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Response to HJR #135 - 1986 Session

Requesting the Board of Education to Evaluate the Public and
Commercial School Driver Education Programs

C. B. Stoke
Research Scientist

and

B. G. Johnson
Supervisor, Driver Education

INTRODUCTION

Over the past three decades, driver education programs have been
one of the most evaluated units of secondary school education throughout
the nation. Numerous studies have been carried out to determine the
effectiveness of these programs, both in promoting traffic safety and in
imparting skills in vehicle operation. Over the years, studies have
been made of various aspects of the programs, including variations in
curricula, educational settings, student characteristics, and the safety
performance of students across time.

During 1979-1980, the Driver Education Service of the Department of
Education (DOE) contacted the Highway Safety Division and requested
funding for a cooperative study of the effectiveness of the various
driver education programs in Virginia. The Virginia Highway and Trans-
portation Research Council (VHTRC) received federal grants in 1980 and
1981 to conduct the first phase of the study. The major objectives of
this first phase were to design, test, and implement a computerized
student performance reporting system for use in evaluating the driver
education programs taught throughout the state. The novel feature of
this new system was to tie together the 260 plus conviction categories
with instructional elements in the curriculum as included in the State
Curriculum Guide and contained in the various textbooks in use for
instructional purposes. The results of these efforts were given in the
report entitled "A Performance Report for Use in Driver Education
Evaluation."

The 1982 session of the Virginia General Assembly passed House .
Joint Resolution (HJR) #80 requesting that the DOE study driver
education programs in Virginia. HJR #32 (1983 session) and HJR #28
(1984 session) continued this charge to study state programs. Because a
performance reporting system had been developed, the basis for a
response to the General Assembly's request was available. The VHTRC was
again contacted and asked to analyze the data obtained as a result of



its previous work and to prepare a report detailing the results for use
by the DOE and the General Assembly.

The second phase of this longitudinal study was to analyze educa-
tional programs by program type (traditional classroom and in-car
instruction, use of simulators, use of multiple-car driving ranges, and
combinations of all four elements), type of school attended (public,
nonpublic, and commercial), and years of driving experience (less than 1
year, 1 to 2 years, and 2 to 3 years). The results of these efforts
were presented in the report entitled "Driver Education in Virginia: An
Analysis of Performance Report Data."

Subsequent to the publication of this second report, the 1986
session of the General Assembly passed HJR #135, which cited a number of
the findings from the report. The resolution requested that the Board
of Education (1) evaluate the driver education programs at all public
and commercial schools in the state to determine how they might be made
more proficient and effective, (2) review the 3- and 4-phase
instructional programs and make recommendations for their continuation,
and (3) study the present requirements for the approval of commercial
school driver education teachers and determine whether modifications
were necessary.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this document is to present a response to each of
the three charges contained in HJR #135.

RESPONSES

For the 1984-1985 school year, there were 69 licensed commercial
driving schools in operation throughout the state. There also were 77
private schools and 288 public secondary schools in 139 school divisions
conducting state approved driver education programs. Of the 288 public
schools, 148 had the traditional classroom and on-street program for
instructing novice drivers, 11 had a program in which simulators were
used in addition to the traditional instruction, 116 used off-street,
multiple-car driving ranges in addition to classroom and on-street
instruction, and 13 combined classroom, simulators, a range, and
on-street training into a 4-phase curriculum package. In light of the
number of schools and programs in operation throughout the state and the
necessity of preparing a prompt response to the resolution, this
document is an overall look at the issues rather than an attempt to
analyze each and every program taught throughout the state. The



responses are presented below under two headings: Commercial vs. Public
School Programs and 2-Phase vs. 3~ and 4-Phase Programs.

Commercial vs. Public School Programs

The data in Figures 1-18 and Tables 1-3 contained in the report
"Driver Education in Virginia: An Analysis of Performance Report Data,"
published by the VHTRC in January 1986, form the basis for this section
of the response to HJR #135. (All figures and tables referenced in this
response are attached as an Appendix.) These data indicate that the
crash and conviction records of students who had had their driver
education instruction in a commercial school had substantially different
driving records than did those who had been instructed in the public
schools.

Figure 14 in the above cited report summarizes the 1983-1984 school
year conviction data contained in Figures 11-13. These figures show the
number of convictions for each l-year period of driving experience. The
data are also arrayed for male and female students and for the type of
school attended. It is readily apparent from these data that the
conviction records of commercial school students were significantly
worse than those for students instructed in the public and private
schools. For example, in a l-year period, when drivers had between 2
and 3 years of operator experience (generally comparable to persons 18
to 19 years old), male drivers who had received their instruction in a
commercial school had 71.3 convictions per 100 trained drivers as
compared to 50.7 and 49.1 convictions per 100 male drivers who had re-
ceived their instruction in a public or private school,respectively.

The conviction records for the other two levels of driving experience
for males and the conviction records for all three driving experience
levels for females indicate the same unfavorable direction for the
drivers who had received their instruction in a commercial school. 1In
addition, the 1982-1983 school year data (see Figures 7-9 and 10)
followed the same patterns as those for the 1983-1984 school year cited
here. It should also be noted that the rate of convictions rose as the
years of experience increased (see Figures 15 and 16).

The data in Table 1 of the report are a further indication of the
extreme divergence in the conviction records of public, private, and
commercial school students. For each school year, data from all three
experience levels are combined into a total figure. For the 1983-1984
school year, males who had attended a commercial school had 194.0
convictions per 100 drivers, and females had 69.7 convictions per 100
drivers. The comparable figures for males who had attended public or
private schools were 118.8 and 114.3 convictions per 100 drivers and
those for females were 42.4 and 41.8 convictions per 100 drivers. The
combined number of convictions for male commercial school students was
63.3% higher than that for male public school students, and 69.87% higher
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than that for male private school students. The combined number of
convictions for female commercial school students was 64.47 and 66.77
higher, respectively. The 1982-1983 school year data followed this same
general trend, with commercial school students having conviction records
68.6%, 76.3%Z, 80.3%, and 85.17 higher than those for male and female
public and private school students.

For each set of crash data categorized by school year, operator
experience, and sex of driver, students who had successfully completed a
commercial school program had a greater number of crashes per 100
drivers than did those who had successfully completed their instruction
in a public or private school. For example, the 1983-1984 school year
data for male drivers with 2 to 3 years of operator experience (see
Figure 6), show that commercial school students had 16.1 crashes per 100
drivers while public school students had 11.9 and private school stu-
dents had 12.4. For the female drivers, the figures were 9.8, 7.2, and
7.2. The same trend is apparent in the other experience levels for
1983-1984 and for all 3 experience levels for the 1982-1983 data (see
Figures 1-5). One important difference in the conviction and crash
trends is that crashes peaked at the l-to-2-year experience level,
while, as noted earlier, the number of convictions rose each year.

During the 1983-1984 school year, the combined number of crashes
for males who had attended a commercial school was 47.4 per 100 drivers,
while those for males who had attended public and private schools were
31.5 and 35.0 per 100 drivers, respectively (see Table 3). The
1982-1983 school year crash figures were 42.9 for commercial school
students, 29.1 for public school students, and 29.0 for private school
students. The comparable 1983-1984 figures for female commercial school
students were 31.2 crashes per 100 drivers and those for female public
and private school students were 21.1 and 23.1 crashes per 100 drivers.
The 1982-1983 school year figures were 29.3 (commercial), 18.7 (public),
and 15.9 (private) crashes per 100 female drivers. The combined numbers
of crashes for both males and females who had successfully completed
their instruction in a commercial school were over 507 higher than those
for students who had completed their instruction in a public or private
school.

As shown in the above analyses of the crash and conviction records,
students who had successfully completed their driving instruction in a
commercial school had significantly worse driving records than did those
instructed in the public and private schools. In light of these fac-
tors, it is recommended that each commercial school instructor be
required to successfully complete 3 credit hours of college course work
in the methods of teaching classroom and in-car instruction to beginning
drivers. The preferred course is entitled "The Beginning Driver," a new
course now available for driver education teachers in Virginia. 1In
addition, each commercial school in the state should critically analyze
the Performance Report of its school provided by the DOE. By performing



this analysis, a school can determine the areas of instruction and
student performance that fall below the state average for its type of
school, below the state average for all students, and below what is
expected of a good instructional program in driver education. And
finally, the DOE should continue to monitor the performance of each
commercial school to determine if additional action is necessary.

While it is recognized that the crash and conviction records of
public and private school students are not as good as they should or
could be, no specific recommendation for additional course work is made
for teachers in these schools, because to be recertified to teach, they
must complete 6 credit hours of course work each 5 years. It is
recommended, however, that each division superintendent have both the
division level and the individual school Performance Report analyzed in
an effort to improve the local instructional program in driver
education.

2-Phase vs. 3- and 4-Phase Programs

In the above cited report analyzing Performance Report data,
Figures 19-24 contain conviction data and Figures 25-30 contain crash
data categorized according to the four instructional programs taught in
the state. Tables 1 and 2 of this response have been prepared, using
~ the 1982-1983 and 1983-1984 school year data, to show the variations in
program effectiveness as reflected by the number of crashes and
convictions per 100 drivers. The tables include data for male and
female students for each of the 3 operator experience levels. The data
are also arrayed by the statewide public school average for all schools
combined, the average performance of those instructed in a 2-phase
curriculum, and the averages for those who attended a school that used a
simulator, an off-street multiple-car range, or a 4-phase curriculum
combining all instructional elements.

An analysis of the data in these two tables shows that drivers who
received their instruction in the traditional classroom/on-street
behind-the-wheel program had fewer crashes and convictions than did
those instructed in any one of the other three types of educational
programs. In the cases of the conviction data alone and of conviction
plus crash data, there is a wide gap between the relative effectiveness
of the 2-phase program for instructing students and the second best
4-phase program. In addition, the differences between the 4-phase,
simulator, and range programs (listed in order of effectiveness) are
slight for these two measures of effectiveness. In the case of the
crash data alone, the relative effectiveness of the 2-phase program is
superior to that for the other three programs, but the strength of this
difference is low. In fact, while the 2-phase program is relatively the
best and the range program is relatively the worst, there is little
difference in the number of crashes per 100 drivers among each of the
four programs for each set of data analyzed.

.
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Table 1
Crash and Conviction Rates

1982-1983 State Averages

Program Type Less than 1 Year 1 to 2 Years 2 to 3 Years

Male Female Male Female Male Female

Public School

Average
Crashes/100 6.3 4.5 11.2 7.2 11.6 7.0
drivers
Convictions/ 24.9 8.4 38.9 13.0 48.0 16.6

100 drivers

Two Phase
State Average _
Crashes/100 5.9 4.0 11.8 7.3 10.3 6.0
drivers
Convictions/ 20.2 6.2 30.4 9.3 46.2 14.3

100 drivers

Three Phase

(Simulator)
State Average
Crashes/100 6.3 4.2 11.2 6.9 12.3 6.2
drivers
Convictions/ 27.1 9.7 42.9 15.6 47.0 15.5

100 drivers

Three Phase

(Range)
State Average
Crashes/100 6.9 5.0 10.4 7.0 12.9 8.0
drivers
Convictions/ 28.9 10.0 43.6 15.0 45.0 16.6

100 drivers

Four Phase
State Average

Crashes/100 5.5 4.2 13.5 7.4 8.8 5.5
drivers
Convictions/ 23.3 8.9 41.6 12.7 67.7 22.8

100 drivers




Table 2

Crash and Conviction Rates

1983-~1984 State Averages

Program Type

Less than 1 Year

1 to 2 Years

2 to 3 Years

Public School
Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

Male Female

6.7 5.0

27.5 10.0

Male

12.9

40.6

Female

8.9

14.0

Male

11.9

50.7

7.

18.

Female

2

Two Phase
State Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

21.8 7.0

11.9

35.8

11.2

12.1

43.8

15.

Three Phase
(Simulator)
State Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

31.9 12.5

14.5

42.0

15.1

10.2

55.2

15.

Three Phase
(Range)
State Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

34.5 13.9

13.8

44.4

16.3

11.5

53.3

20.

[3*]

Four Phase
State Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

24.7 8.1

11.8

41.3

15.0

14.3

58.5

19.

........
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The data in Table 3 show that there are schools that use one of the
expanded programs and have fewer crashes or convictions than either the
state average or the 2-phase average. Although this situation does not
alter the general findings and conclusions relative to the superiority
of the 2-phase program, it does indicate that in specialized and
individualized cases, other types of educational programs can also be
effective. Because of this, the determination of whether to offer a
course of instruction that includes the use of a simulator, an
off-street multiple-car range, or a combination of the two techniques
should be left to the judgement of local school officials. Since 129
schools already have range facilities in place and in operation, and 24
schools have simulators installed for use by their students, it does not
seem appropriate for the DOE to demand that these schools not use
equipment and methods of instruction available on a local level. The
local school officials, using the Performance Report data available to
them from the Driver Education Service of the DOE, are in the best
position to judge whether simulators or ranges should be used in their
instructional programs.

While the state should not demand that local school authorities not
use simulator or range instruction in their educational programs, the
data are clear that the 2-phase program is a superior crash and con-
viction countermeasure program when compared to these expanded programs.
In light of this, it does seem appropriate to establish a state policy
and procedure whereby hours spent at a simulator or on an off-street
driving range not automatically decrease the number of hours of training
in a vehicle on the road and in traffic.

The policy should allow a local school division to appeal to the
state DOE, and by offering sufficient and convincing data that its
expanded educational program is of a quality at least as good as that
for the state average, to then use simulator and range hours as a
substitute for on-road in-traffic training at a rate not to exceed that
currently allowed.

The new policy would also allow these expanded hours of instruction
to serve as a prima facie substitute for classroom hours of instruction,
activities to which they seem more closely aligned.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It has been established that the crash and conviction performances
of students who were instructed to drive in the public and private
schools were similar, and that the performances of students instructed
in the commercial schools were much worse than those of the other two
groups. There are a number of variables which could account for these
findings, including differences in the students, instructional staff,



Table 3

1983-1984 Crash and Conviction Rates

From Selected Schools

Program Type

Less than 1 Year

1 to 2 Years

2 to 3 Years

Public School
Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

Male Female

6.7 5.0

27.5 10.0

Male Female

Male

12.9 8.

40.6 14.

11.9

50.7

Female

~
N

18.4

Two Phase
State Average
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

21.8 7.0

11.9 8.

35.8 11.

12.1

43.8

15.0

Fort Chiswell
(Simulator)
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

8.1 5.1

13.0 2.6

11.3 5.

24.5 13.

4.8

4.8

Lake Taylor
(Range)
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

3.5 4.1

16.4 2.5

7.5 8.

47.0 11.

14.1

26.9

16.8

Mills Godwin
(4-Phase)
Crashes/100
drivers
Convictions/
100 drivers

10.0 4.7

23.6 4.7

9.3 11.

28.7 11.

2

2

12.8

29.5
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the way the programs were taught, or the programs themselves. The
recommendation for increased education for the commercial school in-
structional staff is aimed at three of these differences, staff,
students, and program presentation.

It has further been established that the crash and conviction
performances of students instructed in a traditional 2-phase program
were superior to the performances of students instructed in one of the
expanded educational programs. It was also shown that several schools
could be identified that used one of the expanded programs and whose
students had driving records better than the state average. The rec-
ommendation dealing with the automatic substitution of simulator and
off-street training accommodates both of these positions, but puts the
burden of proof on the locality, while at the same time assuring them
that the data will be available through the continuation of the
production of the Performance Report.

10



APPENDIX A

Tables and Figures from Report

Driver Education in Virginia:

An Analysis of Performance Report Data

B

e
o

s
N



IVIDHINNOD

sipwas XX siow [/

JIVAIL

ainand

9/

20l

L'

i
N\

™~
©

S'v

£861—C861

(4K 1) IdAL TOOHDS A9 SIHSVYHO

1 @2an3ty

s4eAup QQ|l 48d saysoud



H§

siowsy XX siow [
IVIDEINNOD J1VAIbdd ao1ngnd
77 1A 7777
\\ “www\\ \\
KK R
0“”.‘ —- v
\ IR \ \ B
\ 6'S \ \ i w
\ \ o \ @
- 6
\ & XH i
(R 'Ll 2L
N s
% ~ Gl
7 !
c Ll ~ 81
oz
Lc

¢£861—2861

(A Z—1) 3dAL TOOHIOS AG SIHSVHO

7 21n314q

saaAlp Q| 48d saysouo



IVIDHINNOD

sjoway XA s|jow

JLIVAIYd

N

v'al

- Gl
- 91l
A
- 81
- 61
- OC

£861—C861

x4

(A ¢—2Z) 3dAL TOOHOS A9 SIHSVYHO

¢ 2an31g

siaAup QQ| 4@d saysoud



.y

sipwsy XX siow [

IVIOHIWNOOD JIVAIEd

aoinand

'S

NN

6

N

v

7

L9

861 —¢861

(4K 1) JdAL TOOHDOS A9 SIHSVHO

% 2an8Tg

-5

sd4aAup QQ|) 48d saysouo
A



i

IVIOHINNOD

alpway XX ajpw [/

J1VAILd

aolngand

ccl

A MMM

661

801

NN

861 —¢861

(WA Z—1) IdAL TO0OHOS A8 SIHSVIO

G 2an3T4g

siaaAp Q0| 4@d saysoud

-6



IVIDHINNOD

sipway [XX]

JLIVAIbYd

siow 77

alngand

A\

N

L'9t

N

cL

- 0C
¥4

861 —¢861

(WA ¢—=2) JdAL TOOHIDS A9 SIHSVYD

9 9in3t4g

sJaAlp QQ| 49d saysoud



Figure 7
1982—-1983

COMMERCIAL

(XX] female

PRIVATE

male

4

CONVICTIONS BY SCHOOL TYPE (1 yr)

80

&\\\\

S49AP Q0| 42d Suo(}dIAUOD

A-8

PUBLIC



SR
L

w .._éavoo %ﬁw\ %w\W\ l M,
Uk
=
=
s

(WA Z—1) H..Ei ._mwﬂ.wm INS mzo_B_>zoom

g 2an314g

SJ3AP Q0| 4@d Suoi}DlAUOD



CONVICTIONS BY SCHOOL TYPE (2—3 yr)
1982-1983

c g

2] male

lllllll

OOOOOOOOO
mmmmmmmm

S49AP QQ| 49d suoI}dolAUOD



J3AAN4LLY TOOHDS 40 ddAL

A-11

TV IDUARHOD AIVATHA 01190d
a K a W
, Lt i '8 )
021 0°€T
) £ LT 9°91
1% X
€92 647
g ) ? |
6°9¢ 6°8¢
L°gy
0°8Y
1°¢S |
suvaz ¢ - ¢
T°69

suvdk ¢ - 1 &ZZ~

SYEATYA 00T ¥dd SNOILOIANOD

[ K4

dVAA 1<

€861-7861T — UIAANILLV TOOHIS
NV dONITYAdXE ONIATYA A9 SNOILOIANOD

0T FANOId



S

sipway XX a|ow NN
AVIDHIANWNOD J1IVAIYG . o1Ignd
7 B B
\ v'6 \ & \ - ot
T6l \ X\\ \\\r 0z
\ vse GL \-on
\ - 0¥
& —- 0§
c'eS |
- 09
- 0L
08
+861L—¢<861
(UA 1) 3dAL TOOHDS A9 SNOILDIANOD

S49ALP Q0| 49d Ssuol}dIAUOD
12



AN

%%
3\\\\\\\\“

OOOOOOOOO

ONVICTIONS BY SCHOOL TYPE (1—2 yr)
: 1983—1984

s4aAuUp Q| 4@d suo1}dIAUOD



IVIDHIWNOD

sipway XX

31VAIbd

siow (77

anand

Mmmmmmw
Mmmmmm"
29999,

/

2'9¢

LM

<L

L'1e

-
o))
<

'8l

0

- Ol
—- 0C
- 0
- OV

- 0G

Sa8AlUp Q0L 48d SuoIl}dIAUOD

- 09

— 0L

861 —¢861

€T 2an31y

0}

(4K ¢—Z) IdAL TOOHDS A9 SNOILDIANOD

-14



TVIDYIWNOD

W

JIANALLY TOOHOS 40 ddAL

dLVATId

J1714nd
d H

%6 0°01
€11
0°%I
Z161 v°8T
£{va e
19 %°6C
8°6€
9°0Y
1°6%
L°0S
suvax ¢ - ¢ N
$°69 swvdk ¢ - 1 ZZZZ
€ 1L

NV JDONII¥9d3dXd ONIAI¥A A9 SNOILDIANOD

¥861-£861T - QIANILLY TOOHOS

7T 4NOId

01

0z

ot

oY

0s

09

14

SYIATIEd 00T ¥YId SNOILIDIANOD

A-15



e

£861T-¢86T1 — TAAIT HONIIYA4XHd A9 SNOILDIANOD - ST ‘OId

THAAT JONAIYIdXH

SYVHAA €-C SYVAx -1 AVAR T <
| ] ] ]
Lt
po?®
07t  q008% g9
ATvKad cn0n0404444_4 %8
o114nd od.o@ g QQE? v v M@ﬂ
AVWEL G O d 6°81
‘4IVATNA  €°LT 00O 00©°
. °
. oo 006000 &
_ ETVHAd mcﬁo,ooooooo éé
TVIDYANHOD 4 .
<9 £°9¢
)
l\
g q
6°9cg o0&
e °. 4
e ® [ ] 4-..‘ .
e ® .® « ¥ 6°8¢
AV L'EY7 ¢ ® 9
AIVATYd @ ® 9 <
<
avn €9
“ .
o11d9nd 0°8Y 1S
°
o
°®
°o®
[ ] .
1'€9 o @
o ® ¢
o’ ¢
Y
AIVH e, o0®

[ )
“IVIONAWWOD @

ot

0¢

ot

oY

0S

09

(14

08

SINIANLS 00T ¥3d SNOILOIANOD

A-16



w?

(.

%861-£861T - TAATT ADNAIYALXA A€ SNOILDIANOD - 91 914

TIAIT JINITIAIXA

SUVAA €-T SAVEA Z-T AVEA T <
T T - Y
v°6
€1t £opooaooonooooon
oouoauuoonnoo e VY v
AIVREA 0o g e v YT 0ot
o v
‘OI19Nd 4 g1 P B 261
fov° )
ATVREL Joo 00000
‘AIVATA  T°1C 0000°° vz
ATVRIA .moooooooooo..uo .
“IVIO¥mWWOD 9T trve *’,
o0®, 1
% (¥ sz
e*%¢ ¢
*" < <
) AN
8°6tg®%
09071
eo®® o « Yooy
VK 1767 _g0® <
‘arvaria 89%%q ¢ ¢
o |
ATVH A T°€s
‘orend  L°0$ ®’
o’
..
[ ]
..
[ )
[ ]
[ ]
N
. $'69@
TIVH € 1L Ty

“IvIoumuoo 2 ®®®eeeceeeccce

1]

0¢

ot

oy

0s

09

0L

08

SINIANLS 00T ¥Y3ad SNOILOIANOD

A-17



€861-2861 - TIAAT FONAIWALXI A9 SIHSVED - LT °"II1d

TIATT dONITHddXT

S¥vdA €-7 suvdx z-T WVER T <
] | ] )
oL€
0000
T 5
TIVREL €9 6°S 50000%% " g 9
‘HIVATId £0O0000000000000000000000 q 9 < PR
ATVRAL .<<<<<<<<<<AAA ﬁuoﬁo
‘ortgna 9°¢ Tt e® o0° 91
ATVHAL €6 cAoﬁ 0®°
¢ TVIDYANNOD °, o’ o°
T1IVH %o T, 4Y o° ® z'ot
‘aivaraa T °0 % o° o
sussass fop nlllINA 0 o°®
TIVR vVyVVFVVVEe YV 0®° o®
‘o118nd = 9°11 %00 °
T °®
VR4 o*
...
ATVR oo o®
CIVIDYAWKOD  ¥°ST o®

4

St

81

SINIANLS 00T Yad SIHSVID

A-18



£y i~
~
P

¢

%7861-£86T - TAATT FONITHAIXH Ad SHHSWVIOD - 8T °OId

TAAAT JONIIYAdIXI

SUVEA €-T SUVAA ¢-T WVAR T<
L) | )
0°¢
oOTS
4 Moo .
ATVHAA : q 9 P L9
OITE0d 7'l 4 ° 4
ATYRAL 7y owc% Ve . a9 o 4 ¢ '8
*FIVATNd g, V © 6'8, 4 ° 4 g
ATVREA oooooc "veed o° o** or6
. o
¢ TVIOYIWNOD w.m %o aoaco © 8oL 4 < ooo 00
TVH °%0, "00050%° ¢ 4, g6%°
511804 m.d y %0, 00 7 4 Mo.%ow R AL
ATV .n..“c«c«cc%h 000 o’
‘arvarya 70l .o--n- 6°21,® o’
. °
Tang,e’ o°
791 o°
el 1:d1% o
IVIO¥AWNOD ° o°
°

SINIANLS 00T ¥4dd SIHSVED
A-19




I

(4

L°69

¢'9¢
€°ne

261

TVIJYAWWOD

TVIOYIAWWOD

5°g81

€°cl
L°€9
L €S

- — -

8° Lk

L°te
€Ll

h°6

0°LE

1A}
0°clL

L°L

JIVATIYd

JLVATYUd

€t

L°6h
8°6¢

h°Ge

h861-£861

6°901
L Eh
6°9¢
£°9¢e

W

€861-2861

h°ch

h°8l
0°ht

o°ol

0°8€

9°91
0°€lL

h°8

aI14and

or1and

SNOILOIANOD JAILVINWND ¥VIAX-IFIYHL

L d71avl

8°8LL STVIOL QIANIFWOD
L°0S sJdeak € 03 g
9°0h sdeak g 03 |
G°lL2 Jeak | 03 0
W T3A3T AONATYILXI
8 LlLlL STVIOL QANIEWOD
0°8h sJeak € 03 ¢
6°8¢€ saeafk g2 03 |
6°he Jeak | 03 0
1] T3A3T FONITYIAXI

A-20



N s
N

&

h*08

S°6L

€°18
0°18
c° o8
8°¢8

d

he Ll

G°69
2 19
S°0L

Lol

douatJadxs JA € 03 ¢

9°¢g

L°08
0°08
8°6L

c°cg

9°98

¢ a8
G°06
0°t8

J

aouatJdadxs Juh 2

JYNLVN NI SNOIYIS

h* €8 SITVHAL
2 hl SITVKH

L°€L L°98 £°8L DAY QINIEWOD
SHVEX HIOH 403 3DVEIAV
G LL 9°€8 68l DAV QANIEWOD
h°89 £°08 eu:p TV IDYANNOD
9°€L 6° L8 h° €8 ALVAIYd
bzl 628 heLL 017dnd
HB6L-E561
L°wl L°g8 0°8L DAV QINIEWOD
R S e—
2 6L £°h6 €°6L JLVAINd
6°¢tL c° 68 5°gL omgm:m
' 'l 'S £861-2861
09 | aouatugadxa ak | 03 0

SNOILOIANOD 40 3IDVINADY3d

¢ 374Vl

A-21



AR WLt L°€2 0°G€ L e G*1E STVIOL QINIFKWCD

g8°6 1°9l 'L weel 2L 6°L1L saeak € 03 ¢
2°el 6°6L g ol heht 6°8 6°2l sJeak 2 03 |
2°6 oLl L°g 2°8 0°S L9 Jesk | 03 ¢
E| W J W E| W T3IA3T AONITYILXI
TVIOHIWNOD dIVAIYd o11dnd
©86L-£861
£°62 6°ch 6°6l 0°62 L8l L°62 STVI0L AINIFGWOD
€°6 w° Gl £°9 AN | 0°L 91l saeak € 03 2
weet €L . 6°S (RN 2L FARN saeak g2 03 |
9°L 2°olL L°€ L9 Gy £°9 Jesk | 03 0
J W | W d W TAA3T FONIIYILXT
TVIOYAWNOD JIVAINd o171dnd
£861L-2861 _

SIHSVYD JAILVINWND YVIAX-IIYHL

€ 371avl

A-22



e

alowsy XX sjow

3dSvH

a

¥ ¥/3SVHd ¢

S/3SVHd ¢

ZA

3dSVHd ¢

2

68 00l L6

M
9]
N

NN

122

RS

9

- Ol

N
@)
N

oc

- 0¢

- OV

- 06

— 09

£861—2861

A 1) FdAL WVHOO0Nd AS

6T 2an3tyg

0L

SNOILOIANOO

sJaAp Q0| 49d suon}dlAuoD

A-23



slowa; XX siow [/

JSVHd + ¥/3SVHd ¢ S/3ASVHd ¢ 3ISVHd ¢

B

Ggcl

Q\

0L SNe)!

&

o]
M

SJ8AlLPp Q0| 49d suoi}olAuO0D
24

6'¢l

- OC

- 0%

NN

Te]
1.
M

- Ot

- 0G

- 09

(074
861 —¢861

(AA 1) FdAL WVHO0Hd A9 SNOILDIANOD

07 @an3d1g



1983

1982—

™~
o

ASE

- Y -

Q
0

43.6

MNN

©
0

3 PHASE/R

NN

42.9

3 PHASE/S

2] male

E

CONVICTIONS BY PROGRAM TYPE (1—2 yr)

SJ9AP Q0| 49d Suo1}dIAUOD

2 PHAS



I
b~ -

sipway XX siow [/

3SVHd + d/3SVHd ¢ S/3ASVYHd € 3SVHd ¢

a

- Ol

cii

oGl L'Ggl

- 0C

- 0¢

S4aAlp Q0| 48d suoi}oiauod

— OV

NN

o
N
<+

- 0G

074
861 —¢861

(4K Z—1) FdAL WVHD0dd A9 SNOILDIANOD

77 @an3tg

"A-26



CONVICTIONS BY PROGRAM TYPE (2—3 vyr)
1982—-1983

©
©

TN

0
0

.

r/)
¢

S
A male

OOOOOOOO
@@@@@@@

S19ALP Q0| 48d SUOI}DIAUOD



CONVICTIONS BY PROGRAM TYPE (2—3 yr)

1984

1983—

-
.

|

-

X
X )
o

58.5

- 55.2

53.3

N
o
~

MM

o
0

60 -

S

s.la/\g.lb 00| 4@d suoi}oiAuod

3 PHASE/R 4 PHASE

3 PHASE/S

2 PHASE

72 male



JSvH

a

14

¥3/3

siowsy XX siow [/

SVH

a

¢ S/3SVHd ¢

3ISVHd ¢

(A8 4

NN

0'g

NN

£861—C861

(JA 1) IAdAL WVHO08d A9 STHSVYHO

gz @an81y

siaAuUp Q0| 49d saysouo

A-29



JdSVHd b

v L

b

(A

69

sipwsy XX sjow [/
¥/3SVHd ¢ m\um<_._n_ ¢
XXl
onono\
00000
00000 \
XX >
OO
XX >
0 \
OO \
ERKS \
QX \

@

$0l

AN

£861—2861

(1A Z—1) FdAL WVHD0Hd A9 SIHSVHO

97 21n314

sJaAlp Q0| 49d saysouo
A-30



SR

sjpwsy XX sipw 7
3SVHd + ¥/3SVHd € S/3SVHd € 3ISVHd ¢
7 7 7z
N mmmmm“ N NM
= LB
L el
2 0 7
(WA ©=2) IdAL AVHO0Hd

LT 2an314

A9 SIHSVHO

s4aAlp QQ| 49d saysoud

A-31



sjoway [XH] slow [/

'

(4K 1) JdAL WYHO0Yd AS STHSYHO

87 2n314

s4aAlup 0Q| 48d saysoud

A-32



siowasy XX] siow [/

3SvHd ¥ ¥/3SVHd ¢ S/3SVHd ¢ ISVHdJ

(o]

2’8 Z'8

96

AN

sJaAlp Q0| 49d saysoud

@

AN

8¢l

861 —¢861

(UK Z—1) FdiAl AVHOOSd A9 STHSVHD

67 2an3t4q

A-33



sipway XX

3SVHd + ¥/3SVHd ¢ S/3SVH

s|opw

o

¢

£

3dSVHd ¢

. ¥'9
69

NMAMMNNIN

Q)

c'ol

L L

NN

N

.

L'2i

-t
il
- 91
- L1

861 —¢861

8l

(WA ¢—2) FdAL NVYHOOHd AF9 STFHSVHD

o€ 2an314

siaAlUp QQ| 49d saysoud
A-34



