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PREFACE 

This is the first in-depth empirical study conducted in any jurisdiction 
- CI 

on the extent to which surviving drivers in fatal crashes are charged with 

manslaughter or negligent homicide and, of those,charged, how many convictions 

occur. The national assumption has been that few are charged and few are 

convicted, The results of the Michigan study which supports this assumption 

should encourage jurisdictions to determine if the assumption applies to them, 

and, if so, to take action to increase the number of charges and convictions. 

In Michigan it was found that although one driver in four could have been charged 

with manslaughter or negligent homicide as a result of fatal crash involvement, 

only about one out of every twelve was actually charged, Further, it was found 

that only 27.2 percent or 39 of the 143 known dispositions of manslaughter and 

negligent homicide charges were convictions of the original charges. Eighteen 

percent of all drivers charged with manslaughter or negligent homicide were 

cleared of charges. 

Similar to Michigan and prior to the implementation of a negligent homicide 

project in Multnomah County, Oregon, fatal vehicle accidents were rarely investigated 

as crimes and virtually never prosecuted by the District ~ttorney's Office above: 

the level of a traffic ticket. From 1973 to 1978 through the use of Oregon Traffic 

Safety Commission funds fatal accident investigation and negligent homicide 

prosecution was strengthened. During this period 611 negligent homicide cases 

were investigated with 150 prosecutions and only 5 acquittals. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

Th is  i s  the  f i n a l  t echn i ca l  r e p o r t  o f  a  s tudy e n t i t l e d ,  "An 

Ana lys is  o f  Legal and Admin i s t r a t i ve  Ac t i on  Taken Aga ins t  At-Faul  t 

Dr i ve rs  i n  Fa ta l  Crashes." Th is  study was undertaken by t he  P o l i c y  

Ana lys is  D i v i s i o n  of  The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Michigan Highway Safety Research 

I n s t i t u t e  (HSRI) under sponsorship o f  t he  Un i t ed  States Department o f  

T ranspor ta t ion ,  Na t iona l  Highway T r a f f i c  Safety  Admin i s t r a t i on  (NHTSA) , 
pursuant t o  Task S i x  under c o n t r a c t  number DOT-HS-4-00937. Th i s  

document c o n s t i t u t e s  the  f i n a l  work p roduc t  o f  Task Six .  

A p o r t i o n  of t he  e f f o r t  o f  t h i s  study was supported by t he  

Motor Veh ic le  Clanufacturers Assoc ia t ion  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  States,  Inc.  

(MVMA) through g i f t  funds p rov ided  H S R I  t o  suppor t  d issemina t ion  o f  

research in format ion.  NHTSA funds were used t o  examine e x i s t i n g  data 

f i l e s  i n  accordance w i t h  t he  ob jec t i ves  o f  the  base study. MVMA 

funds were used t o  suppor t  t he  f i e l d  studi 'es and prepare a more 

d e t a i l e d  r e p o r t .  

1.1 Ob jec t i ves  

Several 1  i m i  t e d  emp i r i ca l  s t ud ies  and general news r e p o r t s  have 

contended t h a t  t he  T r a f f i c  Law System (TLS) has been u n j u s t i f i a b l y  

l e n i e n t  i n  i t s  t reatment  o f  d r i v e r s  who through care less  o r  reck less  

opera t ion  of  motor veh ic les  cause ser ious  t r a f f i c  crashes. Very 

l i t t l e  o b j e c t i v e  data, however, have been advanced i n  suppor t  o f  

those content ions.  Systematic s tudy o f  t h e  performance o f  t h e  TLS 

i n  apprehending, prosecut ing,  ad jud i ca t i ng ,  and sanc t i on ing  these 

a t - f a u l t  d r i v e r s  has so f a r  been minimal.  

The two o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h i s  e x p l o r a t o r y  s tudy were t o  ( 1 )  assess 

I s t a t e  and l o c a l  TLS reco rd  systems, and ( 2 )  develop est imates o f  t he  

frequency w i t h  which a t - f a u l  t d r i v e r s  a r e  charged, ad jud ica ted ,  and 

sanct ioned by elements o f  t he  TLS. 



1.2 Scope and Approach 

Th is  exp lo ra to ry  study was l i m i t e d  t o  examination of f o u r  record 

systems i n  one s t a t e  concerned w i t h  f a t a l  crashes and the d r i v e r s  

invo lved i n  them. The f i r s t  system examined was the  Michigan Fata l  

F i l e ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  mic ro f i lmed copies o f  po l  i c e  acc ident  repor ts  

maintained by the Michigan Department of  State Po l i ce  (DSP). The 

study popu la t i on  o f  d r i ve rs  was drawn from t h i s  record system. 

The second record system consis ted o f  computerized d r i v e r  records 

maintained by the Michigan Department o f  S ta te  (DOS). 

The t h i r d  consis ted of c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s ,  both manual and 

computerized, maintained by DSP. These were examined p r i m a r i l y  t o  

ob ta in  records o f  c r im ina l  and admin i s t ra t i ve  ac t ions  taken aga ins t  

d r i ve rs .  

The four th  system consis ted o f  p u b l i c  records maintained a t  

cour ts  o f  record  throughout Michigan. These supplemented the  o the r  

record systems and were examined t o  ob ta in  records o f  c r im ina l  

act ions . 
Fata l  t r a f f i c  crashes occu r r i ng  dur ing  calendar yea r  1972 i n  

Michigan were se lec ted  as the data base from which the study popula- 

t i o n  was drawn. Fata l  t r a f f i c  crashes were se lec ted  because these, 

as a  r u l e ,  rece ive  more a t t e n t i o n  from enforcement and ad jud i ca t i on  

agew ies  i n  terms o f  both i n v e s t i g a t i v e  d i l i g e n c e  and record  keeping. 

Calendar year  1972 was se lec ted  t o  bes t  accomodate two concerns: 

f i r s t ,  assur ing t h a t  enough t ime had elapsed s ince  the crashes so 

t h a t  j u d i c i a l  and admin i s t ra t i ve  proceedings would have been completed; 

and second, assur ing the  avai l a b i  1  i t y  o f  automated crash records. 

M i  ch i  gan was se lec ted  because several record  sys terns re1 a t i  ve t o  

Michigan are maintained by H S R I  and because o t h e r  Michigan record 

systems were made a v a i l a b l e  t o  HSRI .  I n  add i t i on ,  Michigan p o l i c e  

repor ts  and d r i v e r  records are considered among the  b e t t e r  record  

sys terns. 



Examination of  the  Michigan Fa ta l  F i l e  p rov ided  the  s e t  of 

d r i v e r s  i nvo l ved  i n  f a t a l  crashes. Dr ive rs  k i l l e d  i n  crashes were 

e l im ina ted  from the sample. For  each s u r v i v i n g  d r i v e r  the  p o l i c e  

r e p o r t  was again examined t o  determine whether t h a t  d r i v e r  had 

been charged w i t h  an acc ident -causat ive of fense a r i s i n g  o u t  o f  

the  f a t a l  crash involvement. 

The s tudy popu la t ion  was composed o f  two se ts  o f  d r i v e r s .  

One cons i s ted  o f  d r i v e r s  charged w i t h  acc ident -causat ive offenses. 

The second s e t  was a  s t r u c t u r e d  sample drawn from t h e  remaining 

s u r v i  v i ng  d r i v e r s  . Frequencies o f  c r im ina l  and admini s t r a t i  ve 

ac t i on  aga ins t  d r i v e r s  i n  each s e t  were ob ta ined  f rom da ta  con- 

t a i n e d  i n  the  record  systems. 

As t h i s  study progressed, a  general t r e n d  was noted t h a t  

conv ic t ions  f o r  t r a f f i c - r e 1  a ted  f e l o n i e s  were i n f r equen t .  Fu r the r  

study was there fo re  undertaken t o  ga in  g rea te r  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t he  

data. Two spec ia l  s tud ies  were undertaken: the  f i  r s t  i n v o l  ved 

assessment of the  presumed l e g a l  f a u l t  o f  se lec ted  d r i v e r s ;  t he  

second was a  l i m i t e d  f i e l d  s tudy aimed a t  examining i n  g r e a t e r  

d e t a i l  the  TLS responses t o  a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g  behavior .  

1.3 Report S t ruc tu re  

The main substance o f  t h i s  r e p o r t  i s  presented i n  f i v e  ma jo r  

sect ions. Sect ion 2.0, BACKGROUND, examines t he  TLS as an i n s t r u -  

ment o f  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  and descr ibes t he  reco rd  systems ma in ta ined  

by TLS elements. Sect ion 3.0, METHODS, exp la i ns  t he  s e l e c t i o n  o f  

the  study popu la t ion ,  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  data sources used, and des- 

c r ibes  the  two spec ia l  s tud ies .  Sect ion 4.0, RESULTS, presents  i n  

t a b u l a r  form the  p r i n c i p a l  f i n d i n g s  o f  t h i s  study. Sec t ion  5.0, 

DISCUSS ION,  compares ac tua l  performance as re f1  ec ted  by t h e  data 

w i t h  law-based performance c r i t e r i a .  Sect ion 6.0, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS, s ta tes  concl  usions regard ing  TLS performance, and 

presents recommendations f o r  f u t u r e  s tud ies .  



2.0 BACKGROUND 

I n  t h i s  sec t ion  the T r a f f i c  Law System (TLS) i s  def ined and 

i t s  f ou r  f i r s t - o r d e r  funct ions are se t  out.  Each o f  these func t ions ,  

as i t  r e l a t e s  t o  the con t ro l  o f  dangerous d r i v i n g  behavior r e s u l t i n g  

i n  the death of  another, i s  then discussed. The record systems 

maintained by TLS elements i n  support o f  t h e i r  operat ions are then 

descri  bed. 

2.1 The TLS: Descr ipt ion,  Components, and Functions 

The TLS may be described as the  major formal mechanism r e l i e d  

on by soc ie t y  t o  con t ro l  d r i v i n g  behavior. I t  cons is ts  of  four  

f i r s t - o r d e r  funct ions: law generation, enforcement, ad jud ica t ion ,  

and sanct ioning. Control  i s  exercised by the four TLS func t ions  

i n  a number of ways, one o f  which i s  t o  de ter  i n d i v i d u a l s  from 

engaging i n  dangerous d r i v i ng .  Deterrence i s  created by th rea t -  

ening those who d r i v e  dangerously w i t h  punishment, the cost  of  

which i s  expected t o  outweigh the expected bene f i t s  of  t h e i r  

dangerous d r i v i ng .  The u l t ima te  de ter ren t  t h r e a t  of the  TLS i s  

provided through the  sanct ioning func t ion .  

The Michigan TLS i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  o f  o ther  s tates.  It 

consis ts  of two p r i n c i p a l  subsystems: the  Cr iminal  J u s t i c e  System 

(CJS); and an admin i s t ra t i ve  system responsib le f o r  t he  l i c e n s i n g  

of d r ivers .  These are separate e n t i t i e s  b u t  they are interdependent. 

The fo l l ow ing  sect ions discuss the s p e c i f i c  tasks c a r r i e d  ou t  by 

the CJS and the admin i s t ra t i ve  system, and the  record systems 

generated by each i n  t he  course o f  t h e i r  operat ions. The four TLS 

funct ions prov ide the framework f o r  discussion. 

2.2 Law Generation 

Dangemus d r i v i n g  behavior t h a t  r e s u l t s  i n  the death o f  another 

i s  a v a l i d  sub jec t  o f  soc ia l  con t ro l .  This i s  recognized i n  laws 



d e f i n i n g  c e r t a i n  types o f  unsafe d r i v i n g  behav io r  and s p e c i f y i n g  

p e n a l t i e s  f o r  d r i v e r s  who engage i n  them. These laws t r e a t  many 

unsafe d r i v i n g  acts  as c r i m i n a l  o f fenses and a l s o  p rov ide  f o r  t he  

s a n c t i o n i n g  of  unsafe d r i v e r s  by a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  bodies. Laws a l s o  

f a c i l i t a t e  o v e r a l l  TLS opera t ion  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  reco rd  systems 

r e l a t i v e  t o  d r i v e r  behavior  and o f f i c i a l  a c t i o n  taken aga ins t  

d r i v e r s .  

2.2.1 Cr im ina l  Laws. Michigan law de f ines  a l l  moving t r a f f i c  

v i o l a t i o n s  as c r ' im ina l  o f fenses.  The g r e a t  m a j o r i t y  o f  these a re  

t r e a t e d  as misdemeanors , b u t  severa l  t r a f f i  c-re1 a t e d  offenses are 
c l a s s i f i e d  as fe lon ies.  The term " f e l ony "  i n c l  udes o f fenses  which 

under an unusual p r o v i s i o n  o f  Michigan law a r e  l a b e l l e d  "misdemeanors" 

b u t  a re  t r e a t e d  i n  every o t h e r  respec t  as f e l o n i e s ;  these of fenses, 

f o r  example, a re  t r i e d  i n  c i r c u i t  ( f e l o n y )  c o u r t s  i n  accordance w i t h  

r u l e s  of  procedure governing f e l ony  prosecut ions.  

The two c h i e f  f e l o n i e s  a r i s i n g  o u t  o f  a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g  t h a t  

r e s u l t s  i n  t he  death of  another  a re  manslaughter and n e g l i g e n t  

homicide. Those two o f fenses  a r e  the  c h i e f  focus o f  t h i s  s tudy.  

Other t r a f f i c - r e l a t e d  fe lon ies  i n c l  ude f e l on ious  d r i v i n g  and l e a v i n g  

t he  scene of t he  f a t a l  acc iden t .  

2.2.1.1 E l  ements o f  T r a f f i  c-Re1 a ted  Offenses. Cr im ina l  

o f fenses c o n s i s t  of severa l  elements t h a t  must be proved by t he  

s t a t e  beyond a reasonable doubt t o  ga in  a  conv i c t i on .  To c o n v i c t  

a  d r i v e r  o f  mans7 aughter o r  negl  i g e n t  homicide, t h r e e  elements 

must be es tab l i shed :  t he  death o f  another;  l e g a l  f a u l t  on t h e  

p a r t  o f  t he  d r i v e r ;  and causat ion.  

Categor ies o f  l e g a l  f a u l t  a r e  known as mental s t a tes .  These 

descr ibe t h e  l e g a l  e f f e c t  o f  a  person 's  dec is ions  w i t h  r espec t  t o  

t h e  r i s k  h i s  behav io r  poses t o  o thers .  The mental s t a t e s  a p p l i c a b l e  

t o  d r i v i n g  behav io r  a re  t he  f o l l o w i n g :  

0 i n t e n t ,  i n  which a d r i v e r  i n t ends ,  by h i s  dangerous 
d r i v i n g  behavior,  t o  k i l l  another  person; 



ross negl i ence (recklessness), in which a driver inten- 
'%-I-- t ~ o n a  y engages in dangerous driving behavior i n  disregard 

of a risk known to h i m  (or  so obvious to him that  he must 
have known i t ) ,  and so great as t o  make i t  highly probable 
tha t  harm would follow; and 

0 simple negligence (ordinary negligence), i n  which a driver 
engages i n  dangerous driving behavior that creates an 
unreasonable risk of death o r  injury t o  others. "Unreason- 
able risk" involves acting with a lesser degree of care 
than a hypothetical "reasonable" person would exercise 
under similar circumstances; this '  involves a determination 
of the severity and likelihood of harm posed by his driving, 
and his ab i l i ty  to  prevent that  ham from occurring. 

In addition to  the death of another and legal fau l t  on the part 
of the driver there must also ex is t  a direct causal connection between 
the dr iver 's  a t -faul t  behavior and the fa ta l i ty .  For example, 
speeding i s  normally considered at-faul t d r iv ing  behavior. I f ,  
however, a pedestrian were to  dart in front of the speeding vehicle 
and be fa ta l ly  struck, i t  would be the pedestrian's conduct--not 
that of the driver--that brought about the f a t a l i t y ,  and the dr iver ' s  
speeding would not be considered the legal cause. 

2 .2 .1 .2  Manslaughter. Manslaughter resulting from at-faul t 
d r i v i n g  i s  known as involuntary manslaughter. I t  i s  an unintentional 
ki l l  ing resulting from such unlawful acts as d r i v i n g  while intoxicated, 
or from gross negligence. I t  i s  punishable by maximum penal t i e s  of 
f if teen years' imprisonment,. a $7,500 f ine,  or both. 

2.2.1.3 Negligent Homicide. The d i f f icu l ty  of establishing 
the degree of negligence suff ic ient  to sustain a manslaughter convic- 
t ion, combined with pub1 i c  reluctance to sanction a driver so severely 
for  an act regarded by many as l ikely to happen t o  anyone, led to  
the creation of a lesser  offense known as negl i gent homici de. This 

offense requires only simple negl igence, and carr ies  less  severe 
maximum penal t i e s :  two years '  imprisonment, a $2,500 f ine ,  or  both. 



2.2.1.4 Felonious Driving and Leaving the Scene. In 
addition to  manslaughter and negl i gent homicide in Michigan there 
are two other t raff ic-related felonies. The f i r s t  of these, 
felonious driving, requires grossly negl igent driving that results 
in disabling injury t o  another. 

Leaving the scene, unlike the three other t r a f f i  c-re1 ated 
felonies, relates t o  postcrash behavior and does not require any 
driver f au l t  causing the crash. In crashes involving death or  
persona1 injury, a driver i s  required to stop, identify himself, 
and a s s i s t  in summoning aid for the crash victims. Failure to do 
so i s  a felony punishable by maximum penalties of two years' 
imprisonment, a $2,000 f ine,  or both. 

2.2.2 Laws Relating to Driver Licensing. Primary authority 
for  driver licensing i s  vested in the Michigan Department of State 
(DOS) , which has established an administrative system to  1 icense 
drivers , investigate driver competence and f i tness  , and take remedial 
action against those who cannot operate a vehicle safely. 

DOS i s  authorized by law to reexamine the f i tness  of certain 
drivers whose accident or violation records suggest an inabi l i ty  - 
t o  drive safely,  including any driver involved in a fatal  crash. A 
reexamination i s  an interview in which a dr iver ' s  t r a f f i c  record 
i s  evaluated and discussed, and his driving ab i l i t y  assessed. A 
variety of corrective measures may be taken by DOS following 

\ 
reexamination. 

Mi chigan law provides for  mandatory 1 icense suspension for  
drivers convicted of any of the t raff ic-related felonies discussed 
in th is  section. Another provision of law requires a driver to  
prove his future financial responsi bil i ty--either by obtaining 
l i a b i l i t y  insurance or by posting a bond--in the event a c iv i l  
judgment was rendered against and  not fu l ly  sa t i s f ied  by h i m .  



2 . 2 . 3  Laws Re la t i ng  t o  Record-Keeping by TLS Elements. Three 

p r o v i s i o n s  of  Y ich igan law mandate t he  estab l ishment  o f  c e n t r a l  

record  systems r e l a t i n g  t o  TLS a c t i v i t y .  The f i r s t  o f  these requ i res  

p o l i c e  o f f i c e r s  t o  forward t o  DSP w r i t t e n  repo r t s  o f  t r a f f i c  crashes 

i n v o l  v i n g  f a t a l  i t i e s ,  i n j u r i e s ,  o r  p roper ty  damage i n  excess o f  $200. 

The second p r o v i s i o n  requ i res  cour ts  o f  record  t o  fo rward  t o  DOS 

a b s t r a c t s  of a1 1  conv i c t i ons  f o r  t r a f f i c - r e 1  a ted  of fenses. The t h i r d  

r equ i res  p o l i c e  agencies t o  forward t o  DSP records of f e l ony  and 

c e r t a i n  misdemeanor a r r e s t s ,  imposes a  duty  on cou r t s  o r  p o l i c e  

agencies t o  i n f o r m  DSP o f  t he  outcomes of those a r r e s t s ,  and requ i res  

DSP t o  ma in ta i n  records o f  a r r e s t s  and subsequent l e g a l  proceedings. 

2.3 Enforcement 

The enforcement func t ion  inc ludes  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  f a t a l  crashes, 

apprehension o f  a t - f a u l  t i n v o l v e d  d r i v e r s ,  and c o l l e c t i o n  o f  data 

r e l a t i n g  t o  crashes. 

A d r i v e r  may be charged as t he  r e s u l t  o f  t he  f a t a l  crash 

involvement i n  e i t h e r  o f  two ways: f i r s t ,  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  o f f i c e r s  

may a r r e s t  o r  c i t e  him f o r  an o f f ense  a t  the  crash scene; and 

second, t he  p rosecu t ing  a t t o rney  may e i t h e r  a t  t he  request  o f  

i n v e s t i g a t i n g  o f f i c e r s ,  o r  independent ly ,  seek from the  c o u r t  a 

warrant  f o r  t he  d r i v e r ' s  a r r e s t .  I n  t he  case o f  f e l o n i e s ,  t h e  a c t  

o f  charging, i .e., issuance o f  an a r r e s t  warrant,  may occur  days 

and even weeks a f t e r  t he  crash. 

2.4 Ad jud i ca t i on  and Sanc t ion ing  

The a d j u d i c a t i o n  and sanc t i on ing  f unc t i ons  i n c l u d e  de te r -  

m ina t ion  o f  whether p r o h i b i t e d  d r i v i n g  behav io r  had occur red  and 

the  u l t i m a t e  TLS response in tended t o  de te r  f u t u r e  p r o h i b i t e d  conduct. 

An a t - f a u l  t d r i v e r  may, i n  a  g iven  case, be ad jud i ca ted  and 

sanct ioned by t he  CJS, t he  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  system, o r  both. 



2.4.1 By the CJS. The principal stages of the CJS proceeding 
include preliminary steps to determine the legal basis for charges 
brought against the driver, a t r ia l  t o  determine guilt  or innocence, 
and sentencing. 

The principal ways of terminating a CJS proceeding before t r i a l  
are dismissal and plea. Dismissal i s  a determination of no legal 
guil t  made by the judge or prosecuting attorney, usually because 
a weak or baseless case exists in support of the charges. 

The great majority of convictions are the result of pleas of 
guilty or - no10 contendere rather t h a n  verdicts of judges or juries. 
Sanctions imposed upon convicted drivers include: payment of fines 
and  costs; probation, the terms of which often res t r ic t  driving or 
drinking; and confinement t o  jai l  or prison. 

2 .4 .2  By the Administrative System. The principal steps in 
an administrati ve proceeding are reexamination and sanctioning. 
I n  some instances, especially following conviction o f  a t raff ic-  
related felony, sanctions are imposed directly by force of law; 
most drivers, however, are brought t o  the attention of DOS as the 
result of accident involvement or convictions for traffic-re1 ated 
offenses suggesting an inability t o  drive safely. These drivers 
are reexamined and, where appropriate, sanctions are imposed. 

Administrative sanctions are aimed a t  removjng unfit drivers 
from the road and are therefore limited in their  effect t o  driver 
1 icensing. These include: mandatory group or individual instruc- 
tion ; referral t o  county driver safety school ; driving restrictions 
such as travel t o  and from work; and license suspension or revocation. 
DOS may, however, choose n o t  t o  impose any sanctions following 
reexamination. 

2.5 Record Systems Maintained by TLS Elements 

Three central record systems contain data relating t o  TLS 

activity. Two of them, the Michigan Fa ta l  File and the WS driver 



records, were establ ished for the specific requirements of the 
TLS; a t h i rd ,  the DSP criminal history f i l e s ,  was established 
for  general CJS use. 

A fourth record system, consisting of pub1 ic records of court 
proceedings, i s  maintained local ly a t  courts of record. 

2.5.1 Michigan Fatal File. The Michigan Fatal File consists 
of microfilmed copies of pol ice reports of fatal  t r a f f i c  accidents, 
made available t o  HSRI by DSP. The 1972 f i l e  was examined in this  
study to obtain data relating to  driver crash involvement, survival, 
and i n i t i a l  charging, by pol ice.  

Police accident reports are  submitted in accordance w i t h  s t a t e  
1 aw by investigating pol ice agencies, using standard forms per- 
scribed by DSP. There were two standard forms used in Michigan in 
1972. The f i r s t  of these, known as the UD-10, was used by police 
agencies outside the City of Detroit. 

In  addition to  entries identifying the involved drivers and 
vehicles, noting casualties,  and describing the crash i t s e l f ,  the 
UD-10 contained several boxes in which entr ies  relating to  at-faul t  
driving and TLS response appeared. These included: 

a the "hazardous violation" box, noting driving behavior 
deemed by i nvesti gating off icers  to have contributed to  
the crash, whether or not charges were brought; 

a the "police action" boxes, noting whether any charges 
were brought against the involved drivers,  and if  so, 
whether those charges involved hazardous (accident- 
causative) driving behavior; 

0 the "charge" box, specifying the charges brought against 
the involved drivers; and 

a the "charging status" boxes, noting whether the crash 
investigation had been closed or remained open. 



The form used by the Detroit Police Department provided essentially 
the same information as did the UD-10, b u t  w i t h  minor differences 
in format. 

Some police reports contained in the Michigan Fatal File,  
especially those submitted by Michigan State Police posts, were 
accompanied by narrative supplements. Some of these supplements 
carried entr ies  noting subsequent TLS action, including final CJS 
dispositions. 

2 . 5 . 2  DOS Driver Records. DOS maintains for  every driver 
licensed in i4ichigan, and for  every unlicensed resident involved 
in a crash or  convicted of a t raff ic-related offense, a computerized 
driver record. Three main categories of entr ies  appear on these 
records : 

0 crash involvement entr ies ,  which include the date and 
place of the crash, and the number of casualties;  

a conviction entr ies ,  which include in addition to the 
offense and date of conviction, the date and place of 
the dr iver 's  arrest  or c i ta t ion;  and 

0 DOS action entr ies ,  which describe the action taken, 
and i t s  effective dates ( i  .e. , length of 1 icense 
suspension). 

2 . 5 . 3  OSP Criminal History Files. DSP maintains criminal 
history f i l e s  of persons convicted of criminal offenses in Michigan. 
These f i l e s ,  which are b o t h  computerized and manual, consist of 
a r res t  and disposition records submitted to DSP in accordance with 
s t a t e  law by police agencies and courts of record. 

Not every arrest  and disposition can be found in these f i l e s .  
Arrest records of acquitted suspects without prior criminal hi s tor ies  
are expunged; and arrests  for minor offenses--including t ra f f ic -  
related mi sdemeanors--often are e i ther  omitted or placed into a 
general category called "Traffic Offenses." The criminal history 
f i l e  contains two main types of data: f i r s t ,  the date of a r res t ,  
the arresting agency, and the i n i t i a l  charge; the second, the final 
CJS disposition including ( in  cases of conviction) the sentence. 



2.5.4 Court Records. CJS proceedings in Michigan are  con- 
ducted i n  one of two court systems: c i rcu i t  (felony) courts; and 
d i s t r i c t  (misdemeanor) courts. Public records of a l l  cases are main- 
tained by the clerk of the court that  heard the case, normally the 
court f o r  the c i rcu i t  o r  d i s t r i c t  in which the crash took place. 

Court records include: the charge brought against the driver; 
a chronology of court proceedings in that  case; notions made by 
both sides;  testimony taken a t  key stages of the case; and the final 
disposition. 

2.6 Limitations of the Data Sources 

The data developed i n  t h i s  study, especially the frequency data 
relating to charging and to final dispositions, were obtained from 
the record systems discussed i n  the previous section. Limitations 
of these record systems are discussed in the fol lowing sections. 

2.6.1 Michigan Fatal File. Police reports of fatal  t r a f f i c  
crashes were used for  a variety of purposes in th i s  study, including 
selection of the study population, identification of charged drivers,  
and determination of apparent driver chargeabil i ty. 

The Michigan Fatal File reports proved adequate for  determi- 
nation of driver involvement and survival,  the i n i t i a l  steps in 
selection of the study population. They were, however, somewhat 
deficient for  several other purposes. 

Firs t  of a l l ,  about one-fifth of the pol ice reports on f i l e  
involved "open" cases ( in  which the police report noted an investi- 
gation was s t i l l  i n  progress) and cases in which i t  could not be 
concluded from the police report that  the investigation had been 
closed. In each of those cases, felony charges could have been 
brought following submission of the pol ice report. Some "open" 
cases, as we1 1 as two cases that  apparently were closed, d i d  resul t  
i n  felony charges that  were not noted on police reports; i t  follows 
that  an unknown number of other cases m i g h t  have involved felony 
charges that were not disclosed by the available record systems. 



A second limitation involved misplaced, incomplete, and missing 
charging data. This Iimitaticn resulted in more than one-sixth of 
the i n i t i a l  charges having t o  be determined by inference from 
available information appearing on the pol ice report. The most 
common irregular i ty  was the apparent placement of charging data in 
the "Hazardous Action" box rather than the "Charge" box (see section 
2.5.1). Charging data were especially d i f f i cu l t  t o  obtain from 
reports submitted by the Detroit Police Department: i n  some cases the 
ent i re  back page (which contains the "Charge" box) was omitted from 
the Michigan Fatal File; in others, misdemeanor t r a f f i c  charges were 
referred t o  by Detroit Traffic Code citations rather than by name. 

Final ly , narrative descriptions and crash scene diagrams accom- 
panying some pol ice reports were incomplete or misleading. 

2 .6 .2  DOS Driver Records. Driver records maintained by WS 
were examined primarily t o  obtain final CJS and administrative 
system action against drivers. I t  was assumed that  these records, 
being so widely used by TLS elements, would provide the most com- 
plete disposition data of the four record systems. 

Driver records were available for  between eighty-five and ninety 
percent of the members of both sets .  Some of the missing records 
involved residents of s ta tes  other than Michigan for  whom DOS keeps 
no driver records ; among Michigan drivers the percentage of avai 1 able 
records exceeded ninety-five percent. 

The completeness and accuracy of the administrative disposition 
data could not be determined because there was no collateral  source 
for  comparison. 

Serious d i  screpanci es , however, were discovered between CJS 
disposition data appearing on driver records and combined disposition 
data appearing on a11 four sources. The limitation of driver records 
appeared especially serious with regard to  felony convictions; fewer 
than half of the recorded manslaughter o r  negligent homicide con- 
v ic t ims  were entered on the respective driver records. 



2.6.3 DSP Criminal H i s to ry  F i l es .  DSP c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  

were examined p r i m a r i l y  t o  ob ta in  felony charges and convic t ions t h a t  

were n o t  recorded on the o ther  data sources. It was n o t  an t i c i pa ted  

t h a t  misdemeanor t r a f f i c  offenses would be recorded w i t h  any con- 

s i s tency on these f i 1 es. 

DSP f i l e s  were the sole source of approximately ten percent o f  

the fe lony  charges, and f i f t e e n  percent o f  the fe lony convic t ions,  

obtained from the fou r  record systems combined. 

As was the  case w i t h  the DOS d r i v e r  records, however, ser ious 

discrepancies were discovered between CJS d i spos i t i on  data appearing 

on DSP f i l e s  and combined d i spos i t i on  data appearing on a1 1 f o u r  

records. Again, fewer than h a l f  o f  the recorded manslaughter o r  

neg l igent  homicide convic t ions were entered on the respect ive  

c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s .  

2.6.4 Court Contacts. The d i spos i t i on  o f  every case i n v o l v i n g  

an i n i t i a l  charge o f  manslaughter o r  neg l igent  homicide was sought 

through accident repo r t  supplements, DOS d r i v e r  records, and DSP 

c r im ina l  h i  s to ry  f i l e s .  These three sources combined provided 

about three- four ths o f  the case d ispos i t ions .  I n  the remaining 

cases i t  was necessary t o  contact  the appropr iate cou r t  of record 

t o  ob ta in  the f i n a l  d i spos i t i on .  

The appropriate cour t  was usua l l y  the  c i r c u i t  cou r t  covering 

the county i n  which the crash occurred; i n  D e t r o i t ,  the  appropr iate 

cou r t  was Recorder's Court. The cour ts  f o r  D e t r o i t  and surrounding 

Wayne County were contacted i n  person; cour ts  elsewhere i n  Michigan 

were contacted by telephone. Some o f  these contacts had been made 

e a r l i e r  i n  connection w i t h  the four teen f i e l d  s tud ies  t o  be discussed 

i n  Sections 3.2.5 and 3.3.2. 

Nearly f o r t y - f i v e  percent o f  the miss ing d i spos i t i ons  were 

obtained through in-person o r  telephone contacts w i t h  cour ts .  Most 

o f  the cases f o r  which in fo rmat ion  could no t  be obta ined invo lved 

crashes i n  D e t r o i t  o r  Wayne County. Recorder's Court, the  fe lony  



court fo r  the ci ty  of Detroit, was unable t o  provide any data on 
the dispositions sought in connection w i t h  t h i s  study. 

2 . 6 . 5  Information Transfers Within the TLS. The chief record 
system relied on by elements of the TLS i s  the driver record system, 
which i s  described 'in section 2 . 5 . 2 .  Driver records are assembled 
from several sources, including DSP, courts of record, and DOS 

i t s e l f .  Their completeness and accuracy largely depend upon how well 
information i s  transferred from these sources t o  DOS headquarters. 

Entries relating t o  administrative action by DOS are transmitted 
by the DOS unit that took action to  the DOS unit responsible for  
maintaining the driver records. More than eighty percent of the 
driver records of members of the charged and reference sets indicated 
that some k ind  of administrative action had been taken. Of those 
records carrying no entries reflecting administrative action, most 
were believed to ref lect  DOS decisions not t o  take action, rather 
than fai lure  by DOS t o  report the actions i t  had taken. There being 
no collateral  source of administrative disposition data against which 
the DOS records could be compared, the completeness and accuracy of 
driver records cannot be measured. I t  i s  believed, though, that 
between 90 and 100 percent of the driver records correctly reflected 
administrative dispositions. 

Entries reflecting final CJS action are transmitted by courts 
of record to MS. Under Michigan law only convictions of t r a f f i c -  
related offenses are required to be forwarded, and only convictions 
of those offenses appear on driver records. Even so, driver records 
reflected 1 ess than ha1 f the mans1 aughter and negl igent homicide 
convictions that  were obtained from the four record systems combined. 
In a few cases, the disposition that  was recorded on the driver 
record differed from the disposition entered in the court records 
for that particular driver. 



Three factors suggest t h a t  courts may be responsible for the 
failure of convictions t o  appear on driver records. First, traffic- 
related felonies make u p  a small part of the caseload of circuit 
(felony) courts. There are fifty-one such courts in Michigan, and 

these together handle no more t h a n  200 such felony cases per year. 
The relative rarity of these cases might result in inattention t o ,  
or unawareness of, reporting requirements on the part of court 
personnel. Second, DSP criminal history files recorded an even lower 
percentage of felony dispositions than did the DOS driver records. 
Since one entity charged with reporting such da t a  is  the court 
system, i t  may be assumed t h a t  courts are partially responsible for 
nonreporting of such d a t a .  This in turn suggests failures by courts 
t o  report the same d a t a  t o  DOS. Third, other data--crash involvement 
and DOS action--appear much more regularly on driver records than do 

convictions, even though they, t o o ,  are usually submitted by local 
authorities. 



3.0 METHODS 

This section describes how the study population was selected, 
how TLS records were analyzed, and how two special studies of selected 
cases were conducted. 

3.1 Selection of the Study Population 

The population of cases selected for  th i s  study consisted of 
1,997 fatal  t r a f f i c  crashes that occurred in Plichi gan during calendar 
year 1972. Microfilmed copies of the pol ice reports of those crashes 
contained in the Michigan Fatal File were examined for  driver crash 
invol vernent , survival , i n i t i a l  charges, and whether investigation of 
the crash had been closed. 

3.1.1 Identification of Drivers Involved i n  Fatal .Crashes. 
Names of a11 drivers involved in fatal  t r a f f i c  crashes were obtained 
from the pol ice reports. In 1972 there occurred a total  of 1,997 
fatal  crashes in which 2,259 persons were kil led.  Analysis of 
police reports from those crashes revealed that  2,909 drivers were 
i nvol ved. 

3.1.2 Identification of Surviving Involved Drivers. Drivers 
who died i n  crashes and therefore could not be affected by any 
deterrent effects  of TLS act ivi ty  were removed from the study popula- 
t i in .  Of the 2,909 invol ved drivers,  548 were shown by pol ice reports 
to  have died i n  crashes. Elimination of the deceased drivers reduced 
the study population to  2,361 surviving involved drivers. 

3.1.3 Identification of Charged Drivers. Police reports were 
examined to  determine whether any involved surviving drivers had 
been charged w i t h  t raff ic-related offenses arising out of the fatal  
crash involvement. Examination of pol ice reports showed that  300 

drivers had been charged, or were highly l ikely to  have been charged, 
w i t h  some offense arising out of t h e i r  crash involvement. 



Some o f  the 300 cases, however, invo lved offenses r e l a t i n g  t o  

conduct having no re1 a t i o n  t o  precrash d r i v e r  f a u l t ;  these offenses 

inc luded leav ing  the  scene, which r e l a t e s  t o  postcrash behavior;  and 

1  icensing,  r e g i s t r a t i o n ,  and insurance v i o l a t i o n s .  Because these 

offenses were n o t  acc i  dent-causat i  ve, d r i v e r s  charged w i t h  them d i d  

no t  p r o p e r l y  belong w i t h  those charged w i t h  hazardous precrash 

d r i v i n g  behavior. A t o t a l  of twelve d r i v e r s  were charged w i t h  

offenses n o t  c l a s s i f i e d  as accident-causat ive; t h e i r  e l i m i n a t i o n  

reduced the  "charged" d r i v e r  s e t  t o  288 members. 

3.1.4 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  D r i ve rs  i n  the  Charged Set. Members 

o f  t he  charged d r i  ver  s e t  were p l  aced i n  one o f  th ree  categor ies,  

depending on whether felony charges, i .e. , mans1 aughter, negl i g e n t  

homicide, o r  fe lonious d r i v i n g ,  were brought. The f i r s t  , category, 

Dr ivers  Charged w i t h  Felonies, consis ted of a l l  d r i v e r s  charged a t  

some stage w i t h  one of the  th ree  t r a f f i c - r e 1  ated fe lon ies .  

The second category, D r i ve rs  Charged w i t h  Misdemeanors, Felony 

Charges Possible, consis ted o f  d r i v e r s  charged w i t h  misdemeanors 

i n  cases where i t  cou ld  n o t  be concluded t h a t  t he  crash i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

was closed. I n  each o f  these cases the  p o s s i b i l i t y  e x i s t e d  t h a t  

f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  1  eadi ng t o  fe lony charges woul d  take place. 

The t h i r d  category, Dr ivers  Charged w i t h  Misdemeanors Only, 

consis ted of d r i v e r s  charged w i t h  misdemeanor t r a f f i c  offenses i n  

cases where the crash i n v e s t i g a t i o n  had apparent ly  been closed by 

the i n v e s t i g a t i n g  p o l i c e  agency. The determinat ion whether an 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  had been c losed was made from a l l  a v a i l a b l e  in fo rmat ion  

appearing on the  po l  i c e  repo r t .  

3 . 1 . 5  Construct ion o f  the  Reference Set o f  Dr ivers .  I n  

recogn i t i on  of the  f a c t  t h a t  p o l i c e  repo r t s  do n o t  f u l l y  r e f l e c t  

TLS response t o  a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g ,  a  sample was taken among s u r v i v i n g  

invo lved d r i v e r s  apparent ly  n o t  charged w i t h  acc i  dent-causat i  ve 

offenses t o  determine the frequency o f  c r i m i n a l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

ac t i on  against  them. 



A t o t a l  o f  2,073 s u r v i v i n g  d r i v e r s  were apparen t l y  n o t  charged 

w i t h  a c c i  dent -causat i  ve of fenses a r i s i n g  o u t  o f  t h e i r  f a t a l  crash 

involvement.  Th is  group o f  d r i v e r s  was t oo  l a r g e  t o  be examined 

f o r  charges and d i s p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  same manner as was t he  charged 

se t ,  so a  s t r u c t u r e d  sample o f  d r i v e r s  was taken. Every t e n t h  

acc iden t  r e p o r t  was se lec ted  and r e p o r t s  o f  crashes hav ing no 

s u r v i v i n g  d r i v e r s  o r  charged s u r v i v i n g  d r i v e r s  were a e l im ina ted .  A 

t o t a l  o f  253 d r i v e r s  were selected. The purpose o f  t h e  sampling 

process was t o  ob ta i n  a  sma l l e r  and more manageable d r i v e r  s e t  which 

a t  t he  same t ime was rep resen ta t i ve  o f  a l l  d r i v e r s  i n  t h i s  group. 

Since t he  de r i ved  s e t  was a r ep resen ta t i ve  sample, f i n d i n g s  ob ta ined  

from i t  cou ld  be ex t rapo la ted  over  the  e n t i r e  group o f  d r i v e r s ;  t he  

ex t rapo la ted  r e s u l t s  could,  i n  t u rn ,  be used t o  develop da ta  r e l a t i v e  

t o  the  e n t i  r e  s tudy popul a t i o n .  

Th is  re fe rence  s e t  cons is ted  o f  t h r e e  c lasses o f  d r i v e r s :  those 

c l e a r l y  n o t  a t  f a u l t ;  those who, accord ing t o  p o l  i c e  repo r t s ,  were n o t  

charged w i t h  acc i  dent -causat i  ve o f fenses  ; and those i n  which t h e  crash 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  had n o t  been c losed by i n v e s t i g a t i n g  po l  i c e  agency, 

a l though i t  appeared from the  p o l i c e  repo r t s  t h a t  f u r t h e r  a c t i o n  was 

u n l i k e l y .  

3.1.6 C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  D r i v e r s  i n  t h e  Reference Set. D r i ve rs  

p laced  i n  t h e  re ference s e t  were assigned t o  ca tegor ies  depending 

on whether fe lony charges had been brought ,  o r  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  

e x i s t e d  t h a t  they  would be brought. 

The f i r s t  category,  D r i ve rs  Charged w i t h  Felon ies,  cons i s ted  

of d r i v e r s  who according t o  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s  were n o t  charged w i t h  

fe lon ies ,  b u t  who were i d e n t i f i e d  by c o l l a t e r a l  sources as hav ing 

been charged. 

The second category,  D r i ve rs  Not Charged w i t h  Fe lon ies ,  Felony 

Charges Poss ib le ,  cons i s ted  o f  two c lasses o f  d r i v e r s :  d r i v e r s  i n  

cases i n  which the  crash i n v e s t i g a t i o n  was no ted  as s t i l l  "open"; 

and cases i n  which i t  cou ld  n o t  be concluded t h a t  t he  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  



had been closed. In each of these cases the possibil i ty existed that  
further investigation 1 eading to felony charges would take place. 
This possibi l i ty  was be1 ieved to be remote, however, in contrast t o  
the somewhat similar cases placed in the charged se t .  

The th i rd  category, Drivers Not Charged w i t h  Felonies, Closed 
Cases, consisted of three cl asses of dri vers : those charged with 
offenses other than accident-causative, including leaving the scene; 

4 

those not charged following a crash investigation closed by the 
investigating police agency; and those in which an involved driver 
was, on the basis of information appearing on the police report, 
clearly not a t  fau l t .  

3.2 Examination of Data Sources 

Data dealing w i t h  i n i t i a l  charges and final CJS and administrative 
dispositions were obtained from the four record systems described in 
Section 2.5. The principal source of in i t i a l  charging data was the 
Michigan Fatal Fi le ,  the use of which was described i n  Section 3.1. 
The chief sources of CJS disposition data were DOS driver records, 
DSP criminal history f i l e s ,  and direct contacts w i t h  courts of 
record. Administrative disposition data were obtained from a single 
source, DOS driver records. Some over1 ap among these f i l e s  was 
discovered in the course of th i s  study. 

3.2.1 Michigan Fatal File. This data source and i t s  employment 
to  obtain in i t i a l  charging data are described in Section 3.1. 

3.2.2 DOS Driver Records. Available DOS driver records for  the 
en t i re  se t  of charged drivers,  and the en t i re  s e t  of reference 
se t ,  were examined. Entries relating to action by the CJS, namely 
convictions for t ra f f  ic-related offenses arising out of the 
drivers ' fatal  crash invol vement , were recorded. Entries re1 ating 
t o  administrative action by DOS, stemming from the fatal  crash and 

events arising o u t  of i t ,  were similarly recorded. 



DOS driver records could not  be examined for  two ciasses of 
drivers: residents of s ta tes  other than Michigan; and Michigan 
residents for whom no record was available, presumably due to the 
driver 's  death or departure from Michigan, or  some unknown system 
error. 

3 . 2 . 3  DSP Criminal Histories. Available DSP criminal histories 
for  the ent i re  charged driver se t ,  and for  the ent i re  reference se t ,  
were examined. Arrests for  traffic-related offenses arising out of 
the drivers '  fatal  crash involvement, and CJS dispositions of those 
charges, were recorded. The information obtained here supplemented 
in i t i a l  charging data from the Michigan Fatal Fi le ,  and CJS dispo- 
s i t ion,  data from DOS driver records, respectively. 

3 . 2 . 4  Direct Contact w i t h  Courts of Record. In every case i n  

which a felony charge was brought, b u t  the disposition of the charge 
was not available from record systems, the appropriate court of record 
was contacted to obtain the missing disposition data. Court contacts 
were not made to  obtain missing dispositions of misdemeanor charges. 

3.2.5 Fie1 d Studies. Fourteen drivers charged with felonies 
were selected from the charged driver se t  for in-depth study of the 
CJS proceedings brought against them. Data obtained from physical 
searches of court records were combined with available record system 
data to develop narrative accounts of each case. These will be 
discussed further in Section 3 . 3 . 2 .  

3 . 2 . 6  Data Overlap Among Record Systems. In the course of 
this  study two areas of overlap among the data were found. The 
f i r s t  of these. involved the appearance of multiple entries relating 
to the same charge or disposition, such as a manslaughter conviction 
appearing on the DOS driver record and DSP criminal history f i l e  
for  a given driver. 

The second area involved the appearance of charging or  dis- 
positi,on data outside the i r  principal sources. As noted i n  Section 



2.5.1 , some pol ice reports were accompanied by narrative supplements 
that contained CJS disposition data. On the other hand, some in i t i a l  
charges not appearing on police reports were entered on DSP criminal 
history f i l e s ;  s t i l l  other in i t i a l  charges were inferrable from the 
appearance of felony convictions on DOS driver records. 

3 . 3  Special Studies 

Two special studies were undertaken to gain greater insight 
into the data developed by the methods outlined in Section 3.2; 
these were an assessment of the presumed legal fau l t  of selected 
drivers, and an in-depth f ie ld  study of CJS proceedings. 

3.3.1 Assessment of Driver Fault. In recognition of the 
likelihood that  some drivers who engage in dangerous driving behavior 
resulting in the death of  another are not charged, or are charged 
w i t h  offenses less serious than those prescribed by law, the presumed 
legal fau l t  of a sample of drivers was determined. 

From both the charged driver se t  and the reference s e t ,  one-in- 
five driver samples were drawn. The pol ice report for  each selected 
case was reviewed by an attorney, and a subjective estimate was made 
of the dr iver 's  level of presumed legal fau l t ,  based on a1 1 available 
information appearing on the report. The purpose of th is  procedure 
was not t o  determine the gui l t  of any driver,  b u t  rather to identify 
cases in which CJS action to determine gu i l t  or innocence was believed 
t o  be warranted. The standard applied in determining legal fau l t  was 

\ 

one of probable cause; i f  there existed a reasonable ground of 
suspicion, supported by circumstances suff ic ient ly  strong in them- 
sel ves , to warrant a cautious person ' s  be1 ieving the involved driver 
to be guilty of a t raff ic-related felony, then that  driver was 
presumed t o  be a t  fault--and therefore chargeable--with that  offense. 

The probable-cause requirement fo r  charging a driver w i t h  a 
t raff ic-related felony i s  less stringent than the requirement of 
proof beyond a reasonable doubt fo r  conviction of such an offense. 



A d r i v e r  charegeable w i t h  an offense, therefore, i s  n o t  necessar i l y  

g u i l t y  o f  t h a t  offense. 

Dr ivers  i n  each subset were c l a s s i f i e d  as fo l lows:  Chargeable 

w i t h  Manslaughter; Chargeable w i t h  Negl igent  Homicide; Not Chargeable; 

and Unable t o  Determine. 

3.3.2 F i e l d  Studies. The f i e l ' d  s tudies o u t l i n e d  i n  Sect ion 

3.2.5 were aimed a t  ga in ing  greater  i n s i g h t  i n t o  TLS response, 

through the  CJS, t o  a t - f a u l  t d r i v i n g  r e s u l t i n g  i n  f a t a l  crashes. 

Fourteen cases a r i s i n g  out  o f  f a ta l  crashes i n  southeastern 

Michigan, i n  which the  invo lved d r i v e r  was charged w i t h  a felony, 

were se lec ted  fo r  study. Court f i l e s  o f  the CJS 'proceedings i n  

each o f  these cases were phys i ca l l y  searched, and a l l  d e t a i l s  

r e l a t i n g  t o  CJS ac t ion ,  and t o  the f a c t s  and circumstances surrounding 

the  crash, were noted. I n  some cases, law enforcement and c o u r t  

personnel were interviewed. These data were combined w i t h  those 

appearing on p o l i c e  repor ts  and DOS d r i v e r  records and reduced t o  

n a r r a t i v e  sumnaries, which are contained i n  Appendix A t o  t h i s  repor t .  

The case se lec t i on  method f o r  these f i e l d  s tud ies  was n o t  a 

sampling approach; the case studies are the re fo re  n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

representat ive.  The f ind ings  of the study taken as a whole, however, 

do no t  suggest t h a t  these case s tud ies  are a t y p i c a l .  Thus, the  

case s tud ies  are  viewed as usefu l  i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of TLS ac t ion .  



4.0 RESULTS 

As i nd i ca ted  i n  the previous sect ion,  examinations o f  a v a i l a b l e  

record system information and the  two specia l  s tudies were conducted 

t o  develop a data base from which the  adequacy o f  the  TLS response 

t o  a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g  and the manner i n  which the TLS disposed o f  such 

cases cou ld  be estimated. The r e s u l t s  of those examinations and 

spec ia l  s tudies are sumnarized here. 

4.1 Charging o f  Invo lved Dr ivers  

Charging data fo r  invo lved d r i v e r s  were obta ined from the 

Michigan Fata l  F i l e ,  DOS d r i v e r  records, and DSP c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  

f i l e s .  Because examination o f  f e lony  charge d i spos i t i ons  was 

necessary t o  the aims o f  t h i s  study, charged d r i v e r s  from both the 

charged and reference sets were combined and analyzed as one group. 

Combined charging data from these record  systems f o r  t h e  charged 

d r i v e r  se t  and f o r  the reference s e t  are summarized i n  Table 4-1. 

I n d i v i d u a l  case data upon which these summary tab les  are  based a re  

contained i n  Appendices B and C. 

4.1.1 Categories of Charges. For the  purposes o f  t h i s  study, 

charges were organized i n t o  f i v e  cate!ories: 

Felonies, cons i s t i ng  o f  manslaughter, neg l i gen t  homicide, 
m n i o u s  d r i v i ng .  

Class A Misdemeanors , c o n s i s t i n g  o f  offenses o r  combinations 
o f  offenses i n d i c a t i n g  a reck less o r  g ross l y  neg l i gen t  

' mental s ta te .  Such a mental s t a t e  coupled w i t h  a death 
r e s u l t i n g  from a crash cou ld  r e s u l t  i n  a manslaughter charge. 

Class B Misdemeanors, c o n s i s t i n g  o f  offenses o r  combinations 
o f  offenses i n d i c a t i n g  a n e g l i g e n t  mental s t a t e .  Such a - - 
mental s t a t e  coupled w i t h  a death r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  a crash 
could r e s u l t  i n  a neg l i gen t  homicide charge. 

D r ink ing IDr i v ing  Offenses, cons i s t i ng  o f  t he  two a lcoho l -  
re1 ated charges recognized by Michigan 1 aw: d r i v i n g  under 
the in f luence o f  a lcohol  (DUIL) and the  l e s s e r  o f fense of 
d r i v i n g  w h i l e  impaired (DWI ) .  Neit jher o f fense by i t s e l f  



TABLE 4-1 

SUMMARY OF CHARGES 

Charge Number of Drivers 
Charged Driver Set Reference Set 

Felonies: 

Mans1 aughter 
Negl i gent Homi ci de 
Felonious Driving 

C l  ass A Misdemeanors 
Reckless Driving 11 
Left of Center/Careless Driving 1 

Class B Misdemeanors 

Failure t o  Signal 
Speed Violations (speed too  fast 

or violation of basic speed law) 18 
Fai 1 ure t o  Y i el d 25 
Driving Left of Center 16 
Careless Driving 16 
Disobey Traffic Control Device 

or S top  Sign 1 2  
Improper Passing 2 
Improper Turn 2 
Improper Start 1 
Leaving Curb Without Safe 

Observation 1 
Equipment Violations 1 
Improper Parking 1 
Riding Snowmobile on Shoulder 1 

Drinking/Driving Violations 
( D U I L  or DWI) 9 

Unspecified Hazardous Viol ations 4 

Not Charged With Accident-Causat ive 249 
Offenses - - 

TOTAL 2 88 253 



indicates negl i gence; however, d r i n k i n g  i s  a factor 
leading to  the determination of a driver 's  mental s t a t e .  
Unspecified Hazardous Violations, consisting of cases in 
which the pol ice report indicated the driver was cited 
for  a hazardous violation, b u t  did not specify the charge. 

In some instances mu1 t ip l e  charges were brought against individual 
drivers. In those cases only the most serious charge was counted in 
the to ta l s ;  l ess  serious offenses and offenses which were not accident- 
causative, including leaving the scene, were omitted from the count. 

4.1.2 Sources of Charging Data. The principal source of the 
charging data was the Michigan Fatal Fi le ,  in which 143 of the total  
of 170 felony charges were identified for  both the charged driver 
s e t  and the reference se t .  Charging data were generally obtained 
from pol ice reports and, when avai 1 able , from supplements to these 
reports. In some instances, charging data were incomplete or  were 
entered in inappropriate places on police reports. In those cases 
i t  was necessary to infer  the actual charges from a l l  information 
appearing on the report. 

DSP criminal f i  1 es revealed nineteen additional cases in which 
manslaughter o r  negl igent homicide charges had been brought. These 
nineteen cases included three charges--one of manslaughter and two 
of negligent homicide--against drivers in the reference se t .  

Eight more cases from the charged driver s e t  were identified 
in the DOS driver records and the DSP criminal history f i l e s  i n  

which there were record entr ies  of manslaughter or  negligent 
homicide convictions b u t  no entr ies  indicating felony charges for  
these drivers. These cases plus the nineteen cases identified i n  

the DOS criminal history f i l e s  were added to the s e t  of felony 
charges developed from the Michigan Fatal File. 

4.1.3 Open Cases. In a number of cases involving drivers 
in both se t s ,  i t  i s  possible that  felony charges not evident from 
the records might have been brought. These were identified in the 
records as "open" -cases ; that  i s ,  the crash investigations were 



apparently s t i l l  open a t  the time the respective police reports were 
submitted to  DSP. Of the 288 members of the charged s e t ,  48 mis- 
demeanor charges involved cases i n  which the crash investigation had 
not yet been closed. Of the 253 members of the reference s e t ,  34 
cases were s t i l l  open a t  the time that the respective reports were 
submitted, and i n  another 23 cases i t  could not be determined whether 
the crash investigations had been closed. In 105 cases i n  both 
driver se t s ,  therefore, i t  i s  possible that felony charges were 
subsequently brought against each of the respective drivers as a 
result  of further pol ice investigations. 

4 . 2  Final CJS Dispositions 

4.2.1 Cases Involving Felony Charges. Final disposition data 
were obtained from DOS driving records, DSP criminal history f i l e s ,  
available supplements to pol ice reports, and, when necessary, 
contact w i t h  the courts of record. Available record system data 
provided disposition information for  148 of the mans1 aughter, 

negligent homicide, and felonious driving cases. Such information was 
not available in 22 cases. The three felonious driving dispositions 
were dropped from the d is~of i t ion 'counts  and not analyzed further.  
Felonious driving, as previously noted, i s  an apprclpriate charge when 

at-faul t  driving resul ts  in serious injury, not death. Thus, such a 
charge i s  legally inconsistent in the- case of a fa ta l  crash. In two 
other cases the at-faul t  driver died before t r i a l .  Those cases were 
also dropped from the disposition. courts, 1 eaving 58 manslaughter and 
85 negligent homicide cases to be analyzed. 

As w i t h  the charging data, some dispositions incl uded con- 
victions of multiple offenses. In those cases only convictions 
for  the most serious offenses were counted in the t o t a l s ;  less 
serious offenses and offenses that  were not accident-causative 
including leaving the scene, were omitted from the count. 



Dispositions of the manslaughter and negligent homicide cases 
are surmarized in Table 4-2 for both the charged and reference set  
of drivers. Included i n  this table are the number and type of each 
disposition in each set  of drivers and the percentage of each 
disposition with respect t o  al l  known dispositions involving the 
same charge. 

TABLE 4-2 

CASES INVOLVING MANSLAUGHTER A N D  NEGLIGENT HOMICIDE CHARGES 

Members of 
Charged Set 

Dispositions Number Percent 
of of 

Drivers Totals 

Members of 
Reference Set 

Number Percent 
of of 

Dri vem Total s 

Convictions: 
Felonies 

Mans1 aughter 4 6.9 
Negl i gent Homi ci de 33 57.0 
Attempted Negl i gent 

Homi ci de 1 1 . 7  
Felonious Driving 1 1 . 7  

Cl ass A Misdemeanors : 4  6.9 
Cl ass B Misdemeanors : 2  3 . 5  

Drinking/Dri v ing  Offenses : 4  6.9 1 2  2 . 4  
Other Offenses: 1 1 1 . 2  1 

Other Dispositions: 
Dismissed 5 8.6 
Acquitted 2  3 . 5  

Driver Treated as Juvenile 1 1 . 7  

TOTALS 

4 . 2 . 2  Cases Not Involving Felony Charges. Of the drivers in 
the charged and reference sets agai'nst whom felony charges apparently 
were n o t  brought, 312 dispositions were identified from available 



record systems. Records were not available for 59 drivers who 
were charged with non-felony violations. The number and types 
of each disposition within this group for the combined sets of 
drivers are summarized in Table 4-3. 

-- 

TABLE 4-3 

COMBINED CHARGED AND REFERENCE SETS 

Final CJS Disposition of Cases 
Mot Involving Felony Charges 

Disposition !lumber of Drivers 

Convictions : 

Class A Misdemeanors 
Class B Misdemeanors 
Drinking/Driving Offenses 
Other Violations 

Other Dispositions : 

Di smi s sed 
Never Charged With Accident 
Causative Offenses 

TOTALS 

4.3 Final Administrative Dispositions 

Administrative disposition data were obtained from DOS driver 
records for 257 charged drivers and 211 drivers from the reference 
set. Out-of-state drivers, from whom DOS keeps no driver records, 
accounted for part of the missing records. Of the 257 charged 
drivers, one voluntarily surrendered his 1 icense and that case was 
not included in the totals. A summary of the remaining admin- 
istrative dispositions is presented in Table 4-4. Included in 
this table are the number and type of each disposition, and the 
percentage of drivers receiving that disposition within each set. 
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TABLE 4-4 

SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATIVE DISPOSITIONS 

D ispos i t i ons  
Charged Set 

Number Percent 
o f  o f  

Dr ivers  Tota ls  

Members o f  
Reference Set 

Number Percent 
o f  0 f 

Dr ivers  Tota ls  

Admin i s t ra t i ve  Sanctions: 

Revocation 9 9 38.7 
Suspension 40 15.6 
Dr i v ing  Res t r i c t i ons  

Imposed 2 0.8 
Referred t o  County Dr i ve r  

Safety School 11 4.3 
Special I n s t r u c t i o n s  Given 

Other D ispos i t ions :  

Reexamination, no sanct ions 73 28.5 
No Admin is t ra t i ve  Act ion 30 11.7 

Cases were found i n  which the  d r i v e r  record  contained no e n t r y  

r e f l e c t i n g  any DOS act ion.  It i s  assumed t h a t  the absence o f  such 

an e n t r y  r e f l e c t e d  a  decis ion on the  p a r t  of the  DOS n o t  t o  take 

any ac t ion ,  and t h a t  these cases r e f l e c t e d  f i n a l  admin i s t ra t i ve  

d i spos i t i ons  r a t h e r  than miss ing data. 

4.4 Special Studies 

Two spec ia l  s tud ies  were conducted i n  t h e  course of t h i s  study. 

I n  the f i r s t  of these, p o l i c e  repo r t s  o f  crashes i n v o l v i n g  se lec ted  

d r i ve rs  from each s e t  were examined t o  assess the  presumed l e g a l  

f a u l t  t h a t  could be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  those d r i ve rs .  I n  the  second, 

four teen cases were se lec ted  from the  charged d r i v e r  s e t  f o r  in-depth 

study o f  t he  CJS proceedings i n v o l v i n g  the  respec t i ve  d r i v e r s .  



4.4.1 Assessment of Driver Fault. For this  special study, 
f i f ty-f ive charged drivers and forty-nine drivers from the reference 
se t  were selected by choosing every f i f th  driver. As described in 
Sections 3.2.5 and 3.3.2, police reports of crashes involving these 
drivers were examined by an attorney to determine what charges could 
have been brought against them. Determinations of the chargeability 
of each driver and the reasons supporting those determinations are 
presented in Appendices D and E. Summaries of the chargeability 
determinations derived from the appendix material are presented in 
Table 4-5 for each se t  of drivers. 

TABLE 4-5 
SUMMARY OF DETERMINATIONS OF CHARGEABI L ITY 

Level of Legal Fault 

Members of 
Charged Set 

Number Percent 
of 0 f 

Drivers Totals 

Members of 
Reference Set 

Number Percent 
0 f 0 f 

Drivers Total s 

Mans1 aughter 
Negl i gent Homi ci de 
No Legal Fault 
Not Determinable 

TOTALS 5 5 I 49 

100.0 

4.4.2 Fie1 d Studies. Fourteen cases invol v i n g  drivers charged 
w i t h  felonies were selected from the charged driver s e t  for  in-depth 
study of the CJS proceedings involving the respective drivers. The 
purpose of th i s  study and the methods used in conducting i t  are 
described in Section 3 . 3 . 2 .  Narrative accounts of these cases, 
developed from the examination of court records and other record 
system information, are contained in Appendix A. 



The i n i t i a l  charges, f i n a l  CJS d i spos i t i ons ,  and f i n a l  admin- 

i s t r a t i v e  d i s p o s i t i o n s  of each o f  the  cases i n v e s t i g a t e d  a re  summerized 

i n  Table 4-6. 

TABLE 4-6 

IN-DEPTH STUDY OF FOURTEEN CASES 
SUMMARY OF CHARGES AND DISPOSITIONS 

F i n a l  
Adm in i s t r a t i ve  

D i s p o s i t i o n  

Revocation 

D r i  v e r  Code 
And Cas'e 

Number 

A 041 

B 040 

C 144 

I n i t i a l  
Charge(s ) 

Mansl aughter 

F i n a l  CJS 
D i s p o s i t i o n  

Neg l igen t  Homicide 

Mansl aughter Negl i gen t Homici de No Record En t r y  

Negl i gen t 
Homi c i  de 

Dismissed Fol 1 owing 
M i  s t r i  a1 * 

Reexamination 

Negl i gent 
Homicide and 
Leaving the  
Scene 

Not G u i l t y  of Leaving 
t he  Scene; Neg l igen t  
Homicide Dismissed* 

Reexamination 

Negl i gent  
Homicide 

Reckless D r i v i n g  Revocation 

Mansl aughter 
and Leaving 
the  Scene 

Negl i gent  Homicide and 
Leaving t he  Scene* 

Revocation 

Attempted Neg l igen t  
Homi c i  de* 

Reexamination Neg l igen t  
Homi c i  de 

Attempted Felonious 
D r i v i ng+  

Reexami n a t i o n  Mansl aughter 

Negl i gent  Homi c i  de* Revocation 

Revocat ion 
Mansl aughter 

Reckless D r i v i n g  Negl i gent 
Homi c i  de 

Neg 1 i gent 
Homi c i  de 

Dismissed* Reexamination 

Suspension Mansl aughter  
and Leaving 
t h e  Scene 

Dismissed* 

Negl i gen t Homi c i  de* 

Leav ing ' t h e  Scene 

No Record En t r y  

Reexamination 
Mansl aughter  

Mansl aughter 
and Leaving 
t h e  Scene* 



* D ispos i t i on  no t  recorded on DOS d r i v e r  record. Michigan law 
requi res a1 1  convic t ions o f  t r a f f i  c-re1 ated offenses t o  be 
forwarded by courts o f  record t o  DOS. Dismissals and ve rd i c t s  
o f  n o t  g u i l t y  are no t  requi red t o  be forwarded. 

+ D ispos i t i on  i n c o r r e c t l y  recorded on DOS d r i v e r  record as a  
conv i c t i on  f o r  fe lonious d r i v i ng .  

* Accident repo r t  notes on ly  the former charge; DSP c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  
f i l e  notes both charges. 



5.0 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

5.1 I n t r o d u c t i o n  

Th is  exp lora tory  study was intended t o  prov ide i n i t i a l  i n s i g h t  

i n t o  TLS performance w i t h  regard  t o  a t - f a u l t  d r i v e r s  invo lved i n  

f a t a l  t r a f f i c  crashes. Evaluat ion o f  the TLS i s  based on the assump- 

t i o n  t h a t  soc ie ty  has, through the enactment of appropr ia te  laws, 

es tab l ished c r i t e r i a  f o r  system performance w i t h  respect  t o  those 

who engage i n  dangerous d r i v i n g  behavior. These c r i t e r i a  encompass 

no t  on ly  system response t o  instances o f  a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g ,  bu t  a l s o  

such func t i ons  as the t r a n s f e r  o f  in fo rmat ion  among components o f  

t he  system. 

The most important  law-based performance c r i  t e r i d n  i s  r e f l e c t e d  

i n  the c r i m i n a l  s ta tu tes  dea l ing  w i t h  manslaughter and neg l i gen t  

homicide. These prov is ions  def ine a t - f a u l t  d r i v i n g  behavior r e s u l t i n g  

i n  t he  death of another as c r i m i n a l  and p resc r ibe  sanct ions f o r  those 

who engage i n  such behavior. 

When an a t - f a u l t  d r i v e r  i n  a  f a t a l  crash i s  no t  charged o r  i s  

i n c o r r e c t l y  charged, there e x i s t s  a  prima f a c i e  of inconsis tency 

between ac tua l  TLS performance and law-based performance c r i t e r i a .  

I n c o r r e c t  charges inc lude instances when a d r i v e r  i s  charged w i t h  a  

l esse r  o r  d i f f e ren t  offense, such as fe lon ious  o r  reck less  d r i v i n g .  

The elements of those offenses, when coupled w i t h  a death, support a  

charge of manslaughter o r  negl i g e n t  homicide. Felony charges t h a t  

are disposed o f  by a  conv i c t i on  f o r  l esse r  offenses a r e  l e g a l l y  

i ncons i s ten t  w i t h  the  f a c t  t h a t  a  death occurred. I n  essence, proof 

of the  l esse r  offense p lus the death r e s u l t i n g  i s  the proof necessary 

t o  sus ta in  a  conv i c t i on  f o r  manslaughter o r  neg l i gen t  homicide. The 

prima f a c i e  inconsis tency t h a t  such charges and d i s p o s i t i o n s  present  

i n  the case of a  f a t a l  crash i s  obvious. 



Unl i ke charging and disposition data that were obtained from 
record systems, the presumed legal fau l t  or chargeabil i ty of drivers 
was not direct ly  obtai nable from avai lable record systems. Rather, 
such determinations were the product of subjective judgments made 
from available data that were not always complete or wholly accurate. 
Comparison of driver chargeabi 1 i ty data with TLS performance data 
therefore provides only a gross indication of possible inconsistency 
between actual performance and law-based c r i t e r i a .  

A second law-based performance cr i ter ion concerns administrative 
response to  at-faul t driving. Criteria reflected in laws relat ive 
to DOS migh t  appear clear  and objective, b u t  they are  not. Except 
for  the 1 imi ted number of grounds for  mandatory 1 icense suspension, 
Michigan law makes administrative action discretionary. Reexaminations 
are authorized for several specific classes of drivers, including a l l  
those involved in f a t a l  t r a f f i c  crashes. DOS, however, i s  not required 
to reexamine a l l  drivers in those classes, nor i s  i t  required to  take 
any specific action following reexamination of a specific driver. In 
the case of administrative action, performance consistent w i t h  law- 
based c r i t e r i a  would be reflected by increasingly frequent reexamina- 
tions and sanctions as the level of driver fau l t  increases. 

The third performance cr i ter ion concerns the qua1 i ty of records 
maintained by TLS components. The most important of these systems, 
because of i t s  widespread use and multiple functions, i s  the system 
of driver records maintained by DOS. This system contains information 
provided by three sources: DSP, which supplies t r a f f i c  crash data 
obtained from pol ice accident reports; courts of record, which forward 
abstracts of t r a f f i c  convictions; and DOS i t s e l f ,  which enters data 
relating to administrative actions. The f i r s t  two sources supply 
information in accordance with Michigan law (see Section 2 . 2 . 3 ) .  
Performance consistent w i t h  law-based c r i t e r i a  could be reflected by 
the appearance on driver records of en t r ies  noting a l l  fa ta l  crashes 
and a1 1 convictions of traffic-re1 ated offenses. 



The purpose of this  section i s  to discuss the resul ts  obtained 
from the examination of available record systems, and to compare 
actual TLS performance w i t h  the law-based performance c r i t e r i a  
discussed above. Three areas in particular are  examined: felony 
charging; criminal dispositions; and administrative dispositions. 

5.2 Felony Charging 

5.2.1 Extrapolation of Charging Data to  Total Study Population. 
Using resul ts  obtained from the charged driver se t  and the reference 

se t ,  charging data were estimated fo r  the total  study population. A 
two-step process was used. F i rs t ,  the charging data for  the 253 
drivers in the reference se t  were projected over the total  population 
of 2073 drivers not charged w i t h  accident-causative offenses. Second, 
these projected figures were then added to the figures obtained fo r  
the se t  of 288 charged drivers. This procedure yielded estimates of 
77 manslaughter and 110 negligent homicide charges that  were 1 ikely 
to have been brought against drivers from the total  study population. 
Thus, i t  i s  estimated that approximately eight percent of the surviv- 
ing drivers of 1972 fa ta l  crashes were charged with manslaughter or 
negligent homicide. 

5 .2 .2  Extrapolation of Driver Charseabil i ty  Data to  Total Study 
Population. The special study t o  determine driver chargeabi 1 i ty 
revealed that  approximately 98.2 percent of the selected drivers from 
the charged se t  and 14.3 percent of those from the reference s e t  
could have been charged with manslaughter or negligent homicide. 
Projections of the 98.2 percent figure over the charged driver s e t  
and the 14.2 percent figure over the reference s e t  revealed tha t  
approximately 283 drivers out of the charged s e t  and 36 drivers out 
of the reference s e t  could have been charged w i t h  felonies.  When 
these figures were extrapolated over the to ta l  study population, i t  
was estimated that  579 drivers out of the total  study population of 
2361 drivers could have been charged with felonies ,  a number that  i s  
equivalent to  24.5 percent of the study population. Of the estimated 



579 drivers that  could have been charged with felonies, 100 or 17.3 
percent were believed to  be chargeable w i t h  manslaughter, and 479 
or 82.7 percent with negligent. homicide. Thus, i t  i s  estimated tha t  
approximately 25 percent of the surviving drivers of 1972 fa ta l  
crashes could have been charged with manslaughter or negl igent 
homicide. 

5.2.3 Comparison of Actual TLS Performance with Law-Based 
Performance Cri ter ia .  Projections derived from charging data reported 
in Section 4.1 revealed estimated to ta l s  of 77 manslaughter and 110 
negligent homicide charges fo r  the ent i re  study population. These 
figures,  when compared with the estimated number of drivers who could 
have been charged w i t h  each of the felonies,  reveal that  77 percent 
of the drivers chargeable w i t h  manslaughter and only 23 percent of 
the drivers chargeable with negligent homicide were so charged. 

These estimates indicate that although one driver in four could 
have been charged w i t h  manslaughter or negligent homicide as a resul t  
of a fa ta l  crash involvement, only about one out of every twelve was 
actually charged. This low proportion of chargeable drivers who were 
actually charged w i t h  felonies suggests inconsistent TLS performance - 
w i t h  regard to charging. I t  i s  possible that  i f  the final dispositions 
of a1 1 "open" cases had been determined, a few additional manslaughter 
or negligent homicide cases would have been found. However, even if 
a few additional felony charges were discovered, the proportion of 
\ 

charged drivers would continue t o  be so small as to  suggest inconsis- 
tency. 

5.3 Dispositions of Felony Charges 

Of the 143 known dispositions of manslaughter and negligent homi- 
cide charges, only 72, or 50.3 percent, were felony convictions. Of 

those 72 convictions, only 39, or 54.2 percent, were convictions of 
the offense i n i t i a l l y  charged. Thirty-three of the manslaughter 
charges resulted in convictions of a less  serious felony, i .e . ,  
negligent homicide. Thus, only 27.2 percent of the 143 dispositions 



of felony charges were convictions of the original charges. Disposi- 

tions of the remaining 71 cases, which comprised 49.7 percent of the 
felony charge dispositions, included: convictions of leaving the 

scene, felonious driving, and attempted negligent homicide; convic- 
tions of misdemeanor t r a f f i c  offenses ; j uveni 1 e court proceedings 
(with unknown resu l t s ) ;  dismissals; verdicts of not g u i  1 ty;  and 
driver deaths before t r i a l .  When these figures are  extrapolated over 

the en t i re  study population, i t  was estimated that  f ive  drivers were 
convicted of manslaughter and 89 of negl i gen t homi cide . 

In seven, or 12.1 percent, of the manslaughter cases and 20, or  
23.6 percent, of the negl igent homicide cases, the charged drivers 
were cleared of charges through dismissals or verdicts of not gui l ty .  
Of a l l  drivers charged w i t h  manslaughter or negligent homicide for 
whom disposition records were available, 27, or  18.9 percent, were 
cleared of charges. 

Note that  these data indicate that  the more serious the charge, 
the less the likelihood of conviction for  that  charge. Specifically, 
the fractton. of drivers charged with manslaughter who were convicted 
of manslaughter i s  smaller than the fraction of drivers charged with 
negligent homicide who were convicted of negligent homicide. 

Available record system data therefore indicate tha t  with respect 
t o  felony charging and disposition of felony charges there appears 
t o  be inconsi stency . This inconsistency occurs between the actual 
performance of pol ice agencies, prosecuting attorneys ' off ices,  and 
courts, and the performance c r i t e r i a  se t  out by.Michigan law. 

Administrative Dispositions 

Projections of the administrative disposition data across the 
ent i re  charged driver se t  yielded 171 drivers sanctioned by DOS, 7 3  

drivers reexamined b u t  not sanctioned, and 34 drivers against whom 
no action was taken. Projections of data across the population from 



which the reference set  was taken yielded 324 drivers sanctioned by 
DOS, 1268 drivers reexamined b u t  not sanctioned, and 491 against whom 
no action was taken. Projections of these figures across the total  

study population yielded 495, or 21 percent of the drivers, 
sanctioned by DOS, 1341 or 56.8 percent of the drivers reexamined 
b u t  not sanctioned and 525 or 22.2  percent of the drivers against 
whom no action was taken. 

These data showed a correlation between driver f au l t  and the 
severity and frequency of administrative sanctioning, as well as a 
broad DOS policy of reexamination of drivers involved i n  f a t a l  crashes. 
Among charged drivers, approximately 60 percent received some form of 
sanction, most comnonly license revocation or suspension. Almost 90 

percent of th is  set  received ei ther  a sanction a p  reexamination. 
Among the reference se t ,  nearly 16 percent were sanctioned and 
s l ight ly over 75 percent were ei ther  sanctioned or reexamined. 

Wi th  respect t o  avai labi 1 i ty ,  driver records were avail able for  
about 90 percent of the drivers in the charged se t  and 83 percent of 
those in the reference se t .  Elimination of out-of-state drivers from 
consideration and projection of the resulting figures indicated tha t  
records were available for  about 95 percent of the Michigan drivers 
in the study population. Despite the avai labi l i ty  of these records, 
however, a number of inconsistencies were noted. In some cases the 
records of drivers charged and/or convicted of t raff  ic-related 
felonies carried no notation o f  DOS action against them, and the 
records of some drivers who were uncharged carried notations of DOS 

act  ion. 

5.5 Sumary 

From the 1972 Michigan fatal  crash data examined i n  t h i s  study, 
the following estimates regarding performance o f  the Michigan Traffic 
Law System in that year can be stated: 

e One surviving involved driver i n  four could have been 
charged with a felony (manslaughter or  negligent homicide) 
as a result  of the f a t a l  crash involvement; 



0 Of those drivers be1 ieved t o  be chargeable with these 
felonies,  one in three i s  so charged; 

0 Of those drivers charged with these felonies,  one i n  two 
is convicted of one of these felonies; 

0 Of these felony convictions, only one in two i s  recorded 
on the driver records maintained by the ~epartment of State: 

L .  

0 Most drivers involved in fa ta l  t r a f f i c  crashes, whether 
chargeable or not, were summoned for  reexaminations by the 
Department of State; 

0 Administrative sanctions imposed by the Department of State 
tended to be more frequent and severe in the case of charge- 
able drivers than nonchargeable drivers;  and 

0 Some pol ice accident reports contained in the Michigan Fatal 
Fi le  were n o t  completed in accordance w i t h  standard instruc- 
t ions,  especially w i t h  respect to charging data and narrative 
descriptions of crashes. 

The above estimates reflecting the relationship among driver 
chargeabil i ty ,  felony charges, and felony convictions, a re  i l lus t ra ted  
in Figure 5-1. The estimates i l lus t ra ted  there, as well as those 
relating to  DOS action and the transfer of data w i t h i n  the Michigan 
TLS, indicate a variance between intended TLS performance as se t  o u t  
i n  s t a t e  law and actual performance as indicated by the data. 
Determination of the reasons for  the existence of such variance, and 
possible means o f  eliminating i t ,  lay beyond the scope of this  
exploratory study. 
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents general conclusions drawn from the analysis 
of data developed in the course of the study. These conclusions 
address the basic objectives of the study, which were to:  

0 evaluate the adequacy of s t a t e  and local government 
central record systems to provide data concerning legal 
and administrative actions taken against at-faul t drivers 
in fatal  crashes; and 

0 estimate the frequency w i t h  which at-faul t  drivers in 
fa ta l  crashes are charged, adjudicated, and sanctioned 
by the criminal justice and administrative (dr iver  
licensing) systems. 

The conclusions are drawn from an exploratory study of 1972 

fatal  crashes in the State of Michigan. The study was intended to 
provide an i n i t i a l  estimate of criminal justice and administrative 
actions arising from fatal  crashes. The study was also intended to 
provide a s ta r t ing  point for further examination of such actions 
should the i n i t i a l  findings warrant i t .  Recommendations fo r  further 
study are also presented in th is  section. 

6.1 Adequacy of Traffic Record Systems 

The study demonstrates tha t ,  i n  Mi chican, central ly administered 
record systems do not contain suff ic ient  data to  allow development 
of other than a gross estimate of how a t - fau l t  drivers are treated 
by the criminal justice agencies and the driver licensing system. 
In fac t ,  i t  was necessary to extend the period of performance and 
level of the study to allow examination of col la teral  record systems, 
incl uding  those maintained a t  individual local courts, t o  develop 
the minimum data necessary fo r  i n i t i a l  frequency estimates. This 
i s  perhaps best i l lus t ra ted  by the fac t  that  less  than one-half 
of the convictions for  mans1 aughter and negligent homicide 



appear i n  t h e  d r i v e r  r eco rd  system. S i m i l a r l y ,  many o f  t h e  po l  i c e  

acc iden t  r e p o r t s  mainta ined i n  t he  Michigan Fa ta l  F i l e  do n o t  con ta in  

i n fo rma t i on  on t h e  charges brought aga ins t  d r i v e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  f a t a l  

crashes. As t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  n o t  be l i eved  unique t o  Michigan, i t  

suggests t h a t  f u r t h e r  s tudy of the problem w i l l  r e q u i r e  a  research 

design t h a t  incorpora tes  data c o l l e c t i o n  a t  t he  f e l o n y  t r i a l  c o u r t  

l e v e l .  

6.2 Frequency of  Charging, Ad jud ica t ion ,  and S a n c t i o n i n g  

The da ta  developed f rom examinat ion o f  t he  1972 Michigan' f a t a l  

crashes p rov ided  est imates o f  t h e  frequency 0.f charg ing,  ad jud i ca t i on ,  

and sanc t ion ing .  These est imates a re  f o r  one s t a t e  f o r  one one year .  

No evidence was d iscovered t o  suggest t h a t  t h e  Michigan exper ience i s  

un ique- -e i ther  f o r  t he  y e a r  1972 o r  as a  s t a t e .  Thus, these frequency 

est imates suggest s i m i l a r  r e s u l t s  m igh t  be ob ta ined  f o r  o t h e r  s t a t e s  

and years.  Th is  p o i n t  must be confirmed- by more r i go rous  i n q u i r y  

be fo re  these data a re  used f o r  n a t i o n a l  p o l  i c y  development. 

The 1972 Michigan f a t a l  crash da ta  i n d i c a t e  t h a t :  

a one d r i v e r  i n  f o u r  i n v o l v e d  i n  a  f a t a l  c rash was a t - f a u l t  
and cou ld  have been charged w i t h  t h e  fe lony of manslaughter 
o r  negl  i gent  homi c i  de ; 

a of those d r i v e r s  who cou ld  have been charged, o n l y  one 
i n  t h r e e  was charged w i t h  mans1 aughter  o r  negl  i g e n t  
homi c i  de ; 

a o f  those d r i v e r s  who were charged w i t h  these f e l o n i e s ,  
o n l y  one i n  two was conv i c ted  of  a  felony; 

a many of t h e  d r i v e r s  who cou ld  have been charged w i t h  
a  fe lony were charged w i t h  l e s s e r  of fenses t h a t  were 
l e g a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  because a  death had occur red  as 
a  r e s u l t  o f  t he  a c t i o n  t h a t  formed t h e  bas i s  f o r  t h e  
l e s s e r  charge ( s i m i l a r l y ,  many o f  those charged w i t h  
f e l o n i e s  were conv i c ted  o f  l e s s e r  o f fenses  t h a t  were 
l e g a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  f a c t s )  ; and 

a most d r i v e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  f a t a l  crashes, i r r e s p e c t i v e  
of  f a u l t ,  were sumnoned f o r  reexaminat ion by t h e  d r i v e r  
1  i cens ing  a u t h o r i t y  , the  Mich igan Department o f  S ta te .  
Adm in i s t r a t i ve  sanct ions,  e s p e c i a l l y  1  i cense  revoca t i on  
o r  suspension, were more f r e q u e n t  i n  t h e  cases o f  d r i v e r s  
be l i eved  t o  be a t  f a u l t .  



These estimates i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  1972 fa ta l  crashes i n  Michigan 

there was a  subs tant ia l  var iance between the actual  performance o f  

the c r i m i n a l  j u s t i c e  system and what would be expected i f  the  c r im ina l  

laws of t h e  Sta te  of Michigan were r i go rous l y  enforced. The ac tua l  

performance r e f l e c t s  a  p a t t e r n  o f  under-charging, p lea  bargain ing,  

and extended delay before d i spos i t i on .  The r a t e  o f  charg ing and 

c r im ina l  sanc t ion ing  i n  cases a r i s i n g  from f a t a l  crashes i s  so low 

t h a t  t he  de te r ren t  ef fect  of t he  c r im ina l  law i s  quest ionable. 

The a v a i l a b l e  data suggest t h a t  the Department o f  S ta te  performs 

the  task o f  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  d r i v e r  competence and t a k i n g  steps t o  remove 

u n f i t  d r i v e r s  from the road i n  a manner cons is ten t  w i t h  the  c r i t e r i a  

expressed by Michigan 1  aw. The f a c t  t h a t  the d r i v e r  record  system 

does n o t  conta in  s i g n i f i c a n t  in fo rmat ion  on fe lony  conv ic t ions  i s  

d i s t u r b i n g  and should be i nves t i ga ted  t o  determine the  reasons. 

Prel im inary  in format ion suggests t h a t  non-repor t ing by the  cour ts  

may be a  major reason f o r  the l ack  o f  data i n  t he  pr imary d r i v e r  

record system. 

6.3 Recomnendati ons 

The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  exp lo ra to ry  study suggest t h a t  some a t - f a u l t  

d r i ve rs  invo lved i n  f a t a l  crashes i n  Michigan are  escaping l e g a l  

sanctions. This  weakens the c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  the l e g a l  system and 

probably lessens the de te r ren t  e f f e c t  o f  the  t r a f f i c  law. As t h i s  

i s  i ncons i s ten t  w i t h  expressed na t i ona l  , s ta te ,  and l o c a l  pol  i c y ,  

i t  i s  recommended t h a t  d e t a i l e d  s tud ies  be undertaken t o  more 

p r e c i s e l y  de f i ne  the  nature and ex ten t  o f  c r im ina l  j u s t i c e  and 

admin i s t ra t i ve  ac t ions  taken aga ins t  a t - f a u l t  d r i v e r s  i n  ser ious  

crashes. 

The experience o f  t h i s  s tudy s t r o n g l y  suggests t h a t  any fu tu re  

studies must c o l l e c t  data from t r i a l  cour ts  t o  ensure an adequate 

data base f o r  analys is .  Because o f  t h i s ,  we suggest t h a t  a  s tudy 

design tie used t h a t  addresses both the  development o f  frequency 

data on case d i spos i t i ons  - and the  determinat ion o f  t he  reasons f o r  

the act ions taken o r  n o t  taken. 



APPENDIX A 

IN-DEPTH CASE STUDIES FOR FOURTEEN SELECTED CHARGED DRIVERS 

In  th is  Appendix, fourteen in-depth driver case studies are 
presented. They are included in this report to show how the Traffic 
L a w  System (TLS) deals with drivers who are a t  fault in fatal t r a f f ic  
accidents. The information on which these accounts are based was 
gathered from police accident reports, driver records maintained by 

the Michigan Department of State, and court records pertaining t o  
the selected drivers' fatal accidents. The information has been 
arranged into a narrative account of b o t h  the crash i t se l f  and the 
actions taken by the TLS as a result. 

All fourteen drivers were in fatal crashes during 1972 in a 
four county area in southeastern lower Michigan, and were charged 
with felonies as the result of their -crash involvement. They were 
n o t  randomly selected; these case studies are i 1 lustrative only 

and should no t  be regarded as descriptive of overall TLS performance. 

These case studies include detai 1 s concerning the crash i t se l f  
(including aggravating or mi tigating factors) ; the in i t ia l  charges 
by investigating officers; the subsequent action by pol ice,  prosecutors, 
and the Department of State; formal judicial action ; final judicial 
and administrative dispositions ; and the drivers ' postcrash and post- 
sanctioning behavior through the final half of 1976. Because some 
information i n  these case studies i s  personal, the drivers and 
others have been kept anonymous. 



DRIVER A 

Driver A ,  a single 22-year-old male, was driving on a main s t r e e t  
in his home town a t  8:00 a.m. on a July day in 1972. He was accompanied 
by three companions. Travelling a t  speeds which police l a t e r  estimated 
to be as high as 110 miles per hour, Driver A l o s t  control of his car. 
The vehicle struck the right-hand curb, then went off the road, where 
i t  struck a t r e e  and two signs, and f ina l ly  overturned. One passenger 
was killed in the crash; Driver A and the two other r iders  suffered 
injuries.  

City police arrived a t  the scene and investigated the crash. Driver 
A was l a t e r  arrested on a charge of manslaughter, a felony punishable 
by up to 15 years '  imprisonment. The accident report which the pol ice 
submitted to  the Michigan Department of State Police contatned a sup- 
plementary entry showing Driver A's blood alcohol level t o  have been 
0.21%. (State law defines a person with a blood alcohol level (BAL) 
over 0.10% as "under the influence of intoxicating 1 iquor." ) According 
to  Driver A ,  however, he had had only "a beer." He fur ther  claimed 
tha t  while his companions had shared two pints of whisky just  before 
the crash, Driver A had had none. (The crash victim was tested for 
alcohol a f t e r  his death and was found to have a BAL of 0.21%; tha t  
figure may have been mistakenly attributed to Driver A on the police 
report .)  A t  the time of th i s  fa ta l  accident, Driver A was on probation 
as the resul t  o f  a 1971 conviction for  driving while impaired by 

alcohol; the terms of that  probation included his participation i n  an 
Antabuse program--a medication program intended to curb a1 coho1 abuse. 
Driver A claimed he had been using Antabuse on the day of the accident. 

Brought before the d i s t r i c t  court fol 1 owing arrest.,  Driver A 

stood mute and the d i s t r i c t  judge entered a not gui l ty  plea fo r  him. 
Bond was i n i t i a l l y  se t  a t  $10,000, b u t  two days l a t e r  the judge re- 
duced the sum to  $2,000. The court also appointed a lawyer for  
Driver A,  who lacked the funds to retain one himself. 



DRIVER A (Con't) 

Two adjournments of Driver A's prel iminary examination delayed 
the manslaughter prosecution for  three months. In October, Driver A 
agreed to  plead no16 contendere (no contest) t o  the lesser offense 
of negl igent homicide, which carries a maximum penalty of two years' 
impri sonment. 

Driver A's t r a f f i c  record a t  the time of his plea included his 
1971 impaired-driving conviction and three accidents within the year 
preceding the fatal  crash. He had received no other t r a f f i c  citations.  

In November 1972, the d i s t r i c t  judge (who was aware of Driver A's 
drinking problem, as was the probation department) sentenced Driver A 

to  two years' probation and ordered h i m  t o  pay $350 i n  fines and costs. 
The terms of Driver A's probation required that  he stay in the Anta- 
buse program, that he neither drink nor drive for  the next 10 months, 
and that  he drive neither carelessly nor recklessly during the balance 
of the two-year probation. 

A few weeks before the court pronounced sentence, i n  September 1972, 
the Michigan Department of State had ordered Driver A's license re- 
voked because he "was unable to operate a vehicle safely." That 
revocation remained i n  effect until October 1973, a month a f t e r  the 
court-ordered ban against driving expired. 

In 19U,  while he was s t i l l  on probation, Driver A was cited 
twice for disobeying t r a f f i c  signals. 

In 1976, Driver A was placed under the s t a t e  financial- 
responsi b i  1 i ty  s ta tu te .  This law requi res an uninsured driver who 
has been sued, and for  whom the s t a t e  has paid claims, to  make 
periodic repayments to  a s t a t e  fund, and t o  post a bond covering 
future claims against h im .  

Driver A currently holds a valid,  restr ic ted operator's 1 icense. 



DRIVER B 

Driver B y  a 33-year-old male, collided head-on with a vehicle 
on a four-lane highway outside his home town, shortly before 1:00 a.m. 
on an August night in 1972. The accident oc'curred when Driver B y  while 
travel 1 ing at high speed, attempted to pass another vehicle travel 1 ing 
in the same direction by using the right shoulder of the road. Driver 
B drove onto the right-hand shoulder and cut back into the lane too 
soon. He glanced off the side of the vehicle he intended to pass, 
lost control of his car, crossed the center line of the highway, and 
collided head-on with an oncoming vehicle. Driver B was injured and 
taken to a hospital; the driver of the vehicle he struck died several 
hours after the crash. 

The State Pol ice were called to the crash scene. After the 
investigating officers questioned Driver B at the hospital and he 
refused to have his blood tested for alcohol, the officers obtained 
a warrant for his arrest on a charge of manslaughter. He was brought 
before the district court a week later but, for reasons not stated in 
the court records, his prel iminary examination did not take place 
until January of the following year. In the meantime, Driver By 
according to state traffic records, had been in two other accidents, 
for which he had been cited for moving violations. Indeed, in May of 
1972, three months before the fatal crash, Driver B's license had been 
revoked because of his "unsatisfactory driving record'' and his fai 1 ure 
to take a scheduled driver-improvement re-examination. His record shows 
three 1 icense suspensions, one in 1970 for refusing to take a sobriety 
test, and two automatic penalties for failing to answer traffic citations. 
In a single day earlier in 1972, Driver B had received a reckless- 
driving citation in one city and violated the Basic Speed Law (driving 
too fast for conditions, or too fast to stop within the assured clear 
distance ahead) in another. The latter citation stemmed from an 
accident which resulted in two injuries. One month before the fatal 
head-on crash, Driver B had 19 violation points on his state record 
[I2 points within two years normally cause a driver to be re-examined, 
a process which frequently leads to license suspension). 



DRIVER B (Con't) 

In December 1972, while the preliminary examination on the man- 
slaughter charge was still pending, Driver B had another accident, a 
three-car head-on crash for which he received a reckless driving 
citation, This crash resulted in two injuries. 

In February 1973, fol lowing prel iminary examination, the district 
court bound Driver B over for trial in circuit court. He was lodged 
in the county jail after he was unable to raise $4,000 bond. Pro- 
viding that Driver B do no driving, the court reduced that sum to 
$3,000 over the prosecution's objection that Driver B's past history, 
especial ly his traffic record, made higher ba,il necessary. The 
prosecutor's office cited Driver B's December accident, which his 
state driving records had not yet noted, as well as his failure to 
appear in court in connection with other traffic matters. He was, how- 
ever, released on the lesser bail. 

Before trial on the manslaughter charge, Driver B agreed to plead 
no contest to a reduced charge of negl igent homicide. In April 1973, 
the circuit judge sentenced him to one year in jail, remarking: "This 
is a serious charge..,there is an extensive bad driving record. I 
feel the seriousness of the offense and the facts presented merit time.'' 
Driver B was released after serving some nine months of his tern. 

In May 1974, the Department of Statc again ordered Driver B's 
driver's 1 icense revoked on the grounds that he could not operate a 
vehicle safely. The 1 icense appeals board upheld the revocation. 
Driver B's driver's 1 icense expired later that year and was not renewed. 
Because Driver B also faces an unsatisfied civil judgment stemming from 
the fatal crash, he will come under financial-responsibil ity restrictions 
if and when he returns to the road. 



DRIVER C 

Driver C ,  a 36-year-old male truck driver, was driving his 
t rac tor - t ra i l  e r  r ig  on a country road on an April afternoon in 1972. 
Although, as  l a t e r  shown in court, Driver C was familiar w i t h  tha t  
road, he was unable that day to  keep his r ig  on the pavement while 
rounding a curve. The vehicle first went off the right-hand side 
of the road; Driver C then swung i t  back onto the road, where i t  
crossed the center l i ne  and struck- an oncoming car head-on. Two of 
the car 's  three occupants were kil led.  

The report by the she r i f f ' s  deputies called to the scene noted 
that  Driver C had been drinking, b u t  no t e s t s  were given. Driver C 

was arrested on a charge of negligent homicide. At the preliminary 
examination, the d i s t r i c t  judge rejected Driver C's contention that  
the coll ision was the resu l t  of a "sudden emergency" rather  than 
negl igence. He ruled tha t  in 1 ight of Driver C's experience and 
knowledge of the road, he might have exercised greater care. The 
question of negl igence was one to  be determined a t  t r i a l .  

Driver C ' s  prel iminary examination was an extended one, requiring 
three separate appearances over a period of seven months. The f i r s t  
session took place in October 1972, half a year a f t e r  the crash. 
Following the f i r s t  session, the case was transferred to  another 
d i s t r i c t  judge. In May 1973, Driver C was bound over fo r  t r i a l ;  he 
was re1 eased a f t e r  posting $1,000 personal bond. Following the issuance 
of an information, or formal charge, of negligent homicide, Driver C 

promptly moved t o  quash i t ,  arguing tha t  the prosecution had fai led to 
establish probable cause. 

Schedul ing problems in c i r cu i t  court resulted in postponement 
of a t r i a l  date originally se t  f o r  October 1973. For reasons not 
evident from the court 's  records, a new t r i a l  date was not se t  until  
May 1976. Driver C moved again to dismiss, this time alleging denial 
of his right to  a speedy t r i a l .  His attorney claimed to have made 
repeated telephone ca l l s  t o  the prosecutor's off ice and to  the court 
clerks, which were allegedly ignored. The judge denied the motion for  
dismissal and ordered Driver C to stand t r i a l .  



DRIVER C (Con't) 

Driver C had not been placed under any driving restrictions 
prior to trial, and he continued to drive during this period. Between 
the fatal accident and his trial, he was cited three times--twice 
in his home town and once in another state--for speeding. His driving 
record shows several 1971 citations for driving without a current 
1 icense, and an automatic suspension imposed for failure to answer 
a citation. 

Driver C's trial took place in June 1976--some four years after 
the fatal accident. The jury, after three day's deliberation, failed 
t o  agree and a mistrial was declared. Before the scheduled retrial 
date, in July 1976, the prosecutor's office moved to dismiss the case 
on the grounds that a second trial would involve the same factual 
issues as the first one, that Driver C had settled all civil matters 
with the survivors of the crash, and that "justice would be served" 
by dismissal. The circuit judge agreed and ordered the charge dis- 
missed. 

Driver C holds a valid license with a chauffeur's endorsement. 
His driving record carries no entries since his trial. 



DRIVER D 

Around dusk on an October evening in 1972, Mr. A was standing 
next to a pile of burning leaves, not far off the shoulder of a two- 
lane country road. He was talking with neighbors while listening to 
his pocket radio. Meanwhile, on the road east of where Mr. A and his 
neighbors were burning leaves, Driver D lost control of his vehicle. 
Driver D's car first swerved left, then swung back across the road; it 
headed off the right-hand shoulder and, speeding through the pile of 
burning leaves, it struck and killed Mr. A. The vehicle, which accord- 
ing to witnesses "hardly even slowed down," continued westward. 

A neighbor boy, present at the scene, got into his car and 
pursued the hit-and-run vehicle, After chasing it at speeds of up to 
100 miles an hour, the boy finally got close enough to the fleeting 
vehicle to identify it. He noted its 1 icense plate number, the 
damage on its right front side from the impact with Mr. A's body, 
and a radio earphone cord hanging from its moldi.ng,. The boy could 
not give a good description of the driver but was able to identify 
him as a male between 35 and 50 years old, 

The vehicle's description matched that of Driver n's car, and 
Driver D himself was 46 years old. Sheriff's deputies, searching for 

Driver D, arrested him at his house shortly after midnight, and charged 
him with negigent homicide and leaving the scene of a fatal accident. 
The accident report noted that Driver D had been drinking, but it 
gave no details as to when and how much he had drunk. 

At preliminary examination, held a month after the crash, the 
district court bound Driver D over for trial, setting bond at $500. 
cash. No restrictions were placed on his driving. At the time, his 
traffic record showed no moving-violation citations. He had auto- 
mobile accidents in 1970 and in 1972 but neither one resulted in 
injuries or citations, In May 1973, the Department of State ordered 
a re-examination for Driver D but took no action. 



DRIVER D (Con't) 

The evidence connecting Driver D to the hit-and-run accident 
consisted of the following: an eyewitness spotted Driver D a t  a 
bar east  of the crash scene between 90 minutes and two hours before 
Mr. A's death; Driver D himself admitted to having been in the 
vicinity of the crash scene that. day; the car .  that  killed Mr. A 
was identified through the neighbor boy's description and s t a t e  
registration records as that owned by Driver D; and the boy's 
description of the hit-and-run driver, while very sketchy, did 
not conflict  with that of Driver D.  

Driver D was brought t o  t r i a l  on the charge of leaving-the-scene 
i n  June 1973, some eight months a f te r  the fatal  crash. Apparently 
the charges of negl igent homicide and leaving the scene had been 
severed and the prosecution chose to  try him f i r s t  for the l a t t e r .  
The prosecution's apparent strategy was t o  establ ish in the f i r s t  t r i a l  
that i t  was Driver D who was behind the wheel when his car killed 
Mr. A ,  and then to use that determination to  gain a convictton or plea 
on the outstanding negl igent-homicide charge. 

Driver D's defense prior t o  t r i a l  had been that he was not the 
driver of the hit-and-run car. (He had moved in December 1972 to  
quash charges, using th i s  argument.) Yet, according to  the she r i f f ' s  . 
department detective who headed the investigation of th is  case, 
Driver D admitted on the stand that he was the driver b u t  that the 
accident scene was so smoky he was not aware that he had struck a 
human being. The jury found him not gull t y  of leaving the scene, 
and shortly afterwards, the prosecution moved to  dismiss the negl igent 
homicide charge, since a t r i a l  on that count would involve the same 
issues of fact .  The court dismissed that  charge in July. 

Driver D holds a valid, restr ic ted dr iver ' s  license with a 
chauffeur's endorsement. H i s  only ci ta t ion since the t r i a l  so f a r  
was for a speeding violation i n  1973. 



DRIVER E 

At noontime on an April day in 1972, Driver E, an 18-year-old 
male high school student, was driving his car along a stretch of 
open two-lane highway, With him was a companion, several years 
younger than he, whom he was bringing to school. Driver E was 
travel1 ing very fast;' eyewitnesses estimated his speed at 80 to 90 
miles an hour. 

Driver E drifted too fa,r to the left agd nearly sideswiped a 
car coming the other way; he swung right to get out of its way. On 
the right-hand shoulder of the road a van had stopped to pick up 
hitchhikers. Driver E glanced off the side of the van and lost 
control of his car; it went into a spin, crossed the road, and plowed 
into a tree, rear end first. Driver E was critically injured; his 
companion died at the scene, 

State police sumoned to the scene investigated the crash. blhile 
Driver E was hospitalized, a warrant was issued for his arrest, charg- 
ing negl igent homicide, The allegation of negl igence was based on his 
excessive speed. 

In July, following his release from the hospital, Driver E was 
arrested and a month later, after preliminary examination, he was 
bound over for trial and released on $1,000 personal bond. His 
mother co-signed as surety on the bond. No pretrial restrictions were 
placed upon his driving, 

The state police accident report contained statements by Driver E 
and by witnesses; according to the report, Driver E told the officers 
who interviewed him that he was a "careful driver" and that the city 
police in his home town could vouch for that. The driving record 
compiled by the Department of State showed, however, that he had com- 
piled a substantial record of bad driving in a nearby city. 

In 1970, less than a year after reaching age 16 and receiving 
his license, Driver E had been the driver in a fatal single-vehicle 
accident, He had received no citations but the Department of State 



DRIVER E (Con't) 

had revoked his 1 icense for a year. During the six months preceding 

the 1972 crash, Driver E had received three citations: drag racing, 

failing to signal or observe, and speeding. He had also been in 
another single-vehicle crash, but no injuries or citations resulted 

from that one. 

In July 1972, between the fatal crash and the scheduled trial 
date, the Department- of State ordered another 1 icense revocation 
because Driver E was deemed unable to operate a vehicle safely. The 

revocation was continued in September and again in April 1973, and 
an appeal from that revocation was refused in May. Driver E was also 

placed under the terms of the financial -responsi bil i ty act through 

April 1974. 

Arraignment on the negl igent homicide charge took place in circuit 

court in October 1972. Prior to the trial, state police attempted to 

find and subpoena the eyewitnesses to Driver E's speed. Four of the 

witnesses, however, had left the state and were unavailable to testify; 
as a result, the prosecutor's office was unable to prove negligent 
homicide, Driver E pleaded no contest to the reduced charge of reck- 
less driving, a misdemeanor. In September 1973 he was sentenced to 
two years' probation plus payment of costs. Six violation points 

were assessed against him on his traffic record. 

Driver E, upon recommendation of the county probation officer, 

was discharged from probation in December 1974, nine months early, 
(State traffic records do not reveal when his driver's 1 icense was 
restored. ) 

Within two weeks of his discharge, Driver E was in a two-car 
crash. In that instance, police cited him for disobeying a traffic 

signal. In 1975 he received one citation for failure to signal and 
another for speeding. He currently holds an unrestricted operator's 
1 icense with chauffeur's and rnotorcycl e endorsements. 



DRIVER F 

In the early evening hours of a June day in 1972, Driver F y  a 
31-year-01 d male employed as an engineer, was driving toward his 
home whi 1 e extremely intoxicated. Witnesses who had ovserved Driver 
F's driving behavior for at least 20 miles testified that Driver F 
was swerving and weaving all over the highway, abruptly changlng 
speeds from dangerously slow to dangerously fast, and forcing other 
traffic out of his way. At times, witnesses spotted him drinking 
out of a can (police later found an open beer can in his car). 

Driver F left the freeway and continued along a two-lane highway. 
He encountered three boys on bicycles, travelling the same way as he. 
When the boy riding farthest to the left heard the sound of Driver F's 
car approaching, he tried to take evasive action. He pedalled toward 
the opposite side of the road, but before he could reach safety, Driver 
F struck him from behind and killed him. Driver F continued without 
stopping. 

A companion of the dead boy provided the only eyewitness testimony, 
but his story proved to be shaky. Parts of his testimony were incon- 
sistent; he could not say for certain where on the road the impact 
occurred or whether Driver F was in the wrong lane. Another witness 
observed Driver F's erratic driving immediately before the crash and 
saw the crash scene immediately after, but she did not see the crash 
itself. rn 

Local pol ice, who were among those warned after the crash to watch 
for the hit-and-run car, apprehended Driver F at home. At the time, 

A 

he was, according to the arresting officers, extremely intoxicated, 
emotionally shaken, and almost incoherent. In a statement which state 
pol ice included in their accident report, he claimed he was travel 1 ing 
five miles an hour when he struck the bicycle and that the boy darted 
in front of him. 



DRIVER F (Con't) 

Driver F was turned over by the local pol ice to the state pol ice. 
The prosecutor's office was advised of the crash .and warrants for man- 
slaughter and leaving the scene of an accident were issued. Driver F 
entered not guilty pleas to both counts. The district court set him 
free on $2,500 bond, and two months later, following his preliminary 
examination, Driver F was bound over for trial. 

In September 1972 the Department of State ordered Driver Fis license 
revoked for one year on account of his inability to operate a vehicle 
safely, Driver F challenged the revocation in circuit court, but the 
court upheld it. At the time, Driver F's traffic record for the pre- 
ceding 10 years included two reckless driving convictions (1 963 and 
1970), two convictions for leaving the scene of a property-damage 
accident (1964 and 1970), and a conviction for driving while under the 
infl uence of 1 iquor (1 966). 

An information charging Driver F with manslaughter and with 
leaving the scene was issued in October. Driver F moved to quash it, 
claiming that the testimony against him was too remote in time and 
place to establish the reckless mental state necessary for a conviction; 
(Driver F did not challenge the leaving-the-scene charge.) The circuit 
court denied his motion. Driver F requested a rehearing on the same 
issue and was tkrned down by the same court. He then took steps to 
appeal the rul ings. After the Michigan Court of Appeals decided in 
October 1973 not to hear Driver Fis appeal, his case was readied for 
trial. 

In February 1974, however, the prosecution agreed to drop the 
manslaughter charge and accept pleas of no contest to the charges of 
negligent homicide and leaving the scene. Upon recomnendation of the 
probation department, Driver F received a sentence of two years' 
probation, The terms of the probation required Driver F to avoid 
drinking and frequenting taverns, and to continue the A1 coho1 ic Anony- 
mous sessions he began after the accident. 



DRIVER F (Con't) 

Driver F was discharged from pro6ation in April 1975, eleven 
months early. He returned to the road and has not 6een convicted 
for any traffic infractions since his release from probatton. A s  
of Spring 1977, the only su6seqnent entry on his traffic record is 
a two-vehicle crash in 1976 which resulted in no injuries or citations. 



D R I V E R  G 

Driver G, a 21-year-old male, was driving with his brother-in- 
law through a residential area of his home town on a September night 

in 1972, According to eyewitnesses, as well as the later investigation 

by pol ice, he was travel 1 ing about 35 miles an hour when he approached 
an intersection controlled 6y stop signs, Driver G claimed he did not 

see the sign; without stopping, he entered the intersection, striking 
broadside a vehicle which had the right of way. The driver of the 
struck vehicle was thrown from her car and killed. The remaining 
passengers in the vehicle suffered injuries. Driver G and his brother- 
in-law were also injured, 

The accident report, submitted by city police called to the scene, 

shows Driver G to have been charged with manslaughter; however, a 
warrant was issued for his arrest on a negligent homicide charge. The 
accident report noted that Driver G "had been drinking ," but a1 coho1 
was not mentioned in the warrant. F O ~  lowing prel iminary examination 
two .weeks after the crash, he was bound over for trial and released 

on his personal bond pending trial. 

Three schedul ed trial dates were postponed by agreement between 
the prosecution and Driver GIs attorney, In March 1973, Driver G 
moved to quash the negl igent homicide charge, claiming the prosecution 
never showed probable cause that he disobeyed the stop sign. Shortly 

after filing that motion, however, Driver G agreed to plead no contest 
to the 1 esser charge of "attempted negl igent homicide. 'I (Attempted 

offenses usual ly carry a maximum penalty of half that of completed 
offenses. ) 

Prior to the fatal accident, Driver G had been involved in two 
other crashes. In the first, in January 1970, there was one injury, 
and Driver G received a citation for violating the Basic Speed Law. 
He failed to answer the citation and consequently received an automatic 
1 icense suspension. Driver G received four other speeding tickets in 
the two years preceding the fatal coll ision. 



DRIVER G (Con ' t ) 

In N d e r  1972, while t r i a l  on the negligent homicide charge 
was pending, the Departrrmt of State revoked Driver G's license an 
the gromds that he was unable to operate a vehicle safely. Driver G 
appealed the ruling to the license appeals board, which took no im- 
mediate act im. 

Driver G was sentenced in April 1973. His sentence was three 
mths ' cmfinement in the county j a i l ,  two year' s probation, p a y t  
of costs, and no drinking for me year folluwing release from jail. 
In May the court c m t e d  the balance of Driver G's j a i l  term to 
four weekends ' cmfinemnt but added a provisim prohibiting him 
from driving for a year. 

Following Driver G's plea and sentencing, the license appeals 
board decided to uphold the Novenber 1972 addnistrative revocaticn. 
In 3me 1974 the court-ordered revocation period ended and ten m t h s  
later, in April 1975, a l l  remaining probaticn term were lifted. 
While he was s t i l l  on probation, Driver G was ticketed for speeding. 

A t  this writing, Driver G currently holds a valid, restricted 
operator's license with a mtorcycle endorsen t .  



DRIVER H 

On a February evening i n  1972, Driver H, a divorced 22-year-old 
man, and h4s friend Mr. B were leaving a bar where they had been 
drinking heavily. Because Mr. B was, i n  Driver H's opinion, too drunk 
to drive his own car home, Driver H offered t o  drive him back. Mr. 
B agreed. 

While attempting to pass another car on a wet, two-lane road, 
Driver H drove through a pool of water and los t  control o f  the vehicle. 
The car spun out, swerved off the left-hand edge of the road, and 
struck three large trees.  The impact sheared the vehicle in. haqf, 

Sheriff ' s  deputies called to the scene found Mr. B killed and 
Driver H injured. Laboratory tes t s  showed that  both men had blood- 
alcohol levels we1 1 above the legal definition of "under the 
influence of liquor." Mr. B's BAL was 0.21%, while Driver H (who 
consented to  a blood t e s t )  .registered 0.14%. The front part of the 
destroyed car contained further evidence of dr ink ing :  three empty 
beer bottles and half a bottle of wine. 

Driver H was arrested on a charge of manslaughter. He pled 
not guilty and was released af te r  he posted a $5,000 personal bond. 
Because he waived the "12-day rule" which guarantees prompt pre- 
1 iminary examinations, that  phase of the proceedings was delayed u n t i  1 
l a te  April. Following the examination, the d i s t r i c t  judge bound h i m  

over for  t r i a l .  

In May the Department of State ordered a re-examination for  
Driver H b u t  took no other action a t  that  time. The only conviction 
then appearing on his t r a f f i c  record was for  reckless driving in 1967. 

Before the case was t r ied ,  Driver H pled gui l ty  in June 1972 t o  
a charge of "attempted felonious driving." Michigan law defines 
"felonious driving" as reckless or grossly negligent driving that  
results in serious injury t o  another. The maximum penalty i s  two 
years' imprisonment. Following Driver H's guilty plea, the case was 
remanded t o  the d i s t r i c t  court for  sentencing. 



DRIVER H (Con't) 

In July, the district judge, sentenced hi~a to two years' 
probation. He a1 so sentenced Driver H to thirty days' confinement 
to the county jail but suspended the term. In addition, he ordered 
Driver H ' s  1 icense restricted to travel to and from work, fined him 
$500 costs, and placed him under the financial -responsibil i ty act. 

Driver H's state traffic record incorrectly notes the disposition 
of this case as a conviction for felonious driving. It also shows 
that Driver H appealed his 1 icense restrictions to the 1 icense appeals 
board in September 1972 and again in January 1973. In February, the 
board shortened the tern of Driver H's driving restrictions to a 
six-month period ending in July 1973. In 1975, after having compl ied 
with his obligations under the financial-responsibility act, he was 
released from its terms. Driver H at this writing holds a valid, 
restricted operator's license, 



DRIVER J 

Driver J, a 39-year-01 d man employed as a factory worker, was 
drinking with a friend after working the second shift on an evening 
in March 1972. The two men stayed at a bar until it. closed, where- 

upon they went to t h ~  home of Ms. D, a mutual friend. According to 

testimony which Driver J later offered in court, he had several more 
drinks at the house, slept there for a while, and had two more drinks 
after he woke up. 

In the morning, Ms. D asked Driver J to go to the store and buy 
some food for breakfast. Because Driver J was unfamiliar with the 
area, Ms. D sent her teen-age son to accompany him. While driving 

towards town at a very high rate of speed, Driver J lost control of 
his vehicle which ran off the left-hand side o f  the road. It first 

struck a road sign and spun around; it next ran over a small *tree and 

mail box, and then ran into a large tree (police estimated the car's 

speed at impact at 70 miles an hour), completely uprooting it. Finally 
the car rolled over and came to rest upside down. The coll ision 
killed Ms. D's son, Driver 3 was injured, though not critically. 

Sheriff's deputies, called to the scene, took Driver J to a 
hospital, where both pol ice officers and hospital personnel noted 
that he was "very intoxicated." With Driver J's consent, pol ice 
administered a blood test, but the results were not recorded. A 
manslaughter warrant was issued that day, along with citations for 
violating the Basic Speed Law and for failing to comply with the 

financial-responsibil ity act. He has come under the latter as the 
result of a 1970 drinking-driving conviction. Driver J waived pre- 
1 iminary examination and the district judge bound him over for trial 
on the manslaughter charge. Before being freed pending trial on 
$5,000 personal bond, Driver J spent three days in jail. 

In May 1972, the Department of State ordered Driver J's 1 icense 
revoked. A t  the time he was still under financial -responsibil ity terms 
on account of his 1970 alcohol convictfon but had only one other 
ci tation--speeding--since then. 



DRIVER J (Con't) 

In late June, Driver J entered a guilty plea to the reduced charge 
of negl igent homicide; the prosecution, in return, dismissed the man- 
slaughter charge and the two trafftc citations. In July the circuit 
court sentenced Driver J to 90 days in jail, two years' probation, 
payment of $400 costs, and a two-year license revocation. The sentenc- 
ing judge, noting Driver J's alcohol problem, commented: 

"I do understand and appreciate your drinking problem. 
I'm satisfied that this is an illness and something that 
must be treated. And, therefore, any program for your 
rehabilitation must of necessity involve extensive 
a1 cohol ic treatment of yourself ." 

The probation order contained the fol lowing additional terms: attending 
A1 cohol ics Anonymous or undergo simi 1 ar a1 cohol treatment; maintaining 
a steady job and meeting his child-support obligations; and refraining 
from drinking and frequenting taverns. 

In October 1973, with nine months of the probation term remaining, 
the court ordered him discharged from probation. His f inancial -responsi- 
bility obligations were lifted in Yovember 1973. Driver J's operator's 
license was not restored until September 1975 when a new, unrestricted 
1 icense was issued to him. Driver J's driving record has since shown 
no accidents or violations. 



DRIVER K 

During the late afternoon hours of a February day in 1972, 
Driver K, a 17-year-old male, and a companion of his, were riding 
on a wet three-lane road. Driver K lost control of his vehicle, 
which crossed the center lane, entered the path of oncoming traffic, 

and struck another vehicle head-on. Driver K's companion was killed; 

the drivers of both vehicles were injured. 

City police arrived at the scene, That day Driver K was arrested 
on a negligent homicide warrant which charged him with "driving with- 

out due care and circumspection." He had not 6een drinking at the 
time of the collision and there was no evidence that he was travelling 
at an unsafe speed. 

The district court bound Driver K over for trial, releasing him 

in the meantime on $1,000 personal-recognizance bond. In April, 
further proceedings in the case were postponed for a ten-week period 
due to the hospitalization of a witness, 

The district court meanwhile requested Driver K t  s traffic record 
from the Department of State. That record showed that in less than 
two years on the road, Driver K had been involved in three crashes, 
and that he had received three citations: disobeying a traffic signal 
(September 1970); drag racing (May 1971); and speeding (May 1971). 
While Driver K's negl igent homicide prosecution was pending, 1 icense 
revocation proceedings were initiated. Driver K was summoned to a re- 
examination of his driving, but he failed to appear. In May, his 
license was revoked because of his inability to operate a vehicle safely 

as well as his absence at the scheduled re-examination. A month later, 
after completing the required tests, Driver K regained his 1 icense. 

A pol iceman assigned to the case was of the opinion that "there 
was no way to prove negligent homicide" and the prosecution evidently 

reached the same conclusion. In November, before trial, Driver K pled 
guilty to reckless driving, a misdemeanor. His sentence was six month's 
probation plus payment of $100 costs. The court restricted Driver K's 
driving to travel to and from work. 



DRIVER K (Con't) 

The Department of State, upon being nottfied of the conviction, 
assessed slx viola tton points agafnst Drlver K' s traffic record and 
in December sumnoned him to another re-examination, In January 1973, . 
after finding Driver Kt s driving record "unsatisfactory, " the Depart- 
ment of State ordered another revocation. On appeal, the 1 icense 
appeal s board commuted the penalty to three months' suspension. 

In March 1973, a 1 ittle over a year after the fatal accident and 
four months after he pled guilty to reckless driving, Driver K was 
involved in a two-vehicle crash from which one injury resulted. No 
citations were issued to Driver K even though his license was supposed 
to have been suspended at the time of the collision. 

In July 1973, Driver K's 1 icense was restored. His record for 
1974 shows two speeding violations. In March 1975 Driver K was 
found guilty of driving while under the influence of 1 iquor; while 
that matter was pending, he was in another accident, a1 though no 
injuries or citations resulted from that crash. Immediate1 y foll ow- 
ing his drinking-driving conviction, Driver K was placed under 
financial-responsibility terms. He was released from them in April 
1976. 

Driver K, now age 23, holds a restricted driver's license 
issued to him in 1976. 



DRIVER L 

Driver L, a 37-year-old female, was travelling westbound on a 

wet five-lane highway on a February evening in 1972. According to 

an eyewitness, she drove erraticall y into the center (1 eft-turn) 
lane and appeared to be travelling faster than other traffic. Driver 
L attempted a left turn into her driveway but did so without determin- 
ing whether she had adequate clearance to do so. Before she reached 
the driveway, an eastbound vehicle struck the rear end of her car. 
The eastbound car went out of control, entered the opposite lanes and 
struck a third vehicle head-on. The driver of the third vehicle 
died in the crash, and the occupants of the eastbound car suffered 
injuries. Driver L was unhurt. 

City police were called to the accident scene. The police report 
that appears in the Michigan Fatal File is incomplete and sketchy. Six 
days after the collision, police obtained a warrant for Driver L's 
arrest, charging negligent homicide based on her "careless and needless 
inattention," Neither speed nor drinking were mentioned. For reasons 
not apparent from the court records, Driver L's preliminary examination 

was delayed some two months, Two sessions--one in April and another - 
in May--were needed to complete the examination. There, the prosecution 

argued that Driver L should have foreseen the likely consequences of 
making a turn without proper clearance. 

C. 

In May the district judge ordered Driver L tried on the negligent 
homicide charge, but commented that the case was a "close1' one. Per- 
sonal bond of $2,500 was set. An information formally charging negli- 
gent homicide followed Driver L.'s being- bound oyer for trial., and. 

she was arraigned on it. In May, she stood mute, at arraignment, 
and a not guilty plea was entered for her. 

A pretrial conference took place in early June. A record of that 
conference reveal s that the prosecution apparent1 y decl ined to accept 
a plea to a lesser charge. On the scheduled trial date later that 
month, Driver L offered to plead guilty as charged, but the judge re- 
fused to accept the plea. He took the matter "under advisement" and 



DRIVER L (Con't) 

ordered a 60-day postponement o f  the procedings. In August, the 
judge decfded not to accept Driver L's proferred plea; the next 
day, the prosecution moved to dismiss the case a1 together, claiming 
they could not prove negl igent homicide. The judge thereupon 
crdered the prosecut ion di missed. 

The records in the Department of State also show that Driver L 

suffered no administrative sanctions arising from the fatal crash. 
The recorded entry for that crash fails to mention any fatalities. 

Before the negl igent homicide charge against her was dismissed, 
Driver L received a citation, not related to the fatal accident, for 
making a prohibited turn in May 1972. She received two other citations 
that year, one for speeding (October) and one for tailgating (November). 
She was cited for careless driving in December 1974. In January 1976, 
Driver L was involved in a crash, from which neither injuries nor 
violations resul ted. 

Driver L currently holds a valid operator's license. 



DRIVER M 

Driver M, a 24-year-old male, was driving after drinking on a 
late December night in 1972. Travel ling westbound on a county high- 
way at a high rate of speed, Driver M lost control of his vehicle, 
which crossed the center 1 ine and struck from behind two pedestrians 
walking westbound along the side of the road. One of the pedestrians 

died; the other, his wife, was critically injured and eventually lost 

a leg. 

Following the accident, Driver M failed to stop at the scene. 
Instead, he drove to a nearby house and asked to use the te1,ephone. 
The residents said they had no telephone but that their neighbors 
did. Instead of using the neighbors' telephone, Driver M proceeded 

instead to a party store where he called his father and told him of the 
accident. He did not report the accident to the police. 

State Police, informed of the crash by Driver M's father, shortly 
afterwards found Driver M not far from the crash scene, They placed 

him under arrest for manslaughter and questioned him. With his consent, 

they administered a breathal yzer test, which showed an a1 coho1 concen- 
tration of O.11%, thus placing him in the legal category of "under 

the infl uenceu of a1 coho1 . 
A warrant charging mansl aughter was issued shortly thereafter, and 

the first preliminary examination session was held in the district 
court in February, The judge then bound him over for trial, releasing 

him on $5,000 personal bond in the meantime. 

Once criminal proceedings began, the prosecution dismissed 
several pending traffic matters involving Driver M e  In March, fol- 

1 owing bind-over, an informati on formal ly charging mansl aughter was 
issued and Driver M was arraigned in circuit court. He stood mute 
and the court entered a not guilty plea for him. The record of a 

pretrial conference held two weeks after the arraignment and plea 
showed that plea negotiations were being deferred while Driver M 
moved to quash the charges against him. 



DRIVER M (Con't) 

In his motion to quash, filed in March, Driver M argued that the 
prosecution had failed to prove the elements of manslaughter, The 
circuit judge agreed with Driver M, but rather than dismissing the 
case he remanded it to the district court for further examination. 

The district judge, following a session held in April, decided to bind 
Driver M over on a lesser charge of negl igent homicide. 

Arraigned on the new charge in May, Driver M again stood mute, 
He filed another motion to quash, and the circuit court again remanded 
the case. The distr.ict court clerk reported that the case was disposed 
of when the district judge ordered the prosecution dismissed altogether 
in July. Driver M's arrest and fingerprint records were thereafter 
expunged by the Department of State Police, 

While criminal proceedings were underway, the Department of State 

indefinitely suspended Driver M's 1 icense on account of his inabil ity 
to operate a vehicle safely as well as his failure to appear at a 
scheduled re-examination in February 1973. As of December 1972, Driver 
M's driving record showed two speeding violations (January 1971 and 

December 1972), an automatic suspension levied in March 1972 for 
failing to answer the first speeding citation, and a June 1972 citation 

for driving while under the automatic suspension. Driver M had pre- 
viously been re-examined in September 1972, but no action was taken. 

In June and November 1973 the Department of State continued the 

indefinite suspeniion of Driver M's license following his failures 

to appear at scheduled re-examinations. In December 1974 he was 

placed under the terms of the financial-responsibility act. 

State traffic records show that Driver M's 1 icense expired in 
1973 and has not been renewed. 



DRIVER N 

Driver N, a 56-year-old male employed as a painter, was driving 
in city traffic during the rush hour on a March morning in 1972. He 

was heavily intoxicated at the time even though--as he later claimed 
in court--he had slept for several hours before driving. Driver N 
was headed eastbound into 6right sunshine when he approached an inter- 
section controlled by a traffic light. Failing to see the signal, he 

proceeded into the intersection and fatally struck an elderly pedestrian 
crossing the street, 

City police investigated the accident and tested Driver N for 
alcohol, H5s recorded blood alcohol level was 0.20%. The same day, 
the pol ice obtained a warrant for his arrest, charging him with man- 
slaughter. Driver N waived prel iminary examination and in April the 
municipal court bound him over for trial. He was released on $3,000 
personal bond. An information formal ly charging mans1 aughter was 
issued later that month and Driver M was arraigned on it. 

At the arraignment Driver N attempted to plead guilty to the 
lesser charge of negligent homicide, a disposition to which the 
assistant prosecutor and arresting officer had both already agreed, 

Driver N, however, insisted on his factual innocence, contending he 
was not intoxicated and that he did not drive through a red signal. 
This disturbed the judge, who refused to accept Driver M's proferred 
guilty plea; he took the matter under advisement and adjourned the 
proceedings . 

In June 1972, Driver N renewed his guilty plea which this time 
was accepted by the judge. He had before him Driver N ' s  traffic record, 
which he termed "miserable." That record showed a 1966 conviction for 
driving while under the influence of alcohol, plus four speeding cita- 
tions during the seven years preceding the fatal crash. 

The judge, in deciding to sentence Driver N to two years' proba- 
tion, remarked: "Now, let me tell you something. You're very 
fortunate. You're not a criminal, This is the reason I'm not send- 
ing you to jail ," He decl ined to classify and treat Driver N as a 



DRIVER N (Con't) 

criminal because the driver d i d  n o t  intend t o  ki l l  the pedestrian. 

The terms of Driver N's probation included a 1 icense suspension 
and prohibition of the use of intoxicants for  the two-year probation - .  
period, plus payment of $200 costs. 

In May, prior t o  his plea and sentence, the Department of State 
ordered Driver N's license revoked on the grounds that  he was unable 
t o  operate a vehicle safely. Arguing that a car was necessary to  his 
occupation, Driver N appealed the revocation b u t  the appeals board 
upheld the Department's revocation through June 1973. (The court- 
ordered ban against his driving, also in force, was due t o  expire in 
June 1974.) 

In January 1974, eighteen months a f t e r  sentencing, the court 
granted a probation department petition for  Driver N's early dis- 
charge. Driver N was a t  the time in poor health and under a doctor's 
care, and his at t i tude while on probation had been termed "good." 

Whether Driver N's suspension lasted th rough  July 1973 or 
through January 1974, his t r a f f i c  record showed no fur ther  entr ies  
until August 1974, when he was involved i n  a two-car col l is ion.  He 

received no t r a f f i c  c i ta t ions a f te r  the fa ta l  crash. Driver N 

currently holds a valid, restr ic ted (corrective lens)  license. 



DRIVER P 

Driver P a 30-year-old divorced male, was driving a f t e r  he l e f t  
a bar on a November evening in 1972. He was travel1 ing westbound a t  
a high r a t e  of speed, As he tried t o  overtake other westbound t r a f f i c ,  
Driver P crossed the double solid 1 ine, entered the eastbound lane, 
and struck a teen-age pedestrian standing i n  the eastbound lane. She 
was killed by the impact. 

After the coll ision, Driver P fled the scene, abandoned his c'ar, 
and disposed of the keys. Local pol ice,  however, searched for  Driver P 
and found h im shortly a f te r  the hit-and-run accident. Some two weeks 
l a t e r ,  an a r res t  warrant charging him w i t h  manslaughter was issued. 
Fol lowing prel iminary examination i n  January 1973, the municipal court 
bound him over for t r i a l .  

Bond was se t  a t  $10,000. This relat ively large sum was prompted 
by Driver P's criminal history: a t  the time of the accident, Driver P 

was on parole, having served a five-year prison term for  armed robbery. 
He had been imprisoned and paroled ear l ie r  for  armed assault. Because 
he was a parolee w i t h  two felony convictions, he feared being returned 
to  prison as a resul t  of the fatal  accident. 

During the time Driver P spent outside of prison, he had 
compiled an extensive t r a f f i c  record. Prior to his f i r s t  confinement 
i n  1962, he had been convicted twice of reckless driving, and prior 
t o  that,  he had been placed under financial -responsi bil i t y  terms. 
Driver P had spent part of 1965 o u t  of prison and had received no 
t r a f f i c  c i ta t ions during th is  period. Between his 1971 parole and 
the fatal  crash, Driver P had comitted s ix moving violations (three 
for speeding, two for disobeying stop signs, and one for  fa i l ing  to  
yield the right of way) and he had been in three other crashes. As 
a resul t  of one of those crashes, a two-vehicle collision in which 
three persons were injured, he had been cited for  f a l l  fng t o  yield. 



DRIVER P (Con't) 

In July 1972, four months before his car struck and killed 
the young girl, the Department of State had revoked Drlver P's 1 icense 
for one month, but a single-vehicle accident occurring durfng that 
period is noted on his trafftc record. Driver P was in another single- 
vehicle crash following the fatal accident. 

In February 1973, Driver P pled guilty to the new charge of 
leaving the scene of a fatal accident. Pri6r to sentencing, Driver P 
was arrested for a felony in another county, and was lodged in jail 
awaiting disposition of that matter. 

The abstract of his conviction for leaving the scene of a 
fatal accident, which appears in the court files, shows that Driver P 

was sentenced to one to five years imprlsonment, 

The Department of State revoked Driver P's 1 icense in August 
1973, six months after he pled guilty to leaving the scene, on account 
of hts having had "three or more negl igent accidents within two years." 

Since late 1973, Driver P has been confined to state prisons 
for a number of felony convictions, including one which resulted in 
a sentence of from 25 to 40 years' confinement. His operator's 1 icense 
has expired. 



APPENDIX 8 

INITIAL CHARGES, FINAL CJS DISPOSITIONS, AND FINAL ADMINISfRATIVE 

DISPOSITIONS FOR THE CHARGED DRIVER SET 

Thts Appendix s e b  ou t  the recorded i n i t i a l  charges, i f  any, and t h e  f i n a l  

dispasi tions--CJS and administrat ive-- invol v ing the 288 charged d r i v e n .  To 

maintain the  anonymity o f  these d r i ve rs  they are i d e n t i f i e d  by case nwnber only. 

Symbols and abbreviat ions used here are explained i n  the notes on pages 8-T4 

and 8-15. Cases marked w i th  an as te r i sk  are explained f u r t h e r  i n  the notes on 

pages 8-15 and 8-16. 

SOURCE OF 
CASE CHARGING FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER - 
I DRIVERS CHARGED WITH FELONIES (1 67) 
A. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH MANSLAUGHTER (69) : 

001 AR 

002 AR, DSP 

003 AR, DSP 

004 DSP 

005 AR, DSP 

006 AR 

007* AR 

008 AR, DSP 

009 AR, DSP 

010 AR, DSP 

011 A R ,  
012 AR, DSP 

013 AR, OSP 
014* AR 

015 AR 
016 DSP 

017 AR 

018 AR, DSP 

019 DSP 

020 AR 

021 DSP 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (AR, DSP) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (OR, DSP) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (CC ) 
Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, OR) 

Improuer Lane Use (OR) 

Dismissed fo l low ing  m i s t r i a l  

Neql f gent Homicide (OR, DSP) 

Hot G u i l t y  (CC) 

FIegl i g e n t  Homicide (DSP) 

Negl igent Homicide (DR) 

Negl f gent l i h i e i d e  (AR) 

Negl igent Homicide (DSP) 

Negl igent Homicde (AR, OR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Dismissed (CC) 

NRE (AR, OSP, CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (DR) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (CC) 

Mans1 aughter (DSP) 

FIXAL ADMINISTRATIVE 

Revocation 

-no record, ou t  o f  state- 

Suspension 

Revocation 

Revocation 

NRE 
(AR, DSP) County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

Suspension 
Recxamination 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Revocation 

County D r i v e r  Safety School 

Revocation 

Reexami n a t i o n  

-no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  

Revocation 

Revocation 

Suspension 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AN0 SOURCE OF DATA - -- 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR, OSP 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 

AR, DSP 
AR 
AR 

DSP 
AR 

AR. 

Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (DR) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR, OR, DSP) 

Negl igent Homicide and Leaving 
the Scene (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR) 

Negl i g e n t  Homicide (CC) 

Diimi ssed (DSP) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR) 

Attempted Negl igen t  Homicide (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (DSP) 

Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Felonious Dr iv ing  (DR) ; Attempted 
Felonious Dr iv ing  (CC) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (OSP) 

Negligent Homicide (AR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, OR, DSP) 

Careless Dr i v ing  (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR, cC) 
~ e g l  igen t  Homicide (DSP, CC) . 

Dismissed (CC) 
Ncgl i gen t  Homicide (DSP) 

Leaving the Scene (CC) 

Dismissed (CC) 

Not G u i l t y  (CC) 
Reckless Drf v ing (OR) 

- juveni le ,  records sealed- 
Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Dr i v ing  Under the Influence of 
Liquor (DR) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISPOSITION 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Revocation 

NRE 
Revocation 

Reexamination 

-not d e t e n i n a b l e  from 
d r i  ver record- 
Revocation 

-no record avai lab le-  

Revocation 

Revocatlon 

Revocation 

Suspension 

Revocation 

Suspensi on 

NRE 

Revocation 

Suspension 

-no record, ou t  of state- 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

County D r i v e r  Safety School 
Revocation 

Reexamination 
Revocation 

NRE 

Revocation 
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CASE SOURCE OF FIflAL CJS DISPOSITIOli 
NUMEER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA 

052 AR Dr iv ing  While Impaired (OR) 

053 AR Negl igent Homicide (DR, DSP) 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR, DSP 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR 

AR, DSP 

AR 

INF 

Dr iv ing  Under the Inf luence of 
Liquor (DR) 

Driving, While Impaired (DR) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP, CC) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Manslaughter (DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (DR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

Negl igent Homicide (DR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (DR, DSP) 

Manslaughter (DR, DSP) 

Negl igent  Homicide (DR) and 
Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR, DSP) 

Manslaughter (DR) 

8. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH NEGLIGENT HOMICIDE (94) : 

070 AR NRE (AR, OR, DSP, CC) 

07 1 AR, DSP Careless Dr i v ing  (AR, DR, DSP) 

072 DSP Careless Dr i v ing  (CC) 

07 3 AR, DSP Careless Dr i v ing  (AR, DSP) 

074 AR Negl igent Homicide (CC) 
075 AR, DSP Negligent Homicide (AR) 

076 AR Reckless Dr iv ing (AR) 

077 DSP Dr iv ing  While Impaired (DR) 

078 AR, DSP Reckless Dr i v ing  (DSP) 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Reexaminatf on 

Revocation 

Reexami n a t i  on 

Revocation 

Revocation 

NRE 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

NRE 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Suspension 

Revoca t i o n  

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Suspension 

NRE 
-no record avai 1 able- 

Revocation 
Reexamination 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA - DISPOSITION 

079 AR, DSP 

080 AR 

081 AR 

082* AR 

08 3 AR 

084 AR 

085 AR, DSP 

086 AR, DSP 

087 AR 

088 AR 

089 AR 

090 AR 

09 1 AR, DSP 

092 AR, DSP 

093 AR 

094 AR, DSP 

095 AR 

096' AR 

097 DSP 

098 AR, DSP 

0 99 AR, DSP 

Negl igent Homicide (AR) 

NRE (AR, DSP, CC) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

Negl i g e n t  Homicide (DR. DSP) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (CC) 

Negl i g e n t  Homicide ( AR, DR) 

Negl igen t  Homicide ( CC) 

Negl i g e n t  Homicide ( AR, DSP) 

Negl lgent Homicide (CC) 

Not G u i l t y  (CC) 

Not G u i l t y  (AR) ; Dismissed (DSP) 

Negl i g e n t  Homicide (DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (DSP) 

Not G u i l t y  (CC) 

NRE (AR, DSP, CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, OR) 

Not G u i l t y  (AR, DSP) 

NRE 

-no record avai lab le-  

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Suspension 

Reexamination 

N RE 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

-no record ava i lab le -  

Dr i v ing  Res t r i c t tons  Imposed 

Suspension 

Reexamination 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE. OF DATA - -- - 
1 00 AR 

101 AR, DSP 

102*+ AR,DSP 

103 AR 

104+ AR, DSP 

105 AR 

106* AR, DSP 

107 AR, DSP 

108 DS P 

109 DS P 

110* AR 

111 .9R, DSP 

112 AR, DSP 

113 DS P 

114 AR, OSP 

115 AR 

116 AR 

117 AR, DSP 

118 AR 

119 AR, DSP 

120 AR 

121 AR, DSP 

Neg 1 i gent Homl c i  de (CC) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR, DSP) 

Dismissed (CC) 

Not Gui 1 t y  (CC) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, CC); Careless 
Dr i v ing  (DSP) 

Not G u i l t y  (AR) 

Leaving the Scene (DSP) 

Disobey T r a f f i c  Signal (CC) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR, DSP) 

Negl igent Homicide (DSP) 

Neg 1 i gent Homicide ( AR, OR) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR, OR, DSP) 

Improper Passing (OR) 

Disobey Traf f ic  Signal (OR) 

Dr i v ing  L e f t  o f  Center (AR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

Not G u i l t y  (AR) 

Negl igent Homicide (AR, OR, DSP) 

Not G u i l t y  (CC) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (CC) 

Negl igen t  Homicide (OR) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISPOSITION 

Revocatl on 

Suspension 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

NRE 

NRE 

Revocation 

NRE 

NRE 

County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

NRE 

Suspension 

Reexamination 

N RE 

Suspension 

-no record, ou t  of s ta te -  

N RE 

Reexamination 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADEINISTRATIVE 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AlD SOURCE OF,DATA - DISPOSITION 

122 AR Dismissed (AR) Suspension 

123 AR, DSP Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR) -no record avai lab le-  

124 AR NRE (AR, OR, DSP, CC) Revocation 

125 AR NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) Revocation 

126* AR, DSP Negl igent Homicide (AR, DSP) and -no record ava i lab le -  
Leaving the  Scene (AR) 

127+ AR Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, DR, DSP) Reexamination 

128 AR, DSP Not G u i l t y  (AR, DSP) Revocation 

129 AR NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) Reexamination 

130 AR, DSP Negl igen t  Homicide (DSP) Suspension 

131 AR Charge Reduced t o  Careless Revocation 
Dr iv ing;  D r i v e r  Fa i led  
t o  Appear (CC) 

132 AR, DSP Dismissed (DSP) Revocati on 

133 AR, DSP Negl i gent Homicide (DSP) Revocation 

1 34 AR, DSP Dismissed (AR) Reexamination 

135 AR Reckless Dr i v ing  (CC) County D r i v e r  Safety School 

136 AR Negl igent Homicide ( DR) Revocation 

137* AR, DSP Dr iv ing  Under the  Inf luence Revocation 
of Liquor (OR) 

138 AR Prohib i ted Turn (CC) Reexamination 

139 AR, DSP Moving T r a f f i c  V i o l a t i o n  ( s i c )  (DSP) Suspension 

140 AR, DSP Careless Dr l v ing  (AR) -no record, o u t  o f  s ta te -  

141* AR, DSP Not G u i l t y  (AR, DSP) Revocation 

142 AR, DSP Negl i gent Homicide ( AR, DR, DSP) Suspension 

143 AR, DSP Not G u i l t y  (AR, DSP) Revocation 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
tjUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE-OF DATA 

144+ AR Dismissed Fol lowing M i s t r i a l  (CC) 

145 AR, DSP Sentenced Under Youthful Trainee 
Act (DSP) 

146 AR NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) 

147 AR Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (AR, DR) 

148 DS P Careless Dr i v ing  (CC) 

149 DSP Negl i gen t Homicide ( DSP) 

150 AR Di smi ssed ( CC) 

151 AR Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (AR, OR) 

152 DSP Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR) 

153+ AR Dismissed (CC) 

T54 AR Di smi ssed (CC) 

155 AR Dismi ssed (CC) 

156 DS P Negl igent Homicide (OR, OSP) 

157 INF Negl i gen t Homicide ( OR) 

158 INF Negl i gent Homi c i  de ( OR) 

159 INF Negl igent Homicide (DR) 

160 INF Negl igent Homicide (OR) 

161 INF Negl igent Homicide (DR, DSP) 

162 INF Negl i gent Homicide (OR) 

163 INF Negl igent Homicide (OR) 

C. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH FELONIOUS DRIVING , (4):  

164* AR Dismissed (CC) 

165 AR Attempted Felonious Dr iv ing  (AR) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DI SPOS IT1  ON 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Revocat i o n  

Suspension 

Reexamination 

Revocati on 

Reexamination 

Reexamf na t ion  

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

NRE 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

N RE 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

NRE 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Revocation 

-no record, ou t  o f  state- 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA - DISPOSITION 

166 AR NRE (AR, OR, DSP, CC) Suspension 

167 AR Negl igent Homicide (OR, DSP) Reexamination 

11. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH MISDEMEANORS; FELONY CHARGES POSSIBLE (48): 

Care (AR) 

Care (AR) 

VflSL (AR) 

W I L  (AR) 

MCD (AR) 

VBSL (AR) 

VBSL (AR) 

DTCD (AR) 

Lef t  (AR) 

Care (AR) 

F a i l  (AR) 

OW1 (AR) 

Unspec (AR) 

VBSL (AR) 

Lef t  (AR) 

V8SL (AR) 

F a l l  (AR) 

Unspec (AR) 

F a i l  (AR) 

V io la t ion  Basic Speed Law (OR) 

NRE (AR, OR, MP) 

V io la t ion  Basic Speed Law (DR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DSP) 

Careless Dr i v ing  (OR) 

NRE (AR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

Dr i v ing  Under the In f luence of 
Liquor and Leaving the Scene (OR) 

Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (OR) 

County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Revocation 

Revocation 

Suspension 

-no record avai lab le-  

-no record avai lab le-  

Revocation 

-no record avai lab le-  

Revocation 

Suspension 

County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

-no record, ou t  of s ta te-  

Suspension 

N RE 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Revocation 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CPARGING DATA AN0 SOURCE OF DATA - 
187 F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

188? F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

189? F a i l  (AR) Improper Turn (DR) 

190*? Le f t (AR)  NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

191* DUIL (AR, DSP) Dr iv ing While Impaired (DR) 

1921 F a i l  (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (OR) 

193? Reck (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

194 F a i l  (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Yie ld  (OR) 

195 L e f t  and NRf (AR, DSP) 
Equip (AR) 

196 F a i l  (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (AR, DSP) 

197? Reck (AR) NRE (AR, DSP) 

198*? VBSL (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

1991 DSS (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

ZOO? Speed (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

201? Lef t  (AR) Dr i v ing  L e f t  o f  Center (DR) 

2 0 P  DUIL (AR) Dr i v ing  Under the Inf luence of 
Liquor and Dr iv ing  w i th  

Suspended License ( OR) 

203 DUIL (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

2041 DSS (AR) NRE (AR, OSP) 

205 Im. Turn (AR) Improper T u n  (OR) 

206 DUIL (AR) Dr i v ing  Under the In f luence 
o f  Liquor (DR) 

207 ? F a i l  (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Yie ld  (OR) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
D ISPOSITJON 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Reexaminatfon 

Revocation 

N RE 

Revocation 

Suspension 

Reexami nat ion 

-no record, out o f  state- 

Reexamination 

-no record, out o f  s ta te-  

Revocation 

Revocatl on 

Suspension 

Suspension 

Revocation 

Suspension 

-no record avai lable- 

Dr i ve r  v o l u n t a r i l y  
surrendered 1 icense 

Revocation 

Reexamination 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA - 
2081 VSSL (AR) Vio la t ion  Basic Speed Law (DR) 

2091 Unspec (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

2 1 0 7  L e f t  (AR) Leaving the Scene (DR, DSP) 

2111 DTCD (AR) NRE (AR, DR, MP)  

21 2? F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DSP)' 

21 31 LCWSO (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

2141 L e f t  (AR) Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR) 

21 51 DTCD (AR) Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR) 

111. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH MISDEMEANORS ONLY (73) : 

21 6 Reck (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Y i e l d  (OR) 

21 7 Im.  S t a r t  (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

21 8 RSOS (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

21 9 F a i l  (AR) Fa i lu re  t o  Y ie ld  (DR) 

220  eft and Dr iv ing  L e f t  o f  Center and 
Care (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (AR, DR) 

221 DUIL (AR) Dr i v ing  Under the In f luence 
of L iquor  (DR) 

222 F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DSP) 

22 3 Care (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (AR, DR) 

224 F a i l  (AR) F a i l u r e  t o  Y i e l d  (DR) 

225 Lef.t ( AR) Dr i v ing  L e f t  af Center (AR, DR) 

226 Im. Park (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

227 F a i l  (AR) F a i l u r e  t o  Y i e l d  (DR) 

228 Care (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

229 Care (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

230 F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DSP) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
OISPOSITION 

.Revocation 

NRE 

Revocation 

Rcaxamination 

-no record avai lab le-  

Suspension 

Reexamination 

Reexaminatl on 

NRE 

NRE 

NRE 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Suspension 

-no record, ou t  of s ta te-  

Suspension 

N RE 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Reexaminatf on 

Reexamination 

-no record avai lab le-  
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA - 

Reck (AR,DSP) 

vesL (AR) 

Care, Lic., 
and Ins. (AR) 

Care, Reg., 
and Ins. (AR) 

VSSL (AR) 

L e f t  (AR) 

Le f t  (AR) 

Care (AR) 

F a i l  (AR) 

F a i l  (AR) 

Reck ( AR) 

DSS (AR) 

VBSL (AR) 

Equip (AR) 

Lef t  (AR) 

VBSL (AR) 

Reck (AR) 

Reck (AR) 

VsSL (AR) 

F a l l  (AR) 

Care (AR) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

V lo la t fon  Basic Speed Law (DR) 

Dr l v ing  w i t h  Suspended 
License (DR) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

Dismissed (AR) 

Dr i v ing  L e f t  of Center (OR) 

Careless Or iv ing (OR) 

Dismissed (AR) 

F a i l u r e  t o  Y ie ld  (AR) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

Disobey Stop Sign (DR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

Defective Brakes ( AR) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

NRE (AR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, DR) 

NRE (AR, Dl?, DSP) 

F a i l u r e  t o  Y i e l d  (OR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISPOSITIDfi 

Revocation 

Revocatlon 

Revocatlon 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

-no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  

Revocatlon 

Suspension 

Reexamination 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

Suspensl on 

Revocation 

Reexami na t l o n  

Reexamination 

-no record avai 1 able- 

Revocation 

Reexamination 

Suspension 

Revocation 

Reexamination 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISRDSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF: DATA 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISPOSITION 

Cdre (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (DR) County Dri ver  Safety School 

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Reck (AR) Reckless Dr i v ing  (AR, OR) 

F a i l  and 
L ic .  (AR) 

F a i l u r e  t o  Y ie ld  and V i o l a t i o n  
of License Restr ic t ions (no 

glasses) (AR, OR) 

F a i l  (AR)  

N I L  (AR) 

NRE (AR,DR,DSP ) Reexamination 

Revocation Dr i v ing  Under the In f luence 
of Liquor (DR) 

NRE (AR, DSP) Le f t  (AR) -no record avai lab le-  

Reexamination 

Revocation 

Care (AR) 

DUIL and LIC 
(AR) 

Dr i v ing  Under the  In f luence o f  
L iquor  and D r i v i n  w i th  
Expired License !OR) 

NRE (AR, DSP) Speed, Lic., 
and Reg. (AR) 
VBSL (AR) 

Lef t  (AR) 

Reck (AR) 

-no record avai lab le-  

Careless Dr i v ing  (DR) Revocation 

Suspension 

Revocation 

County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

Suspension 

Suspension 

Revocation 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

Care (AR) 

DSS (AR) 

NRE (AR, OR, DSP) 

Disobey Stop Sign (DR) 

Care (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

Reck and L ic .  
(AR, DSP) 

Reckless Dr i v ing  and Dr iv ing  
w i t h  Suspended License 

(DR, DSP) 

Im. Pass (AR) Improper Passing (DR) Revocation 

NRE 

-no record, out  o f  s ta te -  

Revocation 

N RE 

Reexamination 

Care (AR) Careless Dr i v ing  (DR) 

Im. Turn (AR) 

F a i l  (AR) 

Care (AR) 

Fa i l  (AR) 

Dismissed (AR) 

F a i l u r e  t o  Y ie ld  (DR) 

V io la t ion  Basic Speed Law (OR) 

NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION 
NUMBER CHARGING AND SOURCE OF DATA 

2 74 Unspec ( A i l )  NRE (AR, DR, DSP) 

FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISPOSITION 

Revocation 

2 757 Speed ( A N  NRE (AR, DR, DSP) Revocation 

2 767 VBSL (AR) V io la t ion  Basic Speed Law (AR, DR) NRE 

2'17? F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) Revocation 

2781 DTCD (AR) NRE ( AR, OR, DSP) Revocation 

2 79? DTCD (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) N RE 

2 80? Reck (AR) Reckless Dr i v ing  (OR) County Dr i ve r  Safety School 

281? VBSL (AR) NRE (AR, DSP) -no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  

2 8 2  DTCD (AR) Disobey T r a f f i c  Signal (OR) Reexamination 

2 8 3  DSS (AR) Disobey Stop Sign (OR) 

2 847 Im. Pass (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP' 

License Res t r i c t ions  
Imposed 

Revocation 

289  F a i l  (AR) NRE (AR, DSP) -no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  

2861 Lef t  ( AR) Dr i v ing  L e f t  o f  Center and Viola- Revocation 
t i o n  Basic Speed Law (OR) 

287? Left (AR) NRE (AR, OR, DSP) Reexamination 

2881 Lef t  (AR) NRE (AR, DR, DSP) Reexamination 
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EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS: 

+--Driver was selected f o r  in-depth f i e l d  study repor ted i n  Section 5.0. 

?--The i n i t l a l  charge i n  t h i s  case d i d  n o t  appear i n  the nCharge" box on the 
p o l i c e  accident report,  b u t  was in fe r red  from a l l  information on the report.  

AR--The p o l i c e  accident repor t  was a source o f  t h i s  i n f o n a t i o n .  

Care--The i n i t i a l  charge was careless d r i v ing .  

CC--A d i r e c t  cour t  contact was a source o f  t h i s  information. 

OR--The WS d r i v e r  record was a source o f  t h i s  in format ion 

DSP--The DSP cr iminal  h i s t o r y  f i l e  was a source o f  t h i s  information. 

DSS--The i n i t i a l  charge was disobeying a stop sign. 

DTCD--The i n i t i a l  charge was disobeylng a t r a f f i c - c o n t r o l  device. 

MIL--The i n i t i a l  charge was d r i v i n g  under the in f luence  o f  l i quor .  

MI--The i n i t i a l  charge was d r i v i n g  wh i le  impaired. 

Equip--The i n i t i a l  charge was an equipment v i o l a t i o n ,  such as de fec t i ve  brakes 
o r  t i r e s .  

Fail--The i n i t i a l  charge was f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  the r i g h t  o f  way. 

Im. Park--The i n i t i a l  charge was improper parking. 

Im. Pass--The i n i t i a l  charge was. improper passing. 

Im. Start--The i n i t i a l  charge was improper s ta r t ing .  

Im. Turn--The i n i t i a l  charge was making an improper turn. 

INF--The i n i t i a l  charge was i n f e r r e d  from the presence o f  a convic t ion o f  t h a t  
offense appearing on the d r i v e r ' s  record. 

Ins--The i n i  t i a l  charge was v i o l a t i o n  of insurance laws ,, 

LCWSO--The i n i t i a l  charge was leav ing the curb 'w i thout  safe observation. 

Left--The i n i t i a l  charge was d r i v i n g  l e f t  of center, o r  d r i v i n g  the wrong way on 
a d iv ided highway. 
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EXPLANATION OF SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS - Continued 

Llc--The i n i t i a l  charge was d r i v i n g  w i t h  a revoked o r  suspended l i cense ,  hav ing 
no l i cense ,  o r  v i o l a t i n g  1 icense r e s t r i c t i o n s .  

NRE--From a l l  a v a i l a b l e  records, no reco rd  e n t r y  appean  concerning CJS o r  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  ac t i on .  

Reck--The i n i t i a l  charge was reck less  d r i v i n g .  

Reg--The i n i t i a l  charge was a v i o l a t i o n  o f  r e g i s t r a t i o n  laws. 

RSOS--Thi i n i t i a l  charge was r i d i n g  a snowmobile on the  shoulder o f  a road. 

Unspec--The i n i t i a l  charge was some unspec i f i ed  hazardous v i o l a t i o n .  

VBSL--The i n i t i a l  charge was v i o l a t i o n  o f  the  Basic Speed Law. 

EXPLANATION OF CASES MARKED WITH AN ASTERISK: 

Case No. 007. DSP c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  show an i n i t i a l  charge of n e g l i g e n t  
homicide . 

Case No. 014. Revocation f o l l owed  mandatory l i cense  suspension. 

Case No. 024. D r i v e r  d ied  p r i o r  t o  t r i a l .  

Case No. 026. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  l eav ing  the scene. 

Case No. 028. D r i v e r  a l s o  charged w i t h  DUIL and w i t h  being drunk and d i so rde r l y .  

Case No. 030. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  DUIL ( t h i r d  of fense) and w i t h  d r i v i n g  
w i t h  a suspended l i cense .  

Case No. 032. OSP c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  show an i n i t i a l  charge of n e g l i g e n t  
homicide .. 

Case No. 034. DSP c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  show an i n i t i a l  charge of n e g l i g e n t  
homicide. 

Case No. 037. D r i v e r  d ied  p r i o r  t o  t r i a l .  

Case No. 042. .Dr iver  a l s o  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the  scene. 

Case No. 044. D r i v e r  a l s o  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the scene. 

Case No. 069. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the scene. 
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EXPLANATION OF CASES MARKED WITH AN ASTERISK - Continued 

Case No. 082. DSP c r im ina l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  show t h a t  t h e  n e g l i g e n t  homicide 
charge was dismissed. 

Case No. 096. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  WIL. 

Case No. 102. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  l eav ing  the scene. The two charges were 
separated; d r i v e r  was t r i e d  f i r s t  on t h e  l e a v i n g  t h e  scene charge 
and was found n o t  g u i l t y ;  t h e  n e g l i g e n t  homicide charge was then 
dismissed. 

Case No. 106. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the  scene. 

Case No. 110. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  d r i v i n g  w i t h o u t  a  l i cense .  

Case No. 126. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the scene. DSP c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  
f i l e s  show a  charge o f  "Neg l igent  Manslaughter" which was taken 
t o  mean negl  i gent homi c i  de . 

Case No. 137. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  d r i v i n g  w i t h  suspended l i cense .  DSP 
c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  a l so  note  t h a t  t he  n e g l i g e n t  homicide charge 
was dismissed. 

Case No. 141. An e a r l i e r  charge o f  l eav ing  t h e  scene was dismissed. 

Case No. 164. P r i o r  t o  d ismissa l ,  d r i v e r  f l e d .  

Case No. 170. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  d r i v i n g  w i t h  an e x p i r e d  l i cense .  

Case No. 171. License suspension was added t o  an e x i s t i n g  suspension. 

Case No. 185. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  t h e  scene. 

Case No. 190. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  the  scene. 

Case No. 191. D r i v e r  a lso  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  t h e  scene. 

Case No. 198. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  l e a v i n g  t h e  scene. 

Case No. 202. License revocat ion  was added t o  e x i s t i n g  revoca t i on .  

Case No. 210: DSP c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  f i l e s  show a r r e s t  on an unknown charge. 

Case No. 258. D r i v e r  a l so  charged w i t h  be ing a  minor  t r a n s p o r t i n g  l i q u o r .  



APPENDIX C 

INITIAL CHARGES, FINAL CJS DISPOSITIONS, AND 
FINAL ADNINISTRATIVE DISPOSITIONS FOR 

DRIVERS IN M E  REFERENCE SET 

This Appendix sets out  the recorded i n i t i a l  charges, i f  any, and the f i n a l  

dispositions--CJS and admin is t ra t ive-- involv ing the 253 d r i v e n  i n  the reference 

set. To maintain the anonymity o f  these d r i ve rs  they are i d e n t i f i e d  by case 

number only. 

I n  most cases the "source of charging data" and " f i n a l  CJS d isposi t ion"  columns 

contain no entr ies;  t h i s  probably ind icates tha t  no CJS ac t ion  was taken against 

the respect ive dr ivers,  not  tha t  charging and CJS d ispos i t i on  data were missing. 

Symbols and abbreviations used here are explained i n  the notes on pages C-7 and 

C-8. Cases marked w i th  an aster isk are explained fur ther  i n  the notes on page C-8. 

SOURCE OF 
CASE CHARGII!G FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 

NO. - DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

I. DRIVERS CHARGED WITH FELONIES (3 )  : 

DRIVERS CHARGED WITH !IAtiSLAUGHTER ( 1 ) :  

001 DSP NRE (AR, DR, DSP, CC) Revocation 

DRIVERS CHARGED WITH NEGLIGENT HOMICIDE ( 2 )  : 

002 DS P Careless Dr iv ing (CC) Suspension 
003 DSP Neg. Homicide (CC) Revocation 

11. DRIVERS NOT CHARGED WITH FELONIES, FELONY CHARGES POSSIBLE ( 5 7 )  : 

INF 

-no record avai 1 able- 
Revocation 
Suspension 
Reexamination 
Revocation 

NRE 
Reexamination 

Faulure t o  signal o r  NRE 
observe (OR) 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lable- 
Revocation 
Suspension 

-no record avai 1 able- 
-no record avai 1 abie- 
-no record avai lab le-  
NRE 
N RE 
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SOURCE OF 
CASE CHARGING 
NO. - DATA 

FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

Revocation . 
Reexami na t i on 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
-no record, out  of s ta te  
-no record, out  o f  s ta te  
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Revocation 
NRE 
-no record avai lab le-  

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
NRE 
Ins t ruc t ions  given 

Reexami na ti on 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  

License Res t r i c t ions  
Imposed 

-no record avai lab le-  
Suspension 
Revocation 
N RE 
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SOURCE OF 
CASE CHARGING 

NO. - DATA 
FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

111. DRIVERS NOT CHARGED; CLOSED CASES (193): 
061 
062 
063 
064 
065 

Reexami na t ion  
Reexami na t l o n  

Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
NRE 

NRE 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexami na t l o n  

Reexami nat ion 
-no record ava i lab le -  
Reexami na t ion  
Reexamination 
County Dr i ve r  Safety 

School 
Suspension 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Suspension 
Reexamination 

-no record ava i lab le -  
NRE 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

NRE 
-no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  
N RE 
NRE 
Reexami na t ion  

Reexamination 
NRE 
!I RE 
NRE 
County Dr i ve r  Safety 

Sc hoo 1 
-no record avai lab le-  
Suspension 
Reexami na ti on 
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CASE 
NO. - 
099 
100 
101 
102 
103 

104 
105 
106 
107 
108 

109 
110 
111 
112 
113 

114 
115 
11 6 
117 
118 

119 
120 
121 
122 
123 

124 
125 
126 
127 
128 

129 
130 
131 
132 
133 

134 
135 
136 
137 
1 38 
139 

SOURCE OF 
CHARGING 

FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINIS'TRATIVE 
AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

DATA 

Reexami natl on 
Reexami natl on 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Instructions given 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

-no record available- 
Susoension 
NRE' 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
NRE 
Reexamination 

WRE 
Reexami nation 
Revocation 
Reexamination 
Reexami nation 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexami nati on 
-no record available- 
Reexamination 

Reexami nation 
Reexamination 
flRE 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

NRE 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
NRE 
suspension 
Reexamination 
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CASE 
NO. 

SOURCE OF 
CHARGING 

DATA 

FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FIELAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
AMD SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

NRE 
-no record avai lab le-  
!I RE 
Reexamination 
N RE 

Reexamination 
NRE 
Reexamination 
-no record, o u t  of s ta te-  
N RE 

-no record avai 1 able- 
NRE 
NRE 
Reexami nat ion 
Reexamination 

Or iv inq w i t h  expired Reexami n a t i  on 
1 i c e k e  (DR) 

NRE 
Reexamination 
Revocation 
Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  

NRE 
EIRE 
Reexami nat ion 
-no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  
-no record, o u t  o f  s ta te-  

-no record, o u t  o f  state- 
Reexami nat ion 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Revocation 
NRE 

Reexami na t ion  
-no record avai 1 able- 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
NRE 
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CASE 
NO. 

SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTR4TIYE 
CHARGING AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

DATA 

N RE 
Reexamination 
NRE 
Suspension 
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Suspension 

NRE 
Reexamination 
~eexami n a t i  on 
NRE 
Reexamination 

-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
NRE 
-no record avai 1 able- 

Reexami n a t i o n  
-no record avai lab le-  
Revocation 
Reexami na t ion  
-no record avai lab le-  

NRE 
Suspension 
Suspension 
Reexami na t i on 
Suspension 

NRE 
NRE 
NRE 
-no record, ou t  o f  s ta te-  
Revocation 

Reexamination 
Reexaminat i o n  
-no record avai lab le-  
NRE 
NRE 
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CASE SOURCE OF FINAL CJS DISPOSITION FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
NO. - CHARGING DATA AND SOURCE OF DATA DISPOSITION 

-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexami na t ion  

N RE 
-no record ava i lab le  
Reexamination 
Reexami nat ion 
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexami na t  i on 
-no record, o u t  of state- 
Reexamination 

NRE 
Reexami nat ion 
NRE 
Reexamination 
Reexamination 

Reexamination 
Reexami n a t i  on 
Suspension 
-no record ava i lab le -  
Reexami na t i on 

Reexamination 
-no record avai lab le-  
Reexamination 
Reexamination 
Reexami na t ion  

%l NRE 
252 Reexamination 
253 PIRE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - i - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Explanation of symbols and abbreviat ions: 

AR-- The p o l i c e  accident repor t  was a source o f  t h i s  information. 

CC-- A direct cour t  contact was a source o f  t h i s  i n f o m a t i o n .  

OR-- The WS d r i v e r  record was a source o f  t h i s  i n f o n a t i o n  

DSP-- The DSP cr iminal  h i s t o r y  f i l e  was a source o f  t h i s  in fotmat ion.  
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INF-- The i n i t i a l  charge was in fe r red  from the presence of a convic t ion o f  
tha t  offense on the d r i ve r ' s  record. 

NRE-- From a l l  avai lab le records, no record ent ry  appears concerning CJS o r  
admin is t ra t ive action. 

Explanation o f  Cases Marked w i t h  an Asterisk: 
' 

Case No. 027--Entry on po l l ce  accident repor t  notes t h a t  a charge was 
pending I n  t h i s  case. 

Case No. 043--The OSP cr iminal  h i s to ry  f i l e  f o r  t h i s  d r i v e r  was no t  avai lable. 

Case No. 092--An en t ry  on the WS dr i v ing  record reads "Evaluatedfl 'but no. 
admin is t ra t ive ac t ion  against the d r i v e r  i s  ind icated on the 
record. 

Case No. 093--An entry  on the DOS dr i v ing  record reads "Evaluated" but  no 
administrative ac t ion  against t h e  d r i v e r  i s  ind icated on the  
record. 

Case No. 229--The OSP cr iminal  h i s t o r y  f i l e  f o r  t h i s  d r i v e r  was n o t  avai lable. 
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ASSESSMENT OF DRIVER FAULT FOR 

F I  fTI-FIVE CHARGED DRIVERS 

This Appendix sets ou t  the  assessments o f  l ega l  f a u l t  t h a t  were made i n  

55 cases invo lv ing  charged d r i v e n .  These s p e c i f i c  cases were selected 

by means of a one-in-flve sampling process from the charged d r i v e r  set.  

CASE DETERMINATION APPROPRIATE HAZARDOUS ACTIONS SUPPORTING 
NO. - OF FAULT CHARGE APPROPRIATE CHARGE 

At f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

~t f a u l t  

At  fau l  t 

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

A t  fau l  t 

At  f a u l t  

At  Paul t 

At  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

Manslaughter 

Neg. Homicide 

Manslaughter 

Manslaughter' 

Neg . Homicide 

Manslaughter* 

Manslaughter* 

Manslaughter 

Neg. H m i c i d e  

Manslaughter 

Neg. Homicide 

Neg. Homicide 

Neg . Homicide 

Mans laughter 

Neg. Homicide 

Neg. Homicide 

Manslaughter 

Neg . Homicide* 

Neg. Homicide 

Manslaughter 

Speed too fas t  (100 m.p.h.) 

Disobey stop s ign 

Disobey stop sign; de fec t i ve  
brakes (known t o  d r i v e r )  

DUIL; d r i v i n g  l e f t  o f  center 

V i o l a t l o n  basic speed law 

W I L  (.25%) 

DUIL; d r i v i n g  l e f t  o f  center 

Dr i v ing  l e f t  o f  center; DUIL 
(poss ib le)  

Improper passing o r  v i o l a t i o n  
basic speed law 

DUIL (.25%); f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  
( to  pedestr ian) 

Speed too f a s t  

Improper passing 

Speed too fas t  

DUIL; d r i v i n g  l e f t  o f  center 

Speed too f a s t  

Disobey stop s ign  
Speed too fas t ;  DUIL (poss ib le)  

V i o l a t i o n  basic speed law; 
DUIL (possible) 

Speed too  fast;  OW1 (possib le)  

DUIL (.26%); improper lane use 
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CASE 
NO. - DETERMINATION APPROPRIATE HAZARDOUS ACTIOFIS SUPPORTING 

OF FAULT CHARGE APPROPRIATE CHARGE 

At fault Neg. Homicide Disobey traffic signal 

At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 

At fault Neg. Homicide* careless driving 
At fault Manslaughter OUIL; violation basic speed law 

At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 

At fault Manslaughter Speed too fast (60 m.p.h. in 
residential area zoned 25 m.p.h.) 

At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 
At fault Neg. Homicide Disobey stop sign 
At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 

At fault Manslaughter DUIL (.14X)*; failure to yield; 
speed too fast 

At fault Manslaughter DUIL ( .  19%); driving left of 
center; speed too fast (possible) 

At fault Neg. Homicide Disobey traffic signal 

At fault Neg. Homicide Driving left of center 
At fault Manslaughter DUIL (.24%); violation basic speed 

law; improper passing (possible) 

At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 

At fault Neg. Homicide Disobey traffic signal 
At fault Neg. Homicide DWI (.12%)*; driving left 

of center 

At fault Manslaughter Speed too fast; driving left 
o f  center (divided highway) 

(Not determinable)* 
At fault Neg. Homicide Violation basic speed law 
At fault Manslaughter* DUIL (.20%) 

At fault Neg . Homicide* Driving left of center 

At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 
At fault Neg. Homicide Faflure to yleld 

At fault Neg. Homicide* Driving left of center 
At fault Neg. Homicide Failure to yield 
At fault Manslaughter DUIL; driving left of center 
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CASE DETERMINATION APPROPRIATE HAZARDOUS ACTIONS SUPPORTING 
NO. - OF FAULT CHARGE 

V o t e s  : 

Case No. 029: 

Case No. 042: 

Case No. 396: 

Case No. 126: 

Case No. 156: 

case No. 174: 

Case No. 180:. 

Case No. 185: 

Case No. 190: 
Case No. 210: 

Case No. 259: 

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

A t  f a u l t  

At  f a u l t  

Neg . H m i  c ide 

Neg. Hanicide 

Neg. Homicide 

Neg. Homicide 

Neg. Homicide 

Manslaughter 

Neg . Homf c i de 

Neg. Homicide 

Fa i lu re  t o  y i e l d  

Fa i lu re  t o  y i e l d  

Fa i lu re  t o  y i e l d  

Dr i v ing  l e f t  of center 

Speed too fas t  

OUIL. (. 13%)*; speed too fas t  

Speed too fast  

Disobey stop sign 

Auto-pedestrian f a t a l i t y .  Pol i ce  accident repor t  
contains l i t t l e  i n f o m t i o n  bearing on d r i v e r  f a u l t ;  
probable cause determinat ion supporting manslaughter 
charge based on d r i v e r ' s  dr ink ing condl t i  on. 

Dr i ve r  a lso f l e d  scene. 

Auto-pedestrian f a t a l i t y .  Accident repor t  notes 
pedestrian crossed where prohib i ted,  and h is  
negligence i s  re lavant  t o  determinat ion o f  d r i  ver '  s 
own leve l  o f  negligence. 

Auto-pedestrian f a t a l i t y  i n  which d r l v e r  f l e d  scene. 
Probable cause determinat ion supporting negl i gent 
homicide charge based on p o i n t  o f  impact (shoulder 
o f  road). 
P r i o r  t o  March 30, 1972, the blood a lcohol  l eve ls  f o r  
DWI and DUIL were . l o% and .15% respect ive ly .  
See note t o  Case No. 156. 

Dr i ve r ' s  vehicle, a t r a c t o r - t r a i l e r  r i g ,  broke down on 
roadway and was struck by automobile. Accident repor t  
contains i n s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o m t i o n  t o  detennlne whether 
probable cause ex is ted t o  charge d r i v e r  w i t h  negl igent  
homicide. 

Auto-pedestrian f a t a l i t y  i n  which d r i v e r  f l e d  scene. 
Probable cause determination supporting mans1 aughter 
charge based on d r i v e r ' s  d r ink ing  condi t ion.  

Dr iver  a lso f l e d  scene. 
Dr iver  a lso f l e d  scene. 
See note t o  Case No. 156. 





APPENDIX E 
ASSESSMENT OF DRIVER FAULT FOR 

FORTY-NIAE DRIVERS IN THE REFERENCE SET 

This Appendix sets out  the assessments of l ega l  f a u l t  t h a t  were made 

i n  49 cases involv ing d r i ve rs  i n  reference set. These spec i f i c  cases 
were selected by means o f  a one-in-f ive sampling process from the set 

of d r i v e n  i n  reference set. 

CASE DETERMINATION APPROPRIATE HAZARWUS ACTIONS SUPPORTING 
NO. - OF FAULT CHARGE APPROPRIATE CHARGE 

At  f a u l t  Neg. Homicide 

At f a u l t  Neg. Homicide 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

(Not Determinable)* 

At  faul t Neg . Homicide 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

At  f a u l t  Neg. Homicide 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

At  f a u l t  Neg. Homicide 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Speed too f a s t  

Speed too fas t  

None 

Improper passi q 

Pedestrian: f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

None 

Other d r i ve r :  v i o l a t i o n  
basic speed law 

V i o l a t i o n  basic speed law 

Other d r i ve r :  d r i v i n g  l e f t  
o f  center 

Pedestrian: f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

None 
Other d r i v e r :  speed too f a s t  

Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

None* 

Speed too fast;  OW1 
Other d r i ve r :  d r i v i n g  l e f t  

o f  center 

Other d r i v e r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Other d r i v e r :  d r i v i n g  l e f t  
of- center 

Other d r i v e r :  improper passing 

Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  
(a f te r  stop) 
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CASE 
NO. - 

DETERMINATION APPROPRIATE 
OF FAULT CHARGE 

HAZARDOUS ACTIONS SUPPORTING 
APPROPRIATE CHARGE 

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Not a t  f a u l t  None 
Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Cyc l i s t :  f a i l u r e  t o  y l e l d  

Other d r l v e r :  improper lane use 

Not a t  f a u l t  None None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i v e r :  v i o l a t i o n  basic 
speed law 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 
Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Other ,d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Other d r i ve r :  speed too f a s t  
Other d r i ve r :  speed too f a s t  

Other d r i v e r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Other d r i ve r :  DUIL; reck less 
d r i v i n g  

(Not Determinable)* 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

A t  f a u l t  Neg . Homicide 

Pedestrian: f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

V i o l a t i o n  basic speed law; 
de fec t i ve  t i a r e s  and steering; 
OW1 (poss ib le)  

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

A t  f a u l t  Neg . Homicide 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  
Other d r i ve r :  speed too f a s t  

V i o l a t i o n  basic speed law 

Other d r i v e r :  disobey t r a f f i c  
s igna l  

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i v e r :  disobey t r a f f i c  
s ignal  

Other d r i ve r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i ve r :  OWI; speed too 
f a s t  

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i v e r :  d r i v i n g  l e f t  
o f  center 

Pedestrian: f a f l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Other d r i v e r :  f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  
Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None 

Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i v e r :  v i o l a t l o n  
basic speed law 

Pedestrians ( r i d i n g  toy  auto) 
f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Not a t  f a u l t  None 
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CASE DETERMIfJATION APPROPRIATE MZARDWS ACTIONS SUPPORTING 

110 . - OF FAULT CHARGE APPROPRIATE CHARGE 

243 Not a t  f a u l t  None Other d r i ve r :  disobey t r a f f i c  
signal ; speed too f a s t  

250 Not a t  f a u l t  None Pedestrian: f a i l u r e  t o  y i e l d  

Case No. 024: Accident repor t  contains insu f f i c ien t  i n f o m t l o n  t o  
de ten ine  whether probable cause existed t o  charge 
d r i ve r  w i th  negl igent  homicide. 

Case No. 092: Pedestrian wore dark c lo th ing a t  n igh t  and walked I n  same 
d i rec t ion  as t r a f f i c .  

Case No. 174: See note t o  Case No. 023. 





APPENDIX F 

SELECTED MICHIGAN LAWS DEALING WITH TRAFFIC-RELATED OFFENSES 

This Appendix presents the elements of certain traffic-related 
offenses, and the maximum penalties--both criminal and administrative-- 
prescribed for  violation, se t  out by Michigan law. The four t ra f f ic -  
related felonies, and those misdemeanors whose elements are not se l f -  
explanatory, are dealt with. 

The penal and t r a f f i c  codes of other s ta tes  may d i f fe r  in some 
respects from the provisions presented here; however, Michigan law may 
be regarded as relatively typical. 

I .  FELONIES 

A. Mans1 aughter 

Elements : 

0 driving a motor vehicle; 

0 gross negligence, that  i s ,  intentionally engaging in 
dangerous driving behavior despite know1 edge that  serious 
harm would 1 ikely resul t  (Note: intoxication does not 
necessarily indicate gross negl igence) ; 

e causation, that  i s :  f i r s t ,  dangerous d r i v i n g  was the 
"but for" cause of the f a t a l i t y ;  and second, the f a t a l i t y  
occurred i n  a manner that  could be foreseen as a consequence 
of the dangerous driving; and 

e the death of another person. 
,,-, Sanctions : 

e criminal : up to 15 years' imprisonment and/or a $7,500 fine.  
0 administrative: mandatory license suspensio~*: s ix  violation 

pointst; and probable reexamination by 'bOS leading to possible 
additional administrative sanctions. 

* The mandatory suspension period se t  out by law i s  from 90 days $0 
two years, in the discretion of DOS. 'I' 

+ Twelve violation points accumulated w i t h i n  a period of two years 
are grounds for  reexamination by DOS leading to  possible administra- 
t ive sanctions, 



B. Negl i gent Homicide 

Elements : 

a d r i v i n g  a motor veh ic le ;  

a negl igence, t h a t  i s ,  engaging i n  d r i v i n g  behavior posing 
an unreasonable r i s k  o f  harm t o  others, whether o r  n o t  
t h e  d r i v e r  knows such a r i s k  ex i s t s ;  

a causat ion; and 

a t h e  death o f  another person. 

Sanctions : 

4 c r i m i n a l :  up t o  2 years '  imprisonment and/or a $2,000 f i n e ;  

a admin i s t ra t i ve :  mandatory l i cense  suspension; s i x  v i o l a t i o n  
po in t s ;  and probable reexamination. 

Elements : 

a d r i v i n g  a motor veh i c le  on a highway; 

a t he  equ iva len t  of gross negl igence; 

a causation; and 

a a c r i p p l i n g  i n j u r y  to ,  b u t  n o t  the death o f ,  another person. 

Sanctions : 

a c r im ina l  : up t o  2 yea rs '  imprisonment and/or a $7,000 f ine; 

a c i v i l :  mandatory l i c e n s e  suspension; s i x  v i o l a t i o n  po in t s ;  
and probable reexamination. 

D. F a i l u r e  t o  Stop and I d e n t i f y  Oneself Fol lowing a Fata l  o r  
Personal- In jury Accident (Leaving the  Scene) 

Elements : 

a d r i v i n g  a motor vehicle; 

a involvement i n  a crash i n v o l v i n g  the  death of,  o r  ser ious  
i n j u r y  to ,  another person; 

a knowledge by the  d r i v e r  o f  h i s  involvement i n  such a crash; 
and 

a f a f l u r e  by the  d r i v e r  t o :  

-- stop a t  the  crash scene; 



-- identify himself and his vehicle; and 

-- render reasonable assistance in securing medical aid 
or transportation for injured persons, 

Sanctions : 

0 criminal : up t o  two years' imprisonment and/or a $2,000 
fine; 

0 administrative: mandatory 1 icense suspension; six violation 
points ; and probable reexamination. 

A. Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicating Liquor or Controlled 
Substance (DUIL)  

El ements : 

8 driving a motor vehicle in a place open t o  the public; and 

0 driving with ability substantially and materially affected 
by consumption of liquor, drugs, or b o t h  (Note: in Michigan, 
a blood alcohol level ( B A L ) ,  by weight, 0.10% or greater 
raises a presumption of being under the influence of liquor; 
prior t o  March 1972, the presumptive level was 0.15%) 

Sanctions : 

0 critrinal : for f i r s t  offense, up t o  90 days' imprisonment 
and/or a $100 fine; for second offense, up t o  one year's 
imprisonment and/or a $1,000 fine; third and subsequent 
offenses within a ten-year period are punished as felonies. 

administrative: mandatory 1 icense suspension and  six 
violation points. (Note: refusal to submit t o  a chemical 
test for alcohol is  punishable by a license suspension of 
from 90 days t o  two years, ) 

B. Driving While Impaired Due t o  Consumption of Intoxicating 
Liquor or Control l e d  Substance (DWI). 

Elements : 

0 driving a motor vehicle in a place open t o  the public; 

0 driving while ability i s  visibly impaired, t h a t  i s ,  less 
t h a n  t h a t  of an ordinary, careful, and prudent driver; and 

r t he  reduced driving ability i s  visible t o  an ordinary 
observant person. (Note: in Michigan, a BAL, by weight, 
of 0.07% or greater raises a presumption of being impaired; 
prior t o  March 1972 the presumptive level was 0.10%.) 



Sanctions : 
0 criminal: for f i r s t  offense, up t o  90 days' imprisonment 

and/or a $100 fine; for subsequent offenses, up  t o  one 
year's imprisonment and/or a $1,000 fine. 

0 administrative: mandatory license suspension and four 
violation points. (Note: refusal t o  submit t o  a chemical 
test for alcohol i s  punishable by a license suspension of 
from 90 days t o  two years. ) 

C. Reckless Driving 

Elements : 

0 driving a motor vehicle in a place open t o  the public; and 

0 gross negligence. 

Sanctions : 

0 criminal : up t o  90 days' jail and/or a $100 fine. 
0 administrative: six violation points. (Note: three 

convictions within one year result in mandatory 1 icense 
suspension. ) 

D. Driving in Negl igent Manner (Careless Driving) 

0 driving a motor vehicle i n  a place open to the public; and 

0 the equivalent of negl i gence. 

Sanctions : 

0 criminal : up t o  10 days' jail and/or $100 fine. 
0 administrative: four violation points. 

E. Violation of Basic Speed Law 

Elements : 

0 driving a t  a speed greater t h a n  is  reasonable and proper 
under existing consitions; - or 

0 driving faster than will permit a stop within the assured 
clear distance ahead; - or 

Q driving slower t h a n  i s  reasonable or proper. 



Sanc t ions  : 

a c r i m i n a l  : up t o  10 days'  j a i l  and/or  a  $100 f i ne .  

a a d m i n i s t r a t i v e :  two t o  f o u r  v i o l a t i o n  p o i n t s .  

* U S GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 1980 -1A1-428/421 




