalities. Primary Contributing Circumstance shows 162 pe-
destrians were under the influence at the time of the crash. Some overlap of these
with the total 327 pedestrians involved would be expected.

o Driver License Status (7.5) — ID crashes are very highly over-represented in
causal drivers without legitimate licenses, challenging the effectiveness of license
suspension and revocations as a traffic safety countermeasure. There is no way to
estimate its deterrent value. Revoked is over-represented for the ID causal drivers
by close to seven times its expected proportion (compared to non-1D crashes).
The following gives the highest over-represented categories along with the num-
ber of crashes (in parenthesis) that were attributed to the DL Status: Suspended
(2,393), Revoked (1,716), Expired (534), and Cancelled (79).

o Driver Employment Status (7.6) — ID driver unemployment rate at 33.80%, and
its proportion is over 90% higher than expected. This factor should be watched
carefully going forward.

e 2.8 Driver Behavior (8.0)

o Primary Contributing Circumstances (8.1-8.2). This was discusse at the end of
Section 1.0; this was copied from that section. While clearly the problems found
in this study are those of ID, other driver behaviors (8.2) that are correlated with
ID might provide alternatives to countermeasure development. These behaviors
are:

Aggressive Operation,
Traveling Wrong Way/Wrong Side,
Over Speed Limit,
Ran off Road,
Fatigued/Asleep,
Ran Stop Sign and
e Crossed Centerline.
These were the Primary Contributing Circumstances that were over-represented
exclusive of ID/DUI even though the standard ID filter was in effect (indicating
that ID was identified by attributes other than that of PCC.
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CU Officer’s Opinion Alcohol and non-alcohol Drugs (8.3-8.4). The main
reason for producing this IMPACT is to enable a comparison with the next
one. This shows the proportion of cases caused by alcohol (according to the
crash reports) compared to the proportion caused by drugs other than alcohol.
o The total of these two is 21,923 (alcohol) + 7,699 (other drugs) =
29,622 total cases for which an officer’s opinion was assigned.
o So 74.01% of the cases involved alcohol, and 25.99% of the cases in-
volved non-alcohol drugs.
o Thus, about 3 to 1 were alcohol involved.
o There were very few reports of both alcohol and drugs; just one for Al-
cohol ID and one for non-alcohol Drugs ID..
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3.0 Impaired Driving (ID) Definitions CY2016-2020

As part of the ongoing Alabama Office of Traffic Safety (AOTS) problem identification efforts,
UA-CAPS compared FY2016-2020 Impaired Driving (ID) crashes against non-1D crashes over
this same time period. The objective was to determine all significant differences between these
two subsets of data. Impaired Driving (ID) includes both alcohol and all other drugs, and the
goal was to pinpoint common factors and assess strategies that could be used to combat any iden-
tified issues. A review was also conducted of the current legislation in Alabama regarding ID
laws and penalties. The findings were then taken into consideration when planning enforcement
campaigns, as well as training and diversion programs to be funded in the upcoming fiscal year.

3.1 ID Filter Definition

The following is the formal filter definition for Impaired Driving (ID alcohol or drugs), which in
past analyses has been called Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol or other Drugs (DUI):

B Filter Logic: DUI (Alcohal or Drugs) — O Y

Logic Tree Logic Text

=)+ One or more of the following are true (OR)

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Candition is equal ta E Under the Influence of Alcohal/Drugs

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol is equal to Yes - Driver Was Under Influence of Alcohal
- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol is equal to P Bath Alcohol and Drugs

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs is equal to Yes - Driver Was Under Influence of Drugs
- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs is equal to P Both Alcohol and Drugs

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equal to .04to 079

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equal to .08to 059

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Resulis is equal to . 10to 159

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equalto 20to 249

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equal to .25t0 299

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equal to .30to 349

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results is equal to .35t0 399

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Driver Alcohol Test Resulis is equal to .40 or Over

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: E CU Driver Drug Test Results is equal to Positive

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Citation |ssued is equal to Driving Under the Influence

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Citation |ssued is equal to Driving Uinder the Influence of Drugs

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Citation Issued is equal to E Driving Under the Influence of Alcohol and Drugs
- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Citation |ssued is equal to E Driving Under the Influence of Any Substance

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: Primary Contributing Circumstance is equal to DU

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: Primary Contributing Circumstance is equal to Pedestrian Under the Influence

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Contributing Circumstance is equal ta DUI

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: CU Contributing Circumstance is equal to Pedestrian Under the Influence

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: V2 Contributing Circumstance is equal to DUI

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data: W2 Contributing Circumstance is equal to Pedestrian Linder the Influence

28380 records selected by this filter.

This is the standard ID (DUI alcohol or drugs) filter that is used for all HSP ID analyses.
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With this filter in effect, we will now present the frequency distributions for each of the attrib-
utes that appear in the filter. These attributes are ORed together, so if any one of them showed

ID, the record will be included in the ID subset.

~ - DUl {Alcohol ar Drugs)

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

| Order: |Nat|_|ral Order ~ | Ascending | [] Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies

Frequency Frequgrl-':g Percentage Cum. Percent
Apparently Normal 1275 1275 450 4.50
E Physical Impairment 712 1587 251 7.0
E Emotional (Depressed/Angry... 173 2160 0.61 T.62
liness 44 2204 0.16 778
E Asleep/Fainted/Fatigued 425 2629 1.50 528
E Under the Influence of Alcoho... 23715 26348 a7z 53.00
Other 151 26539 0.67 53.67
Unknown 1584 28123 5.59 59.26
ClUis Mot a Vehicle 174 28297 0.61 55.88
CUis Unknaown 33 28330 012 95.99
P Apparently Asleep” 2 28332 0.01 100.00
P Fatigued® 0 28332 0.00 100.00

C17:
C11a:
C119:
C120:

CU DL Resfriction Violations #2
CU Endorsement Viclations #1

E CU Endorsement Violations #2
E CL Driver Employment Status

. CU Driver Condition

cl1zz:
C123:
C124:
C125:
C126:
C127:
c128:
C129:
C130:

CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol
CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
CU Driver Alcohol Test Type Giver
E CL Driver Drug Test Type Giver
CU Driver Alcohol Test Results

E CL Driver Drug Test Results
CU Vehicle Initial Travel Direction
CU Vehicle Maneuvers

E CU Mon-Motorist Maneuvers
C201: CU Vehicle Most Harmful Event

202 CL) Contributing Circumstance
£ >

W

E Under the
Infleence
of Alcohol'Drugs

E Physical
Impainment

lines s Unkreownn

C121: CU Driver Condition

€U is Unknown

D (e | & }? [] Display Lverage [ ] Display Filter Name
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C121: CU Driver Condition

40.000-
&
g
= 20.000-
o
i

P Fatigued®
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2016-2020 Mlabama Integrated Crash Data

Order: | Natural Order ~ | Ascending

DUl {Alcohol or Drugs)

[] Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies

Cum. Cum. C117: CU DL Restriction Violations #2  »
Fi Percert
FAUSNSY Prequency | oroo o9 Percent [ | ¢4118: CU Endorsement Violations #1
Yes - Driver Was Under Influence of Alc... 21523 21523 725 T725 C119: E CU Endorsement Violations #2
Mo - Driver Was Not Under Influence of ... 4190 26113 1476 52.01 - E CU Driver Employment Status
1 CU Driver Condition
Unk 507 26620 173 93.30
nnewn - CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol
Mot Applicable 1552 28172 547 99.27 - CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
CUis Mot a Vehicle 174 28346 0.61 5588 : CU Driver Alcohol Test Type Giver
CUis Unknown 33 28379 012 100.00 : E CU Driver Drug Test Type Giver
1 MCirivsnr Alrmkhal Toet Daecnlée
F Both Alcohol and Drugs 1 28380 0.00 100.00 >

E] (e | & }? | [] Display Average [ ] Display Filter Name
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C122: CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol
&
z
g
ey
Mot CU s Not
Was Under Was Not Applicsble a Vehicle Unionown Alcohol
Influence Under and Drugs
wof Adcohol Inflwence
wof Adcohol

C122: CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol

DUl {Mlcohol or Drugs)

| Order: | Natural Order | Ascending [] Suppress Zero-Valued Frequencies
Cum. Percertage  Cum. Percent C117. CU DL Restriction Violations #2 &
Frequency . ) C118: CU Endorsement Violations #1
3 Yes - Driver Was Under Influenc... 7655 7635 2713 2713 (| C119 E CU Endorsement Violations #2
No - Driver Was Not Under Influ... 11033 18732 3338 66.00 | | ©120:E CU Driver Employment Status
C121; CU Driver Condition
Unk 2234 20966 787 73.88
nenewn C122. CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol
Not Applicable 7206 &z 533 aeall | C123: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
CUis Nat a Vehicle 174 23346 061 99.82 | | C124: CU Driver Alcohol Test Type Giver
CUis Unknown 13 28379 012 10000 | | ©125 E CU Driver Drug Test Type Giver
AR ™ Dirivnre Arnhal Tact Dacolée
P Both Alcohol and Drugs 1 28380 0.00 10000 < >

Q0 erd

[[] Display Average [ | Display Filter Mame

2016-2020 Alsbama Integrated Crash Data
C123: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs

g 15,000-
5 10.000-
= 5,000:
= 0:
w Yes-DOriver Mo-Driver  Upknown Mot CU is Not CUis P Both
Was Under  Was Mot Applicsble = Vehicke Unknown Alcohol
Influsnce Under and Drugs
of Drugs Influence
of Dirugs

C123: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
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_ 2016-2020 Mlabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUl (Alechal or Drugs) w I"fm 1/ 172

| [] Suppress Zero-\alued Frequencies
Cum. C120: E CU Driver Employment Status  »
Fi Percent Cum. Percent
reauency Frequency eroamage | kum. e €121 CU Driver Condition
4 0.00 h62 62 225 2.25| | €122 CU Driver Officer Qpinion Alcohol
Olto 033 536 1143 234 459 C123: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
C124: CU Driver Alcohol Test Type Giver
0dto 079 744 1852 257 7.56
° C125; E CU Driver Drug Test Type Giver
08to 039 5% 2488 23 iadll| C126: CU Driver Alcohol Test Results
10to 199 4535 7083 18.37 28.31| | C127: E CU Driver Drug Test Results
0t 249 1240 8373 496 4327 | | ©128: CU Vehicle Initial Travel Direction
25ts 299 16 a749 170 197 C129: CU Vehicle Maneuvers
C130: E CU Mon-Motorist Maneuvers
Ao 39 128 87 051 3548 || £201: CU Vehicle Most Harmiful Event
-35t0 333 25 8302 0.10 35.58 | | C202: CU Contributing Circumstance
A0 or Owver 24 8926 0.10 1563 C203: CU First Harmful Event Location
Mo Test Given 7005 15931 23,00 5368 C204: E CU Sequence of Events #1
C2058: E CU Sequence of Events #2
Not Applicabl 8380 24311 3549 59.17
Applicable C206: E CU Sequence of Events #3
Cliz Mot a Vehicle 174 24585 070 5987 C207 ECU Sequeﬂce of Events #4 v
CUis Unknown 33 25018 013 10000 < >

[] Display Average [ ] Display Filter Name

2016-2020 Mlabama Integrated Crash Data

Order: | Natural Order ~ | Ascending [] Suppress Zero-Valued Frequencies

DUl {Alcohol or Drugs)

- ECU Driver Drug Test Resulis B Cum. Percent c Percent C120: E CU Driver Employment Status  »
o uen: ernc age um. Fercs
rEquency Frequency s C121: CU Driver Condition
> Positive 737 FET 260 260 C122: CU Driver Officer Opinion Alcohol
Megative 207 044 073 113 C123: CU Driver Officer Opinion Drugs
C124: CU Driver Alcohol Test Type Giver
Mo Test Gi 16345 172593 5761 60.93
o ven C125: E CU Driver Drug Test Type Giver
Unknown 3027 20320 10.67 7180 | | c126: CU DriverAlcohol Test Results
Mot Applicable 7807 28127 27.51 5.1 C 7: E CU Driver Drug Test Res
CUis Mot a Vehicle 174 28301 0.61 5572 128: CU Venhicle Initial Travel Direction
CUis Unknown 13 28334 012 59,84 | | ©128 CU Vehicle Maneuvers
C130: E CU Mon-Motorist Maneuvers e
Record from Paper System 46 28380 0.16 100.00 < >
E] (e | & ,EI? [] Display Lverage [ ] Display Filter Name

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C127: E CU Driver Drug Test Results

g 20.000- | I
5]
S 10.000 =
2 (I —
= Postwe  Megstve  MoTest  Unknown Mot CU s Nat cUis Record
Giwen Applicable 3 Vehicle Unionown from
Papsr
System

C127: ECU Diriver Drug Test Results
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- 2016-2020 Mlabama Integrated Crash Data ~ - DUl {Aleohol or Drugs) ~ I“r’m 14142

| Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies
. Cum. Percert Cum. | | ©217: CU Hazardous Cargo "
FEEY Frequency Sreentage Percent | | 218: E CU Hazardous Released
10150 10150 3634 3634 | | C219: CU Attachment
No Driver License 05 10455 109 9741 C220: CU Oversized Load Requiring Pe
C221: CU Had Oversized Load Permit

E Drivi C ial Vehicle without F... 2 10457 0.01 3743

ving 8 -ommersa TEel wite C222: CU Contributing Vehicle Defect
E Improper Class or Endorsements on Lic... 2 10455 0.01 3744 C223: CU Speed Limit
E Mo Proof of Insurance 531 10850 1.90 39.34 | C224: CU Estimated Speed at Impact
Driving While Suspended 383 11373 137 407 - CU Citafion Issued
Driving While Revoked 269 11642 0.96 4168 | | ©226: CU Vehicle Damage

— C227: CU Vehicle Towed

Driving Under the Influence 11529 23571 4270 2438 ©230: CU Areas Damaged #1
Driving Under the Influence of Drugs 1444 25015 517 83.55 | | 231 E CU Areas Damaged #2
E Driving Under the Influence of Alcohal ... 925 25940 n 92.86 | | C232 E CUAreas Damaged #3
E Driving Under the Influence of Any Su... 754 26694 270 95,56 | | ©233: CU Point of Initial Impact

i - C301: CU Mon-Motorist Prior Action
Leaving the Scene of an Accident 852 27546 305 58.61 £303: E CU K-12 Child WIC TolFram Sc
E Mo Tag 4 27550 om 9883 [ | £304: E CU Mon-Motorist Action at Time
Improper Tag or Expired Tag 14 27564 0.05 98.68 | | C205: E CLI Non-Motorist Action at Time
E Mo Registration in Vehicle 2 27566 0.01 ggga | | C306: CU Mon-Motorist Location at Timo
\iclation of Restictions 10 57576 004 9872 C307: E Vehicle Unit That Struck CU Mo

- C3208: CU Non-Matorist Condition
E Window Tirt L 27577 o $8.72 C309: CU Non-Motorist Officer Opinion /
E Assault 26 27603 0.09 98.82 | | £310: CU Mon-Motorist Officer Opinion |
Eluding Police 123 2776 044 95.26 | | C311: CU Non-Motorist Most Harmful Eu
Clis Not a Vehidle 172 27900 052 9985 | | ©321: CU DriverNon-Motarist Seating F

- C322: CU DriverMon-Motarist Victim/Qc
CUis Unknown » 2753 012 10090 || 353 CU DriverNon-Motorist Safety Eq ¥
P Child Restraint 1 27934 0.00 10000 | < >
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ﬂ File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis

Frequency

Locations

Tools

Window

Help

ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Frequency Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Alcohol or Drugs)] — O x

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

v - DUl {Aleohal or Drugs)

-8 x
"l"f-’n 1/ 1/2

| QOrder: |Frequencv

i | |Descending

W ” Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies

E Aggressive Operation

Cum.
Frequency

Percentage

Cum. ~ || ©001: County ~
Percent C002: City

CO003: Year

C004: Month

C005: Day of Month

E Ran off Road 835 22339 256 7871
an ot hoa CDO6: Day of the Week
Over Speed Limit 61 22900 198 8059 CO07: Week of the Year
Unknown 450 23350 1.59 3228 C008: Time of Day
E Fatigued/fslesp ELY 23751 1.41 8369 €010: Rural or Urban
Followed too Close 377 24128 133 85.02 CO11: Highway Classification
C012: Controlled Access
Other 3% 24454 115 817 C013: E Highway Side
Driving too Fast for Conditions 316 24770 1.1 87.28 C015: Primary Contributing C
Misjudge Stopping Distance 286 25056 1.01 88.29 C016: Primary Contributing U
Improper Lane Change//Use 250 25306 0.88 89.17 CO17: First Harmful Event
- C018: Location First Harmful
E Ran Traffic Signal 247 25553 0.87 50.04 C019° E Mast Harmful Event
E Crossed Centedine 222 25775 0.78 50.82 C020: E Distracted Driving O
Traveling Wrong Way/Wrang Side 207 25582 073 91.55 Z021: Distance to Fixed Objes
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way Making Left or U-... 202 26184 07 52.26 C022: E Type of Roadway Jun
E Ran Stop Sign 178 26362 0.63 32,99 C023. & Manner of Crash
—y C024; School Bus Related
Pedestrian Under the Influence C025: Crash Severity
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from Stop Sign 161 26685 0.57 94.03 C026: Intersection Related
E Distracted by Use of Electronic Communication... 134 26819 047 94 50 CO027: At Intersection
E Other Distraction Inside the Vehicle 133 26952 047 94,97 C028. Mileposted Route
- - C029: National Highway Systt
E Ower Comrecting/Owver St 123 27075 0.43 55.40
ver-omeeting Lver Steeing CO30: Functional Class
E Other |ITI|JI'0|JB( Action 122 27 043 5583 039 nghtlﬂg Conditions
Unseen Object/Person/Nehicle 116 27313 0.41 96.24 C032: Weather
Made Improper Tum 111 27424 0.39 96.63 C033: Locale
improper Backing 106 27590 037 5700 C034: E Police Present at Tirr
- - C035: Police Notification Delz
E Swerved to Avoid Vehicle 100 27630 0.35 57.36 C036: Police Arrival Delay
E Swerved to Avoid Animal a4 2in4 0.30 97.65 C037: EMS Arrival Delay
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from Traffic Signal 74 27788 0.26 57.91 C038: Adjusted EMS Arrival D
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from Driveway 86 27854 0.23 98.15 C039: Mon-Vehicular Property
- - C040: Agency ORI
Defect ent &0 27914 0.1 58.36
ive Equipm C042: Highway Patrol Troops
Improper Passing 36 L 020 .36 C043: Highway Patrol Posts
E Other Failed to Yield 48 28016 0.16 58.72 C0d44; ALEA Division
E Distracted by Passenger 35 28051 0.12 98.84 CO045:ALDOT Area
E Distracted by Use of Other Blectronic Device 2 28079 0.10 58,94 C046'ALDOT Region
- - C047: ADECAAHSO Region
Improper Parking/Stopped in Road 27 28106 0.10 55.03 Co48° RPO
E Other Distraction Outside the Vehicle 26 28132 0.09 9913 C049 MPO
E Cther - No Improper Driving 25 28157 0.09 93.21 2‘”:‘”' Hae Canrdinata s Y
W

0 @ a2

[] Display Average [ ] Display Filter Name
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ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Frequency Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Alcohol or Drugs)]

Help

- O x

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

v - DUl {Aleohal or Drugs)

-8 x
"l"f-’n 1/ 1/2

| QOrder: |Frequencv

i | |Descending

W ” Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies

CZDZ:
3

CU Contributing Circ:

Frequency ~ Cum. Frequency

Percentage

Pedestrian Under the Influence

Over Speed Limit 1716 18959 6.05 66.80
E Ran off Road 1453 21708 512 76.49
Nat Applicable 1448 28326 510 99.81
E Aggressive Operation 1086 16664 383 5372
Unknown 744 26877 2.62 94.70
Driving too Fast for Conditions 413 19372 146 63.26
E Fatigued/Asleep 409 25048 1.44 88.26
Followed too Close 401 22109 141 77.90
Improper Lane Change/Use 353 23144 138 2155
Other 363 26133 128 92.08
E Crossed Centerline 354 20230 125 .28
E Ower Comecting/Over Steering 334 22674 118 75.85
Traveling Wrong Way,Wrong Side 323 19876 1.14 70.04
E Ran Stop Sian 305 17241 1.07 60.68
Migjudge Stopping Distance 305 23548 1.07 3297
E Ran Traffic Signal 252 16916 59.61
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way Mak... 243 24142 85.07
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from... 227 23881 8415
E Distracted by Use of Blectronic ... 216 24587 86.63
Made Improper Tum 177 19545 £3.88
E Other Distraction Inside the Vehi... 88.82

Unseen Object/Person/Vehicle 25.80
E Other Improper Action 85933
E Swerved to Avoid Vehicle 78.30
E Swerved to Avoid Animal 7872
Improper Backing 81.50
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from... 79 24234 0.28 85.39
Improper Passing 77 22751 0.27 2017
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from... 72 23654 0.25 8335
Defective Equipment 64 25551 0.23 50.03
E Other Failed to Yield 45 24329 0.16 8573
E Distracted by Passenger 42 24371 0.15 85.87
E Distracted by Use of Other Electr... 36 24623 013 86.76
E Wrong Side of Road 36 25770 013 50.80
Improper Parking/Stopped in Road 13 23582 012 83.09
CUis Unknown 13 28359 012 9993 w

C126: CU Driver Alcohol Test »
127 E CU Driver Drug Test|
C128: CU Vehicle Initial Trave
C129: CU Vehicle Maneuvers
C130: E CU Mon-Motorist Mar

Z201: CU Vehicle Most Harmi
C202: CU Contributing Circu

203 CU First Harmful Event
C204. E CU Sequence of Eve
C205. E CU Sequence of Eve
C206; E CU Sequence of Eve
C207: E CU Sequence of Eve
208 CU Model Year

C209 CU Make

C210: CU Body (Passenger C
C211: E CU Owners State
212 CU License Tag State
C213: CU Vehicle Usage
C214: E CU Emergency Statu
C215: E CU Placard Requirec
216 E CU Placard Status
C217. CU Hazardous Cargo
218 E CU Hazardous Relez
C219: CU Attachment

C220: CU Oversized Load Re
C221: CU Had Oversized Loa
C222: CU Contributing Vehich
C223% CU Speed Limit

C224: CU Estimated Speed a
C225 CU Citation Issued
C226: CU Vehicle Damage
C227: CU Vehicle Towed
C230: CU Areas Damaged #1
C231:E CU Areas Damaged:
C232:E CU Areas Damaged:
C233: CU Paint of Initial Impa
Z301: CU Mon-Motorist Prior/
CIVZECUKAZ2ChildWICT
304 E CU Non-Motorist Actii
305 E CU Non-Motorist Actii
306 CU Mon-Motorist Locat
(Z307: E Vehicle Unit That Stru
2308 CU Mon-Motorist Cond
309 CU Mon-Motorist Office
C310: CU Mon-Motorist Office
C311: CU Non-Motorist Most +

294 1 DirivarMan-Matarict ¥
£ >

ICYA

[] Display Average [ Display Filter Name
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ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Frequency Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Alcohol or Drugs)]

Help

O x

- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

v - DUl {Aleohal or Drugs)

-8 x
vl-sfn 14142

| QOrder: |Frequencv

i | |Descending

W ” Suppress Zero-Valued Freguencies

C542:\QCnntribliirl_]Ci 1 Frequency + Cum.Frequency Percentage Cum. Percent  # C401: E CU Involved Road/Br »
Na Secand Vehicke 15821 28380 5575 100.00 C402:E CU Road Surface Typ
N icabl 1 12526 P e 403 CU Roadway Conditior

ot Applicable 0354 : : £404: E CU Environmental Ci
£405: CU Contributing Materi
E Other - No Improper Driving 352 1188 1.24 419 C406: CU Contributing Materi
Unknown 237 1568 080 553 C407. CU Roadway Curvature
Other 145 1341 051 i C408: CU Vision Obscured By
- - C408; CU Traffic Control
Unseen Object/Person/Vehicle 74 825 0.26 252 £410: CU Traffic Control Func
E Swerved to Avoid Vehicle 70 617 0.25 217 C411: CU QOpposing Lane Se)
Followed too Close kT3 547 0.13 1.93 C412: CU Trafficway Lanes
CUjs Unknown 2 12559 012 4235 C413:E CU Turn Lanes
[ Parking/Stopped in Road 0 684 0.1 241 C414: CU One-Way Street
mproper Parking/Stopped in Hoa : : C415: CU Workzone Related
E Aggressive Operation 20 454 0.07 1.60 C416: E CU Waorkzone Type
Over Speed Limit 19 431 0.07 169 C417: E CU Warkers Present
Misjudge Stopping Distance 12 643 0.04 228 C418: E CU Law Enforcemen
E Other Impraper Action 12 749 0.04 264 C450: CU GV Indicator
: - C451: E CU CMV Weight
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way Mak... 10 709 0.04 250 452 CU CMV Hazard Materi
E Crossed Centerline 9 509 003 1.79 C453: E CU CMV Hazard Mate
Improper Lane Change/Use 3 632 0.03 223 C454: E CU CMV Bus Usage
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from... 8 698 003 246 C455: E CU CMV Vehicle Con
E Other Failed to Yield 7 727 0.02 256 C456: E CU CMV Cargo Type
e Falledto Yi : : C457; E CU CMV Cargo Body
E Ran Traffic Signal [ 460 0.02 162 C461: E CU CMV Sequence o
Traveling Wrong Way,Wrong Side [ 500 0.02 176 C462: E CU CMV Sequence a
Under Minimum Speed 8 654 0.02 230 C463:E CU CMV Sequence o
E Failed to Yield Right-of-Way from . 5 630 002 243 C484:E CU CMV Sequence o
_ C465: E CU CMV Mator Carrie
\ision Obstructed [ 755 0.02 266 C501: Vehicle 2 (v2) Type
Defective Equipment [ 835 0.02 294 C505: V2 Left Scene
Driving too Fast for Conditions 5 436 0.02 171 C510: V2 Driver Residence D
Improper ar No Signal 5 454 0.02 174 C511: V2 Driver License State
E Faled to Yicld Riahtof Wanf 5 s o 25 C516: V2 DL Restriction Viola
aledio Tield hignt-ai-iay frem. - : : 521 V2 Driver Condition
Improper Backing 4 636 0.01 2.24 ©522: V2 Driver Officer Opinio
T — C523: V2 Driver Officer Opinio
E Not Applicable Because Uit is .. 4 1572 0.01 554 C528:V2 Venhicle Initial Travel
Made Improper Tum 3 489 0.01 172 (329: V2 Vehicle Mansuvers
- C541: V2 Vehicle Most Harmfi
Improper Passing 3 624 om 220 C542: V2 Contributing Circur
E Failed to Yield Right-of -Way from... 3 73 0.0 253 C556: V2 Hazardous Cargo
E Other Distraction Inside the Vehi... 3 736 0.01 259 C558: V2 Attachment
E Ran off Road 2 a1 001 180 C559: V2 Oversized Load Rec 5
MRRZ W2 Sneoad | imit
E Ower Comecting/Over Steering 2 621 0.0 219 || < >
Ij 19 | & ‘5? [] Display Average [ Display Filter Name
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3.2 Overall Crashes by Year 2016-2020 Data

Before analyzing the ID subset, it is good to get a feel for the overall difference in the crash fre-
quencies over the past years. The following table gives a comparison of total crashes over
CY2016-2020 by severity.

Crashes by Severity for Calendar Years 2016-2020

E CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Crosstab Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data] — O >
B File Dashboard Filters  Analysis  Crosstab  Locations Tools  Window  Help - 8 x
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data w - All records (do not apply a filtter) w I e “
| Suppress Zero Values: |None w ” | Select Cells: (@] - T Column: Year ; Row: Crash Severity
2016 2017 2018 2015 2020 TOTAL ‘
Fatal Injury 996 861 &M 845 844 4417
0.64% 0.55% 0.54% 0.53% 063% 0.58%
: ] 6111 5583 b234 3503 3565 24400
Suspected Serious Injury 391% 355% 327% 2.46% 267% 3.18%
) : 11607 11685 11306 12785 11276 55263
Suspected Minor Injury 742% 744% 744% B.04% B.44% 773%
Possible Injury 14947 15012 15115 14772 11473 71318
9.56% 9.55% 0.44% 9.29% B59% 9.31%
Property Damage Onk 118633 119542 122710 122443 102575 BB6307
FEI BEIEISRY 75.87% 76.04% 76.66% 77.03% 77.07% 76.527%
Unknown 4072 4513 4240 4210 472 20507
260% 287% 265% 265% 260% 268%
TOTAL 156366 157200 160076 158558 133613 766213
2041% 20.52% 20.85% 20.75% 17.44% 100.00%

We conclude from considering the percentage numbers at the bottom of the table that 2019 was
not significantly different in total crashes from 2016 through 2018. However, there was clearly a
reduction in crashes in 2020 due to the COVID-19 restrictions. Fatal and Suspected Serious In-
jury crashes had a dramatic increase in 2016, but there was a regression to the mean in 2017
through 2019.

Considerable study has been performed in an attempt to identify the reason for the 2016 outlier
in fatal crashes. The conclusions drawn pointed to increased speed, and a high correlation be-
tween ID-caused crashes with both the increased speed and the reluctance of close to half these
drivers to be restrained. The correlation is due to a willingness to take risks.
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3.3 Overall Severity Comparisons

The following presents a comparison of the severities of ID crashes in over the five year period
(2016-2020) against non-1D crashes.

In the table above the chart the Subset Frequency and Percent are for ID crashes, while the Other
Frequency and Percent are for non-1D crashes. Comparisons must be against the percentage pro-
portions to determine if there is a trend direction being set in increased or decreased severity for
these crashes.

ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcohel or Drugs) vs. Mot DU (.. — O >

B File Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  |mpact Locations Toels Window  Help

- 8 X
- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data ~ - DUl {Alcohol or Drugs) ~ I ‘fn

|Order: |I'u'|a: Gain v| |Descending w ” [] Suppress Zﬂ‘o—vi Significance: |O\ter Representation ~ | Threshald: 20 |=
C025: Crash Seventy Subset Subset Other Other  Odds Max C024: School Bus Related A
e Frequency  Percent Frequency  Percent Ratio Gain C025: Crash Severity
3 Fatal Injury 530 328 3487 047 6.934° | 795876 | | CO26: Intersection Related
Suspected Serious In... 3046 1073 21354 289 | 3708 | 2224540 | | CO27:Atintersection
) C028: Mileposted Route
Suspected Minor Injury 4620 16.28 54643 741 2198 | 2518.212 C029: National Highway System
Possible Injur'_.' 2820 954 63459 528 1.070° 185.255 C020° Functional Class
Property Damage Only 16196 57.07 | 570111 77.27 0.735" | -5732.743 [ | C031: Lighting Conditions o
Unknown 768 271 1973 268 1012 8759 | [] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 a2
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C025: Crash Severity
100 ¢
&
T 5
L)
1C
0 | | | | | |
Fatal Injury Buspected Buspected Possibile Injury Froperty Unknown
‘Serious. njury Minor | mjury Damags Only
C025: Crash Severity
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It is clear that ID crashes are much more severe than their non-1D counterparts All four of the
injury values are over-represented, and the top most severe all by at least twice the proportion of
the non-ID crashes. For fatal crashes the Odds Ratio multiplier is close to seven (6.934). In the
other injury severities, there is a very significant increase in both the Incapacitating Injury and
the Possible Injury. This difference tends to confirm the increase in the fatal crashes, since quite
often the characteristics of an Incapacitating Injury crash are not at that different from that crash
being fatal.

The following gives the severities by year for just the ID crashes.

ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Crosstab Results - 2016-2020 Alabarna Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Alcchel or Drugs)] — O *

B File Dashboard Filters  Analysis  Crosstab  Locations Tools  Window  Help - 8 x
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUl {Alcohol or Drugs) w I 'f’“
| Suppress Zero Values: |None w ” | Select Cells: (@] - T Column: Year ; Row: Crash Severity

2016 2017 2018 2015 2020 TOTAL ‘
Fatal Injury 235 183 182 185 141 530
3.52% 3% 318% 3.35% 264% 328%
: ] 738 639 595 570 504 3046
Suspected Serious Injury 12.10% 11.20% 1041% 10.33% 9.44% 10.73%
) : 1032 506 960 BE7 835 4620
Suspected Minor Injury 16.92% 15.88% 16.79% 16.07% 15.64% 16.28%
Passible Iniun 575 561 5g2 554 h44 2820
— 9.49% 9.83% 10.18% 10.04% 10.19% 9.94%
Property Damage Only 3365 3261 3232 37 3167 16196
55.18% 57.14% 56.52% 57 47% 59.32% 57.07%
Unknown 145 157 167 151 148 768
238% 275% 292% 274% 277% 271%
TOTAL 6058 5707 5718 B518 5335 28380
21.49% 2011% 20.15% 19.44% 18.81% 100.00%

Year 2020 cannot be included in these conclusions since it was not at all typical. It seems clear
that 2016 was an outlier for all three of the highest severity crashes, and that generally, there was
a regression to the mean for subsequent years. This should be taken into consideration in the in-
terpretation of the findings regarding the various attributes that are given in the remainder of this
problem identification.

The following sections provide the IMPACT displays for the various attributes that could have
an influence on countermeasure development. Unless otherwise indicated in the Order box, the
outputs will be in highest Max Gain first. The Max Gain is a term that CARE users have as-
signed to indicate the number of crashes that would be reduced if the respective value was not at
all over-represented (had an Odds Ratio of 1.000). An over-represented value of an attribute is a
situation found where that attribute has a greater share of ID crashes than would be expected if it
were the same as that attribute in non-1D crashes. That is, the non-ID crashes are serving as a
control to which the ID crashes are being compared. In this way anything different about ID
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crashes surfaces and can be subjected to further analyses. The analytical technique employed to
generate most of the displays below is called Information Mining Performance Analysis Control
Technique (IMPACT). For a detailed description of the meaning of each element of the IM-
PACT outputs, see:

http://www.caps.ua.edu/software/care/
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4.0 Geographical Factors

4.1 County

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

DUl {(Alcohal ar Drugs)

Subset Subset Cther Cther Odds  Max
requency  Percent requency Percent Ratio Gain

Baldwin 1463 516 26858 164 1.416" | 425534

303 233 10902 1.48 1915 | 383666
Madisan 2526 8.90 56242 762 1.168" | 362708
Marshall 745 263 12253 1.67 1.576% | 272162
Limestone 542 1.9 3280 1.12 1.702° | 223518
Blount 362 1.28 4308 0.58 2185 | 196257
Jacksaon 37z 11 5118 069 1.850" | 175141
Walker 458 1.61 7436 1. 1.601° | 171982
Elmare 521 1.84 9328 1.26 1.452° | 162208
5t Clair 525 1.85 57591 1.33 1.354% | 148359
Chiltan 333 117 45974 0.67 1.7417 | 141.680
Dekalb nz 1.10 4582 0.68 1.628" | 120372
Dale 282 0.99 4217 0.57 1.73%° | 119797
Escambia 265 0.93 3854 0.52 1.788° | 116.760
Margan 725 257 16037 217 1.182° | 112153
Lauderdale 522 1.84 10708 1.45 1.267° | 110128
Tallapoosa 233 0.82 3246 0.44 1.866" | 108.146
Talladega 465 1.65 5679 1.3 1.2607 96.707
Calhoun 752 265 17108 232 1.143° 93958
Covingtan 209 0.74 3086 042 1.761* 50.300
Geneva 159 0.56 2049 0.28 2m7 80.187
Pike 270 0.95 5062 0.69 1387 75.295
Maonroe 135 0.48 1596 022 2155 73611
Lawrence 163 057 2464 0.33 1.7200 68225
Franklin 159 0.56 2563 0.35 1613 60417
Crenshaw 104 037 1203 0.6 2248 57728
Coffee 297 1.05 6239 0.85 1.238° 57.023
Marian 148 0.51 2352 0.3z 1.576" 52994
Macon 188 0.66 3516 048 1.3507 52761
Bibb 112 0.39 1629 0.2z 1.787 45342
Conecuh 121 0.43 1877 0.25 1.676" 48.803
Colbert an 117 T332 1.00 1.169" 47.828
Coosa a9 0. 1087 0.5 2109 46.805
Choctaw 79 0.28 a3 0z 2331 45113
Lowndes 103 0.36 1686 0.23 1.588" 38.150

"~

o

Co02Z: City
CO003: Year
C004: Month
Co005: Day of Month

Co06: Day of the Week

CO007: Week of the Year

CO008: Time of Day

CO010: Rural or Urban

C011: Highway Classifications
C012: Controlled Access

C013: E Highway Side

CO015: Primary Contributing Circums
CO016: Primary Contributing Unit Mu
CO017: First Harmful Event

C018: Location First Harmful Event
C019: E Most Harmful Event

C020: E Distracted Driving Opinion
C021: Distance to Fixed Object
C022: E Type of Roadway Junction/f
C023: E Manner of Crash

C024: School Bus Related

C025:; Crash Severity

CO026: Intersection Related

CO027: At Intersection

C028: Mileposted Route

C029: Mational Highway System
C0320: Functional Class

C031: Lighting Conditions

C03Z2: Weather

C033: Locale

C034: E Police Present at Time of C
C035: Police Motification Delay
CO036: Police Arrival Delay

CO037: EMS Arrival Delay

C038: Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay
C0329: Mon-Vehicular Property Dami
C040: Agency ORI

C042: Highway Patrol Troops
C043: Highway Patrol Posts

Cod4: ALEADivision

CO045: ALDOT Area

C046: ALDOT Region

Co47: ADECAAHSO Region

[ ] Sort by Sum of Max Gain

The above has been arranged in highest Max Gain order to indicate the counties that have the
highest potential for gain (by reducing the over-representation) at the top. The following output
is the rest of the counties in the ordering, so it also contains those that are under-represented.
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2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data DUl (Alcohal aor Drugs)

C001: Col Subset  Subset Cther Cther Odds Max _ » C001: County -
e requency  Percent requency  Percent Ratio  Gain C002; City
Coosa 89 031 1097 D15 | 2109° | 46.805 C003: Year
Choctaw 73 0.28 281 012 2331 45113 C004: Month
C005:; Day of Month
Lownd 103 0.3 1686 023 | 1588 | 38150
wndes CO06: Day of the Week
Autauga 293 1.03 BE43 0.90 1146 | 37.291 CO007 Week af the Year
Lamar B5 023 353 02| 19817 32190 C008: Time of Day
Pickens 81 023 1305 08| 16147 30.804 C010: Rural or Urban
Dallas 203 072| a439 061 1176| 30335 C011: Highway Classifications
CO012: Controlled Access
Henry 23 029 1371 019 | 1574°| 30266 C043: E Highway Side
Butler 158 0.5 3346 045| 1228 | 25295 C015: Primary Contributing Circums
Washington &7 024 1021 04| 17067 | 27728 C016: Primary Contributing Unit Nui
Randolph 87 0.3 1573 0.21| 1438 | 26496 CO17: First Harmful Event
CO018: Location First Harmful Event
Wil 50 0.18 593 003 | 18767 | 23344
feax C019: E Most Harmful Event
Bullock 38 0.20 913 0iz] 18527 | 22882 C020: E Distracted Driving Opinion
Barbour 130 0.46 2805 0.38 1.205 22109 C021: Distance to Fixed Object
Marengo a1 0.29 1556 021 1353 21150 C022: E Type of Roadway Junction/t
Fayette 86| 023 1283 017| 1389 | 17.420 C023: & Manner of Crash
C024: School Bus Related
Hale 59 024 1391 019 1.290 | 15.497 C025: Crash Severity
Pemy 33 0.12 435 0.07 | 1733"| 13.960 C026: Intersection Related
Clebume 95 0.33 2110 0.29 1.171 13.841 CO27: At Intersection
Cherokes 110 038 | 2507 0| 1141 1357 C028: Mileposted Route
) C029: Mational Highway System
Winst B9 024 1484 D20 1225 | 12.689
nston CO30: Functional Class
Clarke 92| 032 216 03| 1104 8687 C031: Lighting Conditions
Clay 48 0.18 1018 014 1.175 6.844 C032: Weather
Greene 62 0.22 1448 0.20 1.113 5.304 C033: Locale
Etowah 525 206 15170 208 1002 1501 C034: E Police Presentat Time of C
CO035: Police Motification Delay
Sumter 49 0.17 1264 017 1.008 0.382 C036: Police Arrival Delay
Chambers 161 057 4195 057 0.993 -0.356 C037: EMS Arrival Delay
Lee 360 303 | 23005 312 0872 | -24.364 C038: Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay
Russell 434 153 12458 169 0.906 A5 184 C039: Mon-Vehicular Property Dam:
C040: Agency ORI
Houst 655 2.31 18700 253 | 0911°| 64277
ousten C042: Highway Patrol Troops
TIJSCE'OOSE 13?4 43“ 39332 5‘“] ﬂEB?‘ -153{'93 0043 nghwa}f Fpa.trol F"CIS‘S
Shelby 898 316 3100 420 0753 | 294422 CO044: ALEA Division
Mabile 2182 769 | 75356 1021 | 0753 | -716.492 C045:ALDOT Area
Montgomery 1095 | 386 49160 666| 0579 | -795.890 C046: ALDOT Region
CO047: ADECAAHSO Region v
Jefferson 3211 11.31| 157194 2130 | 0531°|-28353.. | ] Sort by Sum of Max Gain

Baldwin, Cullman, Madison, Marshall, Limestone and Blount have the highest potential for ID
crash reduction. At the other end of the spectrum, the counties with the largest cities (e.g., Jef-
ferson, Montgomery, and Mobile counties) were the most under-represented counties, although
their numbers of ID crashes is still very large. Generally, the over-represented counties contain
larger rural areas. See the rural-urban comparison below.
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4.2 Cities Over-represented by High Odds Ratios

For comparison purposes, the rural areas of counties are considered to be “virtual cities” in that
crashes that occur there are listed as “Rural County” so that these crashes can be duly accounted
for and compared. Generally, these rural areas are adjacent to (or contain) significant urban ar-
eas. Contrasted with this finding, there was significant under-representation for impaired driving
crashes in the largest cities themselves (e.g., Birmingham, Mobile, Montgomery, Huntsville,
Tuscaloosa, etc.). This can be attributed to a number of possible factors in urban areas:
e Less need for motor vehicle travel to the drinking establishments;
e Larger police presence in the metropolitan areas; and
e Lower speeds in rural areas resulting in a lower severity of crashes, which may be less
apt to be reported as caused by impaired driving. Urban crashes contain many described
as fender-benders or low-speed rear-end bumper crashes.

The output display below is a list of what are considered to be the most critical cities because of
their high Max Gains, which indicate the potential for crash reduction. The criteria for this list
were (1) a total of 60 or more ID crashes in the five-year period, and (2) at least 1.505 times the
expected proportion in the non-ID portions of these cities. The red background indicates those
(virtual) city areas that had over twice their expected proportion of ID crashes.

This display is in Max Gain ordering to put those cities that have the highest potential for 1D
crash reduction at the top.
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n CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUl (Alcchol or Drugs) vs. Mot DU, — O X

n File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis Impact Locations Tools Window Help

- 8 X
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data ~ - DUl {Alcohal or Drugs) ~ I m

| Order: |Ma: Gain ~ | |Descending R || [] Suppress Zﬂ‘o—* Significance: |O\rer Representation R | Threshold: 20 =
Subset Subset Other Other  Odds Max .~ C001: County ~
= Frequency  Percent Frequency — Percent Gain CO002: City
3 Rural Mobile 749 264 9340 127 2085 389753 C003: Year
Rural Cullman 565 199 4926 067 2982 375530 C004: Month
C005: Day of Month
Rural Madi 715 252 5043 123 |  2056° | 367177
el Hadison COO6: Day of the Week
Rural Tuscaloosa BE7 156 8420 1.14 17207 | 233139 C008: Time of Day
Rural Limestone 397 1.40 4569 062 2259 221.261 C010: Rural or Urban
Rural Blount 283 100/ 235 032 3165°| 193573 COT1-Highway Classificaions
. C012: Controlled Access
Rural Marshall 281 0.99 2524 D34 2834 183919 C013: E Highway Side
Rural Elmore 287 1.01 2858 035 26117 177072 C015: Primary Confributing Circum:
Rural Walker 266 0.54 3157 043  2191° 144571 C016: Primary Contributing Unit Mui
Rural Lee 284 1.00 2890 053 1898 | 134378 C017: First Harmful Event
C018: Location First Harmful Event
Rural Escambi 206 0.73 1957 027 | 273 | 13077
'el Eseama CD019: E Most Harmful Event
Rural Chitton 234 0.82 2697 037 225" 130.265 C021: Distance to Fixed Object
Rural Talladega 274 0.97 4126 0.56 1727 | 115301 C022: E Type of Roadway Junction/t
Rural Calhoun 292 103 4800 D66| 1549°| 103530 £023: E Manner of Crash
C024: School Bus Related
Rural Colbert 165 0.60 1746 D24 2516 101.843 CO25: Crash Severity
Rural Autauga 150 0.67 2321 0.31 2.128° 100.727 C026: Intersection Related
Rural Jacksen 160 0.56 1551 D.21 2682° | 100.343 C027: At Intersection
Rural Dekalb 178 063 2064 028 2247 98612 C028: Mileposted Route
) . C029: Mational Highway System
Rural 5t. Clair 243 0.86 776 0.51 1673 97.763 C030: Functional Clase
Rural Lauderdale 154 0.68 2694 037 1872 90380 C032: Weather
Rural Morgan 218 0.77 3428 D46 | 1653 | 86148 C033: Locale
Furd Coffee 141 050 1548 021 2368 81459 C034:E Police Present at Time of C
C035: Police Motification Delay
Rural Dale 125 0.44 1204 D16 | 2659 78690 C036: Police Arrival Delay
Rural Covington 121 043 1109 015 2837 78.344 C037: EMS Arrival Delay
Rural Mortgomery 226 0.80 3904 053 1505 | 75839 C038: Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay
Rural Tallapoosa 107 038 886 012 31400 72922 C039: Non-Vehicular Froperty Dam:
C040: Agency ORI
Rural Etowah 159 0.56 7354 D32| 1756 68457
Hrel Hows C042: Highway Patrol Troops
HIJFE' LE'l\'I'EﬂCB 135 D-IB 1?% ['24 195“‘ 65920 0043 H|ghwa!|" Pﬂtrﬂl POStS
Crange Beach 128 0.45 1634 0.23| 1578 63228 CO044: ALEA Division v
Rural Geneva 103 0.36 1074 015 2493 | 61690 | [ Sortby Sum of Max Gain
0 0o |&r &
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4.3 Cities by Number of ID Crashes in FY2016-2020

The display on the next page lists the cities with over 200 ID crashes in 2016-2020 (at least 40
per year) in order of ID crash frequency.

Huntsville, at the top of the list, is interesting in that it also has a relatively high proportion of
non-1D crashes (5.58%). And while it is at the top of the list for frequency, it is slightly under-
represented in ID crashes (5.49/5.58=0.983 Odds Ratio). The three largest cities that follow are
shown with a green background in that their Odds Ratios are less than 0.500 (i.e., less than half)
of the ID crashes that you would expect from the proportion of non-1D crashes.

Some of the highest frequency ID cities tend to be under-represented because of the large pro-
portion of their crashes that are non-1D. The red background indicates that the cell has over
twice the expected number of ID crashes, and the green indicates that they have less than half of
those expected.
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B CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcehol or Drugs) vs, Mot ... — O >

B File Dashboard Filters Analysis  |mpact Locations Tools  Window  Help - B
2016-2020 Mabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUl {Alcohol ar Drugs) W m
‘ Order: |Subset Frequency v| |De5cending i || [] Suppress Zerlﬁg’iﬁcane: |Over Representation i | Threshald: 20 2
. Subset Subset Other Cther  Odds Max A | | CO01: County
tequency  Percent requency  Percent Gain C002: City
Huntsville 1557 549 41189 558 0983 | -27263 C003: Year
Bimingham 1239 437 87941 1192 0366 -2143.497 C004: Month
C005: Day of Month
Mabil 1049 370 56728 769 0.481° |-1132544
onlE COOB: Day of the Week
MOI"I'IQOITIEQ" 859 303 45045 6.11 0.456" | -B873.731 C007: Week ofthe Year
Rural Mobile 745 264 940 127 2085" | 389753 Z008: Time of Day
Rural Madison 715 252 9043 123| 2056 | 367177 C010: Rural or Urban
Rural Jefferson gs4| 230 18m3|  248| 0939| 42685 COT1: Highway Classifications
C01Z: Controlled Access
Tuscaloosa G627 2.4 24343 337 0.656" | -328.543 C013: E Highway Side
Rural Cullman 565 1.59 4326 067 2982° | 3753530 C015: Primary Contributing Circums
Rural Tuscaloosa &7 156 8420 114 17200 | 233139 C016: Primary Contributing Unit Mui
Rural Baldwin 511 180 6478 088  2051°| 261835 CO17:First Harmful Event
C018: Location First Harmful Event
Decat 409 144 10182 138 1.044 17.367
Eea CO019: E Most Harmful Event
Rural Limestone 397 1.40 4569 0.62 2259 | 221.261 C021: Distance to Fixed Object
Dothan 186 136 | 15678 213| 0640 | -217.027 C022: E Type of Roadway Junction/f
Rural Calhoun 292 103| 4300 0es| 1549 | 103530 C023: E Manner of Crash
: C024: School Bus Related
Aubum 291 103 5083 123 083z -53.554 (025 Crash Severity
Phenix City 291 1.03 10097 137 0749 57364 C026: Intersection Related
Rural Elmaore 287 1.01 2858 0.39 2611 | 177072 CO2Z7: At Intersection
Florence 285 100| 7092 09| 1045 12219 C028: Mileposted Route
C029: Mational Highway System
Rural Lee 284 1.00 3350 053 1.898° | 134378
He C030: Functional Class
Rural Blourt 283 1.00 2325 03z 31658 | 153573 £024: Lighting Conditions
Rural Marshall 281 0.99 2524 034 288" 183919 C032: Weather
Rural Talladega 274 0.97 4126 0586|1727 115301 C033: Locale
Bessemer 272 0.96 2515 118 0805 | 5Eon4 C034: E Police Present at Time of C
7 Z035: Police Notification Delay
Rural Walker 266 09 3157 043 2191 144 571 C036: Police Arrival Delay
Opelika 257 0.9 9475 128 0.705" | -107.439 C037: EMS Arrival Delay
Madison 244 0.86 6269 0.85 1.2 2874 C038: Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay
Rural St. Clair 243  088| 3776 051 1673 97783 C033:Non-Vehicular Property Dam:
C040: Agency ORI
Annist 215 0.83 Sa44 0.79 1.045 10241
nsten C042: Highway Patrol Troops
Rural Chiton 21 082 265 037 2256 130.265 C043: Highway Patrol Posts
Gadsden 2313 0.8z 8320 113 0728 -37.014 C044; ALEADivision
Rural Montgomery 226 0.30 3504 053] 1505 75839 C045:ALDOT Area
Rural Morgan ne|  o077| 3428 048] 1e53| Bs148 C046:ALDOT Region
C047: ADECAAHSO Reqgion
Rural Shelby 217 076 6332 0493 0.826" -45.781 C04%- RPO
Rural Houston 215 0.76 2194 0.30 2548 | 130612 049 MPO
Rural Escambia 206 073 1957 S I IR . | [ Sort by Sum of Maxx Gain
l C] Go s @
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4.4 Severity of Crash by Rural-Urban

It is obvious in the above outputs that the rural areas tend to be more over-represented in ID
crashes than do the urbanized areas. It is interesting to perform a cross-tabulation over the rural
and urban areas to determine to what extent their crashes might be causing relatively more fatali-
ties than would be expected from just a comparison of their crash frequencies. The following,
which is strictly for ID crashes, gives this analysis.

E CARE10.2.1.3 - [Crosstab Results - 2016-2020 Alabarma Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUl (Alcohel or Drugs)] — O *
ﬂ File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  Crosstab  Locations  Tools  Window  Help - 3 X
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data ~ - DUl (Alcohal or Drugs) w I ‘f’m
‘ Suppress Zero Values: |Mone e || ‘ Select Cells: @v BT Column: Crash Severity ; Row: Rural or Urban f_"._)
) 5 ed 5 ed Mi ) - Property D A
Fatal Injury SEF?OSIE’:?:I]'IJI"{ USD?I(:J',E”W iner Possible Injury ropeD;nlyamage Unknown TOTAL ‘
Rural 630 1789 2158 824 B102 238 11741
67.74% bB8.73% 46.71% 259.22% 37 68% 30.99% 41.37%
Urban 300 1257 2462 1996 10094 530 16639
32 26% 41.27% 53.25% T0.78% 62 32% B9.01% 5B.B3%
TOTAL 530 3046 4620 2820 16196 768 28380
3.28% 10.73% 16.28% 9.94% BT.O07T% 271% 100.00%

The red cells in the cross-tabulation above indicate over-representation by more than 10%. For
example, while 41.37% of crashes occur in rural areas, close to 68% of the fatal crashes occur
there. It is imperative to take into consideration crash severity when making geographical deci-
sions regarding countermeasure implementation. Any of the geographic analyses shown in this
report could be restricted to fatal crashes or some combination of fatal and severe injury crashes.

Clearly fatalities and the highest severity of injuries are over-represented in the rural areas, since
all three of the most severe crashes are over-represented there.

Some recent ads have stated that some large urban areas contain the ID hotspots. This is only
true if looking at the total frequency of the ID crashes as the criterion and ignoring severity. It
also ignores the high number of crashes in general that are expected to occur in the large popula-
tion centers. Lifesaving is more important than just crash-saving.
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4.5 Rural or Urban

ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcchol or Drugs) vs, Mot DUl — O *

B File Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  Impact Locations Tools Window  Help - T X

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data DUl {Alcohal or Drugs)

| Order; |I'U'Ia:: Gain v| |Descending b || [] Suppress ng-v{ Significance: |0ver Representation | Threshold:
CO010: Rural or Subset Subset Other Cther  Odds Max CO007: Week ofthe Year ~

Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent  Ratio Gan C008: Time of Day

b Rural 11741 4137 163610 2217|1866 | 5447907 | | G AN EL y
Urban 16633 5863 574223 7783 | 0753 | -5447.907 | [ Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 e 2

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI {Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUT (Alcohol or Drugs)
C010: Rural or Urban

100-
= s [
@
[
/ e
0-

-
Rural

C010: Rural or Urban

Not only are impaired driving crashes more severe in rural areas, but the table above shows that
41.37% of the ID crashes occur in the rural areas. This is almost double what would be expected
from the rural crashes in general (22.17%).
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4.6 Highway Classifications

B CARE10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUl (Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUl ... — O >

ﬂ File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  Impact Locations Tools Window  Help

- 8 X
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUl {Alcohal or Drugs) w I‘m

| Order: |I'U'Ia: Gain v| |Descending ~ || Suppress Zero—\4 Significance: |Over Representation “ | Thresheld: 2.0 |2
Subset Cther Other  Odds Max - C007: Week of the Year ~
Percent Frequency Percent  Ratio Gain C008: Time of Day
14 County 7863 25 97738 13.2% 2.082° | 4103.607 [ | CO10: Rural or Urban
State 5277 18,59 132631 17.98 1.024* 175.493 C011: Highway Classifications
C012: Controlled Access
Federal 3250 11.59 58167 13.30 0871 | -485.854
= C013: E Highway Side
Private Property 335 1.36 26450 359 0.378° | £33.911 | | cp45: Primary Contributing Circums
Interstate 2445 863 82602 11.20 077" | -728.202 | | CO16: Primary Contributing Unit Nur
Muricipal 9116 3212 | 300205 4069 | 0789 | -2431.082 | [ Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0® e o
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUI (Alcohol or Drugs)
C011: Highway Classifications
60—
4{].
oy
&
g
IC
20-
0 [ | | [
County Siste Federzl Private Property Interstate Municipzs!
C011: Highway Classifications

Analysis of highway classifications indicates that ID crashes had their greatest over-representa-
tion on county roads. County roads had well over twice their expected proportion of crashes,
while, except for State routes, all other roadway classifications were under-represented. It is
very possible that ID locals in the rural areas use the county road system to evade police. Their
cunning in this regard does not seem to extend to making it home safely. It is recommended that
further hotspot analysis be performed to identify the specific county roads that are most highly
over-represented, and that some enforcement activities be conducted on the county roads in an
attempt to move this traffic onto the safer (more forgiving) roadways. Just law enforcement
presence could have a major effect here.
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4.7 Locale

B CARE10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUl (Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUl ... — O >
ﬂ File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  Impact Locations Tools Window  Help -
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data DUl {Alcohal or Drugs)
| Order: ||'U'|a: Gain v | |Descending ~ || Suppress Zero—\l{ Significance: |Over Representation “ | Thresheld:
Subsst Subsst Other Other  Odds Max | | CO30:Functional Class A
Frequency  Percent Frequency  Percent  Ratio Gain C031: Lighting Conditions
[ Open Country 12741 44 50 205451 2785 1612° | 4838152 C032: Weather
Residential 7788 2744| 151889 2055 | 1333 | 1945.400 | | REEE
C034: E Police Present at Time of C
Pl d 9 003 208 003 1125 0.999
Avaredn C035: Palice Nofification Delay
Cther s 0.7 8036 109 0845 | 108875 | | coag: Police Arrival Delay
School 229 08 10127 137 0588 | -160.542 C037: EMS Arrival Delay
Manufacturing or Indu... 136 1.18 13807 187 0633 | -195.095 | | C038 Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay
™N20 KManahirolar Pranarte Dams "
Shopping or Business 7075 24393 348237 47.20 0.528" | 6320.165 | [ Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 a2

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUl (&lcohaol or Drugs) vs. Not DUl (Alcohol ar Drugs)
C033: Locale

Frequency

20

0 | | [ | | [ |
Open Country Resicentizl Plzygrownd Otther School Manufacturing  Shopping or
of Industrial Buszingss

C033; Locale

Reflecting the urban over-representation, open country and residential roadways show a higher
level of over-representation as compared to the more urbanized roadways.
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5.0 Time Factors

5.1 Year
B CARE10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcohol or Drugs) vs, Mot DUl ... — O X
E File  Dashboard  Filters  Analysis  Impact Locations TJools Window  Help - 8 X

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data DUl {Alcohal or Drugs)

|Ordar: |Natura| Order « | Descending | [«] Suppress Zero—\l{ Significance: |Dver Representation v| Threshold:

Subsst Subsst Other Other  Odds Max C001: County ~
& Frequency Percent Frequency Percent  Ratio Gain C002; City
2016 6098 2149 150268 2037 1.055° | 318.093

2017 5707 2011, 151483 2053 0579 | -120.025 | | ©004: Month

C005: Day of Month
2018 5718 2015 154358 2092 | 0963 | -219.224
C006: Day of the Week
2018 5518 19.44 | 153440 2080| 0835 | 383914 || coo7- week of the Year

2020 5339 18.81 128274 17.39 1.082° | 405.070 | [T] Sort by Sum of Max Gain

0 e

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (Aleohol or Drugs) ve. Mot DUI (Alcchal or Drugs)
CO03: Year

20-

Fraquency

10-

| | | | |
2016 2017 2018 2015 2020

C003: Year

The chart above is useful for tracking the relative changes. 1D crashes were significantly over-
represented in CY2016, and even to a greater degree in 2020. The three years between were all
under-represented in ID crashes, with 2018 and 2019 being significantly so. It is clear that there
are no overall consistent trends here, and 2020 should be recognized for its irregularities due to
COVID-19.
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5.2 Month

B CARE10.2.1.3 - [[IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI {Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUI (... — O >
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Subset Subset Other Other  Odds Max C001: County A
Frequency  Percent Frequency  Percent  Ratio Gain C002: City
2230 786 55470 8.06 0575 | -57.453 || CO03: Year
2256 8.09 53136 783 1.027 (R | C004: Month
N C005: Day of Month
il 843 1057 13635 CO06: Day ofthe Week
2365 833 58124 788 1.058 123319 | | ~oo7: Week of the Year
2377 838 62017 841 0.996 -3421 C008: Time of Day
June 2340 825 59138 am 1.029 | 65432 || CO10: Rural or Urban
July 7353 229 57866 784 1057 | 127243 CO011: Highway Classifications
C012: Controlled Access
August 2363 833 64210 870 0957 | -106.773 C013: E Highway Side
September 2153 7.58 61261 830 0.314" | -203.342 | | ¢045: Primary Contributing Circumstans
Qctober 2407 348 66937 9.07 0.935° | -167.664 C016: Primary Contributing Unit Numbe
November 2482 875 | 63131 856 | 1022 5373p || G017 FirstHarmiul Event "
mN12- 1 aratinn Eiret Harmful Fuant Ral t
December 2484 875 65316 885 0589 | -28.314 [ ] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0® s
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C004: Month
10-

Frequency
It

February April June August October December
C004: Manth

Significant over-representations by month were found in March, April and July. Significant un-
der-representations occurred in September and October. We do not see any practical applica-
tions to these differences with the possible exception of pleasant weather in the Spring months.
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5.3 Day of the Week
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v| |Descending v ” [] Suppress Zero-Valued Rows | Significance: |Over Representation v| Threshold: | 2.0 E'

: Day of the Week Subset Subset Cither Cither Odds Max CO001: County ~
T Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent Ratio Gain C002: City
3 Sunday 5333 18.97 63863 933 2032° | 2734062 | | COO3: Year
Monday 2863 1009 10779 1461 0691" | -1283.072 | | ©O04: Month
Tuesday 2778 9.79 112210 15.21 0644 | 1538044 | | G002 DAY °°"m
o ¥y orin eeK
Wednesday 2380 10.50 111935 15.17 0892 | -1325.467 | | "C007: Week of the Year
Thursday 3320 11.70 116622 15.81 0.740° | -1165.747 | | C0O0S: Time of Day
Friday 4518 15.92 130671 1771 0895 | 508128 | | CO10:Rural or Urban v
N1 Winkuwens Mlaccificatinn e
Saturday 6538 23.04 85736 12.16 1.894" | 3086.396 | [ ] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 o & & M

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DU {Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Not DUI (Alcohel or Druas)
CO06: Day of the Wesk

Fraquency

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

C006: Day of the Week

The above is a well-established and recognized pattern for ID crashes, with their concentrations
on the weekend periods.
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5.4 Day of the Week Discussion

The chart above shows the typical non-holiday week pattern that has been experienced for ID for
decades. The days can be classified as follows:

Weekday (Monday through Thursday) — these days are under-represented in ID crashes
we would surmise due to the need for many to go to work the following day.

Friday — the day before a weekend (or holiday) before a day off work. The Friday pattern
is slightly under-represented in ID crashes, not because they do not occur more frequently
than weekdays, but because non-ID crashes occur even more. Friday is both “work com-
muting day” and a “departure for recreation” time, causing increased traffic of combined
commuters and vacationers (including short week-end vacations) that also resulting in a
bad traffic mix. It may be only slightly denser than a typical rush hour, but it is not ho-
mogeneous and restricted to commuters as is the case during most weekday rush hours.
No doubt much drug use and increased alcohol consumption is initiated on Friday after-
noons.

Saturday — the “Saturday” pattern is the worse for ID crashes in that it has both an early
morning component (like Sunday) and a late (pre-midnight) night component (like Fri-
day). So, it could be viewed as a combination of the typical Friday and Sunday, with one
exception. It does not have the increased complexity of the Friday afternoon commuters.
Sunday — this is the last day of a holiday sequence or as given above, the weekend. Its
over-representation comes strictly from those who start on Saturday night and do not
complete their use of alcohol/drugs until after midnight.

A holiday “weekend,” such as Thanksgiving, can be viewed as a sequence of a Friday-, Satur-
days- and Sunday-pattern sequence. The Wednesday before Thanksgiving would follow the Fri-
day pattern assuming that most are at work that Wednesday. The Thursday, Friday and Saturday
would follow the Saturday pattern, and the Sunday would follow the typical Sunday pattern.
Holidays that fall mid-week could also be so mapped. This is the reason that long holiday
events (i.e., several days off from work) can be much more prone to ID crashes than the normal
weekend. There could be a cumulative effect that could show up at any time of the day for some
problem abusers. Recently the trend on the pre-Thanksgiving week has been for the holiday to
start earlier and earlier in the week, so that Wednesday itself is not one of the worse crash days
of the year, as it had been a decade or more ago. This if favorable in reducing the concentration
of the traffic and the resultant conflicts.
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5.5 Time of Day

B CARE10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI {Alcehol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUl (Alcohel or Dr... — O b
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Max
Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent Ratio Gain co 02_ City
12:00 Midnight to 12:59 ___ : 1618 570 7841 1.06 5.365° | 1316.404 | | CO03: Year
1:00 AMto 1:53 AM 1539 5.42 5247 0.85 405" | 1298715 | | ©004: Month
C005: Day of Month
2:00 AMto 2:53 AM 1439 507 5681 0.77 6.535° | 1220.436
° 006" Day of the Week
3:00 AMto 3:53 AM 1052 a7 5271 0.7 5189 | 849756 | | o7 week of the Year
4:00 AMto 4:53 AM 809 285 6315 0.86 3331 | 566100 | | (SR A
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8:00 AM to 8:53 AM 427 1.50 32701 443 0.33%° | 830811 | co45: Primary Contributing Circumstan
9:00 AMto 5:53 AM 375 1.32 28894 392 0.337°| 736378 | | CO16: Primary Contributing Unit Numbe
10:00 AM to 10:59 AM 485 171 13353 452 0378 -797.889 | | CO17:First Harmful Event
C018: Location First Harmful Event Rel t
11:00 AM to 11:59 AM 532 1.87 40978 555 0338 | -1044.177
° C019: E Most Harmful Event
12:00 Noon to 12:59 PM 675 238 49694 6.74 0.353° | 1236429 | | c020: E Distracted Driving Opinion
1:00 FMto 1:59 PM 300 282 49038 5.65 0.424° | -1086.197 | | C021: Distance to Fixed Object
2:00 PMto 2:53 PM 920 124 53305 722 0445 | -1130.323 | | C022: E Type of Roadway Junction/Feah
3.00 PMto %59 PM 1176 414 66556 902 0459 | 1384009 | | ©U23 EManner of Crash
N C024: School Bus Related
400 PMto 459 PM 1362 430 54080 868 0553 | 1101003 | | oooe: crach Severty
5:00 PMto 5:53 PM 1683 593 63113 523 0.642° 536898 | | 026 Intersection Related
6:00 PMto 6:53 PM 1864 657 43833 554 1106 | 178.008 | | CO27:AtIntersection
7:00 PMto 7:59 PM 1933 6.81 29311 397| 1715°| 805582 | | CO28: Mileposted Route
8:00 PMto 8:53 PM 2114 7.45 23980 325 2087 11913 | | 202 Nat'ohal Highway System
C030: Functional Class
10:00 PMto 10:53 PM 1836 647 14849 2.01 3215° | 1264848 | | C032: Weather
11:00 PMto 11:59 PM 1817 6.40 10627 1.44 4445 | 1408243 | | C033: Locale
Unknown 67 024 1365 019 1276 14.497 | [] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 W lar 2
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI (&lcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DU (Alcohel or Drugs)
CO08: Time of Day
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5.6 Discussion on Time of Day

It is no surprise to find ID crashes over-represented during the late night/early morning hours.
The extent of these over-representations, however, is quite amazing. The blue bars above follow
the typical traffic patterns of high traffic in the morning and afternoon rush hours. 1D crashes are
just getting started in the afternoon rush hours and they continue to grow through midnight and
the early morning hours, not tapering off until about 5:00 AM. It is clear that if selective en-
forcement is going to have an effect on ID crashes, it would have to be conducted at the times
when these crashes are most occurring. Optimal times for enforcement would start immediately
following any rush hour details, and would continue through at least 3:00 AM.

The Time of Day by Day of the Week cross-tabulation (given in the next section) shows the opti-
mal times for selective enforcement, with one qualifier: Saturday night (before midnight).
Generally, the worst times in any day are given in red for that day. This works well for Saturday
and Sunday mornings, and also for Friday night. Why does it not work for Saturday night? The
answer is that Saturday morning has drained all the red into its cells, so to speak, and there is
none left over for Saturday night. Note, for example, that the frequencies of crashes on Saturday
exceed those on Friday for all time slots. However, because of the high numbers and proportions
on Saturday morning, the proportions on Saturday night are lower despite the frequencies being
higher. We urge users to look at both the numbers and the colors. This is also especially true
when the numbers in all of the cells is relatively low. When the cell numbers get less than 20, it
is best to ignore the colors and just look at the cell frequencies to get a feel for the situation.

This is an excellent example to demonstrate how the color coding of CARE cross-tabulations can
be misleading in some special cases. The red background indicates that the over-representation
of the cell is greater than expected. The expected proportion for all cells in a given row is given
at the extreme right in the total row percentage for that row. If there were absolutely no over-
representations for the columns, then all of the proportions for that column cell would be identi-
cal to the one for the total. Notice for example, the 12 midnight to 12:59 AM row has a total per-
centage value of 5.85%. Those that are under this value have a neutral (white) background.
Those that are higher, but not more than 10% of the proportion are yellow; and those above 10%
of the proportion are red.
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5.7 Time of Day by Day of the Week
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‘ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [Crosstab Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUI {Alcohol or Drugs)]

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

12:00 Midnight to
12:53 AM

3:00 AM to 3:53
AM

4:00 AM to 4:53
AM

5:00 AM to 5:53
AM

7:00 AM to 7:53
AM

DUl {Alcohal or Drugs)

Column: Day of the \week ; Row: Time of Day

Friday Saturday TOTAL
195 415 1612
432% £.35% 5.70%

1539
5.42%

8:00 AM to 8:59 62
AM 1.15%
9:00 AM to 9:59 &1
A 113%
10:00 AM to 10:59 23
AM 154%
11:00 AM to 11:59 70
AM 1.30%
12:00 Noon to 92
12:53 PM 171%
1:00 PM to 1:59 111
P 2.06%
2:00 PM to 2:59 112
P 208%
3:00 PM to 3:59 160
PM 297%
4:00 PM to 4:59 204
PM 379%
5:00 PM to 5:59 241
P 4.48%
6:00 PM to 6:59 301
P 5.59%
7:00 PM to 7:59 277
P 5.15%
8:00 PM to 8:59 295
PM 5.48%
9:00 PM to 9:59 264
P 490%
10:00 PM to 10:59 256
PM 476% 527% 5.22% 661% 7.35%
11:00 PM to 11:59 187 173 158 175 228
5.87% 6.87%
Unknown 3 6
0.10% 0.18% 0.20% 0.23% 0.24%
— 2980 3320 4518 6538 28380
18.97% 10.09% 9.79% 10.50% 11.70% 15.92% 23.04% 100.00%
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6.0 Factors Affecting Severity

6.1 ID Crash Severity

The following compares crash severities for ID (Subset, red bars) vs. Non-ID crashes (Other,
blue bars).

B CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alechel or Drugs) vs. Not DU (Alcchal or Drugs)] — O *

ﬂ File  Dashboard  FEilters  Analysis  |mpact Locations Tools Window  Help -
- 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUI {Alcohel or Drugs) ~ I‘r’n 1/ 172016 I12.-'3‘I.-‘2C2: I

| Order: | Max Gain « | [Descending || (7 Suppress Zero-Valued Rows |§g‘iﬁca1ce: |Over Representation | Threshols: 20 3

Subset Subset Other Cther Odds Max Gain C021: Distance to Fixed Object ~
Frequency  Percent Frequency  Percent Ratio C022; E Type of Roadway Junction/Feat.
4 Fatal Injury 930 328 3487 047 6.934% 795.876 | | C023: E Manner of Crash

Suspected Serious Injury 3046 10.73 21354 289 3708"|  2224pdp | | CO24: School Bus Related

C025: Crash Severity
Suspected Minor Inj 4620 16.28 54643 741 2198 2518.212 -

- . C028: Intersection Related
Possible Injury 2820 994 68439 9.28 1.070° 185.255 | | cp27- At Intersection
Property Damage Only 16196 57.07 57011 T2 0.739° -5732.743 | | C028: Mileposted Route o
Unknown 768 271 19739 268 1.012 8759 | [] Sortby Sum of Max Gain
0 0o & @ Display Filter Name
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - Filter = DUl {Alcohol or Drugs) vs. Mot DUI (Alcohel or Drugs)
C025: Crash Seventy
100-
&
E w0
i
IC
0 [ [ [ [ |
Fatal Injury Suspected Suspected Possible Injury Property Unknown
Serious |njury Minor | njury Damage Only
C025: Crash Severity

The rate of fatal injury crashes and the two highest injury classifications are consistently higher
in 1D crashes than that of non-ID crashes. Fatality crashes have close to seven times their ex-
pected proportion, while the two highest non-fatal injury classifications have over twice their ex-
pected values when compared with non-impaired driving crashes. The Speed-at-Impact variable,
considered next, indicates one of the primary reasons for this. However, the greatest cause of ID
increased severity is their lack of proper restraints.
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6.2 Speed at Impact

B CARE10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcohal or Drugs) AND Mot CU Estimated Speed at Impact= 2. — O *
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Order: | Max Gain | | Descending ~ Suppress Zero-Valued Rows

e
T Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Ratio

» 1to 5 MPH 526 3.04 62844 15.87 0.192 -2218.172
6to 10 MPH 645 373 43533 10.99 0339 -1255.930
11to 15 MPH 572 33 29167 7.36 0.449° -701.618
16to 20 MPH 528 3.05 21118 533 0573 -354.016
2110 25 MPH 616 356 18565 465 0.760° -194.842
26to0 30 MPH 739 4.27 19586 4.95 0.864" -116.250
31to0 35 MPH 1085 6.27 22770 5.75 1.081° 50.716
36to0 40 MPH 1082 6.26 21270 5.37 1.165° 153.215
41to 45 MPH 2441 141 33362 8.42 1.676° 58421
46to 50 MPH 1300 7.52 16228 410 1.835° 551.381
51to 55 MPH 2254 13.03 26237 6.62 1.967 1108.324
56to 60 MPH 1345 7.78 12084 3.05 2.549° 817.335
61to 65 MPH 113 6.83 14507 366 1.864° 547.511
66to 70 MPH 1271 7.35 16766 423 1.736 538.889
71to 75 MPH 455 263 3552 0.50 2534 299.857
76to 80 MPH 47 272 2078 0.52 5.191° 380.261
81to 85 MPH 200 1.16 530 0.15 7763 174.237
B86to 90 MPH 163 0.54 469 0.12 7.559° 142.520
91to0 95 MPH 37 0.21 100 0.03 8473 32633
96 to 100 MPH 115 0.66 260 0.07 10.129° 103.647
Over 100 MPH 62 0.36 156 0.04 9.102° 55.188
ClUis Not a Vehicle 174 1M 2014 0.51 1979 86.056
CUis Unknown 13 0.19 28814 7.27 0.026" -1225.204 | [ Sort by Sum of Max Gain

0 0o e & | [] Display Filter Name

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C224: CU Estimated Speed at Impact

20
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g
= 10
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B
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{].

21t0 25 MPH 46050 MPH 71to 75 MPH 56to 100 MPH

(C224: Cl Estimated Speed at Impact

It should be noted that the speed limit on county roads is generally 45 MPH. All speeds above
40 MPH are dramatically over-represented, and the over-representation increases with the in-
crease in impact speeds: from 1.676 at 45 MPH to 10.129 at 100 MPH. Why do those who know
they are not in full command of their physical capabilities insist upon speeding? It all gets back
to the affinity toward risk-taking.

The next cross-tabulation quantifies how this relates to the severity of the crash for ID crashes.
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6.3 Severity by Impact Speed

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data

DUI {Aleohol or Drugs)

Suppress Zero Values: [T cmcmm:nmcu&imadsmadahmﬂ
Fatal Injury sousne oy oy Possible Injury ‘ iy Unknown TOTAL
0MPH u_u%z u_t:]m : ! u_cuum 0.021'3:
1105 MPH o 4‘;5: u.?zgx u;;;ﬂ 1 .15':":4 1.‘3:252
51010 MPH u_;ém 1_;?-;;, 1_053‘]:(, 1.(153?:, 2.612?1
110 15 MPH D.B?j‘); 1_3;2 1.?95% u.:r'ssx 2.?222
160 20 MPH 0_3;;; 1_0331 1_%‘7{, 1.0?17:, 1%
2110 25 MPH 0_2222 0_9223% ; .;11‘:(, . _lé:a- 2_6;1?6';9:,
26 10 30 MPH u_;.rf;z 1_;;;5, ggf';g, 1 ;2«;, z.gz
31140 35 MPH ; 11 31;')- g_g.?;, 2_1@@;‘;:; 1 .;éiz 31:55‘?
2o LA 1 2o, 37 394% 401% 313% i
411045 MPH 4_;3% gg; = 3?}; 31;22, 4_13:2n:, 32_;;;:
46 1o 50 MPH 4.1115?;; 4??); 211?‘); 415?‘;2
5110 55 MPH 5_153,; 51_;;1»; 3_52§z ??gf';
56 to 60 MPH 33;3; 3?& 3,52§9:, 41;:;
5110 65 MPH 3_3343; 3_":?;, 1_;3;7:, 41.112';:,
56 1o 70 MPH 3;;3; 3?;?6, 2_?:1‘):, 41.3;'1?.
7110 75 MPH ] _gfz 1 _11?1;, 0_5;7:, 1?}5%
76 to 80 MPH 1.335?3: 1.11};, u.s“;:»:, 12‘.1/.
3110 85 MPH ) ;33; u.Ig‘x. u,z%;x 0.2??2'/,
350 90 MPH .,_lfm u_;ﬁz u_a?_;m 0.1';'3%.
110 95 MPH u.u?rx u,;gz 0. 113“):, 0.13;%
LHD LD ug‘x 0.392‘7:, 0.123‘2. 0. 11:1.“:(, 0.1411?75-
Over 100 MPH 0. 11‘):, 0.11 ?‘x 0. 113“9:, u.gzz'x
E Stationary
Unknown
Not Applicable
CUis Nota
Wehicle
CU is Unkngwn
TOTAL 3.28% 10.73% 16.28% 9.94% 57.07% 271% 100.00%
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6.4 Discussion of Severity vs Speed Cross-Tabulation

The display above presents information on the effect of increased impact speed on the severity of
the crash. Notice the red in the fatality and severe injury cells as speeds increase. What is more
enlightening is the probability that the crash results in a fatality as a function of impact speed.

In the 41-45 MPH impact speed the probability is only a little over one in every 61 crashes. As
impact speeds climb to the 51-55 MPH, this probability more than doubles to one in about 24
crashes. At 61-65 MPH it increases again (exponentially) to one in about every 15 crashes, and
at 71-75 it is about one in nine, which is about double again. For above 90 MPH it is about one
in 4 crashes.

The rule of thumb is that for every 10 MPH increase in speeds, the averaged probability that the
given crash will be fatal doubles. Conversely, a reduction in impact speeds by 10 MPH would
cut the number of fatal crashes in half. Even a5 MPH reduction in speed of impact could result
in significant fatality reduction. This is the reason that selective enforcement is effective.

However, there is another major factor in effect here as well — the failure of ID drivers to be

properly restrained, which will be covered in a separate attribute below (Restraint Use by Im-
paired Drivers).
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6.5 Restraint Use by Impaired Drivers

The following display presents a comparison of ID driver safety belt use against those who were
not ID in the same five-year time period.
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Risk-taking involved in ID does not stop with excess speed,; it extends to not being properly re-
strained. The above analysis demonstrates that the impaired driver is over eight (8.016) times
more likely to be unrestrained as in the non-ID crash. The next analysis demonstrates how this
contributes to fatality crashes.
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6.6 Fatality Crashes by Restraint Use for Impaired Drivers
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A comparison of the probability of a fatal crash indicates that a fatality is almost six (5.84) times
more likely if the impaired driver is not using proper restraints. The probability is estimated by
466 fatality crashes out of 5,160 when restraints were not used (1 in 11.1), as opposed to only
259 fatal crashes out of 16,749 crashes when restraints were used (1 in 64.7). So the combined
effect of lower restraint use and higher speed is a devastating combination that accounts for the
high lethality of ID crashes. But that is not all; see the following three items for additional
related information.
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6.7 Number Injured (Including Fatalities)

The following display presents a comparison of 1D crash number of injuries against number of
injuries in crashes that were not ID in the same time period.
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The above shows that not only are 1D crashes more severe to those injured, but also the number
of multiple injuries in these ID crashes is over-represented as well. Some might suspect that an
ID crash might involve just a driver returning home from a night of indulgence. However, rarely
is the impaired driver alone, and, of course, if another vehicle is involved, then that would also
generally increase the number of injuries. It is interesting that all of the multiple-injury catego-
ries are significantly over-represented (not computed for less than 20 occurrences).
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6.8 Police Arrival Delay
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ID crashes generally had longer police arrival delays; in this case all arrival delays over 30
minutes were over-represented. There can be little doubt that this has to do with the rural nature
of these crashes and the potential that at night they might not be discovered for some time. The
analysis below shows how this impacts EMS arrival time, which is a comparison of crashes that
include injuries, and thus would generally call for an EMS response.
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6.9 EMS Arrival Delay
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For much the same reasons as the longer police arrival delays, EMS delays were over-repre-
sented for impaired driving crashes in all categories above ten minutes, and dramatically for the
very longer times of 61 minutes and above (indicated by the red background in the table). This
obviously contributes to the severity of crashes and the chances that the crash results in one or
more fatalities. As for the very long times, these might be due to the delay in discovering the
crash since they generally over-represented late night in rural locations.
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7.0 Driver and Vehicle Demographics

7.1 Driver Age

B CARE10.2.1.2 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUl (Alcohel or Drugs) AMD Met CU .. — | >

s5] File Dashboard Eilters  Analysis  lmpact Locations Tools Window  Help

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data DUl {Alcohol or Drugs)

| Order: |Max Gain ~ | |Descending

Subset Subsst COther Cther Odds Max =
Frequency Percent Frequency Fercent Gain
825 3.05 17728 276 1.104* | 78.403
504 333 16520 264 1.262° | 187.614
892 328 16233 253 1.298° | 204.701
363 318 15409 2.40 1.323" | 210.585
833 307 14754 230 1.333° | 208.31
798 254 14013 218 1.345" | 204.655
764 28 13281 207 1.359* | 201.688
T7E 2386 12457 1.95 1467 | 246.882
77 264 12066 1.88 1.403° | 206.130
742 273 11853 1.85 1.479° | 240.145
657 242 11235 1.75 1.381* | 181.315
674 248 11034 172 1.443" | 206.825
691 254 10814 1.69 1.509" | 233.14D
645 237 10328 1.61 1475 | 207.717
617 227 9876 154 1.476" | 158.854
611 225 9636 1.51 1.430° | 200.859
556 205 9311 1.45 1.410° | 161.776
515 1.90 8650 1.35 1.400° | 147.065
505 1.86 2505 133 1.402° | 144732
431 1.55 2405 13 1.211% | 74.966
433 1.78 2073 1.26 1.413° | 141.192
445 1.64 8236 1.28 1276 | 96.291
472 1.74 a222 1.28 1.356 | 123.884
460 165 2046 1.25 1.350° | 119.336
428 1.58 7830 1.23 1.281" | 93.941
427 157 7654 1.1% 1.318" | 102.933
415 1.53 7500 1.7 1307 | 97453 | [] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 Ga & &
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C107: CU Driver Raw Age
4.
&
: =
i
0-

-1 75
C107: CU Driver Raw Aoe

53



The display above presents a comparison of ID crash causal driver age against the same for
crashes that were not ID for Odds Ratios of 1.300 and higher. The blue (non-ID) bars illustrate
the problems that 16-20-year-old drivers have in general, but they are under-represented in 1D
crashes. ID over-representation does not appear until age 24 and it continues on to age 56.

There is a bi-modal distribution in the 24-56 year olds; 21 through about 35, and a second group
from 36 to 56. Generally, the first of these are classified as social drinkers. However, it is hard

to escape the fact that those who are in their late 30s up through their middle ages would not be

close to becoming problem drinkers, if not already. Countermeasures for these two groups will

typically be quite different.

7.2 Impaired Driver Gender
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The red bars and the blue bars each sum to 100%. So the breakdown in male ID causal drivers is
74.04% male and 25.96% female. For non-ID, the percentage is 55.83 male and 44.17 female.
These differences certainly indicate that males are a far greater cause of the ID problems, and if
there are countermeasures that can be directed toward them, doing so would be much more cost-
effective, all other things being equal.
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7.3 Causal Vehicle Types with 30 or more Crashes

E CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcohol or Drugs) AND Mot Causal Unit (CU) T... — O X
B File Dashboard  Filters Analysis  |mpact Locations Tools Window Help - g X
2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data w - DUl {Alcohol or Drugs) w I'._(’n 1/ 172016 I
‘ Order: |I'\"Iax Gain v| |Descending w~ || Suppress Zero-Valued Rows ‘Signiﬁc:anoe: Over Representation vl Threshold: 20 =
C101: Causal Unit (CU) Type| Subset  Subset Other Other Odds Max C101: Causal Unit (CU) Type
T Freguency Percent Frequency Percent Ratio (Gain

» Pick-Up (Four-Tire Light ... 6539 2318 124600 18.08 1282 1438.441

Motorcycle 333 1.18 5109 0.74 1.592 123.861

Pedestrian 164 0.58 1393 0.20 2.876° 106.977

E 4-Wheel Off Road ATV 74 026 507 0.07 3.566" 53.246

Station Wagon 68 0.24 1832 0.27 0.907 -6.954

E Passenger Yan 59 0.21 2402 0.35 0.600° -39.327

Passenger Car 14556 51.60 358063 51.56 0.993 -101.477

E Mini-van 524 1.86 16066 233 0.797" -133.669

E Cargo Van (10000bs o... 87 0.31 5454 0.80 0.387 -137.899

E Single-Unit Truck (2-A. .. 53 033 7034 1.02 0.323° -154.940

E Tractor/Semi-Trailer 70 0.25 14744 214 0.116* -533.553

E Sport Ltility Vehicle (S... 5642 20.00 151363 21.57 0.911* -554.115 | [] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 0 & & [ Dis

2016-2020 Llabama Integrated Crash Dats
C101: Causal Unit (CU) Type
60

&

§ 40

e |

L

0— [ | | i | [
Motorcycle E 4-Whe=l E PassangerVan E Mini-van E Single-Unit Truck E Spoirt Utility
Off Road ATV (2-AxlelB-Tire) Vshicle (SLV)
C10 - Cansal Lnit (10 Twne

The display above presents a comparison of ID crash causal unit type against the same for
crashes that were not ID. Vehicles types with less than 30 crashes in the ID dataset were re-
moved for the above display, and pedestrians were considered a unit type. While pickups have
the highest Max Gain indicting the greatest potential for reduction, Motorcycles, Pedestrian and
ATVs all have higher over-representations (by Odds Ratio), but their Max Gains are lower be-
cause of their lower frequencies. Of interest is the proportion of pedestrians and off road 4-
wheelers that involve 1D, both of which are over two times their expected proportion. So the
major finding of this analysis is that motorcycle, pedestrian and 4-wheeler crashes have far more
than their share of ID causation. Pedestrians will be given additional consideration in the next
attribute considered.
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7.4 Number of Pedestrians
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Pedestrians are definitely an issue in ID crashes. There were 327 pedestrians involved in ID
crashes and 3,849 that were non-1D, or a total of 4,176, of which 327/4176 = 7.8% of the pedes-
trian crashes were ID. These resulted in 74 fatalities. Primary Contributing Circumstance shows
162 pedestrians were under the influence at the time of the crash. There would be some overlap
of these with the total 327 pedestrians involved.
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7.5 Driver License Status

ﬂ CARE 10.2.1.3 - [IMPACT Results - 2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data - DUI (Alcohol or Drugs) AND Mot CU Driver License ... — O X

FRile Dashboard Filters

Analysis  Impact Locations Jools Window  Help

2016-2020 Mlabama Integrated Crash Data DUl {Alcohol or Drugs)

~ ” Suppress Zero-Valued Rows ‘Sgiﬁcat:e: Over Representation

Subset  Subset Cither Cther Odds [CAR | C114: CU Driver License Status
Freguency Percent Frequency Percent Ratio (Gain
2333 10.06 16252 268 3.756% 1755.811
1716 72 6301 1.04 6.963° 1469564
54 225 6296 1.04 2169 287.760
73 033 236 0.04 8.550° 69.770
47 0.20 216 0.04 5.564* 38.552
E Test Required 15 0.06 106 0.0z 3618 10.854
Denied 8 0.03 278 0.05 0.736 -2873
CurrentValid 18932 79.85 578396 3511 0.840° | -3629.359 [ ] Sort by Sum of Max Gain
0 e 2 [ Die

2016-2020 Alabama Integrated Crash Data
C114: CU Driver License Status

7. u-...J

Suspended Revoksd Expired Canceled Left State RETﬁréd Denied ‘CurrentValid
=guil

Fraquancy
&

C114: CU Driver License Status

Clearly ID crashes are extremely over-represented in 1D causal drivers without legitimate li-
censes, so that the question might be asked: Does suspending or revoking their licenses even
make a difference? Making it a mandatory arrest if a driver is found to not have a current license
might be considered. The results of this analysis need to be given serious consideration by those
determining the direction of the legislative process regarding ID. It seems clear that the suspen-
sion/revocation of licenses is not bringing about the desired effect, although it cannot be con-
cluded that it is having no effect.
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7.6 Driver Employment Status
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In our current era when the economy is playing such a big role in traffic safety, the quantification
and tracking of the employment proportion of drivers involved in ID crashes will be important.
This indicates that their unemployment rate is about 90.5% higher than expected. This is proba-
bly not surprising, and the correlation between not having a job and being involved in an ID
crash should be watched carefully going forward in that it could affect the type and location for
countermeasures.
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8.0 Driver Behavior

8.1 Primary Contributing Circumstances (ID & Items < 100 Crashes Removed)
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8.2 Discussion of Primary Contributing Circumstances (PCC) Result Above

ID (Frequency:20,577 ; Proportion: 72.51%) was removed from the comparisons for this analysis
because it prevented the other items from being apparent. It was forced to be this high by the fil-
ter (see 3.1). Items listed were reported along with the other non-PCC items. So, in essence,
these results demonstrate the driver behaviors that accompanied the ID as it was defined by other
attributes in the filter. The display above is for all crash PCCs that had 100 or more occurrences.
Unlike most other IMPACT displays that are sorted by Max Gain, this one is sorted by highest
Odds Ratio first.

Items over-represented by over twice their expected results (when compared to non-1D crashes)
are ordered by Odds Ratio as follows:

e Aggressive Operation,

Traveling Wrong Way/Wrong Side,
Over Speed Limit,

Ran off Road,

Fatigued/Asleep,

Ran Stop Sign and

Crossed Centerline.
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8.3 Officer’s Opinion Alcohol
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The main reason for producing this IMPACT is to enable a comparison with the next one. This
shows the proportion of cases caused by alcohol (according to the crash reports) compared to the
proportion caused by drugs other than alcohol.

The total of these two is 21,923 (alcohol) + 7,699 (other drugs) = 29,622

So 74.01 of the cases involved alcohol,

and 25.99 of the cases involved non-alcohol drugs.

About 3 to 1 alcohol involved.

Very few reported both alcohol and drugs.
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8.4 CU Driver Officer’s Opinion Drugs
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For general information on Impaired Driving from NHTSA and other sources, please see:

http://www.safehomealabama.gov/tag/impaired-driving/

62


http://www.safehomealabama.gov/tag/impaired-driving/

