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Executive Summary

More than 4,000 teen traffic fatalities occur on the Nation’s roadways each year.
To help determine what can be done to prevent them, the National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB) convened a public forum in Washington, DC, on October 28 and 29,
2003, to consider issues related to driver education and training.

Speakers from Federal agencies, State governments, Europe, Canada, driver
education and traffic safety associations and companies, as well as students, teachers, and
researchers addressed the forum. Speakers discussed the history and current state of
novice driver education and training, the extent to which it is used, and its quality and
effectiveness. Speakers also explored the strengths and weaknesses in driver education
and training and what can be done to improve it. Private, State and Federal programs
(both here and abroad), experiences with current driver education programs, and new
initiatives to improve driver education were also discussed.

The decision to hold the forum was prompted by an accident that occurred near
Belgrade, Montana, on January 23, 2003. On that day, about 3:20 p.m., a 1997
Oldsmobile Achieva, operated by a 14-year-old participant in the driver education
program at Manhattan Christian School, was westbound on Amsterdam Road (State
Route 347) west of Belgrade. Also in the vehicle were two other students, ages 14 and
15, and the driver education instructor, age 49. Amsterdam Road, a two-lane rural
roadway (70 mph speed limit), was wet with snow and slush that had accumulated on the
edges of the roadway and in the center of the westbound lane. The weather was overcast
and partly sunny; the temperature was about 37° F.

About the same time, a 1991 International tractor-semitrailer combination
vehicle, operated by a 29-year-old driver, was eastbound on Amsterdam Road, crossing a
short bridge over a drainage ditch. According to the truckdriver, both vehicles were
traveling 35 to 45 mph when he saw the Oldsmobile begin to “fishtail” and veer into the
eastbound lane, directly in front of him. He said he tried to avoid the collision by steering
to his left. The tractor-semitrailer struck the Oldsmobile on the right side, causing it to
rotate clockwise and plunge down a 10-foot embankment on the south side of the
roadway. The truck came to rest facing north on the roadway, blocking both travel lanes.

The four occupants of the Oldsmobile, all of whom were wearing seat belts,
sustained fatal injuries. The truckdriver, who was also wearing his seat belt, was not
injured.

Some of the speakers’ remarks in these proceedings have been edited. A public
docket (HWY-03-MH-018) has been established for this forum. In addition to verbatim
transcripts of the speakers’ presentations, the docket contains administrative information
pertaining to the hearing. Additional information about the public docket may be



obtained from the Public Inquiries Section, RE-51, National Transportation Safety Board,
Washington, DC, 20594, 800-877-6799 or 202-314-6551.
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Welcome and Introduction

MR. OSTERMAN: I"d like to welcome everybody to the National Transportation
Safety Board and the NTSB Conference and Hearing Room. My name is Joe Osterman.
I’'m the director of the Office of Highway Safety. And over the next two days, we’re
going to be exploring the issues related to driver education.

To begin with, I’d like to introduce our chairman, Chairman Ellen Engleman from
the NTSB, for some opening remarks.

CHAIRMAN ENGLEMAN: Good morning, everyone. I want to thank you all for
being here today, and this is really what the NTSB -- it’s one of our best aspects of being
here and providing a sanctuary for safety discussions in order to bring forth the topics
that really matter in order to bring them forth in a way that we can discuss them
thoroughly and without prejudice or in, shall we say, a neutral setting. So we can really
focus on we like to say the facts, the science, and the data, and not allowing ourselves to
be distracted by supposition or guess or desire or, you know, things that really don’t
matter to the real topic of safety because that’s really the job that we have.

When I give speeches and talk to people outside the NTSB, I always like to brag
about the NTSB, saying we have 429 dedicated professionals who really don’t have jobs;
they have missions, and they’re on mission every day. So I’'m very proud to serve, and
it’s truly a privilege to be the chairman of the National Transportation Safety Board.

Today’s forum is sponsored by our brand new NTSB Academy. And it’s the first
time that the Board has addressed this issue of novice education driving -- driver
education probably since the early 1970s, around 1971.

I think it’s really critical that we understand the role of the Board in that
everything we do is based on the fact that someone has lost their life. Our role is to be the
lead investigation agency into determining what we call the probable cause of an
accident. And when we find out why and what, we’re able to issue safety
recommendations in order to ensure that it doesn’t occur in the future.

So this discussion was actually prompted by an accident that occurred in
Belgrade, Montana, earlier this year.

Now, the Safety Board supported and promoted a graduated driver’s license to try
to curb, to lessen, the number of fatalities by younger drivers. And we believe that the
effort needs to begin at the beginning.



It kind of reminds me of “The Sound of Music,” you know. Where do you begin;
you begin at the beginning. So perhaps this is the “Do Re Mi” of driver education.

Driver education is so much more than a three-point turn or parallel parking. We
need to focus on the -- our attention on the history, on the substance, on the true quality
and effectiveness of driver education. We need to explore the strengths and weaknesses
of the programs and what we can do to improve them.

So that’s really critical. It’s not a role of criticism; it’s a role of construction. We
need to determine what we can do to make things better.

So we have a group of panelists, and these are some of the best that we can offer
from the NTSB. Kevin Quinlan, Jennifer Bishop, Gary Van Etten, Peter Kotowski,
Rafael Marshall, Dr. Paula Sind-Prunier, and Dr. Robert Molloy, and Mr. Larry Yohe,
Ronald Kaminski, and Michele McMurtry will all be assisting with this forum.

Now, again, as [ mentioned, our forum will be a fact-gathering exercise. We’ll
spend our time looking at the current safety problems and try to study possible solutions.
We will use this information to help develop our recommendations and other materials on
this issue of novice education, novice driver education.

So here’s the procedure, the rules of the road if you will. The panelists will be
introduced. Each will make a presentation in his or her area of expertise. With each group
of panelists, we’ll make sure that there is time for questions.

We’re going to pass out cards, have you write down your questions, and then give
them to the Board staff who’ll be up and down the aisles. And then they’ll try to get to as
many of the questions as possible, all right?

We’ll also have a table outside the auditorium that’ll contain information on a
variety of the driver education programs that we’ve accumulated -- about programs
throughout the country. Please take it.

There are also two driver’s training simulators in the room to your left. If you exit
the auditorium and you’ll be able to try. So that’ll be kind of interesting. I think that’s
important. Now, the simulators are not endorsed by the NTSB Safety Board as a product
per se, but they are being utilized today as an information tool.

We will have a transcript of the forum and all the exhibits entered into the record.
That’ll be part of the public record in the Safety Board’s Washington Office. Anyone
desiring to purchase a transcript should contact the court reporter. We do not provide
copies of the transcript per se.

An archive of the webcast can be found on our website, which is www.ntsb.gov.
And in addition, the Safety Board’s accident investigation reports, our publications, and
our Academy classes will be available on our website.



So, any general questions at the very beginning?
(No response)

CHAIRMAN ENGLEMAN: No? All right. Thank you so much for being here.
Again, this is an important forum for us because we’re really talking about the future, and
that’s the future of the young people that are driving today.

As you may know, traffic accidents are the number one what we call non-
voluntary form of death for teenagers, meaning suicide is, unfortunately, the number one.
But highway accidents are the number one cause of death for teenagers. This is a critical
area for us to address. There’s nothing, I think, sadder than seeing a young life taken far
too soon.

And with over 45,000 accidents or deaths on our highways, we do have an
epidemic that we hope today won’t be a band-aid but truly will be a first aspect of trying
to wipe out this condition that we truly find intolerable.

Thank you for your attention. I’ll let the panelists begin, and we’ll look forward to
a very, very successful forum. Thank you.

(Applause)

MS. BISHOP: Good morning. My name is Jennifer Bishop, and I’'m the project
manager for this forum. And I’d like to introduce Gary Van Etten. He was the
investigator-in-charge on the Belgrade, Montana, accident which prompted us to have
this forum, and he’ll give you some background on that accident.

MR. VAN ETTEN: Good morning. I am pleased to see many of you here who
I’ve spoken to before, and I’'m glad you’re part of the forum that we’re going to have
over the next couple days.

This whole process started with a traffic collision that occurred in Belgrade,
Montana, in January of this year. I’'m going to talk to you a little bit about what happened
that time, give you a little bit of background of how this whole process got started, how it
was generated.

We have a Manhattan Christian School was the school in which our driver
education vehicle was originated. They have an after-hours driver education school. It
consists of 30 hours of classroom and six hours of behind-the-wheel training.

Our students were in their third session of the six hours behind the wheel. The
first session is spent in a parking lot just getting familiar with the vehicle and how it
works and getting a little comfortable with that kind of driving process. And then this
was the -- actually just the second time that they were out on the roadway.

Each time they go out, there are three students in the car. They go out for about
three hours, so each student gets between 45 minutes and an hour of driving. So they



were actually returning at the end of this third session, so each student in the vehicle had
had approximately two hours of behind the wheel driving out on the street.

The driver education vehicle that they were driving was a 1997 Oldsmobile
Achieva. It was a leased vehicle from the local Chevrolet dealership.

Our driver was a 14-year-old male. We had a 49-year-old instructor sitting in the
right front seat. The vehicle comes equipped with the auxiliary brake but not the auxiliary
steering wheel, so there was a brake that the instructor could operate, but not the steering
wheel.

And then in the back seat we had two other students, a 14-year-old and a 15-year-
old.

The vehicle was involved in a collision with a tractor semi-trailer combination
vehicle weighing about 50,000 pounds. It had a load of potatoes on it. That was operated
by Food Services of America. They have a 29-year-old driver who had been driving for
the company for several years. Basically, he would leave his tractor at a tow yard. A
semi-trailer would be there waiting for him in the morning to go out, and he would make
his deliveries and his pickups.

He’d bring that semi-trailer back on the hook, and then somebody from Billings
would come with another tractor semi-trailer, drop off the one that they brought from
Billings, pick up the one there in Belgrade, and then take it back. And then the driver
would come in the morning and do his route over again.

And he, again, was at the end of his delivery and he was headed back to the tow
yard at the end of his day.

The location of our accident occurred just outside of Belgrade; the red circle
shows the roadway. It’s Amsterdam Roadway, State Route 347. The school is down in
this area here. And this roadway is about five miles long, and it is the major route into
and out of that particular area where the school is located. So they really didn’t have
another option of roadway to be on because this is the road that connects basically the
Bozeman-Belgrade area where they were out driving during the day.

This picture was taken standing approximately where the collision occurred. And
we’re looking westbound. And a couple of features on the roadway that I’d like for you
to look at which were things that we take into consideration when we do our evaluation
of any accident.

We’ve got a two-lane roadway. It goes across a little bridge over a culvert. You
can see the warning paddles. You can see the guardrails on either side. And from the
pavement, there really are no shoulders. You’ve got about a foot or two of dirt shoulder,
and then it drops off into ditches on either side. So there really isn’t a whole lot of room.



And as the vehicle going westbound, which our driver education vehicle was
going westbound, as it approaches the bridge, it gives the perception of the roadway
narrowing. And so we feel this probably had an effect on the decision-making process
that both drivers had as they were coming across the bridge because as the driver is going
westbound, our truck is coming eastbound across that bridge.

And so we’ve got this big truck coming at us, and this inexperienced driver. And
now where does he go; he’s got a narrowing of the roadway. He doesn’t have shoulders
to go to. What kind of decision-making processes does he have going through there.

Also, I’d like for you to notice the trees that are on the south side of the roadway,
which would be right over in this area here. Typically, what happens during the
wintertime when the sun starts to set, it gets lower on the horizon, it causes shadows to
come across the roadway.

And because the accident occurred when it was near freezing, in fact, it had
snowed the night before. The road had been plowed, but still there was enough snow and
slush on the roadway that as those shadows come across and the wind blows, it starts to
freeze, creating slippery spots on the roadway. So we’ve got a number of considerations
here to look at once we start evaluating what occurred.

This is just the same position, only turned around and facing eastbound. You can
see it’s a pretty straight roadway. There are no visual obstructions. Again, you can see the
drop-off on either side of the roadway. So the south side of the roadway over here, we
have four single family residences, just the four. And then there is some open area to the
east of that.

To the north, we have some horse property. So there’s nothing really close to the
roadway. There’s a driveway that leads back in there to about two or three homes. But
basically, there’s nothing there on the north side of the roadway.

Again, look at the roadway. See how wet it is. This was actually taken about two
days later. Still a lot of snow; still a lot of slush on the roadway itself.

The speed limit on this roadway, by the way, is 70 miles an hour, which is very
typical for Montana to have a roadway like that with that kind of speed limit. Our -- from
what we have determined, the evidence that we have, the statements that we have, we
believe both these vehicles are going somewhere between 35 and 40 miles an hour. So
while the 70-mile-an-hour speed limit is pretty high, the actual speeds of the vehicles
really didn’t play into this all that much.

So this is basically what happened. Our driver education vehicle with the 14-year-
old driver is headed westbound on Amsterdam Road. Our truck driver, as he’s coming
eastbound across the bridge, says that he sees the vehicle start to fishtail a little bit and
then suddenly veers right into his lane, right in front of him, before he can put on his
brakes. We have our collision. And then the driver education vehicle is spun out about
180 degrees and ends up in the ditch on the south side of the roadway.



This is a picture taken by the Montana Highway Patrol right after the accident,
about 20 minutes after the accident occurred. You can see our truck blocking the
roadway with the tractor down in the ditch. Over here is our driver education vehicle,
right in this area here.

But I want you to notice again the roadway, the slush. When the plows come
through and they plow the snow off of the roadway, it creates these banks of snow and
slush and ice on the sides of the roadway. And that gives, again, the perception of the
roadway narrowing because you don’t seem to have as much room because of all the
snow and slush that’s there.

And again, it’s a very cold time of the day. A lot of this was melting and freezing,
melting and freezing even as the investigators were out there. So we have weather
conditions that were played into our evaluation of this particular accident.

These are the issues that we looked at here. First we looked at roadway geometry,
and I’ve explained to you a little bit about some of the issues that we looked at in terms
of the roadway geometry: its narrowness, the lack of shoulders, the drop down, the
perception of the narrowing of the roadway. The speed limit on the roadway, again, as |
mentioned, 70 miles an hour, didn’t play a whole lot into that, although we looked at that
real, real closely.

The weather conditions we believed played a fairly significant factor here. Again,
you can see what was going on the roadway in terms of ice and snow and slush. Again,
roadway conditions.

Our driver’s experience. He’d only been out on the roadway for at most two hours
out driving on the public roadways. So he’s going to be rather tenuous about what he
does.

And then we looked at the driver education and the driving the training
curriculum, and that led us to come to the conclusion that we needed to take a little bit
closer look at the driver’s education in general and the programs that are put on by the
folks across the country.

I want to emphasize, we didn’t look at the safety of driver’s education. We looked
at the effectiveness of driver’s education.

So it led us to our purpose, and the purpose of our meeting here today is to survey
the history and current state of the novice driver education and training programs to the
extent to which they are used and their quality and effectiveness. We are to explore the
strengths and weaknesses of such programs and what can be done to improve them.

That’s why we’re here today, to make driver education better, more effective so
that we can have an impact on the youthful driver fatality and injury rate that we see in
this country today.
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I’'m pleased with the panelists that we have. I think this is going to be a very
profitable, very interesting and informative time here.

Thank you very much.

MS. BISHOP: I’d also like to thank a few other people who’ve been involved in
the planning of this forum.

Lauren Peduzzi is our public affairs officer. Peter Knudsen and Donald Chupp are
from the Academy, and they’ll help you outside if you want more information about
courses that are offered by our academy. Mary Jones and Carolyn Dargen have provided
administrative assistance. And Will Skolochenko and Antion Downs are responsible for
the audio/visual in here.

As the chairman said, we will take questions at the end of each panel. We will
have people walking up and down the aisles handing out question cards and also
collecting them from you to bring up here. We can’t promise we’ll get to every question.
We’ll get to as many as we can, time permitting.

Also, feel free to try out the simulators during the breaks or during lunch. And
also, there are some bios for the panelists that are out in the hallway out there that you
can pick up for more information about the panelists.

And with that, I will turn it over to Kevin Quinlan.
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History and Research

MR. QUINLAN: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I’'m Kevin Quinlan. I’'m
the chief of Safety Advocacy Division at the National Transportation Safety Board.

In order to start off a forum like this, we felt that it was important to have
essential background information on driver education and training: its history; the
evaluations and research that have been conducted; the major studies, the strengths and
weaknesses of them. That is intended to give us a common frame of reference so that we
know history and we don’t repeat it.

So to that end, I would like to introduce our first speaker. Dr. Jim Nichols
received his Ph.D. in psychology from the University of South Dakota and was with the
federal government National Highway Traffic Safety Administration for over 30 years,
retiring as the director of the Office of Research and Traffic Records, which includes
driver education. And he was also involved in the Safe Performance curriculum.

He has a number of awards and a very large number of articles written, and in one
of them he had the good judgment to ask me to coauthor for the surgeon general’s report
on drunk driving.

Dr. Nichols.

Presentation by Jim Nichols

DR. NICHOLS: Thank you.

I know this is a very serious occasion and a very serious subject. I’d like to start
with something that’s just a little bit lighter. I have a lot of material to cover but there are
a few people sitting in this room who didn’t think I was going to be here on time. I got
here at 7:00 this morning just to prove to them that I could do this. Actually, it was
because I forgot to set my clock back.

(Laughter)

DR. NICHOLS: But this story goes back to Saturday, when my wife told me
about the change from daylight savings time to regular time this weekend. Saturday, I
took my son to the baseball game and got him there late (at the end of the first inning). I
guess I set the clock back a little early.

12



So then, after getting this straightened out with my wife, yesterday morning I left
both boys at school at 7:20 a.m. When I got home last night, my wife said to me, “didn’t
it occur to you that you were early, that there was nobody there?” And I said, I just
thought I was late as usual.

In any case, I’'m happy to say that I’'m here on time today and very happy to take
part in this forum. A little bit of a qualification. I think that I’'m quite qualified to talk
about the history and the effectiveness of driver education. If you want to talk about what
content of driver education currently is and has been, I think there are at least a dozen
people in this room who know a lot more than I do about that. I think that we’re very
fortunate to have these people here with us.

The Problem

[Note: This presentation had a PowerPoint component which contained the
nucleus of information regarding the history and effectiveness of driver education. A
description of the relevant figures, referred to in this presentation, is included in
bracketed italics.]

DR. NICHOLS: I'm going to start very briefly with the youth crash and fatality
problem. [In reference to start of slide presentation] I’m not going to take a lot of time for
each of these slides, but I think a brief review provides a useful context to talk about why
we are even dealing with the youth [safety] issue. I think it comes as no surprise to
anybody that we have a tremendous spike in crashes and fatalities and injuries with the
15 to 24 age group. This slide shows the dramatic increase for the 15-24 age group, using
data from the National Center for Health Statistics. You can just look at the bars on this
graph and you can get the picture. You don’t need to look at the numbers.

[Figure shows “Unintentional Motor Vehicle Traffic Deaths by Age Group, for
Year 2000”. Number of death increases dramatically (to 10,323) for 15-24 age group]

DR. NICHOLS: I'm not sure, but I believe that NTSB will make all of these
figures (and the comprehensive review on which they are based) available to you at some
point.

[The Next figure lists “Key Factors Associated with Youth Crashes.” It includes:
Youngest drivers, 1st 6 months of driving, alcohol, low seat belt use, presence of young
passengers, nighttime driving, males, and older vehicles]

DR. NICHOLS: If you look at all of the factors that affect youth crashes, there are
many more than are shown in this figure, but these are some of the key factors. The
youngest of drivers are at the greatest risk, particularly during the first six months of
driving. Alcohol is a factor and it becomes more of a factor as you proceed from the
youngest (i.e., age 16) to the older youth (i.e., age 20).
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Low seat belt use is one key factor that just has to be talked about. It’s probably
one of the single most important issues associated with youth fatalities and injuries today.

Other key factors have to do with having young passengers in the car and with
nighttime driving, the latter of which is dangerous for everybody but which is much more
dangerous for young people, primarily in reference to the rate of crashes per miles driven.

Youth crashes most often involve male drivers. And, finally, I include this
[reference to older vehicles on the list of key factors] because it always comes out in the
research. I don’t know exactly what to do about it (in terms of countermeasures), but
certainly older vehicles are more prevalent among crashes involving young drivers than
among crashes involving older drivers.

[The next five Figures in the presentation graphically illustrate the relationship
between youth crashes and (1) age, (2) alcohol, (3) seat belt non-use, (4) young
passengers, and (5) nighttime driving, respectively]

DR. NICHOLS: There are a couple of things that I would like to illustrate with
regard to a few of these key issues. This figure shows the results of a study conducted by
the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS) several years ago.

[This Figure shows increasing death rates for 16-year-olds from 1975 to 1996 (red
line) as compared with rates for older groups],

DR. NICHOLS: If you look at the red line you can see how relatively dangerous
driving has become for the youngest of drivers, while rates have actually decreased for
older youth. Back in the 1970’s, when I first looked at this issue, we frequently cited the
studies conducted by Peltz and Schuman. These studies, as well as studies conducted by
other researchers, generally reported the youth crash fatality problem to be most severe
for the 17 to 20 age group or for the 18 to 20 age group, which actually had had the
highest death rate.

Over the years, however, the death rate for the 16-year-old age group has
increased and has actually overtaken the rate for the older age groups. As you can see
[from the Figure showing death rates for younger and older youth], there have been major
increases in the rate of fatalities among younger drivers, while progress has been made
with regard to reducing these rates among older (youth) drivers. I understand (from
discussions with ITHS researchers) that that this (rate of increase among 16-year-old
drivers) has plateaued in recent years. I didn’t do a reanalysis of that. But basically, it
appears that the youngest of drivers have become more dangerous over the time that
we’re talking about (in reference to 1975-1996, the period of time included in the ITHS
study).

[The next figure in the presentation showed the percent of youth ages, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, and 20, killed who have blood alcohol concentrations (BACs) of .08 or greater.
Other than an elevated amount for 15-year-olds, it is relatively low for 16-year olds (10%
with a BAC >=.08) and increases steadily to age 20 (35% with BAC >=.08)]
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DR. NICHOLS: In terms of alcohol, as you can see, alcohol becomes more of a
factor as we get up towards age 20. However, at any level, what the general research data
show is that alcohol -- even small amounts of alcohol -- affects young people more than it
affects older people. And by the way, alcohol-involvement in crashes occurs primarily at
night.

[The next Figure showed the percent of drivers (on the road and killed in crashes)
who were unbuckled. This percentage increases from 27% (on the road) to nearly 80%
(among young driver, alcohol-related fatalities)]

DR. NICHOLS: This is seat belt non-use among a variety of groups. If you look
at our most recent national (observational) surveys, we have about 27 percent of non-use
among all drivers and front seat passengers on the roadways (73% use in 2002).

But if we look at fatalities of all ages, look at the percent that are not using seat
belts (62%), and then look at the 16 to 24 age group with alcohol (79%). Clearly, if
there’s an area where we can improve the situation, this is it. We can’t change the
number of crashes (by increasing seat belt use), but we can reduce the numbers of
fatalities and injuries that result. This is an area which surely needs some work.

[The next figure shows Driver Crash Rates and the Presence of Passengers. It
shows a dramatic increase in crash rates among 16-17 year-old drivers, associated with
the number of passengers being transported. This increase is less evident among 18-19
year-old drivers and is non-existent among older drivers (30-39)]

DR. NICHOLS: Finally, with regard to the presence of passengers, as you can see
on the left, the 16 to 17 age group already has much higher rates of crashes. But if you
add passengers, it’s much more of a detrimental factor with these younger drivers than it
is even with the 18- or 19-year-olds. And, having passengers actually appears to be safer,
rather than more risky, for older drivers.

[The next figure “Daytime versus Nighttime Crashes” shows a much higher
nighttime rate of crashes (per miles traveled), for every age group but particularly for the
youngest of drivers.]

DR. NICHOLS: Finally, as you can see, nighttime driving is dangerous for
everybody. But because young people (particularly 16 year-olds) have so many crashes
and because so many of them are at night, nighttime driving has to be an issue of major
concern to us.

[Figure “Some Progress has been Made: Youth Fatalities Down by 1/3rd Since
1978]

DR. NICHOLS: The good news is that we have made progress over the past
several decades and much of that progress has been in terms of reducing alcohol-related
youth crashes. In fact, most of the approximately 30 percent reduction in youth crashes
has resulted from a reduction in alcohol-related crashes.
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So some things have worked - like minimum drinking age laws, zero tolerance
laws, deterrence programs, all of which have demonstrated some impact.

[The next Figure shows a dramatic increase in number of deaths per age-year
(from less than 100 for ages 0-12, to nearly 300 by age 15, over 800 by age 16)].

DR. NICHOLS: However, here is the sobering fact [that there is a significant and
dramatic increase in fatalities among young people ages 15-16]. I took this [Figure] from
a paper that I just completed for the Automotive Coalition for Traffic Safety (ACTS). It’s
just so sobering to see how dramatically things change between the ages of 13 and 16 in
terms of risk to our children.

I have a young boy who’s 12 right now, and this is of extreme interest to me
because he’s just entering this very high-risk period. This is an area that we must do
something about. It’s the dramatic change during this period — during these few age years
that is so troubling. It’s just something that must be addressed.

The History

[Figures Outlining Driver Education: History, Effectiveness, and Future Role.
Next Figure Summarizes a Historical Review including: Key Events, Expansion Issues,
and Challenges]

DR. NICHOLS: Let’s now look at the history, the effectiveness, and a potential
future role for driver education. I’'m going to start with a historical review. Again, I think
the things that I am most comfortable talking about are the key events that have occurred
[since the 1960’s]. Much of the data that I reviewed initially came from monitoring
articles in traffic safety magazines in the 60s, ‘70s, ‘80s, and ‘90s, as well as from other
reviews that have been conducted.

In terms of course content and things like that, the speakers that will follow me
are much more able to give you an idea of what kinds of programs and what variations
there are [and have been]. I will just say that there have been extreme variations in course
content was over the years [from one program to another].

[The next Figure outlines Five (arbitrary) Phases: The Beginning; Rapid
Expansion; Challenges and Federal Involvement; A Period of Decline; and a Re-
Emergence]

DR. NICHOLS: I have organized this historical review, somewhat arbitrarily, into
five overlapping phases.

Phase

[Figure “The Beginning’ shown which outlines events from 1932-1940, including
references to: pioneers such as Dr. Herbert Stack and Dr. Amos Neyhart; involvement by
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key organizations such as National Safety Council, American Automobile Association,
Automotive Safety Foundation (ASF); first classrooms, texts, and programs; teaching
centers at New York University (NYU) and Pennsylvania State University (PSU), etc.]

DR. NICHOLS: The first phase I call “the beginning” and, after looking at it, I
really wanted to call it “a lofty beginning” because it really must have been very exciting
to be involved in this program in the 1930s. Driver education, at the time, was primarily a
product of the universities, primarily PSU, Columbia University and NYU at the time.
There were a lot of people who really believed in this movement. I have to say that it was
my kind of time in that, more than anything else, I love to promote new, potentially
effective programs. I would have liked to have been involved in driver education back
then.

Phase 11

[The next Figures “Rapid Expansion (1947-64)” and “Growth in Enrollment
(1947-64)” highlight rapid growth, relatively uncontrolled development and quality
control, teacher training at PSU and NYU, the National Commission for Safety
Education (NCSE), and its 1st National Conference to provide some structure, the
“30+6” rule, insurance discounts, State requirement for licensing, additional centers,
additional national conferences, etc.]

DR. NICHOLS: From 1941 to 1965, there was major expansion and this
expansion caused many growing pains.

Phase 111

[The next figures entitled “Federal Role and New Challenges” and “Growth in
Enrollment” highlight continued growth, implications of the Highway Safety Act of
1966, Challenges from the research community, and a decade-long federal effort to
develop and demonstrate a “state-of-the-art” driver education] program.]

DR. NICHOLS: From 1965 to 1980, there was an increasing federal involvement,
starting with the Highway Safety Act of 1966, and lots of challenges that came about
from researchers and evaluators.

Phase IV

[The next two figures “A Period of Decline” and “Decline in Enrollment” show
the impact of the federal (Safe Performance Criteria (SPC)) development and
demonstration (with its negative results regarding program effectiveness), a change in
driver education’s status as a “priority” safety program, and evidence of change in the
level of driver education activity.]

DR. NICHOLS: These challenges resulted in the phase that I’'m calling “A Period
of Decline” from 1980 to 2000. During and since this period, driver education activity,
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by all accounts, is less well documented [e.g., in terms of enrollment, funding, etc.] than
in earlier years.

Phase V

[The next figure suggests a “Re-emergence of Driver Education (2000 — present)
with a new Role” along with parallel developments in novice driver licensing (emergence
of graduated driver license (GDL)]

DR. NICHOLS: Finally, there is at least anecdotal evidence of a “re-emergence”
of driver education in recent years, particularly in conjunction with the emergence of
GDL.

That is basically how I see what has happened over the past 7 decades. It has its
beginning in places like Pennsylvania State University, Columbia University, and New
York State University. During this period, it is nurtured by organizations such as the
National Safety Council, the American Automobile Association and the Automotive
Safety Foundation.

It includes the development of early textbooks, simulators, laboratories, and
classroom activities. Ohio State and Iowa State also figured prominently in this history.
There were not a lot of training centers around the country at the time. Thus, much of this
activity was centered in a few (but expanding number of) universities.

One of most significant activities that occurred in the (rapid expansion) period
from 1947 to 1964, in my opinion, was the establishment of the National Commission for
Safety Education which was formed (with a grant from the Automotive Safety
Foundation) primarily for the purpose of improving the standardization of course content
and teacher preparation and to address some of the growing pains that were becoming
apparent during that period.

The main tool that the NCSE used during this period was the conduct of four
national conferences, at the first of which the “30 Plus 6” rule was proposed, and at the
last of which 90 hours of education was proposed.

And so these (figures showing expansion from 1947 to 1964) illustrate some of
the tools that were being implemented to try to bring quality and standardization to a
program that was expanding so rapidly that problems were developing. Some of these
problems had to do with not having enough instructors involved to deal with the demand.
This was a major issue in the literature of the period.

In my view, one very significant event that contributed to the rapid proliferation
of driver education was the offering, by Allstate Insurance, of incentives or premium
discounts for driver education graduates. Other insurance companies soon followed this
lead. Another significant event was the requirement, by the State of Michigan, of driver
education for driver licensing (prior to age 18).
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I did not actually go back and check out [the next statement] with regard to
changes in each State’s licensing laws, as I had to conduct this review relatively quickly.
But, a point is made in the 1982 “Effectiveness and Efficiency Study” written by Gary
Butler (NHTSA) that Michigan (as well as many other States) did not lower its driving
license age requirement, but that it actually raised its age limit to 18 years for people who
did not take driver education. I think that’s a relevant point.

Basically, to give you an idea of how much driver education expanded in the early
years, this [“Growth in Enrollment”] figure shows an increase from approximately
200,000 students in 1947 to about 1.3 million in 1964, a six-fold increase. During this
period, [this figure shows that] the number of schools offering driver education increases
from about 3,000 to about 12,000, a four-fold increase.

The period (of Federal Involvement and Research Challenges) from 1965 to 1980
is a very critical period in that the Highway Safety Act of 1966 made driver education a
priority safety program and it provided for additional (driver education) funding to the
States. It also marks a period during which much responsibility for driver education was
shifted to a new government agency (the National Highway Safety Bureau). The NCSE,
which was monitoring driver education up to this point, was disbanded -- according to
my recollection in 1970.

But much more significant, I think, are the challenges that came about at this
time. The Moynihan Report was one such report. In 1968, Daniel Patrick Moynihan
authored a report to the secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare which raised issues
regarding the effectiveness of driver education.

In 1969, the McGuire & Kersh Report was published. It critically challenged all
of the previous research regarding driver education effectiveness.. And there was a back-
and-forth exchange for probably a year between Dr. Leon Goldstein, who I believe at that
time was with NTSB, and Dr Frederick McGuire. This issue of effectiveness and research
design simply dominated the driver education literature during this period of time when
the Highway Safety Act was being implemented.

Then, at the end of this period (from 1965-1980), you have the Robertson and
Zador (ITHS) study, which not only challenges the safety effectiveness of driver
education but, in addition, suggests that it has the effect of increasing the number of
young drivers licensed (thus increasing their exposure to crashes and fatalities). These
reports presented very serious challenges to driver education.

Also, towards the end of this period, NHTSA was completing its decade-long
development and demonstration of a “state-of-the-art” driver education program. Because
of time constraints, I will have to gloss over much of this development and evaluation
activity and not give it due justice, but this was a long term, very meticulous program. It
actually started in 1968 with a series of research plan proposals. It proceeded with a task
analysis (in 1971), the development of instructional objectives (in 1973) and performance
requirements, measurement of skill acquisition (in 1974), pilot testing (in 1977), and then
the demonstration phase (implemented in 1978).

19



[The next figure showed the continued “Growth in Enrollment and Number of
Schools Offering Driver Education” from 1964-78§]

DR. NICHOLS: During this period of time you get an idea of the continued
increase in enrollment and school offerings, at least through the 1976-77 school year,
when enrollment was approximately 3.2 million students in about 17,000 schools. At this
time, I believe that the total cost was in the neighborhood of $250 million in total federal,
State, and local funding.

[The next two figures describe “A Period of Decline (1980-200)” and illustrate
the “Decline in Enrollment” during this period]

DR. NICHOLS: A period of decline followed. The reasons for this decline are
multiple. However, [ think that the results of the Safe Performance Curriculum
evaluation, combined with all of the other challenges and research accumulated during
this period (primarily from 1965 to 1983) contributed significantly to this decline.

In addition, there was a change in the status of driver education as a priority
program.

[In reference to Figure showing “Change in Status as a Priority Program,” which
describes a re-examination of NHTSA priorities ordered by Congress and the result that
driver education was dropped from the list of priority programs]

In 1981 (prior to the release of the findings of the SPC evaluation), Congress
required NHTSA to reconsider its list of priority programs in terms of their potential in
reducing crashes. Based on available evidence (including preliminary results from the
SPC evaluation), driver education was dropped from NHTSA’s list of priority programs.

This re-examination and reprioritization was not initiated with driver education in
mind. There was a general feeling that 18 safety standards (resulting in 18 priority areas)
was too many and that the number needed to be paired down considerably (ultimately to
about six). At least in part, the accumulating evidence regarding its lack of safety
effectiveness, contributed to driver education being dropped as a priority program. That
also meant that funding was reduced.

[Figure showing “Decline in Enrollment” after 1976; Information is less complete
than for previous years but shows the percentage of eligible students enrolled dropping
from about 80 percent in 1976 to about 50 percent in 1990]

DR. NICHOLS: With regard to changes in enrollment, there is much less solid
data during this period. I’ve talked with a number of people, including Allen (Robinson)
about this, and it appears that there clearly there was a significant decline in the 1980’s,
as measured by the percentage of eligible students who were actually enrolled. This
figure provides the best information that I can give you in terms of enrollment. Prior to
1980, the numbers come primarily from the driver education status reports. After 1980,
the numbers are primarily estimates.
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One problem with these data involves the fact that there are different numbers of
States reporting each year, so you kind of have to assume that the reporting States are
representative of the non-reporting States as well — which is unlikely. The final 50
percent figure for 1990 is derived from personal conversations I’ve had with persons in
the driver education program (e.g. John Harvey and Allen (Robinson). This (50%) figure
is also reported in a recent review by Christie.

By all accounts, it appears that there has been a significant decline in enrollment
(and schools offering driver education) since 1980.

[Figure entitled “Re-emergence — with a new Role” describes three points: (1)
driver education is still a part of most States’ licensing laws; (2) driver education is being
integrated into emerging graduated driver licensing systems; and (3) as part of this
integration, driver education may be resulting in a lessening of critical time requirements
in the GDL systems. This is a matter of concern]

DR. NICHOLS: Now, I think that — while largely undocumented in terms of
absolute numbers -- there are indications of a revival in driver education that probably
began in the late 1990s, but which has certainly picked up momentum since 2000. It is
related to the new optimism associated with the GDL systems that have been adopted by
many of the States.

And it has to do with the fact that driver education is still ingrained in the
licensing laws in more than half the States. So it’s automatically part of the graduated
driver licensing programs that exist in those States. Associated with this re-emergence, a
key question that I think remains for us to consider is how should it (driver education) be
partnered with graduated driver licensing. Certainly, we need to be concerned that it not
result in any “watering down” of the time requirements which are so integral to the
success of GDL systems.

Effectiveness

[This section begins with a figure which asks what the objective of driver
education should be. It suggests that the objective is “to develop the skills, knowledge,
and attitudes necessary for safe driving.”]

DR. NICHOLS: With regard to the studies of the evidence of effectiveness,
there’s much discussion in the literature (certainly since 1965) regarding what the
objectives of driver education should be. I’'m taking the position in this review, as many
people have -- certainly as the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration has --
that the objective of driver education is to develop the skills, knowledge, and attitudes
necessary for safe driving. Certainly the ultimate outcome we want is safe drivers and
that implies that we want drivers who have fewer crashes.

I’'m going to digress for a moment and point out that, if there’s any question about
it, driver education certainly provides persons with the skills necessary to drive. It is an
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empirical fact that millions of people have gotten their driver’s license as a result of
taking driver education. Further, there is some evidence from the Safe Performance
Curriculum evaluation that students who actually took the course were superior in their
driving skills, as compared with students in the control group. This evidence of
superiority in performance was measured as part of a California driving test.

So, I think there’s no question about the fact that driver education does teach
people the skills necessary to begin operating a motor vehicle. The key question for this
review is: does it result in safer drivers? We could argue for a long time about whether it
should be charged with that (onerous) responsibility, but that is what this is all about —
safety impact. And, because safety ultimately translates into reduced crash involvement,
crash reduction must be part of the objective of driver education.

[Figure showing four phases of “Driver Education Effectiveness Studies:” Early
studies (1940-65; Challenges (1965-1980); SPC Results (1980-90) and Other studies
(1980-2000.]

As with the historical events, I’ve broken the effectiveness studies into several
phases.

[Next Figure entitled “Early Studies” summarizes literature from 1940-65 as
follows: DE reduces accidents one-half; 30+ studies showing 20-50% effect; studies
conducted by advocates, DMVs, and universities; “self-selection” of driver education
students not considered; much of effect likely the result of group differences on other
dimension. ]

There is an early phase, from 1940 to 1965, during which many of the early
studies were accumulated. These studies resulted in the very common claim — as was
indicated in the latest review that was done for the AAA -- that driver education reduces
crashes by half. This, in fact, was a common assumption at least until 1965.

[Next figure outlines “Challenges” to effectiveness findings from 1965-1980. It
includes: the Moynihan Report (1968); McGuire and Kersh (1969); Goldstein vs.
McGuire (1969-70); California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) studies; and the
1978 ITHS study of the effect on early licensing]

From 1965 to 1980 is when we have the McGuire and Kersh challenge to driver
education effectiveness as well as other reports and studies. There was an awful lot of
activity during this period. For example, at the California DMV, several studies were
underway (e.g., Conger, Miller, & Rainey; Ferdun, Coppin, & Peck; etc.) There were five
or six studies that were conducted by the California DMV during the 1960s, in an attempt
to identify the personality variables and other factors that contributed to the differences
between driver education and non-driver education groups. [Not all of these studies were
detrimental to driver education].
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The McGuire and Kersh study resulted in a major public discussion with Dr. Leon
Goldstein (of the NTSB) with regard to the merits of various research designs and the
robustness of the findings of earlier studies.

At the end of this period, a new problem emerged — research evidence that
suggested that driver education, as promoted at the time, may have resulted in a greater
number of young drivers being licensed at an earlier age, thus contributing to their early
exposure to crashes, deaths, and injuries. The first such study was conducted in 1978 by
Robertson and Zador. NHTSA quickly re-analyzed these data and found similar results.

[The next figure summarized nine studies conducted during this period (1965-
1980), showing mixed results regarding the effectiveness of driver education and its
various components]

[The next four figures summarize the results and impact of the SPC evaluations.
The first points out that the Dekalb Driver Education (SPC) Evaluation “remains one of
the most critical tests of the safety impact of driver education to date.” The remaining
figures list five analyses and re-analyses of this program and summarize their (largely
negative) results.]

The period from 1980 to 1990 is dominated by the results of the SPC evaluations.
They start in 1983, and continue in 1986, 1987, 1988, and 1990. As this figure shows,
their results are largely negative. The original report (Stock, 1983) suggests that there
may be some small effect of the SPC curriculum but also suggests that it results in early
licensure. The second (Lund, et al., 1986) finds no evidence of effectiveness but evidence
of early licensure. The third (Smith and Blatt, 1987) find a small effect for a very basic
comparison course (PDL) but no effect for the comprehensive SPC curriculum; The
fourth study (deWolf and Smith (1988) finds no evidence of any impact; and the five
study (Davis, 1990) also finds no evidence of safety effectiveness but does find evidence
of early licensure.

[Figure entitled “Driver Education Effectiveness: Other U.S. Studies (1990-
2000)” lists five studies conducted in Texas, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania and a multi-
State study covering 47 States and summarizes their results]

I know that there’s a concern and a general feeling among some that there has
been no new information (since the SPC evaluations). This is not really the case. This
review suggests that, internationally, there have been at least 15 studies conducted either
at the same time as or since the SPC evaluations. Five U.S. studies are identified in the
current figure and eight of the foreign studies are included in the next figure.

[Figure entitled Driver Education Effectiveness: Foreign Studies (1990-2000) lists
studies conducted in Quebec, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Austria, Australia, New
Zealand, and Tasmania. Most suggest no effect in terms of crash reduction. Two suggest
an effect of early licensure. One study (in Denmark suggests a relatively robust effect.]
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While a couple of these (U.S.) studies suggest that high school driver education
may be superior to commercial driver education, there certainly is no consistent evidence
of impact. On the other hand, there is rather consistent (and accumulating) evidence that
driver education results in early licensure.

Okay. In review of the earliest studies, there are 30 or more studies that have been
reviewed in the various reports supported by AAA and the American Casualty Insurance
Association, as well as other reviews. But, let’s say 30 early studies, the majority of
which contributed to the general consensus that driver education is 20 to 50 percent
effective in reducing crashes and violations among its students. Basically, it is the people
who are primarily involved in the (driver education) movement at the time that are
reporting on these studies.

A primary problem with these early studies and their conclusions is that there is
no recognition that driver education students are different from people (young novice
drivers) who don’t take driver education. And much of the effect reported during this
early period has, more recently, been attributed to these group differences.

The next phase, beginning in 1965 starts with the Moynihan criticism. Next, we
have McGuire & Kersh, who published the results of two of their own studies, one
conducted in Mississippi and one conducted in California, that claimed that driver
education has no impact. In addition, McGuire and Kersh critique 30 of the earlier studies
included in a report prepared for AAA. This report by McGuire and Kersh resulted in a
major exchange and very public exchange between them and Dr. Goldstein.

Meanwhile, there are several studies ongoing at the California DMV trying to
ferret out the differences between driver education and non-driver education groups.
These differences add a new dimension to the interpretation of the results of earlier
studies.

And then, at the end of this era you have a challenge that probably is not fully
recognized at the time — the suggestion that driver education results in early licensure and
thus adds to the exposure of young persons to crashes, deaths, and injuries. I remember it
because I was on the other side of this argument. It starts with the study by Leon
Robertson and Paul Zador that says, look, driver education results in earlier licensing
amongst the highest risk people that you could possibly have licensed. And, it continues,
this impact overwhelms any small safety benefit that driver education might have.

We, at NHTSA, did a reanalysis of that study. We found that while the effect
wasn’t as great as was reported in the IIHS study, driver education did appear to be
associated with early licensure and the effect seemed to be greater when there were
efforts to enroll all young drivers in the program.

During this period, as was shown in the figures provided earlier [i.e., in figure
entitled “Driver Education Effectiveness: Summary of Results (1965-1980)’], there were
both pluses and minuses with regard to evidence of impact. Some results reflected the
impact of overall programs and some reflected the relative effectiveness of different
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components or configurations of driver education programs. The main thing to take from
this summary is that, at very least, there are conflicting results. There certainly is no
longer a consensus that driver education is 50 percent effective in reducing deaths and
injuries among its students. Some studies find an effect and some do not. Importantly,
nearly all of the authors of these studies are attempting to control for the kinds of
differences between education and no-education groups (e.g., differences in age, grade
average, socioeconomic status, etc.) that have been found to be associated with crashes.

Then, we come to the evaluations of the Safe Performance curriculum and its
basic counterpart, the pre-driver licensing (PDL) course. I think Dan Mayhew and Herb
Simpson summed it up accurately when they said the DeKalb County Education Project
remains the most critical test of the safety impact of driver education to date. I believe
that as well. Sixteen thousand young drivers were assigned randomly to this state-of-the-
art program that every effort was made to make it just that -- a state-of-the-art driver
education program. Students assigned to the SPC were compared with those assigned to
the PDL program, and to those assigned to a no-education control group. This is the
design approach that had been recommended in the safety literature for over a decade.

Several analyses and re-analyses resulted. They were conducted by NHTSA
(three analyses), IIHS (one analysis) and by an independent researcher (one analysis. The
majority of the studies found either no effect or a different or conflicting effects
depending on which groups (e.g., assigned versus completed driver education) were
being compared.

[Figure entitled “SPC Results: Percent Involved in a Crash” shows results for
those assigned to the three conditions, to those assigned and licensed, and to those who
completed the courses and were licensed]

This figure shows that if you’re looking only at people assigned -- in other words,
all of the people that were randomly assigned to SPC, PDL, and control groups, there was
a tendency for higher crashes amongst the SPC group. This was attributed primarily to
the effects of early licensure of those who were assigned to the SPC course. This trend is
consistent in the other comparisons as well.

[Next figure entitled “Further SPC Analysis” shows lower number of crashes for
SPC group in first 6-months of driving]

However, if you controlled for the period of licensing (e.g. by looking only at the
first six months of driving, regardless of when that occurred, it appears that both the SPC
and PDL groups have lower levels of crashes during this period. However, this approach
can be criticized on the basis that you again may be looking at the effects of a self-
selection process.

In summary, while there was some evidence of effect, the SPC evaluation did not
result in a definitive demonstration of the effectiveness of a state-of-the-art driver
education program.
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[Figure showing Other U.S. Studies since 1990]

Since 1990, there have been several additional studies, conducted in a number of
States, including one 47-State law which involved a regression analysis of the impact of
laws requiring driver education for licensing (at an earlier age) and their relationship to
crashes. This study finds evidence of a reduction in crash rates associated with such a law
but it also suggests that such an effect is countered by an early licensure effect. The two
other studies which provided at least some control of extraneous factors were the Oregon
and Pennsylvania studies, both of which found no evidence of effectiveness.

[Figure entitled “Foreign Studies (1990-2000)]

As suggested earlier, there have been several foreign studies that more often than
not have found no evidence of effect, but there’s one study, conducted in Denmark (by
Carstensen), that clearly suggested that, when the driver education program was
improved and implemented on a large scale, there was evidence of a reduction in crashes.
This program and study perhaps deserves additional examination.

[Next figure entitled “Driver Education Effectiveness: 28 Studies Reviewed
(1970-2000)” summarizes 28 studies reported since 1970.]

This figure shows that while the majority of studies conducted since 1970 have
found no evidence of impact in terms of crash reduction, studies have consistently
reported that driver education increases or leads to premature licensing.

Eighteen studies looked at the effect of driver education programs. Two of them
(11%) found evidence of an effect; four (22%) found inconsistent evidence of an effect
(including two of the five SPC studies); and twelve studies (67%), reported no evidence
of effect.

Two studies of laws (requiring driver education for licensing) find them to be
associated with reductions in crashes. These are two studies conducted by Levy (1988
and 1990). Again, ten studies reported increased licensure associated with driver
education programs. Eight studies used random assignment. Of these eight studies, six
(75%) found no effect and two found inconsistent or conflicting evidence. Finally, four
studies looked at high school driver education versus commercial driver education, again
showing mixed results.

Other Reviews and Their Conclusions

[Figure entitled “Driver Education Effectiveness: Other Reviews and
Conclusions” lists five reviews by: Mayhew and Simpson (1996); Vernick et al. (1999);
Christie (2001); Roberts et al. (2002); and Engstrom et al. (2003), each of which finds no
convincing evidence of crash reduction associated with driver education]
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I’m not the only one who’s looked at these data. (On this figure), I’ve identified
five other recent reviews, the first of which is by Mayhew & Simpson in 1996. Not all of
these reviews are alike.

The Vernick (1999) review and the Roberts (2001) review are what I would call
systematic reviews. These reviewers established a set of criteria by which studies would
be either included or excluded. Only those studies that met these criteria were used to
form their conclusions, which were: no convincing evidence of effect (Vernick et al.) and
no evidence of effect (Roberts et al.).

I would describe the reviews by Mayhew & Simpson (1996), by Christie (2001),
and by Engstrom et al. (2003), as well as my own review (Nichols, 2003(, as descriptive
reviews. Each of these reviews looked at all of the available studies and tried to organize
their results in a meaningful way. While these reviews have been less selective
(alternatively, more inclusive), their results have been generally the same: no conclusive
evidence of effect (Mayhew and Simpson); little support for claim of safety effect
(Christie); and much knowledge not yet applied; need for additional experimentation
(Engstrom). At least three of these reviews( Mayhew and Simpson, Vernick, and
Roberts) found consistent evidence of increased licensure associated with driver
education programs.

Other findings. Basically, this is significant, the best learning environment is on
the road under supervision of either a trainer or an older adult. There is no compelling
evidence in the area of motorcycle education, but with regard to remedial training -- in
other words, when somebody fails a test -- there is some evidence. And there’s some
evidence of effect for nighttime training.

[The next three figures summarized the findings of Mayhew and Simpson,
Christie et al., and Engstrom et al., respectively.

From Mayhew and Simpson: the best learning environment is on the road; mixed
results for advanced skills training; no compelling evidence for effect of motorcycle rider
training; some evidence of effect for remedial motorcycle rider training; and some
evidence of effect for nighttime training.

From Christie et al.: more supervised practice may reduce crashes up to 35%;
higher order cognitive skills better learned on-road; targeted deterrence and enforcement
are effective; no evidence of effect for mandatory training; little evidence of difference in
effect for professional versus parental training; disbenefit of off-road training; emergency
training may increase crash risk.

From Engstrom et al.: young driver crashes involve loss of control, speed,
alcohol, no seat belt use, fatigue, nighttime and weekend driving; GDL restrictions have
been effective in reducing crashes; acquisition of early experience is crucial; if high
school driver education (HSDE) is introduced into (licensing/GDL) system, it should not
be accompanied by licensing incentive (e.g., reduction in age or learning time); driver
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education should not be exchanged for shorter periods of practice; and laws and
enforcement are effective but some youth are hard to reach.]

With regard to other findings, I’'m not going to have time to look over each
element of these next figures. But, I would like to point out that several reviewers have
concluded that: early experience is crucial to reducing crash risk among young drivers;
additional supervised practice (on-road) is likely one of the most important factors
associated with reducing crash risk; higher order cognitive skills are best learned on-
road; and GDL restrictions are likely the best means for maximizing supervised, on-road
driving experience. Unlike driver education, with which there is, at best, mixed evidence
of impact, there are some actions that have provided evidence of effectiveness in
reducing the crash involvement of young drivers. They include graduated driver
licensing, various laws, targeted deterrence and enforcement programs.

From the Engstrom review, there is this same general conclusion with regard to
the effectiveness of GDL, deterrence and enforcement. It is notable that, as you review
this (driver education) literature, there is more and more reference to driver education in
conjunction with graduated driver licensing, the U.S. development of which began in the
1970s, as a part of a research and development program at NHTSA.

On the one hand, there is reference to driver education working as an effective
component of a GDL system. On the other hand, there is frequent reference to problems
associated with introducing driver education in a manner which reduces the effectiveness
of GDL by reducing its time and practice requirements.

Current Problems and the Future

[The next Figure in the presentation focus on “Driver Education as a Highway
Safety Program: What’s In the Future?” Reference is made to important opportunities to
partner in an effective (GDL) program]|

DR. NICHOLS: Where this leads us -- I'm really sorry that I’'m going to have to
rush through this material — is to a summarization of the current problems associated with
driver education. To do this, I’'m going to focus on the conclusions from three recent
reviews or reports.

[Next Figure entitled “The Future: Problems and Solutions: outlined in a 1994
NHTSA Report to Congress entitled “Research Agenda for and Improved Novice Driver
Education Program.”]

DR. NICHOLS: The 1964 NHTSA Report to Congress concluded that focusing
on both basic and higher order skills at the same time presented a learning problem for
young novice drivers. It suggested that the timing of these activities was important —
focus first on basic skills and teach higher order skills later.
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It also highlighted another problem — the fact that students are not generally
motivated to learn.

What are some of the solutions suggested to address these problems? Well, the
Report suggests that we teach skills first and higher order safety issues later. Further,
there is the implication that we should get driver education more integrated into the GDL
environment, which provides an opportunity for more lengthy and distributed learning.
Finally, it suggests that both of these issues can be addressed via a two-phase driver
education course, designed to be integrated into a graduated driver licensing system.

[The next Figure “The Future - Problems and Solutions: Mayhew and Simpson
(1996)” provides a second summarization of problems and solutions. Among the
problems listed are: failure to teach critical knowledge and skills; students not motivated
to learn; fostering of overconfidence in abilities; failure to effectively address youth
lifestyles (e.g. risk taking);and failure to tailor content. Solutions include: identifying
“when” to teach; tailoring material to students and distributing training over time; and
linking driver education with GDL and parental involvement in supervised practice.]

DR. NICHOLS: In Mayhew & Simpson’s review, which I think is perhaps the
most complete descriptive review that I looked at, several problems are identified, some
of which overlap with those of the NHTSA Report. The identified problems include:
failure to teach critical knowledge skills, students not motivated; fostering
overconfidence; failure to effectively address lifestyle issues -- that’s basically risk-
taking; and failure to tailor content.

I think we need to recognize that the one problem -- failure to effectively address
lifestyle -- is perhaps one of the most significant problems that we have. No matter what
we do (or have done), we have not been able to address that issue effectively. How can
you do that with 30 hours of classroom training?

With regard to proposed solutions, this figure shows several, some of which
overlap with those suggested in the NHTSA Report. Mayhew and Simpson suggest:
identifying when to teach various things; the fact that teaching emergency skills is of
questionable value, but that, if you’re going to teach emergency skills, accompany such
training with insight training with regard to risk-taking and skill limitations; think more
about tailoring driver education to the student rather than to time (i.e. competency-based
instruction rather than time-based instruction); and finally, linking driver education with
GDL, parental involvement, and supervised practice.

[The next Figure “The Future — Problems and Solutions: Christie (2001)”
summarizes some of the conclusions from this review as they related to problems and
solutions. Problems include: false assumptions regarding skill deficiencies as the problem
and that deficiencies can be remedied; assuming that driver education can reduce crash
risk; and not depending on more effective approaches. Solutions include: setting more
reasonable objectives; depending more on effective programs such as enforcement;
increasing (the period of) supervised learning; and integrating driver education with GDL
systems]

29



DR. NICHOLS: From Christie, we have a slightly different set of identified
problems. They include: false assumptions with regard to skill deficiencies and their role
in the causation of crashes; and a false assumption that we can change skill deficiencies
with education.

Basically, Christie takes a somewhat negative view regarding potential solutions.
He suggests: setting more reasonable objectives; depending more on effective programs,
such as enforcement and deterrence programs; focusing more on increasing supervised
learning; and integrating driver education into the GDL system.

Conclusions

[The final two figures entitled “Lists,” provide conclusions identified in the
current review as being either recurrent in the literature and/or of significant importance
s0 as to be considered for improving the effectiveness of driver education.

They include: (youth) lifestyles (and personalities) have not been adequately
addressed; instruction must be better timed; motivation to learn must be addressed;
advanced skills training appears to be of questionable value and may have some
disbenefit; the first six months of driving is the most dangerous; supervised, on-road
experience is a priority need; delayed licensure is desirable from a crash-risk-reduction
point of view; GDL restriction (especially nighttime and passenger restrictions) are
effective; youth “mature out” of high-risk behavior; GDL provides time for more on-
road, supervised experience (early experience in a “safer” environment; GDL systems are
effective in reducing crash risk; driver education is already tied to licensing laws and thus
GDL systems in may States; driver education should be modified to fit GDL (rather than
vice versa); and driver education is not an effective substitute for supervised experience
(time).]

DR. NICHOLS: Now, my list. The things that are replete in the literature are the
following. First of all, lifestyle, risk-taking, and lack of experience or age -- actually, age
in this case — have not been adequately addressed in driver education (or any other
program), and I’m not sure that any program can effectively address the lifestyle aspect.
We, as a society, have not found an acceptable and effective way to modify the
exuberance, the risk-taking, and the lack of judgment of young people. It’s a problem that
remains with us and I don’t know that it’s been effectively addressed in anything that
we’ve done in safety throughout the years.

We need to more effectively time our instruction to consider the motivations and
attention capacities of young novice drivers. That issue comes through in several reports -
- in the NHTSA report to Congress, in the Mayhew & Simpson report, and from other
reviews. There have been some attempts made to better time instruction objectives —
efforts to focus on skills first and advanced (safety) skills at a later period -- but these
efforts have not yet resulted in any demonstrated.
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There’s considerable concern in the research literature regarding the effectiveness
of advanced skills training.

Certainly, there’s much consensus that the first six months of driving is the most
dangerous time. Further, there is the suggestion that supervised on-the-road experience
during this period is the safest, best way to prepare students for driving. Under what
conditions (such training should be provided) may be an issue.

But certainly, of all of the things that come through in the literature, one of the
most important is that this (i.e., the fist few months of driving) is a very dangerous period
and that the best way to address this situation is to provide the maximum amount of on-
road supervised training prior to full licensure.

Delayed licensure is desirable and has been found to result in reduced crashes
(and crash risk). Restrictions, such as nighttime and passenger restrictions (i.e., they are
associated with reductions in crashes). Fortunately, youth mature out of high-risk
behaviors.

GDL provides the opportunity for early experience in a safer environment. GDL
systems are effective. Driver education is already tied to GDL systems in terms of the
licensing laws in at least half the States.

Driver education should be modified to fit better with graduated driver licensing
systems.

It is most important to recognize that driver education is not a substitute for
increased experience behind the wheel during the learning period. In other words, there
should be no hastening of the learning period (and its requirements) by offering licensure
incentives (e.g., reducing learning time) in exchange for driver education. The benefit of
that tradeoff certainly has not been documented in the literature.

So, that is what I have. And, if I were to make a conclusion with regard to the
effectiveness of driver education, I would conclude that it likely is effective in teaching
basic skills. Is it effective in making young drivers safer drivers? Certainly, that effect
has not been demonstrated. Well, should it be? (i.e., should we expect driver education to
result in reduced crashes?) Well, in my opinion, if driver education is going to be
considered as a safety program, it seems appropriate to expect that it be capable of
reducing crash risk.

Why hasn’t driver education been more effective in increasing safety — reducing
crashes? Well, there may be some effect but, if there is, it’s not large and its operating
against very difficult odds (i.e. the personality and behavioral propensities of youth). On
the one hand, I think I have to agree with Dr. Pat Waller when she indicated that it is
ridiculous to assume that driver education in 30 hours is going to change behavior. But,
on the other hand, this is where we are. We are looking at the effectiveness of driver
education as a safety program.
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So where’s the shining light? Well, and I don’t have time to go into this totally,
but there’s been a lot of discussion over the years with regard to the value of positioning
of driver education — and education of any type seems — as an adjunct to other more
effective, more institutionalized programs. With regard to smoking , for example, when I
presented at a meeting regarding “Medicine for the 21st Century,” at least one speaker
talked about the fact that, following smoking restrictions in the work place and in
restaurants, etc., there was evidence that anti-smoking, public information programs
worked better.

In our situation, I think the current environment with graduated driver licensing
offers some real potential. But, I also think that we need to be really careful in how we
pursue this potential. We need to make very sure that we don’t reduce the effectiveness
of the existing (and future) graduated driver licensing programs by taking away the very
thing that makes them effective — the period of time under restricted learning. That’s a
very important point. If we solve that problem, I think we have a unanimous vote to try to
make this a partnership.

Thank you.

(Applause)

Presentation by Allen Robinson

Our next presenter is Dr. Allen Robinson, who received his doctorate in
secondary education from Michigan State University. He is the director and -- of and
professor in the Highway Safety Center at the Indiana University of Pennsylvania. He’s
also a professor of health and physical education, and he’s currently the chief executive
officer of the American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association.

As with Dr. Nichols, he’s received numerous awards and also published a large
number of articles. I’'ve worked with Allen for some time, and I find him always
challenging, provocative, and informative. I think you will, too.

Dr. Robinson.

DR. ROBINSON: I also want to comment a little bit on Jim’s (Nichols)
presentation. As always, he’s very thorough, to the point, and covers a great deal of
content. If he just had more time, he would give us enough detail that we could plow
through it for weeks and weeks to go.

I took some notes during his comments. They were important to me because
they’re going to be referred to in my own presentation.

And he started with the most important point. I’ll compare notes with Jimmy
(Nichols) later to see if we really do concur on some of these important points. But he
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said there’s extreme variations in course content in driver education. That’s critical. You
know, what driver education is to you, to me, and to your neighbor is probably very
different.

He did get into the problems of no impact in driver education, and I’'m going to
cover that in my remarks as well. And we have a great deal of problems when we start
studying fatalities and looking at official accident records and trying to measure
differences. Differences, as he mentioned, sometimes are very small and we don’t tend to
look at that. We always are looking for larger differences.

He covered the problems of premature licensing as an incentive in driver
education to get early licensure, as that being of concern because, depending how you use
the statistics and how you make your statements, you can make a negative for driver
education by saying driver education allowed them to get their license earlier so that’s
really the problems in terms of young driver crashes. And it’s questionable whether that’s
the problem or just exactly how does it tie in with licensing.

He ended with some great comments. You know, how can you do all of this in 30
hours? Well, many in this room have been trying to change that concept. At a White
House conference many years ago, “30 and 6” became buzz words, and it really has
stuck.

Then he said something even more important. Jimmy (Nichols) probably doesn’t
know he said so many important things, but he always does. It should be competency-
based instruction. That shouldn’t be foreign to most of us, but it is foreign to the general
public in terms of what they think of driver education.

And we do need a maximum amount of supervised driving. There’s a great
scholar from the State of Wisconsin that always talked about piano lessons and tennis
lessons and soccer. How much money and how much time we spend on those things, and
the fact that when you take piano lessons, you don’t just play the piano in front of the
teacher. You probably have a piano at home, or at least access to one, where you put in
many hours of practice learning that delicate skill of playing properly.

Yet in driver education, we haven’t done very much of that because, in our earlier
years, we didn’t want parents anywhere near our students. We made some drastic
mistakes in our -- not just our early years but in our continuing years in driver education.

Well, what do I have to say about the problem and the solutions. First of all, I
think that the collection of people here to speak to us today is really wonderful in terms
of helping us understand where we’ve been and where we need to go. So I’'m grateful to
the Board for bringing this forum together and bringing the kinds of people that they
have here today to help us discuss an issue that’s obviously very important to me and
obviously very important to all of you.

I’'m pleased to speak on this topic at this forum on driver education and training
because the issues that are of concern to all of us in this room are vital to America.
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Nearly all of our society drives cars, and our young people are no exception. All of us in
one way or another arrived at this meeting today in an automobile, either getting to the
airport, from the airport to the hotel, or coming from home, many of the local people. We
all drove cars.

The fatality rate of drivers in the United States is far better than any other country.
You know, sometimes we don’t step back and look at our successes. Even though our
fatality rate is much better than any other country, it’s not satisfactory to us.

Clearly, the easiest way to further reduce the fatality rate is to restrict driving. If
we restrict driving privileges, we are going to reduce the amount of potential for collision
and crashes. For example, your initial driver’s license would be issued at age 20, and
your license privilege would end at age 65. We all know that that is totally unacceptable
in our society.

Therefore, we are here today to discuss the responsible solutions to solving this
problem. The specific program solutions we are discussing today is driver education and
training.

It is important that we strive to find solutions and not use the easy approach of
reducing fatalities by simply restricting driver licenses. In driver education, we have
historically made many mistakes. The single biggest mistake has been to overstate our
program outcomes.

Jim (Nichols) referred to this. In 1955, traffic safety professionals said that driver
education reduces 10 -- teen fatalities by 50 percent. This came out of the information in
Michigan, who has been our leader in driver education. In 1981, the Safe Performance
Secondary Driver Education Demonstration Project, DeKalb Study, said that driver
education would reduce teen fatalities by 10 percent. At least we’re getting more
realistic.

Clearly, both of these statements are ridiculous. No single countermeasure can
reduce fatalities by these percentages. We have clearly overstated the purpose of driver
education.

In addition, the wrong approach has been used to evaluate driver education. No
other countermeasure is evaluated by employing a control-experimental group
comparison with fatality reduction utilizing official accident records as the only criteria
for demonstrating successful programs.

Now, I know Jim (Nichols) clearly pointed out to us that there’s a lot more
evaluations than just fatality comparisons. But it’s the public who zeroes in on those
studies that deal with fatality comparisons. When we look at reduction in crashes,
severity of crashes, reduction in violations and other incidents, those are important
factors that help us measure successful programs.
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This approach of simply measuring fatalities using control studies really is not the
best way to measure the effectiveness. Sample sizes are frequently not large enough,
official traffic records are inadequate, and controlling the research design in many cases
is impossible. Traffic records becomes a critical element in the process of measuring
program effectiveness.

This method or technique to determine effectiveness is not used for seat belt
programs, current alcohol programs, driver licensing, or any of the single components of
graduated driver licensing. It is true that newly enacted graduated driver licensing
programs have a significant reduction in fatalities of young drivers the first two years of
the program. This is primarily due to driver restrictions. If the 16-year-olds don’t drive,
they’re not killed as drivers. However, they still show up in the passenger deaths.

The greatest value of GDL is its combination of countermeasures working
together to reduce fatalities. And Jim (Nichols) also mentioned this. The importance of
these countermeasures working together, trying to have an impact, a controlling factor on
how people not only learn to drive a car but their initial years in driving and that as we
employ the restrictions and as we keep monitoring what the driver is doing, we’re
enhancing their maturity and we’re enhancing their experiences.

It is essential that driver education be included as one of those countermeasures
within GDL. Most of us in this room learned to drive a car through driver education, and
most of our children learn to drive through driver education. How can we expect new
drivers to learn to drive if we don’t teach them the proper driving skills?

Driver education has been an essential tool in teaching basic driving skills. That
is, the start, stop, turn, and basic interaction with other drivers. These requirements are
essential in obtaining a driver’s license and in gaining initial driving experience.

Driver education needs to have better resources and techniques in order to teach
safe driving practices. This includes making good choices concerning risk, driver
decision, use of occupant restraints, not driving under the influence, dealing with
fatigues, distractions, and aggressive drivers.

And I might say, not only do youth need better programs to learn these things, we
as adults do, too. You know, when we take that 44- or 45,000 deaths, about 5- to 6000 are
those young people. Another five to six are these older people, like some of us are getting
to be. But there’s a big chunk in the middle that’s not doing too well, either.

Well, how do we impact new drivers to understand all of the basic concepts and
skills if we simply tell them to learn on their own? Driver licensing alone will not do this.
Driver restrictions alone will not do this. We must have driver education programs that
do teach basic driving skills and safe driving practices to the youth of our nation. We
must quit trying to evaluate driver education simply by comparing control-experimental
groups with official accident records using fatalities as the primary criteria.
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There’s not enough time here today to completely describe what I feel needs to be
done. I am providing a handout to the Board that describes in detail what driver education
should be, how it should be delivered, and what outcomes we should expect.

I do have a few extra copies other than what I’'m giving to the Board.

This document deals with, first of all, what is driver education, since there are so
many variations and descriptions of driver education. And in this document we describe
Segment 1 and Segment 2 driver education.

It’s a great concept NHTSA came up with. I think it’s one of the best concepts
that has come about in driver education. Greg Lantzy from the State of Michigan will talk
about this later. They’re the only ones that believe it. And we’ve worked very hard on it,
and no one seems to believe it.

Now, in some form or another, if you use violator programs as a Segment 2 driver
education, Ohio does that. But we first teach them how to drive a car. We give them
some experiences. And then we bring them back and deal with safe driving practices.

How can you get a young person who’s never started, stopped, and went through
an intersection to understand how alcohol affects their ability to go through that
intersection if they haven’t been driving or drinking? I know you skeptics in the back are
saying, well, they’ve been drinking long before they were driving. I don’t happen to
believe that.

But how do we get young people to understand risk when risk is not even in their
vocabulary in terms of the risk that they take when they drive a car? How do we get
young people to understand that they must have seat belts because eventually they’re
going to crash when they know that they’re such good drivers that crashes are not in their
vocabulary.

So in Segment 1 driver education, we teach all the basic skills, and in Segment 2
we teach safe practices, which includes improved perception and decision-making.

Well, what outcome should we have? Those are described in this document
because the outcomes, if we can agree on what we’re to accomplish, it’s far easier to
measure what we’re doing.

And then, how about the delivery of driver education? We have some great ideas
on the delivery, but they’re expensive and I doubt that anybody is using them. And I
encourage others to look at the proper delivery of driver education to have its greatest
impact. We can’t complete driver education in just a few weeks. It’s a long-term activity.

And to make it simple, in the document I’ve provided a topical outline of what
driver education looks like because reading some of these thick, boring books puts us to
sleep.
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Well, there are other panelists today that will share good ideas on addressing this
problem, and there will be some that simply say driver education does not reduce teen
fatalities. Let me share with you my ideas on improving driver education.

To accomplish any changes in society, you must first create an awareness of the
problem and an understanding of the solutions to the problem. The task of reducing
highway collisions involving young drivers is a goal that almost seems impossible to
accomplish. However, with combined resources, expertise, and financial support, this
goal could become a reality. A strong foundation needs to be laid to fully utilize all
available assets.

An informational campaign needs to be developed, and it should clearly outline
the problems and solutions facing driver education. We need to communicate this
information to corporate America, the general public, and the traffic safety community.
To achieve success with driver education and training, we need everyone working
together on common problems and solutions.

One component of the awareness effort is to clearly define what the young driver
problems are and how we can reduce these problems. Corporations and traffic safety
professionals have a different understanding and perception of what driver education is.
Even within the driver education community, there is a lack of specification as to what
driver education is.

This is an understandable problem. Without national leadership, everyone has
done their own thing. As a result, what driver education is in one community is entirely
different in another community. Driver education is whatever you want it to be.

There are many single-purpose organizations that work in traffic safety. These
organizations include youth groups, alcohol groups, seat belt coalitions, Mothers Against
Drunk Driving (MADD), and others who know their specific area of interest regarding
safety. They also have some knowledge of the specific education awareness they
promote. Solving a single issue with young drivers does not solve the problem. Without
formal driver education, there is a limited audience for these single-purpose programs.

The second component is in the driver education teacher. Most teachers are of
retirement age. They have not even stayed current with existing driver education
concepts let alone progressed to the new theories of training young drivers.

New teachers have not entered the field because the job prospect has been limited.
As a result, colleges and universities have dropped teacher training programs for driver
education, and many State education offices do not require training standards, nor do
they provide supervision and guidance to the driver education programs for young
drivers.

The monitoring of both basic driver education programs and teacher training
programs is limited at best. Federal and State resources have been reduced, and driver
education has suffered. What we need today is a clear direction at the national level with
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the support of all federal, State, and private agencies to plan, implement, and monitor a
concentrated effort to provide complete training programs to all new drivers.

The American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association stands ready to
work cooperatively with all interested parties to accomplish this goal. It is impossible for
us to do it alone. This is a national problem that requires national recognition and
national program solutions.

Thank you.

(Applause)

Question and Answer Session

MR. QUINLAN: Now is the question and answer period. And if you have
questions, please hand them to the folks roving the aisles there.

Dr. Robinson, what’s your view of behind-the-wheel instructions in conditions
that are not optimal, such as rain, fog, snow, and slush, which seems particularly germane
to the Belgrade crash?

DR. ROBINSON: Well, the more experiences that you give people in controlled
environments, the better off you are. Obviously, when you start scheduling your training
environments and it’s time for adverse weather conditions, it’s pretty hard to program the
weather outside to do what it is that you want to do in order to accomplish that teaching.

Certainly, though, I think we’ve overlooked the value and the importance of
classroom instruction. In classroom instruction, it’s much easier to deal with the concepts
of these adverse conditions to better prepare the student so that when they do get in the
car they’re able to demonstrate their understanding, awareness, and ability to drive in
these situations.

I know it’s not theoretically possible, but it is ideal that if we did a better job in
the classroom, the in-car instruction would be simply an evaluation tool. Our classroom
instruction lags way behind what we do in in-car instruction.

MR. QUINLAN: A follow-on question for both of you, actually. In your
experience, is there an optimal age for beginning driver training and for unrestricted
licensure? And start with Dr. Robinson.

DR. ROBINSON: He knows that’s a loaded question, but that’s all right.

I don’t know that there’s an optimal age. For those of you who have raised
children, you know they’re all different. They respond differently at different ages. So to
arbitrarily say that there is in fact an age that people should do something is difficult.
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What I believe is essential is that the licensing process takes two years. And
during that two years, you have the controls, one which is driver education; secondly, the
restrictions on nighttime driving, passengers, seat belts, zero tolerance. And if anything
goes wrong in terms of how they relate to those laws, that license is pulled. If they can’t
demonstrate that they’re going to follow the rules and regulations and safe practices, they
should not have a license.

And some people mature earlier and they will follow all those rules, and by age
18 they should have an unrestricted license. If they don’t follow those rules, they
shouldn’t get an unrestricted license till they’re 19. That’s a national program that would
have a direct impact on people listening to safety messages.

DR. NICHOLS: Well, I think that the research clearly shows that 16 and 17 are
the riskiest years, so that’s at least in part an answer. If you want to eliminate the riskiest
years, 16 and 17 are those.

I think that a lot of the laws are oriented around 18 as kind of a target year for
unrestricted licensing, so that might be a reasonable target that fits with the data.

I don’t know that I could say there’s an optimal, but those are two factors that I
would certainly consider.

MR. QUINLAN: Dr. Nichols, one of the European studies, Carstensen’s study in
Denmark, showed a marked decrease in crash rates with the new program compared with
the old program. Do you think that this is a rigorous scientific study, and if so, should we
be paying more attention to the way Denmark trains, educates, and licenses?

DR. NICHOLS: Well, I can’t say that I totally know what the Denmark program
was all about. I read about it and basically it had more in site training and it spent more
time on the road, and -- but I think that in terms of the rigor of the study, it was a
longitudinal study. Basically, it looked at what happened to the crash rate of the target
population in the years preceding versus the years after the new law, and it compared it
with, I believe, if [ remember right, 20-year-olds, or some control.

I think it’s a very good design, and I think that it measured -- I think that it has
some of the advantages that Allen (Robinson) alluded to. I think that when you evaluate a
law or a change that affects an entire population, you have the advantage of a larger
sample size. So your test is going to be somewhat more powerful.

But the answer to your question is, yes, I thought it was a very good study.

MR. QUINLAN: A question from the audience for Dr. Nichols. “How important
is the distinction between classroom and behind-the-wheel training in evaluating the
effectiveness of driver education programs?”

DR. NICHOLS: 1 think it’s always important to know what it is you’re
evaluating. Unfortunately, the descriptions that we have in the research have included a
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number of different combinations. And even further, there’s not a lot of consistency
between more complete programs and less complete programs.

So I think that you have a very -- at best, you have a small measurable effect and
that when you start varying the different combinations, as Allen (Robinson) mentions,
you get smaller sample size and you get variation in results.

So after talking about this, I guess my answer is, I think it’s very important to
always know what you’re evaluating, but the more you define the group in such a way
that it makes it a smaller group, then the less powerful your evaluation is.

MR. QUINLAN: For either Dr. Robinson or Dr. Nichols. “I’ve always had the
idea that supervised driving was very safe. Do we know how many crashes happen in
training or practice?”

DR. NICHOLS: I'll start. No, we don’t know how many. At least, I know of no
study that’s looked at that. Well, actually some of them have alluded to it. Several of the
reviews which have looked at the European literature have indicated that that is the safest
period in terms of crashes for young people, under the supervision of an adult. But the
number that they would have, I don’t know.

DR. ROBINSON: Well, I think Jim (Nichols) is right. When you look back and,
as you noticed in his very thorough review of what has happened in driver education,
there is very little statistical data of what has happened in terms of controlled driving
environments.

In my memory, and I’ve probably been in this too long, I can’t remember of
another fatality in a driver education vehicle. I do know that there have been some
incidents in vehicles with a licensed driver with a young driver. But again, those
incidents have been very infrequent, very few.

Those of you living in this area do know of some of the extraordinary cases where
a drunk father was riding with a 16-year-old, and there was a crash and the father was
cited for Driving Under the Influence (DUI). You know, those are so weird you can
hardly use them. But the monitored, controlled driving environments have been very safe
for young drivers.

DR. NICHOLS: If I could just have a follow-up to that, I agree with Allen
(Robinson). I think there’s two points that should be made here. You want -- what is your
objective? Well, you want the people to be safe while you’re teaching them. And there’s
evidence that under supervision they are very safe.

Obviously you could make the case, well, if they weren’t on the road they’d be
safer. That may be true, but countered by that is that the experience, the importance of
the experience gained, is so much greater on the road for preparing them for the period
after the training that you have to consider that aspect of it as well.
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So I think this combination is why all of the reviewers that I looked at, all of the
reviews that I looked at suggest that maximizing that period of training under supervision
is the most important thing that you can do in driver education.

MR. QUINLAN: For either of you, “What about a test to study risk level before
allowing the licensing of the new driver?”

DR. ROBINSON: Good luck. Well, yeah, we could do that, but licensing won’t
allow for it. You know, you have to look at what society will accept. Several people have
done some inventories and personality characteristic studies and said, you know, that
person shouldn’t drive. But getting that through a licensing system is not easy to do.

DR. NICHOLS: No, I think, you know, you have the issue of just testing is not a
great predictor of anything. There are just so many false positives, false negatives, that I
think that would be very difficult to do. And I think the work that’s been done with
regard to the elderly driver bears that out.

MR. QUINLAN: Again for Dr. Nichols. “What’s the value of research and
studies that are 30 to 40 years old for our youthful driver problems today?”

DR. NICHOLS: Well, I think because I’m trying to provide a history, I think it’s
important to know how things have evolved, but I have tried to include at least -- there
were 15 studies conducted since 1980. There were several studies conducted since 1990.
So the most recent study was conducted in 2000.

So it’s a matter of trying to give a full picture. And you could cut it off at any
point, but no matter where you cut it off, the answers are the same.

MR. QUINLAN: Dr. Robinson, “Many feel competency/performance-based
driver education is essential. Are these competencies and performance standards
developed? How do we use such standards in today’s driver education?”

DR. ROBINSON: The simple answer is, yes and yes. Competency-based
standards have been developed, and I am convinced that a whole bunch of people know
how to teach to those competencies. The problem that you run into when you get into a
competency-based situation is that you’ve elongated the training system. It’s time-
consuming; it’s repetitive; people want a license yesterday, not tomorrow, and they don’t
want to put up with a competency-based system.

And that’s why I’ll challenge all of you. You’re probably wondering, what kind
of recommendations did that nut have? If we don’t do a publicity campaign that tells the
world what the problem is and what the solutions are, trying to change driver education is
useless. They need to understand that through a competency-based system we can do a
better job, but it’s going to take more time, there are going to be more restrictions, and
it’s going to take more money. If we continue to do 30 and six, you’re not going to have
any competencies accomplished. I do think we have the ability to do that.

41



MR. QUINLAN: For either or both, “What minimum objective beyond the basic
car-handling skills should driver education try to accomplish?” Let’s start with Dr.
Nichols.

DR. NICHOLS: I would say an objective is to maximize the period of on-the-road
supervised training.

DR. ROBINSON: For once today I’ll disagree with you. If we can teach people
perception and to deal with risk, then the driving will follow.

We’ve all heard the police officer’s report. They didn’t see what they hit. We do a
terrible job of teaching perceptual skills and decision-making. People make the wrong
choices. Now, making the wrong choice is directly related to risk. They don’t see that it’s
a problem, so that’s the decision that they make.

And absolutely, Jim (Nichols) is right. We have to follow that with improved
long-term monitoring of initial driving. So we can’t just come up with a simple solution.
There is not one. But decision-making and perceptual skills followed by that long-term
monitoring of driving is absolutely needed.

DR. NICHOLS: I’d like to just come back on that. I don’t disagree with you. I
think that one of the best environments for teaching those perceptual skills is on the road
under supervision. And then I think that under an ideal system we would accomplish the
rest, the safety part, later, either after some of the restrictions have been removed or by
having the higher order safety education at some later stage.

MR. QUINLAN: Actually, there seems to be a trend in the questions because this
one again is for either or both of you. “In evaluating the effectiveness of supervised
driving, has there been an assessment of what supervision should be or mean? The issue
is that there are many parents that do not themselves have the requisite driving skills to
supervise their child’s driving.”

DR. ROBINSON: I'll start. The problem is guided instruction. Just going for a
ride to the 7-11 or the K-Mart or the Wally World doesn’t cut it. If the -- if the guided
instruction and practice doesn’t deal first of all with light traffic, then moderate traffic,
then high-density traffic so that we’re progressing through this decision-making process,
it just doesn’t work.

Parents do want to help, but they need guided instruction. And if we give them
some guided instruction, that home practice, just like the piano lesson and the tennis
lesson, can be very productive.

DR. NICHOLS: I don’t know exactly what it should be because I’'m not close
enough to actually sitting in the car watching and I do know this. There have been a
number of studies that have shown relatively equal effects of let’s say on-the-road
instruction with professional instructors versus on-the-road instruction with parents. And
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I would guess that time is probably a factor there. There’s much more of it with parents.
And so time is an issue too because you’re trying to accumulate experience.

I think the ideal system tries to integrate both professional supervision by
someone who’s aware of the dangers and risks and what the objectives of the training are,
supplemented by as much parental supervision as possible.

MR. QUINLAN: This is the last question for both of you. “Do you believe that
uncontrolled environments could be tested with the use of virtual reality?”

DR. ROBINSON: Yes. If you’ve got several million dollars.

MR. QUINLAN: Okay. Dr. Robinson, “How can behind-the-wheel students be
screened for neuromuscular limitations so that the behind-the-wheel instructor
accommodates the student’s driving limitations,” and this goes on at some length
discussing directional dyslexia and the information being critical to the instructor before
they go on the road.

DR. ROBINSON: Well, that is a heavy question. One of the areas that we
probably do the worst job in is dealing with our special population students and helping
them to acquire the skills they need to drive a car, although I think that question goes a
little bit further than dealing with special needs.

The evaluation tools to measure what you’ve described, Kevin (Quinlan), I
believe are there. It’s just that in most school settings they’re not used. And since driver
education for the most part is after school and weekends, there’s no tie-in between health
situations, a counseling situation, or any kind of psychological or physiological testing
that is used by the driver education teacher. It could help, but it doesn’t happen.

MR. QUINLAN: For Dr. Nichols, again going at supervised driving. “DMV in
California records that only 17 percent of parents complete the required 50 hours at
home. How do you think we should replace the loss of training to the new driver?”

DR. NICHOLS: Well, I think that we need to find ways to increase the amount of
time that parents are willing to spend. I think you only have a limited amount of time that
you can spend under supervised professional training, and you have to supplement it. The
parents or an older adult are the best ways, so we have to find better ways of increasing
that percentage.

MR. QUINLAN: My understanding is that in a survey done by Jean Shope in
Michigan that Michigan required 50 hours and the average supervised driving reported
was 75 hours. I may be misinterpreting that, but Dr. Robinson?

DR. ROBINSON: Well, I'm sure that the supervised instruction in Michigan has
been very high because of the interest of a lot of agencies supporting it. When you use
voluntary 50-hour practice driving, that’s what you get, a voluntary system.
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There are States that require that the statement that says the 50 hours was
provided is notarized. There are States that have driving logs that must be turned in. And
I know all of those can be forged, but the greater the responsibility of the parent and the
greater controls by the system, the State licensing system, that says these are important
and they have to be done, the greater probability that they will be done. But that practice
is essential.

DR. NICHOLS: If I could just follow up on that, again if those data are correct, |
think it’s an example that if you do work on this you can make a difference.

MR. QUINLAN: Our last question. For Dr. Nichols. “What has been the trend of
driver education moving out of high schools and into commercial schools and trainers?
And what will be the future of the same?”

DR. NICHOLS: I think Dr. Allen Robinson is a lot more qualified to answer that
question.

What I saw in the literature basically is considerable use of commercial driving
schools in some school districts and not very much in others. And so it’s variable. I think
if the commercial driving programs are there and available and I would guess reasonably
economical to use, they were used in a number of cases.

But in terms of whether that’s increasing or decreasing, I have to ask Allen
(Robinson) to answer that.

DR. ROBINSON: Sure. If we would clearly define what we want in driver
education and define our outcomes, it doesn’t make any difference where that training
actually takes place as long as the right training is provided. Our difficulty has been in
the control and the monitoring of what is the training and where does it take place.

The school system is an ideal place for teaching driver education. All the facilities
are there; the trained teachers are there; the counselors are there; all the things that’s
needed to help contribute to that young person. And there are many ways that
commercial driving schools can help.

Part of this continued practice is an ideal way to use commercial schools.
Commercial schools contracting with public schools to provide the instruction when
there are inadequate facilities and inadequate numbers of teachers in the public schools in
many cases have demonstrated an effective system of offering driver education.

We can’t just look back at the old ways. We have to look at new and improved
ways of making sure that instruction is available to all youth, not just part of our youth.

MR. QUINLAN: Audience, I want to thank you for your questions. Let’s give our
presenters a round of applause.

(Applause)
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U.S. and International Programs

MS. BISHOP: The last session talked about some of the history and research
that’s gone on and some of the generalizations on driver education. Now we’re going to
talk about some of the specific programs going on in the United States, Canada, and in
Europe.

Presentation by Sean McLaurin

MS. BISHOP: Our first speaker is Sean McLaurin. He is a highway safety
specialist with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s Office of Program
Development and Delivery. Mr. McLaurin’s responsibilities include graduated driver
licensing programs for young novice drivers, driver education programs, driver license
security, and crash record information systems.

MR. McLAURIN: Now, you’re going to find out through the series of my
presentations here that most of what Jimmy (Nichols) covered I’'m going to cover again.
So if you’ve lost some sleep lately, this is a good opportunity to catch up.

I always like to start some of my presentations by relating one of the typical
teenage driver education stories from my past, and it involved me and my father. At the
time I was 17 years old and I had gone through the Colonel’s very rigorous driver
education program. And believe me, my father was an excellent trainer. He had seven
children; I was the third. So he had pretty much honed his skills down by the time he got
to me.

One time I wanted to go buy my girlfriend a nice little promise ring or something
like that when I was a senior in high school. And I had a friend of mine drop me by the
place where my sister had the car. And we had one kid car and one family car. I
borrowed the car, and we were headed in a direction where there was a lot of traffic,
through the Springfield area. Those of you that live here know that Springfield is
notorious for crowded conditions.

It had started to rain just lightly, just enough to lift a lot of the garbage up off the
roads. And we came over a hill traveling at what wasn’t an excessive amount of speed
but probably was a speed considered to be too fast for the conditions.

At the time I came over the hill, the traffic had backed up because of a truck that
was turning left, and I did what any other teenager did at the time. I smashed the brakes
on the car and fishtailed around.
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Now, those of you that have a lot of history behind you will realize that the
Maverick of that day did not have a lot of weight in its tail end, and it came around on me
very quick. Thanks to the Colonel, I learned when he was in the command and general
staff school in Leavenworth, Kansas, how to negotiate through some pretty treacherous
conditions.

So I negotiated the skid pretty well. As I came back across the road and avoided
the truck that was heading up the hill, I managed to get my wheels onto the gravel, at
which time I got traction again. And I swerved into a tree.

Now, I didn’t kill the car; I just dented it. Much to my chagrin, there was a State
trooper three cars behind me who pulled over and got out. And first question, of course,
was, is everybody okay? I said yes. He says, were you wearing a seat belt? I said yes. He
goes, it’s not against the law to not wear a seat belt. And I said, I was wearing a seat belt.
Believe me, I’ve never gotten into a car without one. He says, you sure? And I said yes.

About that time, I turned around and I looked at the road. And there goes my
father and my mother driving up the hill. And my father at that time turned, and we made
eye contact. And I told the State trooper at that time, if that weapon of yours is loaded,
you need to kill me right now because there’s nothing you’re going to do that’s going to
be worse than when that man gets out of the car. And believe me, just going into prom
season, that was a bad thing.

So anyway, there was the typical teenage situation. I had another teenager in the
car. I was driving too fast for conditions. I overreacted; didn’t know I was in trouble. And
I had a mild crash. Luckily, there were no serious injuries, and that was the only crash
I’ve ever had.

Today I'm going to go over a little bit of what Jimmy (Nichols) and Allen
(Robinson) had covered with you, but I’'m going to talk about a little bit of what’s going
on now in the United States in the federal role of driver education.

As kind of a little anecdote, I want to get to how we do training and everything in
this country in different areas.

I’1l have you know that I am a certified trainer in a particular area. I’'m not going
to tell you what that is. I'm going to let you know that I train young people in passage
through crowded environments. I teach them how to change directions, avoid obstacles. I
teach them acceleration, deceleration, decision-making, passing, and stopping.

Can any of you give me any suggestions on what it is that I’'m certified to train
in?

(No response)

MR. McLAURIN: Come on. Take a wild guess.
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(No response)
MR. McLAURIN: I am a certified soccer trainer. I’m a soccer coach.

We’re required in this environment that I currently exist in to constantly recertify,
to constantly keep my credentials up, and to constantly be on top of any new
developments in the world of soccer. We sometimes take an approach towards driver
education that we’ll have a football coach come in, somebody with my qualifications, and
try to teach a subject that they’re not qualified to teach. And that leads to a great deal of
problems.

Throughout this presentation I think I’'m going to leave you with a great deal
more questions than I am going to leave you with answers, and that’s because I think that
right now, after being involved with the driver education programs in the United States
over the last seven years, I see that driver education currently is in a state of transition.

And I think Jimmy (Nichols) and Allen (Robinson) touched on it very quickly,
and I’m going to reemphasize the fact that when you’re in a transition, you can either
transition into a good area or you can transition into an area that is going to bring your
program into further decline. I think that we’re into a positive transition right now.

Just to go over some facts with you. We have 191 million licensed drivers in this
country. We’ve got 15- to 20-year-old drivers that comprise about 6.6 percent of those
licensed drivers. There are approximately 8,200 teen drivers that are involved in fatal
crashes in the year 2002, which is our most recent data. Fourteen percent of all fatal
crashes involved a teenage driver. Sixteen percent of all police-reported crashes involved
teenage drivers, and that was 1,800,000 of those.

There are 20 million teenagers in the United States; 12.6 million of those are
licensed. So when you think about a driver education problem, you think about, what are
we doing; what is our pool of people that are involved. You’ve got 12 million of them out
there. We’re not doing a poor job at all. I think on the general view of driver education, I
think we’re educating our kids well.

The costs of crashes. Eight thousand of the occupants of motor vehicle crashes are
killed by teenage drivers. There’s 3,827 -- now, these are teenage drivers only, that are
killed in the crashes in 2000.

And there were 324,000 injuries. This is everything from a sprained wrist to a
broken neck. And it’s a fairly serious amount. I’'m not going to try to minimize what’s
going on with our teenage drivers.

And we estimate the annual cost of automobile crashes involving the teenage
drivers to be about $32 billion.

Some more historical facts. 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, grand total of 25,000
fatalities involving teenagers over the last four years. And this is a serious problem.
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I can’t tell you how many times I get phone calls from moms and dads that say,
my son was just killed. I need to do something about this. I feel so impotent now that he’s
gone and I don’t know what it is that I can do. Please tell me something that I can do.
And so I try to hook people up with the different advocacy groups and tell them that the
education of the teenager is of primary importance.

I’m going to go over a little bit of history for you, and I’'m going to go real quick
because Jimmy (Nichols) and Allen (Robinson) covered this fairly effectively.

Driver education reached its zenith in the late ‘60s and ‘70s. And you had about
14,000 schools across this country that offered driver education. There were about 2
million students that were involved in the process.

This represented about 70 percent of the total number that were eligible to take it.
And you’ve got the National Highway Safety Bureau, which is the forerunner of NHTSA
where I’'m employed, that had 18 State highway safety programs. Number 4 in that was
driver education.

The bureau supported the driver education standard by providing State and
community highway safety grant program funds -- this is Section 402 -- to the States to
improve and evaluate their driver education programs. And as most of you know, a lot of
times when you have a grant program, the money doesn’t exactly always go to where you
wanted or how you intended the money to go there. States primarily used the funds to
expand their programs, they did very little to improve the programs and improve the
training for the trainers and to evaluate their programs.

Now, I will tell you that I agree with Dr. Robinson when he said that we hold
driver education to an unfair standard in this country. And it’s a simple reason that you
can go to the student and see -- and I always go -- when I talk to students, I always will
go and talk to them and say, why is it that you are in this class? And nine times out of 10
they will say, to get a driver’s license. I said, well, aren’t you going to learn how to drive
safely? And they go, yeah, but, you know, I just want to get the license, you know.

And so you go to the motivation of the student that you have. The student doesn’t
want to learn to drive safely. They want the keys to the car.

Now, as a probably secondary reason why they’re in there, if I wreck Dad’s car
he’s going to drive up the road with me and restrict me and I’ll be double-dating for the
prom.

And so you’ve got what is a receptive audience in one particular respect. They’re
there to learn. But they’re there to learn the very basics to get the license. They want to
get through.

I have girls in my neighborhood that associate with my older daughter that say,
hey, I got a “B” in driver’s ed, I got the car. And I substitute sometimes in the local high
schools and I’m horrified when the sophomores walk into class. And I’m thinking, oh no,
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they’re going to be driving down my street in a couple of weeks. But they can’t even
remember -- [ had -- this is a great story.

I asked one of the girls one time. I said, what is your next class? And she goes,
fifth period. I said, okay. What is the fifth period? She goes, I don’t know, fifth period. I
said, do you have a book? She goes, yeah, it’s in my locker. I said, what does it say on
the front? She goes, I don’t know. I said, oh, she’s going to get the keys to the car.

All right. So the agency then decided that we were going to do our own
evaluation of driver education programs. And we used the Highway Safety Research and
Development Fund Section 403 to initiate major programs of research and development
to evaluate, you know, driver education. And basically, what we wanted to do is just find
out if there was a positive effect of this program that we were throwing so much money
on.

And basically, what happened was we were kind of disappointed by the results
that we found out because, as Dr. Robinson said, we had kind of overstated our
expectation. You can think of any other number of countermeasures that we have people
will mark out and say this is our goal. That’s for sure. But if they don’t reach the goal
they don’t kill the whole program.

But with driver education it’s just like the federal government at that particular
time says this isn’t what we were expecting. And it kind of provided impetus for us to
basically just go ahead and stop funding State driver education.

Now, most schools are now still offering driver education, but what they’re doing
now is they’ve moved instead of like when I took it back in the Stone Age, they’re
offering it as an after-school program. So there’s a great deal of competition with people
like me, who are soccer trainers or piano teachers or the marching band or the football or
the basketball.

And so you’ve got kids that sometimes will go ahead and take this 30 hours of
classroom and they’ve got to wait six months before they start taking their in-car. And
the separation of the two provides for a great deal of laxity in the applied learning that
you learn in the 30 hours. All of a sudden, you’re going to apply it in the six hours in the
car and you’ve got a real problem there.

Right now there are no federal standards. There are no basic State-involved
federal government standards for driver education. We don’t give States any money for
driver education. And what we do is basically -- and I’ll get into this in just a minute --
provide some groups to do some research and evaluation and development for us.

Over the last couple of years, though, what we’ve noticed is that with the State
budget crunches that have been overtaking this country, that driver education programs
even in the after-school programs have been declining seriously simply because they
can’t spend the money to train, they can’t spend the money for the cars, and basically the
private schools are stepping up and saying, we can do it all.
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Now, I can go to another example of my sports background to give you an
example of, you know, what the mindset is with driver education as compared to say, for
instance, sports.

To train -- to be on some of the teams in Stafford County, Virginia, you have to
pay almost $800 or $900 a year to participate in that team. During the year, you have
other advanced training sessions that take place that parents willingly write those checks
to because they’re seeing a World Cup soccer player developing even at eight years old.

But I often get calls from parents that will say I had to spend 300 bucks on
teaching my kid how to drive. And when you talk about one of the most complex
psychomotor skills that you will ever develop and use for the entirety of your adult
productive life, there it is.

And I’ve got people that are complaining that it’s a $300 investment. By the way,
hold on. I’ve got to write a $1000 check for this travel team. And they’ll just write it
down. Same thing for piano lessons. Same thing for marching band. Cheerleading.
Cheerleading in a high school these days is almost a $1000 venture.

But when this person gets in this $25,000 bundle of glass and steel, they drive
down the street by my kids. And by the way, I have six. So I’'m invested in the driver
education program. Believe me, my 22-year-old will tell you that the Colonel had nothing
on Dad.

Okay. Currently, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration has two
cooperative agreements where we do projects in driver education. The first one is with
Dr. Robinson’s Indiana University of Pennsylvania’s (IUP) Highway Safety Center. And
what we do there is we’re developing credentialing programs for driver education
instructors. We’re developing standardized driver education curricula. And within that,
we’re doing the two-phase driver education curriculum as well.

We’re putting out driver education public information and education materials so
that the public can be better informed on what it is that driver education is, what the
expectation can be, what the students should be ready for, et cetera.

IUP and ADTSEA. We are also doing a study into the development of the two-
stage driver education program. We’ve got cooperative activities involving -- and I’ll get
to these in just a second -- with the American Association of Motor Vehicle
Administrators (AAMVA). And it’s like a marriage made in heaven. We all have the
same interests.

We all have the highest regard for the level of expertise from IUP’s Highway
Safety Center and AAMVA. These are the experts.

We also have technical assistance that we will provide to the States on their
graduated driver licensing programs. And that’s to get them established. There are still 14
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States by our estimation that do not have what we would consider to be a three-stage
graduated driver licensing system.

And for those States that have it and need to improve it, we’ll go in there and help
them with what we call a model program, show them how to do it. We have model
legislation, and we’ll provide testimony. NTSB often does as well.

Part of the cooperative agreement with AAMVA, we develop a driver education
curriculum of classroom and behind-the-wheel curricula.

We develop a national model non-commercial driver testing system. And this is
important insofar as it states that we’re trying to modernize our testing system. They
don’t have to go out and pay somebody to proprietarily develop one for them. We’ve got
the materials that should be coming out in the ‘04 fiscal year that will be available to the
States so that they can just go ahead and take these materials and make it just their State-
specific sort of information in there as well as the general, and then they can go ahead
and deploy these. And it’ll cut down on their costs as well.

We’re also developing a GDL parent-teen guide. And Allen (Robinson) touched
on that just a little bit earlier.

I want to tell you that when you first get in a car with a teenager, the first thing,
I’m thinking at 48 years old is, what are the basics that I need to teach. And I’'m very
good at teaching basics. And one of the funniest things that I found out when I first
started doing this is that you get lost when you go out on your first couple of trips
because you’re thinking about turn right, turn left, turn right again. Stop. Go into the
parking lot. Turn around, and all of a sudden it’s like, where are we? It’s just like you
don’t think about where it is that you’re going to go.

And part of this parent-teen guide is insistence on planning your trip,
understanding that when you first start to learn this, gripping the wheel like it’s trying to
run away is going to tire out your student very quickly.

And so we go from a very remedial level in this parent-teen guide up to a more
complicated series of driving maneuvers and things that you can do. You can write notes.
You can say, okay, here are some things that I need to go ahead and practice again with
the teenagers.

And this is invaluable because you never know what it is to practice until you’ve
been in a game and you take a note and say, well, we need to practice finishing, you
know. But if you don’t write it down, you’re not going to realize that when two or three
days later you say, okay, let’s hop in the car and let’s go back. And you go over the same
things and all of a sudden it’s like making the same mistakes.

Constant practice with a novice driver is something that is critical. And I saw it in
a friend of mine whose daughter was learning and went through several weeks of training
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and then went away to band camp. And they came back, and her mother said, you would
not believe. It is like back to square one because she’s been out of a car for two weeks.

And that is graduated driver licensing and two-stage driver education at its best
because you have a kid in a controlled environment that they’re receptive. A lot of
parents will tell me the kid doesn’t talk to me anymore. You don’t have anything that’s of
value to them. But when you have the keys in your hand and you set them in that driver’s
seat, suddenly you can’t shut them up. They’re like, ba-ba-ba-ba-ba-ba.

I can tell you, I’ve been through it with two of them already, you know. If you
want to find out what’s going on in their life, put them in a car and make them drive. And
then they’ll just talk, talk, talk, talk, talk, talk, talk.

So, we’re also developing generic road tests and knowledge test item pools, skill
test exercises. And we’ve also got at NHTSA some research projects. And these are
starting to come out now because of the need involving better training these teenage
drivers.

The first one, and it’s been underway for quite a while in Michigan, is the two-
stage driver education. We’re going to try to test and see what sort of effectiveness this
has. We’ve been in Michigan for a couple of years, and Dr. Shope, I guess, will touch a
little bit on this, or maybe not. But their graduated driver licensing program there is
basically a national model, and it’s something that has shown as far as countermeasures
go, it is an atomic bomb. Their program there is absolutely astounding.

In Texas, we’re going to start a research project very soon on the effectiveness of
home-schooled driver education. Now, remember I told you that I think that driver
education is in transition, and I’'m going to point this out further as I go along. Home
schooling driver education. Well, there’s the ultimate in parental involvement. We’ve
been preaching parental involvement for a long time; here it is. Now you’re going to have
the parent as the teacher, the parent as the in-car instructor, and the parent as the
administrator of the graduated driver licensing program. And Texas does have a GDL
program.

So now what you’ve got is school, driver education school at home. Now, what
are your material. And so you need to have the materials and what have you, and how
effective is this going to be.

In Oregon, the effectiveness of the required hours of parental involvement. How
much is enough? Is it 257 Is it 50? Is it 100? Do parents overshoot the runway?

I’ve listened to a couple of researchers from North Carolina that said when you
ask the parents, it’s 75 hours. When you ask the kids, it’s 25. What is it? The parents are
being socially responsible and so, yes, it’s 75. And the kids are saying, no-o-o, we’re
only in there for 25 hours. Who’s right?
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How much is it going to take to properly train this driver, to get them so that they
can solo without crashing?

In Georgia, we’re trying to find out what the long-term effects of graduated driver
licensing. And then Johns Hopkins University, through some of our funds, is going to
start into the effects of graduated driver licensing over multiple States.

Now we’re back to the future. What’s going on? The corporations are now getting
involved. I can’t tell you how many times I’ve got to do technical assistance with
corporate America on their brand new spanking great driver education programs.

And as Dr. Robinson pointed out that we’ve got a lot of very specific programs
that touch on one aspect or the other aspect of driver education. AAA has a very good
program. Cingular Wireless has one on distracted driving. Ford, Daimler-Chrysler,
Mitsubishi. NETS -- that’s the Network of Employees for Traffic Safety -- has a parent-
teen guide.

So the involvement of corporate America shows that there’s a bit of a vacuum
that they’re flowing into. And this is also, I think, for driver education a great opportunity
because corporate America has the big bucks. And how do you get involved participation
with this corporate America to bring them into what it is that you want to do with these
children. It’s a great opportunity.

I think we’re seeing a lot more private schools. I know that because I get calls
weekly, at least two or three calls a week, from a new driver school that is just opening
up and they’ve got this great program. And if the federal government would just write
them a check for $10 million, they would save all the teenagers out there. And I keep
telling them, well, we don’t really do that sort of thing, but I’'m sure if you just send me
your program I can look at it and let you know what it is that you need to do with it. And
about 50 percent of the time it’s, find another occupation.

Web-based training. That’s on the increase. It’s huge now. You’ve got a group of
techno-junkies coming up in this generation.

I know that, going back to ancient history, I can still tell you the name of the film
that we watched. One of them was “Death on the Highway,” and the other one is
“Mechanized Death.” And that is the reason why I never get into a car without a seat belt
on.

I remember as a junior in high school going to wrestling matches and riding in
this 1962 Chevrolet that my friend had that was the most disgusting thing you’ve ever
seen in your life. Four out of the eight cylinders worked. And we piled into the car, and
there was no seat belts. And so I actually dug the seat out, took the seat out, dug into who
knows how many years of grunge in the bottom of that thing to get a seat belt out and put
it across me because I just knew my friends and I know my friends weren’t going to
really be all that concerned about safety.
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But these days those films don’t affect kids the way they affected me. I can
remember the first shot in one of those films was a large red splotch on the highway, and
they said, this is a human body. And I was horrified. Kids these days are like, well, who
shot them.

My kids are always saying, hey, Dad, they got a great new video game out there
where all you do is kill people and run over them with cars. You can imagine the look I
get from my wife for that one.

Anyway, another thing that’s coming out really strong, and we’re going to do this
study in Texas like I told you, is about home schooling. Thirty years ago no one would
have thought of home schooling driver education.

So like I said before, you’ve got a program here that’s in transition. And it’s in
transition in a positive way, I think, and it’s time for us to kind of take a little bit of time
to guide it, to give direction. And I think that the NTSB is on the right note here by
saying, okay, let’s gather all these experts together. And I tell you, I feel kind of humbled
by sitting by some of these people because I don’t feel really all that well qualified to be
here.

Why can’t we come to a consensus about the importance of driver education? I
know you’re going to hear from people in the next two days that are going to say, well,
driver education just doesn’t work.

I had that conversation with somebody in Pennsylvania two months ago. And I
said, well, let me prove to you that it did. How did you learn how to drive? He said, well,
I went to the driver education class. I said, killed anybody with your car lately? He said
no. I said, it works. That’s it. It just works. It’s like we know safety belts work. You
know, if you apply what you know, then it works.

If training is so important in other areas of traffic safety, why doesn’t driver
education get the same attention? And I would even put in parentheses, respect. How
much can you learn from 30 hours in classroom and six hours of applied instruction?
Would you have somebody change the plumbing in your house that had only gone
through a plumbing apprenticeship program for 30 hours and six hours on the job, your
brand new house? I know I wouldn’t. But here you are; we’re throwing the keys at kids
that are taking that car down the street where my kids are playing on the side of the road.

We need to take a more advanced, a more applied approach towards driver
education in this country, and we need to elevate it to the level of importance it is. This is
a skill that you will use for 50 years. Probably been doing it for 50 years already, so.

And then, the other thing is, a lot of you parents are going to be teaching
somebody to do it. So learning the basics is extremely important. We need to find out
what’s being offered, what’s working, what’s working well, what’s not working. We
need to get rid of the bad and start to emphasize the new.

54



And this is where I’m talking about this cooperation with corporate America, with
private schools, with public driver education. None of those are going away. They’re
going to be here. They’re going to stay. And you’ve got to realize in this country, you
know, we’re going to educate these kids. There’s a little population boom starting to
happen with the teenagers, and we’ve got to take a very serious -- a very active and
proactive look at this.

Who’s conducting the research? If you give me your card at the end of this
presentation, I can give you a handout that was done up at the Graduated Driver
Licensing Symposium recently authored by Dr. Hedland, Dr. Compton, and Dr. Schultz
on graduated driver licensing research in 2003 and beyond.

What is the future of 30 and six? This is something that I think we need to really,
really look at now. Is it sufficient; does it need to be divided like it is in Michigan. I
always say, when a kid is trying to remember that the brake pedal’s on the right -- on the
left -- I didn’t remember myself. That the brake pedal is on the left, gas is on the right,
and how to stay off of that sidewalk, they are not listening to safety stuff. It’s only after
they get that experience and the stuff is starting to click that you can finally get
something in safety to start to register.

Does driver education need national attention? Does the federal government need
to get more heavily involved in it? And let me tell you something, that we’re not going to
come to you and say in the States, we think you need national direction. What is going to
work is you’re going to come to us and say, you know what, we need national direction;
we need national standards; we need something from the federal government that puts
this and elevates this subject to a nationwide idea. And we’ve got to have the National
Transportation Safety Board come forward like they are now and say bring them all
together, let’s see what we need, and let’s go from there.

Like I said, driver training is in transition. We’ve got corporate involvement,
distance learning, home schooling, and private schools. Driver education isn’t going
away. It’s not. It’s here to stay; I can guarantee you that.

What can be done to improve it? We’ve got to think about that.

How do we harness this techno-oriented group that we have now? We’ve got
simulators out there. We’ve got people doing web-based design stuff. We’ve got people
out there with great CD-roms that say if you just get the kids to click through this and get
this prize and get this -- that prize that they’ll be more aware of the risk involved.

The other thing we have to do is try to figure out, do we try to take the risk out of
the kid? Can’t do that. How do we assess this child for taking risks. And you’ve got to
ask yourself this question: is a risk-taker necessarily a bad driver? I think that’s a
question we really need to consider.

I was a great driver like all my friends I knew. They were all great drivers. But at
some point in my life I jumped off a balcony onto an eight-by-10-foot trampoline and my
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friend and I used to jump up and jump down. Those were the days before liability, I
guess. But one day I almost broke my back. And the next day I was back up running up,
jumping off that, you know, trampoline again. But I was a safe driver.

Corporate America. We’ve got to get them involved. Private schools. Do they
need to be regulated more heavily. I always say that when I talk to people about private
schools in the United States that they’re driven by the bottom line. And it’s true.

If kids find out that this particular school is very stringent in their curricula and
their testing, they’ll flow to a school that isn’t. So I always say that School A, you will
test School B students. And that’s kind of like one of those deals where if they keep
failing and I’m going to that school, I’'m going to go back to this school.

And thank you.

(Applause)

Presentation by Larry Lonero

MS. BISHOP: We’ll move a little north now to Canada. And we have Mr. Larry
Lonero. He has many years of experience in the human factors of collision prevention.

Before entering consulting, he held senior government positions in research and
development, primarily in transportation safety. He was responsible for development,
regulation, and administration of driver education in Ontario and for liaising with the
Provincial Education Department and commercial driving school industry.

Mr. Lonero.
MR. LONERO: Thanks, Jennifer

I’d like to thank the Board for inviting me, and for thinking of looking to Canada
either for a good example or a bad example, and I suppose I'll leave it up to you to decide
which we are as time goes on. I would also like to mention that there are at least three
other people from Canada here who know more about some aspects of Canadian driver
education than I do. I’d like to introduce them and ask you to call on them at breaks and
whenever if you need to get more information.

Barbara Sorbara from the Ontario Ministry of Transportation is here. John
Svensson from the Driving School Association of Ontario is here. And Dan Keegan from
Drivers.Com, and PDE publications, is here.

The situation with driver education in Canada is a similar in some ways to that
here and drastically different in some other ways. The country is structured quite a bit
differently, and that provides kind of a background to some of the differences. There is
virtually no federal role at all in highway and driver matters within the provinces. Canada
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is kind of a loose federation of provinces, and there’s no federal highway funding --
nothing analogous to 402 funds, or any central kind of carrot or stick to influence the
provinces. In this kind of field having to do with drivers and regulation, it’s strictly a
provincial responsibility. The provinces all have some sort of function in terms of
regulations for driving schools and instructors, and that varies quite a bit from province
to province.

There is one aspect of the situation in Canada that’s really quite unique, and it’s
an interesting one. I don’t want to go into it in great detail, but it could lead to some
interesting considerations. Four of the provinces have government insurance. That’s
where automobile insurance is a monopoly that resides in a state-owned company. So
you have one automobile insurer for the entire province. And think of the implications of
that for driver education. They’re quite substantial, as we will see in a moment.

In Canada the population is about the size of California. The economy is about the
size of the economy of Texas. So I don’t have to point out to you that, while it is
considered a high-income country, and is very highly motorized, per capita income is a
little lowers than in the U.S. Motor vehicle ownership is a little lower. We have
somewhat fewer kids having their own cars. However, we end up parking the sled dogs
for a good part of the year and mostly we use our cars, just like Americans do.

In terms of the sociopolitical climate for driver education, there is little
coordination in the road safety business in general. Within the provinces responsibilities
are divided up through different departments perhaps to a slightly greater degree than in
the U.S.

Driver education, as I suggested, varies quite a lot from province to province.
There is a core, at least in some provinces, that closely resembles what you think of as
driver education in the States, somewhere between 25 and 30 hours in the classroom and
six to 12 hours in the car. In some provinces this could take place in a high school.

There’s a very wide range of one might call market penetration in driver
education, and in some jurisdictions that have had high school driver education that has
gotten to be very high, or was at least very high. It has probably drifted down a little bit,
as it has in the States.

Canada has never had university programs in driver education, and that the
academic and higher-level training function that took place in the U.S. never happened in
Canada. There are no Canadian degrees in driver education.

To jump back to the issue of market penetration for a minute, as an example of
how wide that can be. In a couple of the provinces that have government insurance, the
insurance companies run driver education in the high schools. I’ll come back to one of
those in more detail in a minute. But they have very high levels of market penetration.
Almost everybody in the past has gone through those programs.
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In contrast, in British Columbia in the middle ‘90s approximately 10 percent of
new drivers had some kind of formal instruction. The other 90 percent did not. So you
can see that there was little driver education in the province at that time.

The programs are highly diverse. There are incentives for students to take driver
education in many provinces in terms of an insurance premium discount. And where
there are graduated driver license systems, there is often some kind of time discount
associated with that as well.

The private driving school situation in Canada is interesting. I’ll get back to that
in more detail later, but we have kind of the best and worst of what you can expect out of
the private driving school.

While we do have graduated driver licensing, there’s not a great deal of
coordination in the sense that we don’t have any jurisdiction, with a staged program
where the driver education is staged with the graduated driver licensing system. One
province, Nova Scotia, when they first put their graduated driver licensing system in,
tried to implement a staged training requirement, but that failed due to complaints from
the public who basically saw it as having to take a full driver education course, which in
many cases might cost $600 there, and then have to go back a little later and take another
course and spend money again. And so it may be that the structure was not perfect, or
maybe the market wasn’t prepared adequately, or maybe there’s a lesson to be learned --
that staged requirement isn’t necessarily all that easy to implement.

In terms of private driver education delivery and support, we have a relatively
unique organization based in Canada. It’s Young Drivers of Canada, which is one of the
biggest driving schools in the world. It has about 165 