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INTRODUCTION

Despite the efficacy of automobile safety belts in reducing crash related injury, belt use
remains low in the U.S. Mandatory belt use laws have been passed in 33 states and the District
of Columbia to increase belt use, but more than 50% of motorists still travel unrestrained
(National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 1990; Datta and Guzek, 1990). The National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) considers promotion of safety belt use to be
one of the highest priority highway safety program activities within the agency and has conducted
and promoted a variety of programs designed to increase belt use. Special emphasis has been
placed.on the development, implementation, and evaluation of innovative programs that involve
law enforcement agencies and build community support for efforts to raise levels of belt law
compliance. One such program is the US-31 Shoreline Area Vehicle Enforcement (US-31
SAVE) Project.

US-31, a major state trunk-line in western Michigan, is one of the main commuter routes
connecting the cities of South Haven, Holland, Grand Haven, and Muskegon with the northern
counties of the state, and also carries seasonal traffic from points south to areas in western
Michigan for business and recreation. US-31 is the main connector highway for all communities
along the western shore of Lake Michigan. The large variety and number of business and
popular recreational attractions along the lake make US-31 a busy, often congested, and

sometimes dangerous roadway.

The US-31 SAVE project is innovative in that it planned to increase safety belt use by
applying the strategy of increased enforcement and public information in a state with a secondary
enforcement belt law through the cooperative efforts of seven police agencies across three
counties. In Michigan, vehicles cannot be pulled over and occupants cited solely for safety belt
nonuse. Instead, the vehicle must be pulled over for some other reason before officers may issue
citations for safety belt nonuse. While combined enforcement and public information and

education (PI&E) campaigns have proven successful in increasing safety belt use in primary



enforcement states (e.g., Rood, Kraichy, and Carmen, 1987; Williams, Preusser, Blomberg, and
Lund, 1987), the application of similar programs in secondary belt law states must differ
somewhat. The stepped up enforcement can focus on increased diligence of police officers in
citing vehicle occupants observed not using safety belts once they have been pulled over. The
program may emphasize increased enforcement of some other section of the vehicle code which
would permit increased traffic stops thus providing more opportunities for safety belt law
enforcement, or some combination of these, approaches may be applied. The US-31 SAVE
program applied the combination approach to increase enforcement of speeding and other moving
violations as well as stepped up enforcement of Michigan’s restraint laws subsequent to traffic

stops.

The US-31 SAVE project combined heightened enforcement with public information and
education (PI&E) campaigns in three counties in Michigan. It represented a cooperative effort
among two western Michigan State Police posts, county sheriff’s departments in Allegan, Ottawa,
and Muskegon Counties, and city police departments in Holland and Grand Haven intended to
reduce crash and injury rates on US-31 by increasing awareness of speed and occupant restraint

use laws and increasing enforcement of these laws.

The evaluation of the US-31 SAVE project conducted by The University of Michigan
Transportation Research Institute described in this report was independent from the US-31 SAVE
project activities. UMTRI had no involvement in the US-31 SAVE enforcement or PI&E

activities.



US-31 SAVE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

The US-31 SAVE project began its activities with an official media "kick-off" on October
23, 1989. While the program is still continuing, enforcement activities associated with the
program were curtailed between October 1990 and December 1990 because of budgetary
constraints associated with the Federal budget crisis. The objectives of the US-31 SAVE project
as stated in the Michigan Office of Highway Safety Planning (OHSP) grants supporting the

project were:

1) Generate special traffic patrols for targeted areas and times.

2) Coordinate patrols on US-31 including officers from the Michigan State Police
Fifth and Sixth Districts, Ottawa, Allegan, and Muskegon County Sheriff’s
Departments, and the Cities of Holland and Grand Haven.

3) Reach specific goals for the number of hazardous moving, speeding, and occupant
restraint citations issued.

4) Reduce average speed on specified road segments.
5) Increase safety belt use.
6) Reduce crash frequencies.

7 Work with news media to educate the public on safe driving habits including use
of safety restraints, and goals of the US-31 SAVE project.

8) Provide printed material to the public for information and education regarding US-
31 SAVE and traffic safety.

9) Develop a committee of all involved agencies to meet on a regular bimonthly
basis to discuss overall project effectiveness as well as problems and other matters
related to the US-31 SAVE project.

To achieve the US-31 SAVE project objectives, a number of activities were undertaken.
All agencies involved in the project provided selective enforcement patrols along US-31 within
their jurisdictions, trying to ensure that those periods of the day when traffic problems were at
their peak were covered. Selective enforcement patrols included vehicles that were fully marked

and identified as police vehicles to maximize visibility of the enforcement effort. Bimonthly



meetings involving representatives of each of the participating police agencies were held to

coordinate project activities.

Patrol Activity

Police patrol activities related to the US-31 SAVE project were recorded by each agency
involved in the program and reported monthly (See Appendix A for a copy of the report form
used). Hours devoted to patrol activities for the US-31 SAVE project each month are described
in Figure 1. US-31 SAVE patrol hours are depicted for the total of all police agencies and for
those patrolling in each of the counties (Allegan County included the Allegan County Sheriff’s
Department, the City of Holland Police Department, and Saugatuck Michigan State Police Post;
Muskegon County included the Muskegon County Sheriff’s Department; Ottawa County included
the Ottawa County Sheriff’s Department, the City of Grand Haven Police Department, and Grand
Haven Michigan State Police Post). These figures show that overall patrol activity increased
fourfold in the first full month of program activities, increasing gradually to a peak in May, and
declining thereafter. However, there is a noticeable peak in September coincident with the end
of the OHSP grant period. It is likely that police agencies had spent their patrol resources more
conservatively than anticipated prior to the end of the grant period and the jump in September
was due in large part to an attempt to "clear the books" at the end of the grant period, September
30. Also note that patrol hours were greatest in Ottawa County (with three police agencies
working), peaking in May. In Allegan County (also with three police agencies working) fewer
hours were worked than in Ottawa County, peaking in August and September. Muskegon County
(with only one police agency working) had an erratic patrol schedule throughout the program
period. Muskegon County did not report any US-31 patrols in the program months of April and
June. The number of patrol hours peaked in July and August in Muskegon County.
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Figure 1. Police Patrol Hours on US-31



Enforcement Activity

Enforcement actions taken by police during their patrol activities are described in Figures
2-4. Figure 2 shows the number of speeding citations issued each month overall and for each
of the three counties. This figure shows that overall the number of speeding citations roughly
mirrors patrol hours with a noticeable peak in November, just after the program began, peaking
again in May and July. The number of speeding citations dropped back to preprogram levels in
October and November of 1990 (the post-program period of low enforcement activity). Not
surprisingly, speeding citation frequency also roughly mirrored patrol hours for each of the

counties.

Figure 3 shows the number of citations and verbal warnings issued to motorists for safety
belt nonuse. Recall that before a motorist could be issued either a citation or warning for belt
nonuse, they first had to be stopped for some other reason, such as speeding. As can be seen in
the figure, citations for belt nonuse were issued more frequently than verbal warnings. This is
a positive sign of the importance placed on safety belt nonuse by officers in the field. It is also
interesting that the proportion of warnings to citations remains fairly consistent throughout the
project period, indicating there were not periods of exceptional strictness or leniency on issuing
safety belt nonuse citations. As was the case for speeding citations, the number of safety belt

citations and warnings roughly followed the pattern of patrol activity.
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The number of safety belt citations and warnings issued per 100 speeding citations is
shown in Figure 4. Across all counties this figure peaked in February (nearly 60 belt citations
per 100 speeding) and remained around 40-45 belt citations per 100 speeding citations in March
through June before dropping off in July. There are, however, substantial differences in the belt
nonuse-speeding citation ratios among counties. In Ottawa County, the ratio increased in
February and remained near 50 belt citations per 100 speeding through November. On the other
hand, in Allegan County the ratio was significantly higher in December and February than the
remainder of the period (going from around 90 belt citations per 100 speeding in February to 30-
40 belt citations per 100 speeding in the period April through September). While one explanation
for this may be differing belt use rates, as you will see later, belt use rates did not differ
sufficiently among these counties to account for this difference. This difference is also not
explained by monthly changes or inter-county differences in patterns of the types of moving
violations issued. That is, the difference cannot be ascribed to a change from a high proportion
of speeding citations to (for example) a greater proportion of violations of traffic control devices
which also can precede safety belt nonuse citations and were not included in the belt nonuse-
speeding citation ratio. Much of this difference may be due to differences in safety belt law

enforcement rigor and style among jurisdictions.
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US-31 PI&E Efforts

All police agencies worked with the news media, including local newspapers, TV, and
radio stations, to promote the US-31 SAVE project. During the course of the project three press
releases were distributed describing the project and its successes to date (Appendix B). A local
clipping service was contracted to collect all newspaper articles related to US-31 published in the
media market served by US-31. Figure 5 depicts the number of articles in which at least part
of the article was devoted to a description of some aspect of the US-31 SAVE project. Figure
6 depicts the number of column inches that described US-31 activities in these articles (see
Appendix C for copies of the articles). Column inches were calculated including headline and
photographs related to the article. A standard of 2-inch wide columns was used for the
calculations. For example, a 5-inch long article in a 2-inch wide column yields 10 column-
inches. For articles which used columns of width other than 2 inches, the column width was
normalized in calculations to 2 inches. Some articles described the US-31 SAVE project in only
one small part of a larger story. In these cases, only the portion of the story related to the US-31

SAVE project was included in the column length calculations.

Number of articles
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Figure 5. Number of Articles Describing US-31 SAVE Activities
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It was prohibitively costly to monitor radio and TV broadcasts to determine PI&E efforts
using broadcast media. Police agencies were encouraged to regularly collect media contacts
using a media log. Unfortunately, such logs were not maintained, and thus we are unable to
accurately document broadcast media participation and support for the program. ‘However, we

do know that broadcast media did support the program.

A wide variety of other PI&E efforts were taken to publicize the program. The Michigan
Department of Transportation installed several large 4 by 8 foot signs along the highway to
identify the section of US-31 from South Haven to Muskegon as a selective enforcement zone.
The signs displayed large Michigan State Police, sheriff’s depértment, and municipal police
department shields. The signs advised the public that they were passing through an area patrolled

by the US-31 SAVE enforcement team. In addition, four large banners were hung on a variety

12




of overpasses and buildings during periods when festivals and other events occurred announcing

the program to event attendants.

The Holland Police Department acted as the principal agency for all printed public
information and education material that was developed for the US-31 SAVE project. All
agencies involved in the project had equal access to the printed materials produced. The
following materials were produced and distributed (copies of these materials can be found in
Appendix D):

. 20,000 flyers distributed to persons stopped for violations on US-31,

. 250 large posters announcing and describing the US-31 SAVE project distributed

for display by interested businesses along the US-31 corridor,

. 500 8.5" X 11" posters announcing and describing the US-31 SAVE project

distributed for display by interested businesses along the US-31 corridor,

. 10,000 US-31 SAVE stickers distributed by officers in the field and at police

stations,

. 5,000 US-31 SAVE key rings distributed by officers in the field and at police

stations,

. 50,000 US-31 SAVE car trash bags distributed at festivals and other events,

. 100,000 US-31 placemats distributed to restaurants along the US-31 corridor.

13






EVALUATION METHODS

Design

The basic experimentél design used to evaluate the US-31 SAVE program was a multiple
time-series design. Although the US-31 SAVE program continued beyond September 1990, the
stepped up enforcement involved in the program was halted temporarily due to the Federal
budget crisis in the fall, permitting a time-series reversal design. That is, collection of pre-
program baseline data (i.e., September 1989), intervention data (November through September
1990), and withdrawal data (October through December 1991). In a reversal design, an
intervention is said to have had an effect if there is a change in dependent variables detected
between baseline and intervention periods. A control to determine if the intervention was
responsible for any observed changes in the dependent variables is provided in the reversal
(withdrawal) period. A conclusion that the intervention caused any observed changes is
strengthened by a return to baseline in the dependent variables during the reversal period. While
it is generally desirable for there to be no reversal in intervention effects even after an
intervention has been withdrawn, it is often the case (especially in safety belt promotion
programs) that there is a return toward baseline levels in the withdrawal period but these levels

do not return fully to baseline.

In addition to the time-series reversal design, we have belt use data available from
statewide safety belt observations that have been conducted regularly since 1984. Belt use
patterns in these data will be compared to data collected along US-31 to provide an additional
control group against which to compare US-31 SAVE project effects. Although this control
procedure is less than perfect because of the inability to truly control safety belt promotional
activities in all sites, this group can be instructive in determining if changes in belt use along US-

31 is a reflection of more general statewide patterns.
Dependent Variables

The evaluation examined two dependent variables: vehicle speeds and occupant restraint

use. Methods used to collect these data are described on the following pages.
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Vehicle Speeds

Vehicle speeds were measured prior to program implementation and at two points in time
during the US-31 program at selected sites. Speed measurements were conducted by police
agencies as part of their US-31 SAVE activities. Due to a lack of consistency on time and site
selection for these speed measurements, only two sites in the City of Holland were used in this
portion of the evaluation (i.e., north- and southbound traffic at US-31 and 32nd Street [speed
limit 55 mph], and north- and southbound traffic at US-31 and Central Street [speed limit 50
mph]). These observations were made by specially trained nonuniformed civilian officers in
unmarked stationary vehicles. Speed measurements were taken using standard speed radar
devices, and vehicle speeds were recorded on tally sheets summarized by the Holland Police
Department. All observations were made at the same time of day (about 2:00 p.m.) under sunny

or slightly overcast conditions on dry pavement.

Occupant Restraint Use
Observation site selection

A carefully selected set of observation sites was used to sample motorists traveling on
US-31 in Allegan, Muskegon, and Ottawa Counties during daylight hours. The goal of the
sample design was to minimize measurement error, using sites where observations could be made
efficiently and economically. Observation sites were limited to intersections with three-color
cycling traffic signals or stop signs to allow adequate time for observers to record safety belt

data. A total of fifteen observation sites were selected for the restraint use observations.

Detailed maps of the three counties and lists of all intersections on US-31 with three-color
cycling traffic signals and stop signs were obtained from the Michigan Department of
Transportation. Thirty-five such intersections were identified and highlighted on the maps.
Sixteen of these intersections were signalized. The remaining nineteen intersections had stop
signs. In selecting observation sites, we wanted to ensure that intersections in each county and
more particularly each police jurisdiction involved in the US-31 SAVE project would be
represented. Although sites needed to be distributed along the entire stretch of US-31 within the
three-county area, site selection also needed to account for areas of greater population density

such as Holland and Grand Haven. Therefore, six of the fifteen sites were located within the
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limits of these cities. Because the section of US-31 encompassed by Allegan, Muskegon, and
Ottawa Counties contains some segments that are limited access and some that are not,
observation sites included both local intersections and freeway off-ramps. A list of the specific

sites used for the restraint use observations can be found in Appendix E.

Observation methods

Observations were limited to drivers and front-right seat passengers of passenger cars,
vans, and light trucks. Occupants of ambulances, buses, specialized vehicles, and medium and
heavy trucks were not observed because they are either exempt from the provisions of Michigan’s
restraint laws or vehicle type makes accurate restraint use observation prohibitively difficult.
Observations were limited to daylight hours for accurate observation of restraint use. The
distribution of observations by time of day and day of week reflected the relative emphasis of
the US-31 SAVE project to the extent possible. Observations were conducted more frequently
in the summer months when enforcement activities were expected to be at their peak.
Observations were conducted prior to the evaluation grant award in September 1989, and after
the evaluation grant award in April, June, early and mid-July, August, October, and December

1990. Descriptive statistics for the observation sites in the study are presented iﬁ Table 1.

17



Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the 15 Observation Sites

Day of Week
Wednesday 33.3%
Thursday 33.3%
Friday 33.3%
TOTAL 100.0%

Type of Site
Freeway exit ramp 53.3%
Intersection 46.7%
TOTAL 100.0%

[ County
Allegan 26.7%
Muskegon 26.7%
Ottawa 46.7%
TOTAL 100.0%
Start Time
7-10 a.m. 33.3%
10-Noon 13.3%
Noon-3 p.m. 13.3%
3-6 p.m. 40.0%
TOTAL 100.0%

Each sampled intersection was visited by two specially trained field staff (the field
observer/supervisor and one field observer): one observed traffic northbound on US-31 and the
other observed traffic southbound on US-31. Each observed a sample of 54 vehicles during a
preselected 45 minute period." At signalized intersections, observers limited the number of
vehicles recorded during any given traffic signal cycle to three. This procedure was adopted
because surveys of restraint use conducted since implementation of Michigan’s mandatory safety

belt law indicate that motorists in long traffic queues may buckle up after noticing an observer

examining vehicles ahead of them in the queue.

'At a few sites, observers were not able to collect data for the full complement of 54 vehicles because of low traffic

volume.
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Observation forms

Observers recorded information on restraint use, estimated age, and gender for each driver
and front-right passenger of sampled vehicles on precoded vehicle forms (see Appendix F).
Observers also recorded whether vehicles had Michigan license plates or out-of-state license
plates. One vehicle form was used for each vehicle observed. Six vehicle forms were printed
on a single 8-1/2 x 11 sheet to reduce the amount of page turning needed during an observation
period. Vehicle forms were assembled into packets of 54. A single packet was used to record
data at a single site. Each packet was attached to a site description form (see Appendix F) which
described the site location and provided environmental information including site number, street
names, site type (intersection or freeway exit ramp), date, time of day, day of week, and a
comments section. Observers were encouraged to record comments about each site related to

traffic flow and unusual characteristics of the site.

Observer training and data collection

All field personnel participated in extensive training sessions that included review of data
collection policies and procedures and practice field observations. Each observer received a
manual containing information on study objectives, site locations, time schedules, and procedures
for recording data. Novice observers spent two days at pre-selected sites, including signalized
intersections and freeway exit ramps, practicing observation techniques and ﬁc}d procedures.
After each practice session, observers met with the field data coordinator to discuss problems that
occurred. Inter-observer reliability was monitored prior to actual data collection through a formal

checking process and was found to be near or above 90% for all variables.

During actual data collection, observers maintained close contact with the field data
coordinator through regular telephone calls to UMTRI. Observers also had home telephone

numbers of project staff in case problems arose outside of regular office hours.

All data collection forms were reviewed by the field supervisor. Data were keypunched
and verified to ensure data accuracy. Raw data files were carefully examined for errors by
checking for invalid or inconsistent codes, and errors were corrected. Finally, analyses were

conducted using PC-based statistical analysis programs.
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RESULTS

Effects on Vehicle Speeds

The US-31 SAVE program was effective in reducing average speed on US-31 as
measured in the City of Holland (see Table 2). Table 2 describes the results of the speed
observations made prior to the program initiation and at two points in time after the program was
begun. While the reductions in average speed from baseline to the intervention period were
generally modest, t-tests showed that all reductions in average speed between the September-
October 1989 and June 1990 observations were statistically significant (p<.05). Our confidence
that the US-31 SAVE program caused the observed decreased in speed is bolstered by the fact
that speeds on other similar roadways throughout the state remained unchanged during the US-31
SAVE project period (R. Swan, Michigan Department of Transportation; personal communication,
February 6, 1991). However, these results are from only two sites in the City of Holland,;
therefore we cannot state that speeds were similarly reduced along the entire length of the US-31
corridor affected by the US-31 SAVE program.

Table 2. Measured Vehicle Speeds (MPH) at Selected Sites in US-
31 SAVE Project Area
Vehicles | Range of | Average 85th
Observed | Speeds Speed | Percentile
US-31 S.B. North of 32nd*
October 1989 110 44-61 51.7 56
February 1990 114 36-61 48.5 52
June 1990 136 37-56 47.7 51
US-31 N.B. South of 32nd* '
October 1989 105 40-63 51.8 57
February 1990 126 32-65 514 56
June 1990 118 32-62 49.0 53
US-31 N.B. at Central’®
September 1989 108 45-68 57.7 62
February 1990 125 35-69 52.6 58
June 1990 119 36-60 48.5 53
US-31 S.B. at Central®
October 1989 108 43-70 | 522 58
February 1990 127 33-68 50.6 57
June 1990 115 38-60 50.2 55
*Posted speed 50 miles per hour.
*Posted speed 55 miles per hour.
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Effects on Observed Restraint Use

Overall restraint use (safety belt use of drivers and front-right seat passengers) increased
during the US-31 project from baseline levels and then partially declined during the last two
observation periods (see Figure 7). Baseline observations (measured in September 1989) found
overall restraint use to be 56.7%. In April 1990, restraint use was observed at essentially the
same level (56.2%). Observations made two months later in June 1990 showed an increase in
restraint use to 65.1%. The upward trend continued during the next two observation periods in
mid and late July with restraint use reaching 66.0% and 68.8%, respectively. In August 1990,
restraint use remained over 67%. Restraint use calculated over the entire intervention period
(using observations from April through August 1990) was 65.1%. This belt use rate is
significantly higher than the baseline rate of 56.7% recorded in September 1989 (z=6.22, p<.05).
Overall restraint use was found to have decreased slightly in October and December from the
summer peak to 62.7% (z=2.31, p<.05). Although there was a decline in restraint use during this
withdrawal period, restraint use remained higher during this period than the baseline period
(z=3.86, p<.05). These findings show that the US-31 SAVE program was successful in

increasing restraint use by drivers and passengers travelling the US-31 corridor.

Percent Restrained
100.0

80.0 -

Jun Ju Jul Aug Oct Dec
1989 1990 1990 1990 1990 1900 1990 1900

Figure 7. Overall Restraint Use at US-31 Observation Sites
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The trends in restraint use among subgroups analyzed in the study were quite similar to
the pattern of restraint use for the total sample. Although month to month changes varied across
subgroups, in general restraint use increased after April 1990, peaked in late July or August 1990,
and then began to partially decline. Analyses of restraint use by subgroups are discussed in the
following sections. Table 3 details the restraint use data for each major subgroup and overall

for each observation period.
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Table 3. Percent Restraint Use by Survey Period and Major Variables
SEPT | APRIL | JUNE | JULY* | JULY* | AUG | OCT | DEC
1989 1990 1990 1990 1990 1990 | 1990 | 1990
SEATING POSITION
Driver
% restrained 57.6 572 | 66.8 67.7 69.7 676 | 64.1 65.0
Total N 1218 1102 | 1172 1254 1312 1314 | 1175 | 1163
Front-right passenger
% restrained 533 520 | 589 604 66.1 674 | 522 574
Total N 289 273 331 396 446 430 | 291 265
GENDER
Male
% restrained 51.1 469 | 60.6 599 63.2 60.1 | 57.7 59.7
Total N 816 742 784 823 899 915 | 751 702
Female
~ % restrained 63.3 67.0 | 70.1 72.0 74.8 759 | 66.0 67.5
Total N 687 631 718 825 853 828 | 715 725
AC(i)E3
% restrained 75.0 1000 | 80.0 364 750 | 1000 [ 60.0 | 100.0
. 15Total N 4 5 10 11 8 8 5 10
% restrained 53.3 500 | 576 55.0 784 65.6 | 40.0 73.1
6 z'gotal N 30 48 66 60 51 61 35 26
16-
% restrained 41.2 51.1 54.5 59.1 57.8 622 | 528 52.5
30 5"gotal N 362 370 380 447 517 505 | 434 398
% restrained 58.4 558 | 68.3 69.7 722 672 | 65.7 66.5
0 Total N 741 683 800 832 879 870 | 790 809
% restrained 68.6 644 | 728 69.1 76.1 713 | 69.3 71.7
Total N 366 267 246 298 297 299 | 202 184
COUNTY
Allegan
% restrained 55.7 539 | 64.7 61.7 70.4 663 | 60.4 67.5
Total N 296 258 306 334 402 415 | 328 268
Muskegon
% restrained 54.0 512 | 66.7 62.7 71.0 66.0 | 56.0 56.5
Total N 359 342 375 437 442 44 | 377 398
Ottawa
% restrained 58.1 59.1 64.6 69.2 67.1 690 | 65.2 66.0
Total N 848 773 821 877 908 884 | 761 761
SITE TYPE
Freeway Exit Ramp
% restrained 55.7 504 | 66.0 589 69.7 65.8 | 56.8 56.2
Total N 593 540 629 728 962 816 | 639 609
Intersection
% restrained 574 599 | 645 71.5 679 69.2 | 65.5 69.2
Total N 910 833 873 920 790 927 | 827 818
STATE OF VEHICLE
REGISTRATION
Michigan
% restrained 56.0 564 | 65.2 65.4 679 66.8 | 614 63.6
Total N 1431 1354 | 1423 1535 1568 1549 | 1416 | 1404
Out-of-State
% restrained 75.0 438 | 649 73.5 71.1 738 | 720 65.2
Total N 64 16 77 113 183 191 50 23
TOTAL ‘ '
% restrained 56.7 562 | 65.1 66.0 68.8 676 | 61.7 63.6
Total N 1503 1373 | 1502 1648 1752 1743 | 1466 | 1427

*Two sets of observations were conducted in July 1990.
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Restraint Use by Seating Position | ‘ |

Overall restraint use rates were heavily influenced by driver restraint use rates because
drivers comprised the large majority of occupants observed. However, the pattern of change in
restraint use throughout the series of surveys was similar for drivers and front-right seat
passengers with just a few exceptions. Observed restraint use among drivers was consistently
higher than among front-right passengers at each survey period. While front-right seat passenger
restraint use had returned to pre-program levels by October 1990, driver restraint use remained
higher than preprogram levels (see Figure 8).

Restraint Use by Gender

Restraint use among females was consistently higher than restraint use among males at
each survey period (see Figure 9). Female restraint use was characterized by a gradual but
uninterrupted ascent in restraint use until October 1990, when it declined to near preprogram
levels. Male restraint use exhibited a more irregular pattern of increase but remained at a higher

level relative to preprogram levels.

Restraint Use by Age

Small sample sizes precluded us from determining program effects for the 0-3 age group.
Among other age groups, those age 4-15 exhibited the greatest month to month fluctuation (due
in large part to small numbers of observations) but still generally conformed to the pattern of
restraint use observed among the total sample (Figure 10). Consistent with our statewide
observation surveys, restraint use was highest among persons age 60 and older, followed by those
age 30-59, and those age 16-29.

Restraint Use by County

Because the US-31 SAVE project represented a coordinated effort among several police
agencies in different jurisdictions, one could focus primarily on restraint use for the total project
area. However, we also examined restraint use by county to identify possible deviations from
the overall trend. County specific changes in restraint use generaily followed the overall pattern
(Figure 11). Muskegon County experienced the largest decline in use rates in October 1990,
falling to 56.0% from 66.0% in August.

25



Driver

Percent Restrained

1990

Aig  Oa  Dec
1990 1990

Jun Jul Jul
1990 1990 1990

572
1990

Sep  Apr
1989

00

60.0 4 578

80.0
40.0

Front-right passenger

Percent Restrained

0

100,

80.0

Apr Jun Jul Jul Aug Oct Dec
1990 1990 1990 1990 1900 1990 1990

Sep
1989

Figure 8. Restraint Use by Seating Position
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Figure 9. Restraint Use by Gender
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Restraint Use by Site Characteristics

Surprisingly, motorists observed at intersections had higher rates of restraint use than
motorists at freeway exit ramps in most of the survey periods (Figure 12). Our statewide studies
have consistently found the reverse to be true (Streff and Molnar, 1990). However, the two types
of sites (intersections and freeway exit ramps) were much more similar than is the case in our
statewide surveys. Restraint use among motorists observed at intersections increased steadily
through early July 1990 and then partially declined, remaining above baseline levels. Changes
in restraint use among motorists observed at freeway exit ramps were more irregular and

observations in October 1990 indicated a return to preprogram levels.

Restraint Use by State of Vehicle Registration

Because the vast majority of vehicles observed had Michigan license plates, the trend in
restraint use among occupants of Michigan vehicles is quite similar to that of overall restraint use
(Figure 13). Restraint use among motorists in out-of-state vehicles differed noticeably from the
general pattern during the first two survey periods. Out-of-state vehicles exhibited a high
preprogram use rate which dropped precipitously in April. However, use rates for these two
months were based on only 64 and 16 observations of out-of-state vehicles, respectively. Trends
in restraint use after April 1990 were similar for Michigan and out-of-state vehicles, although
rates were generally higher for the out-of-state vehicles. It may be that occupants of out-of-state
vehicles were more likely to be on long trips, when use rates are often reported to be higher
(Howell, Owen, and Nocks, 1990).
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Figure 12. Restraint Use by Site Characteristics
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Figure 13. Restraint Use by State of Vehicle Registration
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DISCUSSION

The US-31 SAVE project seems to have been effective in achieving its goals of increased
restraint use and reduced speeds along the US-31 corridor in Allegan, Ottawa, ahd Muskegon
counties. Restraint use increased at the same time as US-31 SAVE program efforts began in
eamnest, and these use rates declined again when enforcement activities declined in October 1990.
However, we have not yet compared the changes in restraint use along US-31 to patterns in
restraint use observed at other locations in the state. This step is important to help us to better
understand whether the observed effects along US-31 are due to the US-31 SAVE program itself

or if these changes are part of a more general statewide trend.

While it may be the case that some of the observed US-31 SAVE effects were part of a
more general statewide trend, we do not believe all of the observed effects were due to such a
trend. First of all, we found a significant increase in restraint use coincident with the
implementation of the US-31 SAVE program, and a subsequent slip in restraint use coincident
with a reduction of US-31 SAVE enforcement activities. This evidence strongly supports the
contention that the US-31 SAVE program was responsible for the increased restraint use, and not
some other phenomenon or trend. In addition, we examined restraint use gathered from
observations at 234 sites throughout Michigan conducted in July and November 1987, May 1988,
April 1989, and May 1990 as part of an on-going project to study restraint use in the state as a
whole. Two of these 234 sites were also part of the US-31 SAVE observation site set (one is
an intersection in the City of Grand Haven, the other is a freeway exit ramp in Muskegon

County).

Observations made as part of the statewide restraint use study found a significant increase
in May 1990 from an average of 46.1% during the July 1987 through April 1989 period to 50.9%
in the May 1990 observation wave. The May 1990 restraint use rate was the first statistically
significant increase in restraint use observed in Michigan since the implementation of the adult
restraint use law in July 1985 (see Figure 14). This result suggests that some of the effects
observed on US-31 may have been due to changes in statewide restraint use patterns rather than

the US-31 SAVE program. Our confidence that the US-31 SAVE program was effective in
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increasing restraint use is strengthened when we compare the increase in restraint use observed
in the state as a whole to the increase observed at the two US-31 SAVE observation sites that

were also part of the regular statewide surveys.

Percent Restrained

Jul Nov May Apr May
1987 1987 1988 1989 1990

Figure 14. Restraint Use from Statewide Observation Surveys

Over the July 1987 through April 1989 period, restraint use at the two US-31 SAVE
observation sites which were also included in the statewide survey averaged 49.8%, never
exceeding 54.5% (see Figure 15). In the May 1990 observation wave, restraint use was 64.5%,
14.7 percentage points higher than average restraint use in the previous period. In the state as
a whole, restraint use was only 4.8 percentage points higher in May 1990 than the average in the
July 1987 through April 1989 period. Thus, we may conclude that while there may have been
a positive effect on restraint use due to several other programs across the state which contributed
to the success of the US-31 SAVE program, the program itself was likely the major factor

causing restraint use to increase along US-31.
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Figure 15. Restraint Use from Statewide Observation
Surveys - Sites also Used for US-31 SAVE Observations

Given that restraint use increased in June 1990 and decreased again in the fall, it is
possible that the observed increase was due to seasonal effects rather than or in addition to
effects of the US-31 SAVE program. This does not appear to be the case. Reexamination of
Figures 14 and 15 shows that restraint use was relatively stable across the months of the year.
In fact, restraint use was higher in the November 1987 observation wave than in any of the other
waves (with the notable exception of the May 1990 wave). It can therefore be concluded that

observed increases in restraint use can be ascribed to the US-31 SAVE program and not to

seasonal effects.
An argument has been made that the US-31 SAVE project was successful in its goal to

reduce speeds and increase restraint use along the US-31 corridor targeted by the program.

Given this success, it is valuable to better understand how the US-31 SAVE program achieved
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these successes. An understanding of how these effects were achieved may help future programs

target resources more efficiently.

The US-31 SAVE program had two basic components, PI&E and enforcement. While
it is difficult to measure the behavioral effects of distributing litter bags, posters, and other
promotional and educational materials, we did attempt to determine if there was any relationship
between the number and length of newspaper articles related to US-31 and restfaint use. We
charted restraint use together with the number and length of articles related to the US-31 SAVE
project to examine possible relationships (Figures 16 and 17). No systematic relationship
between restraint use and newspaper coverage is evident from the charts. Although restraint use
increased along with newspaper coverage in June 1990, such coverage prior to that point seemed
to have had little effect on restraint use. No attempt was made to determine public awareness
of the US-31 SAVE program or its educational goals, so we cannot comment on the effectiveness

of PI&E efforts to educate the public or inform them of the stepped up enforcement activities.
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Figure 16. Restraint Use Versus Number of Articles
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Figure 17. Restraint Use Versus Column Inches of Print

The need for effective media coverage of enforcement programs was well documented
by Rood, Kraichy, and Carmen (1987). Their evaluation of a restraint use enforcement program
in the State of New York showed that in a community where restraint nonuse citations doubled
without an accompanying media campaign, no change in restraint use followed. Unfortunately,
our evaluation does not permit a specification of the amount of media attention that is necessary

to support an enforcement program.

The lack of a systematic pattern between newspaper coverage and restraint use may be
the result of an overly simplistic analysis. It is unlikely that restraint use will be changed by
simply announcing or describing an enforcement program if the driving population doesn’t
perceive that enforcement program themselves (i.e., see police on the street). We therefore
constructed charts depicting both patrol hours and restraint citations along with restraint use
(Figures 18 and 19). As was the case for newspaper coverage, there is no apparent pattern to
the relationships between either patrol hours or restraint cimﬁoﬁs and restraint use. However,
newspaper coverage, patrol hours, and the number of restraint citations issued all peaked together
around May and June 1990. This supports the assertion from Rood et al. (1987) that a
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combination of enforcement and media activity is essential for an effective program. It seems
that both PI&E and media coverage are necessary conditions for a successful program but neither

is sufficient by itself.
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Figure 18. Restraint Use and Patrol Hours
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Figure 19. Restraint Use and Restraint Citations
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Despite the small number of monthly data points available for analysis, we wanted to
explore the relationships between program activities (i.e., newspaper coverage, patrol hours,
restraint citations and warnings issued, and speeding citations issued) and restraint use
statistically. Unfortunately there were only 6 months where restraint use data were available for
analysis with the US-31 SAVE program activity variables. Although none of the relationships
was found to be statistically significant even at the p<.10 level (in fact most p-values were
around .40), we believe these preliminary results are instructive for pointing out needs for future

evaluation research.

These analyses found near zero correlations between restraint use and newspaper
coverage. Given the wide month-to-month fluctuations in newspaper coverage, this was not
surprising. However, we found moderate correlations (in the .40 to .60 range) between restraint
use and all patrol activities. Once again we stress that these findings were all nonsignificant
(with p-values around .40), and they serve best to direct future evaluation research. These
findings lead us to believe there is merit in examining the relationships between restraint use and
police patrol activities with an evaluation plan permitting a more fine-tuned analysis. Such an
evaluation could enable planners to better understand how resources need to be invested to have
a successful program, and perhaps even what payoffs can be expected from a given investment

in patrol and PI&E efforts.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The US-31 SAVE program designed to decrease speeds and increase restraint use along
the US-31 corridor in Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon counties was successful in achieving its
behavioral goals. Average speed along the corridor decreased significantly (although this finding
was based on a limited sample of sites), and restraint use increased significantly (8.4 percentage

points from baseline levels) along the corridor due to the program.

The following recommendations are made for future programs designed to increase

restraint use in states with secondary law provisions:

. Involve all police agencies within the target area in the program efforts.

. Coordinate enforcement activities with all involved police agencies through regular
meetings.

. Target moving violations such as speeding to ensure frequent contacts with drivers

and passengers who are likely to be at risk for restraint nonuse.

. Use marked police vehicles in obvious view of traffic to heighten the public’s
perception of the enforcement campaign.

. Remain strict in restraint-nonuse citation issuance; that is, issue more citations for
restraint nonuse than verbal warnings.

. Closely link periods of high patrol activity with high levels of media activity.

. Work with local media to develop a plan/schedule for regular media coverage to
keep program visibility high.

. In addition to the release of regular reports of patrol activities (patrol hours,
numbers of citations issued, etc.), use special news releases to highlight special
program activities to the media.

. Enlist and maintain support of the community for your program by reiterating the
importance of the program and their support for reducing injuries and loss of life

from motor vehicle crashes.
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The primary research need for PI&E/enforcement programs to increase belt use is a better
understanding of the minimum levels of activity necessary to achieve increases in restraint use.
Such research should focus on increased understanding of the effects of media activity when
combined with enforcement. Specifically, research is required to try to estimate a curve which
would describe how much change in restraint use could be expected from specific levels of media
and police patrol activity. This research should also examine what mix and timing of
enforcement and media activity is necessary for behavior change. Although this project was
designed to try to answer these questions, a research effort to pinpoint these levels will require
greater resources than were available for this project. It is possible that we rnay.never be able
to achieve a fully satisfactory answer to the question of how much enforcement and/or media
activity is enough to affect a prescribed level of behavior change, given the difficulties involved
with controlling important variables in field research. However, this is a laudable goal and the
information gleaned from such a project would prove valuable to program planners interested in

promoting restraint use.

42



REFERENCES

Datta, T.K. and Guzek, P. (1990). Restraint System Use in 19 U.S. Cities 1989 Annual Report.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Transportation. National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.

Howell, R.H., Owen, P.D., and Nocks, E.C. (1990). Increasing Safety Belt Use: Effects of
Modeling and Trip Length. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 20(3):254-263.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (1990). Idea Sampler: Belts and Bags--A
Winning Combination. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Transportation.

Rood, D.H., Kraichy, P.O., and Carman, J.A. (1987). Selective Traffic Enforcement Program for
Occupant Restraints.  Final Report. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Transportation. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

Streff, F.M. and Molnar, L.M. (1990). Direct Observation of Safety Belt Use in Michigan:

Spring 1990. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Transportation Research
Institute.

Williams, AF., Preusser, D.F., Blomberg, R.D., and Lund, AK. (1987). Seat Belt Use Law

Enforcement and Publicity in Elmira, New York: A Reminder Campaign. American
Journal of Public Health 77(11):1450-1451.

43






APPENDIX A

Police Activity Report Form

45







TIME KEEPING:
0T HRS
RESULAR

PATROL:
FREEWAY/L-ACICESS
TRUNKLINE

TOTAL PATROL

CRIMINAL COMPLAINT:
STATE
AGAINST PERSONS
PROFPERTY (PART1)
PROPERTY (PART2)
MORALS/DECENCY
PUBLIC ORDER
CRIMINAL TRAFFIC
QUIL

TOTAL CRIMINAL

NON-CRIMINAL COMPLAINT:
JUVENILE ‘
CIVIL CUSTODIES
TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
TRAFFIC
FIRE
ACCIDENT/ALL OTHERS
INSPECT/INVEST
MISC COMPLAINTS

TOTAL NON-CRIMINAL

TOTAL HOURS
MILEASGE:

TOTAL PATROL MILEAGE

9.00
S5.00

COCOOOOO0O0O

"Moo oOCmBOOO

S
o

76

TRAFFIC ARRESTS:
HAZARDOUS TRAFFIC
NON-HARDOUS TRAFFIC
OUIL

TOTAL TRAFFIC ARRESTS

ARRESTS AND COUNTS:
FELONS ARRESTED
MISD ARRESTED

TOTAL PERSONS ARRESTED

PATROL COUNTS
INVEST COUNTS
TOTAL ARREST COUNTS

FUGITIVE ARRESTED
WARRANTS/WANTS

PATROL ACTIVITY:
CARS ASSISTED
CARS INVESTIGATED
VERBAL WARNINIZS
MV ACCIDENTS
MV ACC/HAZ ARR
A/ SPEEDING
PASS RESTRAINTS CITS
PASS RESTRAINT WW

Number Cited where RADAR

DETECTORS were used

UNOBLIGATED COMPLAINTS:
ORI1G. DISPATCHED
ORIGINAL PATROL

TOTAL ORIGINAL

LOCAL USE:

CLVUONDOU&EWN -

-

12

O

e NOO~mO c o (e N eoRo) (o NeNo)

(oo e

eNeReReleRNeRelle No Neo)




48



APPENDIX B

Police Agency Press Releases

49







For release on or after October 23, 1989

US-31 SAFETY PROGRAM HOPES TO SAVE LIVES

In an attempt to encourage safer travel along US-31 through Allegan, Ottawa, and Muskegon counties law
enforcement patrols will be increased and more citations will be issued through a new cooperative safety program
that kicks off today. The program, “ US-31 SAVE", will be a cooperative effort among western Michigan state
police posts, county sheriff departments and city police departments aimed at controlling speed, safety belt use,
and child restraint, making "Safety's #1 on 31" the goal. In addition, the Motor Carrier Division of the Depart-
ment of State Police will participate by enforcing truck safety laws. This specially coordinated effort will run
from October 23, 1989 through September, 1990.

The program, funded by the Office of Highway Safety Planning and the United States Department of
Transportation/National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, will attempt to reduce vehicular accidents by 2%
by increasing the number of citations for hazardous moving violations, speeding, and seatbelt neglect by using air
speed timing and special traffic group patrols along the 85 miles of US-31.

"The phenomenal growth that the US-31 corridor has experienced in recent years has created serious concern with
traffic flow in the area,” said Michigan State Police Saugatuck Team Commander, Lt. William Smith. " 'Safety
is #1 on 31" is the goal of all participating agencies. The task is too great for any one agency, however, our
coordinated efforts will have a very positive effect on addressing the problem. Your cooperation and support will
greatly enhance this effort,” Smith continued.

"Crash investigations indicate that approximately 90 percent of traffic accidents are caused by inappropriate driver
behavior. Aggressive enforcement programs have demonstrated the ability to favorably impact accident experi-
ence and the S.A.V.E. Program should do the same for US-31," stated Roger VanderMeulen,

5th District Engineer.

The agencies involved include the 5th and 6th districts of the Michigan State
Police; the Allegan, Ottawa and Muskegon County Sheriff
Departments; and the Holland and Grand Haven City Police
Departments.

A kick-off press luncheon at J.J. Finnegan's in the West Shore Mall at
US-31 and James Street on Monday, October 23, 9:30 a.m. marks
the start of this intensive effort. The press will be given opportu-
nities to observe the operation in action

immediately following a brief presentation by Traffic Safety
officials. Speakers will include Lt. Col. James Daust, Deputy
Director, Michigan State Police; Karen Tarrant, Executive Director of

the Office of Highway Safety Planning, and a representative from the

county sheriffs and local police departments.

“A Gooperative Law Enforcement Effort”
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News Release

February 13, 1990

Law enfcrcement activity along U.S. 31 continued in the month of January. The
seven lav enforcement agencies logged a total of 670 patrol hours on U.S. 31.
There were a total of 766 citations issued in conjunction with the U.S. 31
S.A.V.E. Project, 431 of the citations were for speeding. Additionally, 300
motorists were verbally warned. 95 individuals were issued citations for
violation of the Michigan passenger restraint lavs.

The seven law enforcement agencies involved continue to stress strict com-
pliance to the traffic laws, through strict enforcement. The seven agencies
involved include the Michigan State Police, both Grand Haven and Saugatuck
Posts, the Sheriff’s Departments of Ottawa, Muskegon and Allegan Counties, the
Bolland and Grand Haven Police Departments.

The U.S. 31 S.A.V.E. Project is funded in part by a grant from the Office of
Highvay Safety and Planning.

Respectfully submitted,

B e 0 P _

Blaine A. keeps—

Grant Coordinator
Holland Police Department

BAK/h

"A Cooperative Law Enforcement Effort”
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US 31 SAVE NEWS RELEASE
JUNE 29, 1990

Our efforts to encourage safer travel along US 31 through
Allegan, Ottawa and Muskegon Counties are paying dividends.
Qur 7 agency cooperative safety program that kicked off last
October 23 has run now for approximately 8 months. The
program, US 31 SAVE, is a cooperative effort among 7 west
Michigan police agencies, consisting of the sheriff's
departments of Allegan, Ottawa and Muskegon Counties, the
city police departments of Grand Haven and Holland and the
State Police Post at Grand Haven and the Saugatuck Team. The
program is aimed at controlling speeds and enhancing safety
belt and child restraint use, making safety #1 on 31 our
goal. '

The orogram, funded by the Office of Highway Safety Planning
and the United States Department of Transportation National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, will attempt to reduce
vehicle accidents by 2% by increasing the number of citations
for hazardous moving violations. speeding and seat belt
neglect by using air speed timing and special traffic group
patrols along the 85 miles of US 31.

The 8 month effort to date has established some impressive
statistical information that reveals that the 7 agencies have
spent a total of 901 overtime hours and a total of 3,833
regular patrol hours, patrolling the 85 miles of US 31
through the three counties. These man hours have generated a
total of 6,842 traffic arrests as well as a total of 71
persons arrested on various criminal offenses along with a
total of 22 fugitive apprehensions on various warrants that
were revealed during the various traffic stops’. A total of
361 cars have been assisted with 1,254 cars beinsg
investigated with 2,183 warnings being issued for various
traffic offenses. 4,050 of the 6,842 traffic offense arrests
were for speeding and 1,033 were for violation of the various
passenger restraint laws. A total of S20 verbal warnings
were for failure to wear your seat belts. Of the 4,050

“A Cooperative Law Enforcement Effort”

OHSP



speeding violations, a total of S46 motorists had radar
detectors in utilization at the time they were stopped.
During the officers’' patrols, a total of 332 complaints have
been generated that required investigation.

Accldent statistics are not available for the entire 85 mile
section of hishway, however in the City of Holland. accidents
were down from November 1 through April 30 a total of 18%
over the same period last year and personal injury accidents
have decreased by S6% during the same period. Speed studies
have revealed a decrease in the average speed by 5 miles per
hour in the City of Holland and the average speeds in the

other areas are basically in compliance with our current
speed laws.

Seat belt compliance in certain areas that have been surveyed
within the targeted zone are an impressive 60% as compared
with 497%4 on a state-wide average.

It is apparent that the statistics generated during the first
8 months of the US 31 SAVE project are very impressive. Time
will tell on what lasting effect we have, but it's reassuring
to note that the motoring public is taking note of the effort

and are voluntarily complying with the traffic laws through
the targeted zone.

We are pleased to announce that the efforts will continue on
behalf of the 7 agencies for the duration of this fiscal year
that ends in October and at the present time the 7 agencies
are planning on regquasting 3 ren=awal of tha grant for the
second year, with the addition of 2 additional departments
participating, those being the Norton Shores Police C
Department and the Muskegon Township Police Department during-
the fiscal year 1990-1991. Funding levels have yet to be

determined but it‘s anticipated that they will be similar to
the currgnt levels.

The support of the news media and the motoring public has a
very positive effect on our efforts.. The phenomenal growth
continues to amaze your law enforcement all along the US 31
corridor and the serious concern with the traffic flow in the
area still exists. Safety is #1 on 31 is the goal of all the
participating agencies. The task is too great for any one
agency, however our coordinated efforts will have a very
positive effect in addressing the problem. Your cooperation
and support will greatly enhance this effort.



APPENDIX C

US-31 Newspaper Articles

55







GRAND RAPIDS PRESS
AUG-18-89

Grant lets
Holland

police target

violators

on U.S. 31

HOLLAND

By Ben Beversluis
The Grand Rapids Press

Traffic is so bad on U.S. 31 through Holland
that police figure to stop 900 speeders, 1,500 for
other moving violations and 200 for child-seat
violaticas under a new two-year highway safety

grant.

In addition, they expect traffic accidents
could be cut by 5 percent under the grant, ap-
proved this week, providing 20 hours of over-

time patrols a week, starting Oct. 1.

“I don't think we’re going to have any prob-
iem coming up with those (speeding violations)
at all,” said Holland Police Lt. Blaine Koops,
administrator of the U.S. 31 SAVE program in a

three-county area.

Koops added the numbers set in the grant
application are not a quota but simply estimates
Sased on what a patrol officer would normally

atite in the hours available.

Some of the motorists stopped would be giv-
°n warnings, and Koops could not say how

nuch ticket revenue will be produced. -

Verbal approval of Holland's grant came just
-his week, Koops said, and is the first funding
1pproved for the program that will extend from
Allegan County up through Ottawa and Muske-

'on counties.

In the first year of the two-year effort, Hol-

and will get $34,255 to be matched by $10,174

1 city money. The second year will have simi-

1r funding. The Holland City Council voted in

uly to approve the application and matching

inds.

Some of the Holland grant will fund Koops’
dministration of the program, plus provide
15,500 for a public information and education
ampaign through the media and printed mate-
als. The grants come through the state police

ffice of Highway Safety and Planning.

Other grants are still pending for communi-

2s throughout the region.

U.S. 31, a four-lane divided highway, extends
:st over three miles within the Holland city
- mits. .

Koops pointed out that one-tenth of all Hol-

nd accidents happen along U.S. 31. Four of

e city's 10 worst intersections for accidents
e along U.S. 31.

In addition, two of the city’s three traffic fa-
lities in 1988 were,along U.S. 31, and the
7y's two fatalities thfs year were on that high-
1y.

CONTINUED FROM Al
-Koops said traffic studies show
that on U.S. 31 at Holland’s south-

ern limit 24-hour traffic increased
from 12,500 vehicles in 1983 to

16,700 in 1987, a 25-percent in-
crease. -

The extra patrols provided by the
U.S. 31 SAVE program in Holland
will come during ‘“high-impact
hours,” Koops said.

Two-hour overtime patrol shifts
will be conducted by two officers
from 5-7 p.m. Sundays through
Thursdays. Five-hour extra patrols

by two officers will be from 5-10
p.m.on Fridays and Saturdays.
Other agencies to be involved in
U.S. 31 SAVE (Shoreline Area Ve-
hicular Enforcement) include the
Ottawa and Allegan County sher-
iff’'s departments, the Saugatuck
and Grand Haven posts of the state
police and the State Motor Carrier

Dis@ct Unitf.. ¥-1%-P7
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MUSKEGON, M
CHRONICLE
SEP-27-89

Sheriff joins US . 31
speeding crackdown

By LYNN MOORE
Chronicle staff writer

The Muskegon County Sheriff's Depart-
ment plans to get tough on speeders along

U.S. 31 with the help of a $13,500 federal -

grant.

THE SHERIFF'S department will join
several other communities along the U.S.
31 corridor in stepping up patrols from
October through September 1990.

“All over Michigan the speeding is tak-
ing place to the point where we could lose
$19 million in federal dollars because we

moving violations, reducing car crashes
by 10 percent and issuing 250 citations for
seat belt and child restraint violations.

“Why can't they just do their job,”
Funkhouser said of the sheriff's deputies.
“Whether it’s 100 or 10,000, why don’t they
just go out and do it.”

Budd said the government required such
numbers on the grant application.

MUSKEGON COUNTY will work on the
project known as S.A.V.E. with two Michi-
gan State Police posts, the Allegan and
Ottawa sheriff’s departments and the Hol-

can't get 50 percent of our people travel-
ing at the speed limit.” Capt. Orville Budd
of the sheriff's department told county
commissioners Tuesday.’

The commissioners formally accepted
the grant, although Commissioner Jeff
Funkhouser complained that the grant’s
goals include specific numbers of viola-
tions the department would issue as a re-
sult of the grant. He said that constituted
“hunting down” violators.

THOSE OBJECTIVES include issuing
1,000 citations for speed and hazardous

land and Grana  Haven city police
departments.

The stepped up patrols will cover 115
miles of U.S. 31 from Ludington to South
Haven. Marked and unmarked police vehi-
cles will be used and nine large road signs
will inform motorists of the stepped-up
enforcement efforts.

In applying for the grant, the law en-
forcement agencies noted that U.S. 31 re-
cently has seen a substantial growth in
traffic and accidents and that those num-
bers could climb.

UNDER THE grant agreement, the fed-
eral government will provide two hours of
overtime pay each week to match two
hours of road patrol focused on U.S. 31
and financed by the county sheriff’s de-
partment. Budd said the work will involve
one road patrol officer who already di-
rects some of his time to U.S. 31.

He said the project’s increased focus on
U.S. 31 should not cut response time.to po-
lice calls because the road patrol officer
normally does not answer calls.



GRAND HAVEN, M
TRIBUNE
OCT-06-89

.-

Pollce to swaop
down on U.S. 31

on the busy highway, just like what
resulted from the M-45 program.
Dykstra explained M-45, nick-
named “accident alley,” had been
the worstroad in the county in terms
of fatal accidents and speeding.
Although final figures are not in, he
believes the situation on M-45 has
improved dramatically. “It’s worked
extremely well on M-45. That used
to be the worst road in the caunty,
but since starting the program there
has not been one fatality out there.”
He added that nearly 20 percent
of the department’s speeding tickets

, By Dale Brewer
- Tribune writer

. Local law enforcement agencies
are gearing up for the U.S. 31 com-.
bined program to curtail speeding’
and accidents on that heavily used
shorelinecorridor..
- "The program is to be kicked off
soonwhen police agencies through-
out Muskegon, Ottawa and Allegan
counties will devote extrd man-
power and time to the project.
Ottawa County Sheriff Robert
Dykstra hopes the project will

. rednce theowrallmotonsts speeds '

»

(See.U.S. 31 on page 3)

U.S. 31—

(Contmued tmm page 1)

are a result of the M-45 crackdown.

THE OVERALL grant, through
the Michigan.Office of Highway .
Safety Planning, is for about
$150,000. The program is scheduled
to run for two years. During the first
year, local agencies will receive 60
percent of the funds from the grant
and have to supply a 40 percent
match. The second year will be a 50-
50 match. :

The state appropriated the first
grant money Oct. 1.

Among the law enforcement
agencxes involved in the pro,
are sheriff’s departments from
-Ottawa, Muskegon and Allegan,
Michigan State Police (Grand
Haven and the Saugatuck sub-post),
and Holland and Grand Haven City
Police..

The stretch of U.S. 31 in Ottawa
County is to receive special atten-
tion because practically the entire

_ notbeaproblem. .

length of it has frequent access
points, unlike the limited access
stretches in Muskegon and Allegan
counties. This causes problems
because the Ottawa stretch has 55
mph speed- limits while the other
areas have de31gnated 65 mph speed
limits.

Estimates peg the average speeds

on the Ottawa stretch of U.S. 31 at
67-68 mph.

The Ottawa County Sheriff’s
Department will likely hire an addi-
tional road patrol deputy to cover its
portion of the program. Dykstra said
he will hire a new patrolman to work

40 hours a week, all on U.S. 31

patrol within the county. All the
OCSD needs for that is approval

_from the full Ottawa County Board

of Commissioners at next Tuesday’s
meeting. Dykstra said the grant and
match money is already in hand and
therefore the board decision should

T s tenib

~

OCSD OFFICIALS went to the
five townships within the county to
raise the matching funds. With the
exception of Port Sheldon Town-
ship, the townships were agreeable
to the requests. Holland Township
stepped in to cover the money Port
Sheldon Township would not
donate.

Dykstra said that was crucial. “If
someone had not done that it would
have blew the whole grant apart.”

While the OCSD went to the
townships to hire the additional dep-
uty, the other police agencies will
utilize what they term a soft-match,
or what is described as a one-on-one
match. For every patrol hour the

- state funds, those agencies w111 pro-

vide an additional 