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BY HAND DELIVERY e B
Ms. Sheila Cross Reid, Chairperson =
c/o Sheri Pruitt, Secretary oy
Board of Zoning Adjustment N
441 - 4™ Street, N.W. A
Room 210 N
Washington, DC 20001 A

]

Re: BZA Application No. 16559
(Field School) :

Dear Ms. Reid and Fellow Board Members:

Enclosed are the responses of the Neighbors Against Foxhall Gridlock (NAFG) to the
submissions made by DPW and Gorove/Slade Associates on May 19, 2000 in this case, as
permitted by the Board’s timeline.

Sincerely,

QIU&%%U/ 4 W‘\

Richard L. Aguglia
Enclosures

Bvh delive

ce: Phil Feola, Esq.
Counsel for Applicant

Ellen McCarthy, Office of Planning
Ken Laden, DPW
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Alan Swendiman, Esq.

Jeff Bolotin, Esq.

Eleanor Roberts Lewis, Chair, ANC 3D
Ken and Dottie Woodcock

Ed Bruce, Esq.

Lou and Sherry Nevins

Ken Doggett

Fred Hanscom

Joe Mehra

Ann Heuer, ANC 3D
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The DPW report indicates precisely why NAFG has opposed the application og the Field
School for a special exception/private school at the Cafritz estate, as follows:

The proposed site presents a potential traffic safety problem due to
restricted sight lines, drivers traveling at excessive speeds, and
high traffic volumes. (Emphasis supplied) (Report at 1)

Nevertheless, DPW suggests that the Field School could be accommodated at this site if
certain conditions are met, including a traffic light at the school with a three car stacking lane for
left turns from the north. DPW’s report (as well as the Gorove/Slade report) however, fails to
include important data that the southbound Foxhall Road sight distance is restricted by the
vertical crest near the Kreeger/Cafritz boundary line. This crest prevents approaching motorists
from seeing the proposed left turn lane in sufficient time to prevent an accident. An acute safety
problem will occur when traffic attempting to enter the 3-vehicle storage bay will exceed the
bay’s capacity and overflow into the through lane. (Note : The original storage bay was for ten
vehicles. Neither Gorove/Slade nor DPW has presented data substantiating that a three vehicle
storage bay is adequate.) The problem is further aggravated by the existence of a traffic signal,
which, when green, conveys the absence of any traffic conflict ahead to southbound motorists,
who will see the light before they see the vehicles in the vicinity of the turn lane. Our expert
analysis, including sight distance problems and proper taper lengths, prepared by Fred Hanscom
is attached. Also enclosed is documentation indicating that Mr. Hanscom received an award for
excellence in traffic engineering as well as a certification in traffic engineering equivalent to that

submitted by Mr. Slade. Mr. Hanscom received his certification some 20 years prior to Mr.

Slade.



The multiple conditions DPW suggests, which underscore the immense difficulty of

making ingress and egress into the proposed school safe, are as follows:

1. Eliminating the northern entrance completely because of unsafe sight distances,
Note: Since there is no access to the proposed school site from 44" Street, all incoming and
outgoing vehicles must enter and exist from the revised southern entrance. This requirement will
no doubt create a backup beyond the limits of the newly proposed three car stacking lane, not to
mention the p.m. backup for cars traveling north on Foxhall Road, which will have to stop to
allow vehicles exiting from the school, especially those turning left. Also, the impact of
eliminating the northern entrance and requiring all ingress and egress for the school from the
revised southern entrance will make ingress and egress from W Street and Foxboro Place, where
many NAFG members reside, extremely difficult.

2. Removal of existing utility poles and street lights because of visual obstructions
and to provide for road widening.

B Widening the road to allow for development of the southbound left turn lane on
Foxhall Road into the proposed Field School site, which must provide a sight distance of 305
feet for northbound traffic or 364 feet for southbound traffic. The length of the combined taper,
deceleration and stacking distance must be a minimum of 474 feet, which our expert states is too
short and that a 518 feet total is required. See attached letter at 2.

4. Placement of a traffic signal at the revised southern entrance to allow safe turns
into and out of the school site, as well as school zone warning signs.

In reaching its recommendations, DPW relies on the Gorove/Slade traffic report for level

of service findings along Foxhall Road, for both morning and afternoon peak hours, and



vehicular trip generations into and out of the schools which we submit is highly suspect. See
attached response to Gorove/Slade traffic impact analysis. As we demonstrate in the attached
Response to the Gorove/Slade Report of May 19, 2000, this reliance is misplaced.

To compound the situation, DPW recognizes that it does not have adequate staff to
prepare neighborhood traffic studies until some time in 2001. See DPW Report at 4. Such a
study was promised by the administration after approval of the expanded GW/Mt. Vernon
campus very near the proposed school site and before the application of the Field School for a
special exception. As such, the school’s application is premature since it is being viewed in a
vacuum with respect to the repercussions of the conditions suggested by DPW (beacons, traffic
lights, road widenings, removal of lights and utilities) on the neighborhood, many nearby

schools, and traffic flow in and around Foxhall Road in general.

Respectfully submitted,

HUNTON & WILLIAMS for NAFG

oy (Lo L. Ayt
Ri¢hard L. Aguglia !

Date: ?%4@& 2_[ e
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May 31, 2000
Richard Aguglia, Esq.
Hunton and Williams
Suite 1200
1900 K Strect, N.W.
Washington, DC 2006-1109

RE: DPW May 22, 2000 Plan pertaining to thc Field School Application No.
16559 Belore the District of Columbia Board of Zoning Appeals

Dear Mr. Aguglia:

‘The May 22, 2000 DPW plan indicates a 66-loot storage bay and 88-foot left-turn
bay taper. thus shortening the overall turn-lance Iength and placing the taper further south
than originally proposed by Gorovc/Slade. However, these modilications do not alter the
need for motorists to have a clear view of the turn lane, allowing proper preparation for
the twrn, The left-turn driving task requires the redirection of a vehiclc to a different lanc
while making multiple decisions relative to specd, available space, and time 10 make the
turn. Because of this requircment, a sufficiently long deceleration taper is needed to
accommodate necessary driver responscs, including a safe and comfortable stop from the
design speed of the highway if necessary. Duc (o the fact that a stop would occur on a
7.5 percent downgradc, a 364-foot approach taper is required rather than the 320-foot
deceleration taper suggested by DPW.

Furthermore, 1 have specific concerns regarding (1) available Foxhall Road
southbound sight distance and (2) tralfic overflow from the proposed storage bay.

Available Foxhall Road Southbound Sight Distance

The DPW plan cites the southbound Foxhall Road sight distance problem and
acknowlcdges existing sight-distance shortcomings, but it fails to require a solution to the
turn-lane sight distance problem in a manncr prescribed by the applicable salety
regulations.

‘The DPW-prescribed turn bay deccleration/approach and taper lengths do not
meet AASIIT'O approach sight distance requirements. It is important to note that
AASHTO specifies that the requircd “deceleration” length would cxclude the 8-to-1
taper, as applied by DPW. While the AASHTO guideline does permit incorporating the
“decelcration” length into the “taper” where deceleration can be accomplished within the
“through” lanes, this condition docs not apply on southbound I'oxhall Road. The reason
is that for deceleration to occur in the advance “through™ lane, the turn bay must be
visible from the “through™ lane. This condition is not met at the southbound Foxhall
approach due 10 the sight line restriction. Thereforc, a 364-foot deceleration length
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would be requircd in addition to the 88-foot taper and 66-foot storage bay for a total of
518 fect, rather than the 474 feet proposed by DPW.

It should be further noted the approach sight distance requircment is critical due
to the fact that approaching drivers must be able to sec the painted taper in time to
properly respond. For the driver to see this pavement marking in time to make (and
execute) a stopping decision is a requirement of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices. The DPW report noted a 364-foot sight distance requirement in advance of the
taper. In order to comply with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, \he entire
88-foot taper must be visible at this distance. However, the southbound Foxhall Road
geometry does not permit this application, ¢.g., Gorove/Slade has documented a 300-loot
sight distance approaching the south entrance. (The 390-foot sight distance documented
by DPW [or a left-turn vehicle leaving the south cntrance apparcntly did not consider the
AASHTO driver-eye-hcight to pavement-level sight distance criterion.)

Traffic Overflow from Proposed Storage Bay

In view of above-noted approach sight distance problem (i.c., vertical crest near
the Kreeger/Cafritz boundary), an acute safety problem would exist when traffic
attempting to enter the 3-vehicle storage bay would exceed the bay’s capacity and
overflow into the through lane. The problem is further aggravated by the existence of a
green waffic signal (i.c., coming into a southbound motorist’s view prior to seeing
vehicles in the vicinity of the turn lane) conveying the absence of any traffic conflict
ahead.

Ncither the current Gorove/Slade nor PDW proposals addresses the probability of
traffic demand exceeding the storage capacity afforded by the 66-fool turn bay. A
number of relared salely concerns arc as [ollows.

First, a critical issue is that there are distinct a.m. time segments in which a high
number of vehicle arrivals are foreseeable. Although all employees are expected to arrive
by 7:30 (i.e.. technically prior to the “peak period™) this scheduling consideration does
not address the question of how many vehicles will arrive just prior to 7:30. Nor does
requiring staff to arrive before 7:30 reduce the accident consequence ol a southbound
motorist {ailing to see a stopped vehicle encroaching the through lanc at the storage bay
location. Although starting times are scparated for various grade levels, it is nevertheless
foreseeable that arrivals will likely be concentrated within certain short intervals, i.e., 270
students starting classcs at 8:20 am.

Sceond, traffic engineering studies typically basc the adequacy of a left-turn
storage bay on an estimation of short-term vehicle arrivals (e.g., applying a Poisson
arrival distribution, which assumes random arrivals within designated periods, in the

.03
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context of anticipated traffic volume levels and signal cycle lengths). However, such an
analysis may not be adequate in this instance due to anticipated (non-random) arvivals
within short time periods, as noted above. Nevertheless, neither the Gorove/Slade nor
PDW plans addressed even the basic traffic engineering analysis noted above. Thus, the
likelihood of turn bay overflow into the through lane has not been identificd.

Third. when the tum bay’s storage capacity is reached during any signal cycle,
there is a considerable delay prior to the availability of space for additional amivals to be
accommodated in the storage arca. That is. the northbound signal must go through its
clearance interval, ¢.g.. stopping the northbound tratfic flow, and then additional time is
required for the turn bay 1o cmpty. During this intervening period. there is a probability
of both turn bay overflow and additional arrivals over the southbound vertical crest,

Summary

While the DPW plan shortened the proposcd lefi-turn lanc, this measure was not
adequatc 1o provide adcquate approach sight distance. The DPW report noted a 364-foot
sight distance requirement in advance of the taper. In order to comply with the Murual
on Uniform Iraffic Conmrol Devices, the entirc 88-foot taper must be visible at this
distance. The southbound Foxhall Road geomctry does not permit this application.

Morcover, the shortencd storage bay presented the additional safety problem of
likely traffic overllow. This overflow traffic would encroach the through lanc, i.e., into
the path of restricted sight-distance southbound traffic facing a green light, and thus not
expecting a traffic conflict. The resulting situation is a foreseeable accident hazard.

Sincerely.

— E L

IFred R. Hanscom, P.E.
Director
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FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT PURSUANT
TO THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 7, DIVISION 3, OF THE BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE

FRED ROBERT HANSCOM

IS DULY REGISTERED AS A

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IS ENTITLED TO ALL THE RIGHTS AND
PRIVILEGES CONFERRED IN SAID CODE

WITNESS OUR HAND AND SEAL

CERTIFICATE Ng 03?1
THIS 8TH DAYOF SEPTEMBER (976

STATE BOARD OF REGISTRATION
FOR PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS
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Response to the Field School

Transportation Management ;?; =
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Access, Circulation N
and Carpool Operations -9
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Given the DPW memo of May 22, 2000, recommending elimination of the northern
entrance and a traffic light at the revised southern entrance, the TMP for turns into and out of the

school and internal circulation are no longer viable.

e The TMP also needs to be revised to indicate if the site has the capacity to hold cars
while waiting for a green light to exit the school, given the Board’s request to preclude internal
circulation near the Shugrue property and other properties, at the proposed School’s southern and
eastern boundaries.

Progr

e The failure of the TMP to identify spéciﬁc pick-up points with approval to occupy
those points makes the shuttle bus proposal implausible. Hence, the OP requirement that not
more than 106 vehicles turn into the site during the AM peak hour is likely to be violated without
a remedy.

Parking

The requirement that student drivers bring at least 2 additional students fails to take into
account new District of Columbia restrictions on drivers with passengers under age 17.
Approximately 55% of the students that currently attend the Field School live in the District of

Columbia. See Exh. A. (legislation) Also, recent studies have shown that teen drivers with teen



passengers are the most likely to be involved in accidents. See Exh. B. Accordingly, the
proposal is unlikely to be effectuated. (A similar restriction on teenage drivers was introduced

but not passed in the Maryland legislature). See Exh. C.

Safety

DPW has strongly advised against the presence of a traffic control officer for safety
reasons, contrary to the TMP. Any reasonable person familiar with the entrances to the Cafritz
Site on Foxhall Road would recognize the danger inherent in such a suggestion. NAFG will
have a videotape demonstration at the next hearing to support this point.

The rationale supplied by Gorove Slade for flashing school warning signs (See
Gorove/Slade technical appendix) is flawed in that it relates to drivers who slow down when they
see children in a crosswalk, admittedly not our case here, since no crosswalks are proposed or
feasible. Also, the report cited indicated that driving speeds are nonetheless still over the speed
limit despite the flashing warning signs. The report also refers to another study which indicates
that the flashing warning signs do not slow down drivers. See Exh. D (other report referenced in

Gorove Slade report).

The significance of the installation of sidewalks for public use within the school’s
property with a buffer from Foxhall Road is not ascertainable. Since no students will be walking
to the school, there are no crosswalks across Foxhall near the school site, and the school site is

surrounded by private properties, the installation of sidewalks is meaningless for safety purposes.



Respectfully submitted,

HUNTON & WILLIAMS for NAFG

By: é LW / ‘ W‘\K

Richard L. Aguglia

O[?f{oo

DATE
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REGISTER

DEC 2 4 1999
ENROLLED ORIGINAL
AN ACT s
Columbia
D.C. ACT 13-190 S su

IN THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
NOVEMBER 18, 1999

To amend the District of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925 and Chapter 1 of Title 18 of the District of
Columbia Municipal Regulations to establish, a three-tiered graduated driver’s license
program for drivers under the age of 21, nighmime driving restrictions and passenger
limits for drivers under the age of 18, and to require certified driving experience and
demonstrated safe driving habits prior to the removal of driving restrictions.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, That this
act may be cited as the "Safe Teenage Driving Amendment Act of 1999".

Sec. 2. Section 7 of the District of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, approved March 3, 1925 Amend
(43 Stat. 1121; D.C. Code § 40-301), is amended as follows: §48-3m
(a) Subsection (a) is amended as follows:
(1) Paragraph (1) is amended to read as follows:
“(1) The Mayor is authorized to issue a new or renewed motor vehicle operator’s

permit, valid for a period not to exceed 5 years, to any individual 17 years of age or older subject
to the following conditons and any other conditions the Mayor may prescribe to protect the
public:

"(A) The applicant shall pay an application fee of $30, which may be
increased by the Mayor to compensate the District for processing and evaluating the application
and issuing the permit.

"(B) The applicant shall demonstrate that he or she is mentally, morally,
and physically qualified to operate a motor vehicle in a2 manner not to jeopardize the safety of
individuals or property. The Mayor shall determine whether an applicant is qualified througa:

"(i) An examination of the applicant's knowledge of the wraffic
regulations of the District;
“(ii) A practical demonstration, or evidence acceptable to the

Mayor of the applicant’s ability to operate a motor vehicle within any portion of the District,
except that upon renewal of an operator’s permit or upon the application of an individual who
meets the criteria set forth in subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, the examination and

1
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"(B) The applicant shall have successfully passed all parts of the
examination other than the driving demonstration test; and

"(C) No holder of a of a leamner’s permit shall:

"(i) Operate a motor vehicle except for a passenger vehicle used
solely for pleasure;
"(ii) Operate a motor vehicle for compensation; and
"(iii) Operate a motor vehicle unless while under the instruction of
and accompanied by the holder of a valid motor vehicle operator's permit who is 21 years of age
or older, occupying a seat beside the permittee, and wearing a seat belt.”.
(3) New paragraphs (2A), (2B), (2C), and (2D) are added to read as follows:
"(2A) The Mayor is authorized to issue a new or renewed provisional motor
vehicle operator’s permit, valid for a period not to exceed 1-year, to any individual 16 and %2
years of age or older subject to the following condmons and any other conditions the Mayor may
prescribe to protect the public:

“(A) The applicant shall pay an apphcauon fee of $15, which may be
increased by the Mayor for the costs of processing and evaluating the application and issuing the
permit;

"(B) The applicant shall satisfy the qualification requirements set forth in
subsection (a)(1)(B) of this section and:

"(i) Shall be the holder of a valid learner’s permit issued at Jeast 6
months prior to the application for a provisional permit;

"(ii) Shall not have admitted to, been found liable for, or been
convicted of an offense for which points may be assessed; and

"(ii1) Shall have received 40 hours of driving experience as
certified by the holder of a valid motor vehicle operator’s permit from any jurisdiction, who is 21
years of age or older and who has accompanied the applicant while the applicant was operating
the motor vehicle.

"(C) No holder of a provisional permit shall:

"(i) Operate a motor vehicle occupied by any passengers other
than one holder of a valid motor vehicle operator's permit who is 21 years of age or older,
occupying a seat beside the permittee, and wearing a seat belt, and any other passenger who is a

sibling or parent of the permittee; or
“(ii) Operate a motor vehicle between 11:00 p.m. on any Sunday,

Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday until 6:00 a.m. on the following day during any
month except July or August, and from 12:01 a.m. until 6:00 a.m. during July and August and on
any Saturday or Sunday the rest of the year, unless driving to or from employment, a school
sponsored activity, religious or an athletic event or related training session in which the permittee
is a participant, sponsored by the District of Columbia, a civic organization, or another similar
entity that takes responsibility for the minor, or unless accompanied by the holder of a valid

3
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demonstration may be waived in the discretion of the Mayor. No practical demonstration shall be
required for a motorized bicycle permit; and
"(iii) Any other criteria as the Mayor may establish.
"(C) An applicant under the age of 21, shall meet the following additional
qualifications in addition to the qualifications in subparagraph (B) of this paragraph:
"(i) The applicant shall be the holder of a valid provisional permit
issued at least 6 months prior to the application in accordance with paragraph 2A of this

subsection;
“(ii) The applicant shall not have admitted to, been liable for, or

convicted of an offense for which points may be assessed during the 12 consecutive month
period immediately preceding the application; and

"(iii) The applicant shall have received 10 hours of nighttime
driving experience, as certified by the holder of a valid motor vehicle operator’s permit from any
jurisdiction, who is 21 years of age or older and has accompanied the applicant while the
applicant was operating the motor vehicle.

"(D) No permittee under the age of 18 shall:

“(i) Operate a motor vehicle occupied by more than 2 passengers
under the age of 21, except that this restriction shall not apply to a passenger who is a sibling of
the perminee; t s .

"(ii) Operate a motor vehicle in which the permittee or any

passenger fails to wear a seat belt; or .
"(iii) Operate a motor vehicle between 11:00 p.m. on any Sunday,

Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday until 6:00 a.m. on the following day during any
month except July or August, and from 12:01 a.m. until 6:00 a.m. during July and August and on
any Saturday or Sunday the rest of the year, unless driving to or from employment, a school-
sponsored activity, religious or an athletic event or related raining session in which the permittee
is a participant, sponsored by the District of Columbia, a civic organization, or another similar
entity that takes responsibility for the minor, or unless accompanied by the holder of a valid
motor vehicle operator's permit who is 21 years of age or older and who is occupying a seat

beside the permitee; or
"(iv) Operate a motor vehicle other than a passenger vehicle or

motorized bicycle used solely for the purposes of pleasure and not for compensation.”.

(2) Paragraph (2) is amended to read as follows:

"(2) The Mayor is authorized to issue a learner's permit valid for [-year to any
individual 16 years of age or older subject to the following conditions and any other conditions
the Mayor may prescribe to protect the public:

"(A) The applicant shall pay an application fee of $15, which may be
increased by the Mayor for the costs of processing and evaluating the application and issuing the
permit. '
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motor vehicle operator's permit who is 21 years of age or older, wearing a seat belt, and
occupying a seat beside the permittee.

"(2B) Notwithstanding the provision of subsection (a}(1)Xc), (a)(2XB), and
(2)(2A) of this section, a person under the age of 21 who holds a valid motor vehicle permit from
another jurisdiction shall be eligible for a comparable District of Columbia driver’s permit,
provided that the permittee’s operation of a motor vehicle shall be subject to the applicable
restrictions set forth in subsection (2)(1)(D), (2)(2XC), or (a)(2A)(C) of this section.

"(2C) Penalties:

"(A) Any violation of the permit restrictions set forth subsection
@)(1XD), (a)(2)(C) or (a)(2A)XC) of this section, in addition to any other penalties that may be
imposed by law, shall result in the suspension of the permits issued pursuant to subsection
(a)(1)(C), (a)(2) or (a)(2A) and the addition of a period of time equal to the period of permit
suspension to the requirements set forth in (a)(1XC)(i) and (a(2AXB)(3) as follows:
"(i) The first offense shall result in a suspension of 30 days;
"(ii) The second offense shall result in suspension of 60 days; and
"(iii) The third and subsequent offenses shall result in a suspension
of 90 days.
“(B) The Mayor shall notify, in writing, the parent or
legal guardian of a permittee who is under 18 years of age and who violates subsection
(a)(1)(D), (a)(2)(C), or (a)(2A)C);

"(2D) Operator's permits subject to the provisions of this Act, including a
learner's permit, provisional permit and operator's permit, shall be visually distinguishable
pursuant to rules promulgated by the Department of Motor Vehicles.".

(4) Paragraph (3) is amended by striking the phrase "dual control motor vehicle at
such times as such pupil” and inserting the phrase "dual control motor vehicle between the hours
of 6 a.m. and 11 p.m., while the pupil” in its place.

(5) A new paragraph (3A) is added to read as follows:

"(3A) Notwithstanding the passenger restrictions set forth in subsection
(2)(1XD), (a)(C)(iii), and (a)(2A)C)iii) of this subsection, a permittee who is enrolled in a
driver education course may operate a motor vehicle containing a greater number of passengers
while the permittee is under the instruction of and accompanied by a licensed motor vehicle
driving instructor provided that the other passengers are also receiving driving instruction.”.

(6) Paragraph 4 is amended as follows:
(A) Strike the phrase "operator’s permit or learner’s permit" and insert
the phrase "operator’s permit, learner’s permit, or a provisional permit" in its place.
(B) Strike the phrase "replacement learner’s permit” and insert the
phrase "replacement learner's permit, or replacement provisional permit" in its place.
(b) Subsection (d) is amended by striking the phrase "operator's permit or learner's
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permit” and inserting the phrase "operator’s permit, learner’s permit, or a provisional permit” in
its place.

Sec. 3. Chapter 1 of Title 18 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (Vehicles
and Traffic) is amended as follows: _ DM

(a) Subsection 100.1 is amended by inserting the phrase "provisional permits,” after the
phrase " learner’s permits,”.

(b) Subsection 102.2 is amended by striking the phrase "of sixty (60) days" and inserting
the phrase "not in excess of 1 year" in its place.

(c) Subsection 102.3 is amended by striking the phrase "of sixty (60) days" and inserting
"not in excess of 1 year” in its place.

(d) Subsection 102.4 is amended by inserting the phrase ", a provisional permit, "after
the phrase "a learner’s permit”. ;

(e) Subsecticn 102.5 is amended to read as follows:

"102.5 A person holding a learner’s permit shall not operate a motor vehicle except
between the hours of 6 a.m. and 9 p.m., and while under the instruction of, and when
accompanied by the holder of a valid driver’s license who is at least 21 years of age and who
shall occupy the seat beside the permittee.".

(f) A new subsection 102.14 to read as follows:

"102.14 A person holding a provisional permit shall not operate a motor vehicle between
11:00 p.m. on any Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday until 6:00 a.m. on the
following day during any month except July or August, and from 12:01 a.m. until 6:00 a.m.
during July and August and on any Saturday or Sunday the rest of the year, except if travelling
to or from employment, a school-sponsored activity, religious or an athletic event or related
training session in which the permittee is a participant, sponsored by the District of Columbia, a
civic organization, or another similar entity that takes responsibility for the minor, or unless
accompanied by the holder of a valid driver's license who is at least 21 years of age and who
shall occupy the seat beside the permintee.”. .

(g) Subsection 103.1 is amended by inserting the phrase ", a provisional permit, "after the
phrase "a learner’s permit".

(h) Subsection 103.7 is amended by inserting the phrase ", provisional permit,” after the
phrase "learner’s permit”.

(1): Subsection 104.1 is amended by inserting the phrase ", a provisional permit, "after
the phrase "a learner's permit”.

() Subsection 107.10(c) is amended by inserting the phrase "and provisional permits"
after the phrase "Learner’s permits". ’

(k) Subsection 109.1 is amended by inserting the phrase ", a provisional permit, " after
the phrase "a learner’s permit".
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ENROLLED ORIGINAL

Sec. 4. Fiscal impact statement.

The Council adopts the fiscal impact statement in the committee report as the fiscal
impact statement required by section 602(c)(3) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act,
approved December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 913; D.C. Code § 1-233 (¢)(3)).

Sec. 5. This act shall apply on September 1, 2000. The graduated driver’s license
program, nighttime driving restrictions, and passenger limits shall apply to youths born after
December 31, 1984.

Sec. 6. This act shall take effect following approval by the Mayor (or in the event of
veto by the Mayor, action by the Council to override the veto), approval by the Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority as provided in section 203(a) of the
District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Act of 1995, approved
April 17, 1995 (109 Stat. 116; D.C. Code § 47-392.3(a)), a 30-day period of Congressional
review as provided in section 602(c)(1) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved
December 24, 1973 (87 Stat. 813; D.C. Code § 1-233(c)(1)), and publication in the District of
Columbia Register. ”

Council of the District of Columbia

g “.:t! )
CAAALJ\'—\‘ ao
Mayor
District of Columbia
APPROVED: November 18, 1999

10422



Page 13

8TH STORY of Focus printed in FULL format.

Copyright 1999 The Washington Post
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LENGTH: 1164 words

HEADLINE: D.C. Votes To Limit Teenage Drivers; Council Sets 18 As Minimum Age
For Full License

BYLINE: Vanessa Williams, Washington Post Staff Writer

BODY:

The D.C. Council adopted the strictest teenage driving law in the region
yesterday, effectively pushing up the minimum age for obtaining a full-fledged
driver's license from 16 years old to 18.

The new law would put District teenagers through a three-step obstacle course
to receive an unrestricted license. Neophyte drivers would require supervision,
particularly at night, and the number of passengers who can travel with them
would be limited.

Local and national experts say teenage drivers are more prone to accidents
because they lack experience behind the wheel.

Maryland, which strengthened its teenage driving law in July, regquires
drivers who have just turned 16 to use a learner's permit for four months, then
receive an 18-month provisional license. Maryland teenagers have to be at least
17 years and 7 months old before they qualify for an unrestricted license.

In Virginia, new drivers can get a permanent driver's license at 16 if they
receive a driver education certificate from a state-approved program and have
held a valid learner's permit for six months.

D.C. Council member Kathy Patterson (D-Ward 3), who wrote the District's
legislation and pushed for the restrictions, smiled broadly as the bill was
finally approved. It will take effect Sept. 1, 2000, if it is approved by the
D.C. financial control board and Congress.

"I'm pleased it was approved unanimously by the council today," Patterson
said, adding that her 15-year-old does not share her enthusiasm for the new law.
"All the research shows that these laws can save lives."

Some District teenagers, who had been looking forward to that important
milestone on the road to adulthood, were disappointed yesterday to learn of the
pending restrictions.
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Danielle Brock, 17, a senior at Anacostia High School, said that some
restrictions on teenagers, such as the District's recently enforced curfew, are
good because they protect young people, but that the new driving restrictions
don't.

"Some of us have responsibilities," Brock said as she waited in line at an
ice cream truck at 18th and P streets SE. "We have jobs to get to. The Metro and
the buses aren't always the best. We need to drive."

Currently, anyone 16 or older can obtain a learner's permit by passing the
District's written driver's license exam. Learner's permit holders can apply to
take the road test. If they pass, they will receive a full license.

Under the new legislation, a 16-year-old would still receive a learner's
permit if the applicant passes a written exam. At 16 1/2, teenagers could apply
for a provisional permit, which would allow unsupervised driving during the day,
but require a licensed adult to be in the car at night. Provisional permit
holders could have only family members as passengers.

At age 17, a provisional driver could apply for a full license with
restrictions allowing the licensee to drive alone during the day but requiring
supervision at night. Provisional drivers would be allowed only two
passengers. The final step, full unrestricted licensure, would be bestowed on
teenagers when the? turned 18 and could show a clean driving record.

Lon Anderson, a spokesman for AAA Mid-Atlantic, hailed the strictness of the
D.C. measure. "Maryland has a tough one, but this goes a little bit further,"
said Anderson, whose organization worked with Patterson to develop the
legislation.

Patterson - said she hoped Virginia officials would beef up their teenage
driver laws to be more compatible with those in the District and Maryland.

Anderson said national figures show that 16-year-old drivers crash at nine
times the rate of other drivers and that 17-year-old drivers have collisions six
times as often as other drivers. Teenage drivers also are more likely to have
accidents between the hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m., which was why Patterson
pushed for nighttime restrictiomns.

"If only one child or one person does not lose their life because of this, I
would think the legislation is worth it," said Ronald Monroe, an assistant
police chief in the District. He said teenage accidents are mostly attributable
to "poor judgment, lack of experience. Our hope is the legislation will make
parents and young people more aware of the awesome responsibility and the
importance of safe driving."

Patricia Temoney, 15, a l0th-grader at Richard Milburn Academy, said she
liked.the stricter law.

"I don't feel old enough to drive on my own," Temoney said, as she stood with
friends in the 2100 block of Fairlawn Avenue SE. "There are too many people my
age getting hurt," Temoney said, drawing nods of agreement from family members
and admonishment from her teenage friends to be quiet.
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The Safe Teenage Driving Amendment Act of 1999 passed with little debate,
while council members saved their more emotional rhetoric for a resolution
approving $ 105.5 million in revenue bonds for the American Red Cross to build a
new headquarters in Foggy Bottom. The 10-story building is being opposed by
residents in the Northwest community sandwiched between downtown and

Georgetown.

The council grudgingly passed a resolution authorizing the bond sale to raise
cash for the Red Cross, which wants to build the headquarters at 2025 E St. NW.
Foggy Bottom residents have complained that the building would be too large for
the site and would block their sunlight and views, but the headquarters would
bring 1,200 workers from suburban offices into the District.

"I have great compassion for the Foggy Bottom community," said council member
Carol Schwartz (R-At Large). "I am not proud of the vote I'm going to cast today
for this bond."

The council's resolution, which passed 7 to 5, "recommends" that the Red
Cross reduce the height and size of the building. But the recommendations are
not binding, and Congress has warned the council not to try to attach conditions
to the resolution.

Staff writer Emily Wax contributed to this report.

Licensing Phases

Under a plan passed by the D.C. Council yesterday, District teenagers would
have their driving rights restricted at age 16, with privileges gradually

increased until they are 18.

Learner's Permit: Drivers have to be at least 16, may drive only when
accompanied by a licensed driver and must have passed written and vision tests.

Provisional Stage: Drivers ages 161/2 with no infractions for six months may
drive unsupervised during the day but must be supervised by a licensed driver
from 11 p.m to 6 a.m. weekdays and midnight to 6 a.m. on weekends. Drivers also
must have 40 hours' driving experience certified by a parent or guardian.

Full License with Restrictions: A driver age 17, reaches this stage after
completing 12 consecutive months without a moving violation and at least 10
hours of nighttime driving experience may drive from 6 a.m. to midnight
unsupervised. Driver may have two passengers. At age 18 the driver may receive a
full license with no restrictions.

SOURCE: D.C. Council

GRAPHIC: IG,,TWP
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH
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in the brain and spinal cord, those in
the gut are naked, lacking an insulating
sheath that wraps around the rest of
the body’s nerves. Swishing among the
gut's nerves are serotonin, nitric oxide,
carbon monoxide, and at Jeast 30 other
neurochemicals—the same ones sloshing
around in the skull. Curiously enough, as
healthy brains in the head and gut re-
semble each other, so too do diseased
ones. Scientists have found that some
Alzheimer’s and Parkinson's patients ac-
cumulate the same type of tissue damage
in their bowels as they do in their skulls,
raising the possibility that these disor-
ders might someday be diagnosed by rou-
tine rectal biopsy.

No-brainer, The fact that the two brains

share so much of the same biology can ex- *

plain why psychiatric medications have
side effects in the gut. Antidepressants
like Prozac, for instance, increase the pres-
ence of serotonin in the spaces where
nerves talk to each other in both brains.
While this neurochemical shift settles the
big brain emotionally, it causes the gut to

. squirm, leading to side effects like ab-

dominal cramping and diarrhea.

Many investigators are taking their cues
in treating gut disorders from drugs that
have worked on the brain. For example,
Michael Camilleri, a gastroenterologist
at the Mayo Clinic, is treating a variety of
gastrointestinal disorders with Clonidine,
a drug sometimes used in psychiatry. An-
other medication called Imitrex, cus-
tomarily used to soothe the pangs of
migraine headaches, has effectively healed
the gut in two studies by Belgian teams.
And Lotronex, the recently released treat-
ment for irritable-bowel syndrome, came
from an anti-anxiety drug.

If the arrival of Lotronex signals a new
era in treatment, it also goes a long
way in debunking the popular notion
that IBS is “all in the head.” Though IBS
is a relatively common disorder, af-
fecting as many as 1in 5 people, it is dif-
ficult to diagnose with conventional

‘methods. The chronic abdominal pain,

discomfort, and irregular bowel move-
ments leave no trace in the lining of
the gut because such abnormalities pre-
sumably occur at the level of the nerves
tucked inside the gut. This lack of phys-
iological evidence has led many doctors
to dismiss patients’ complaints as psy-
chosomatic. It's now hypothesized that
the nerves lining the gut are oversen-
sitive and overreact to gas and food pass-
ing by, thus causing pain and cramping.
“Lotronex suggests that there is a mech-
anism that is malfunctioning either in
the big brain or the little brain, or both,
or someplace in between,” says Wood.
“IBS is not imagined.”" ®

SCIENCE @ IDEAS - BEHAVIOR

Teen angels, can yot
hear this message?

'Young drivers plus passengers equals disaster

By JOHN S. MACNEIL

ost Americans remember earning
a driver’s license as one of the most
empowering events of their young

lives, a source of unprecedented freedom

and mobility. Unfortunately, this rite of
passage also marks the beginning of the
most dangerous teenage years. Drivers
who are 16 and 17 years old are known to

- run a much higher risk of being involved

in an accident than older drivers. And

JOHN EASTCOTT AND YVA MOMATIUK —MAGE WORKS
= e ]
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It’s risky to hitch a ride with a 16-year-old driver.
® Not stupidity, just lack of driving experience

if that weren’t enough, new research now
shows that the more teenage passen-
gersin the car, the greater the risk of dying
in an accident.

Although previous studies have hint-
ed at this connection, the most recent
study, published in last week's Journal of
the American Medical Association, offers
a starker picture of how risky it is to get
alift from a teenage driver. Indeed, a 16-
year-old driver with three or more pas-
sengers is three times as likely to have a
fatal accident as a teenager driving alone.
By contrast, the risk of death for driv-
ersbetween 30 and 59 decreases with
each additional passenger.

The authors also found that the death
rates for teenage drivers increased dra-

189¢ 969 108

matically after 10 p.m., and especia.
after midnight. With passengersint
car, the driver was even more likely to ¢
in a late-night accident.

Robert Foss, a scientist at the Ur
versity of North Carolina Highway Sai
ty Research Center and authorofane
itorial accompanying the study, sa
the higher death rates for teenage dri
ers have less to do with “really stupid b
havior” than with just lack of drivis
experience. “The basic issue,” he says, *
that adults [who are respo
sible for issuing licenses] f:
to recognize how complex as
skilled a task driving is.”

Graduated licensing. Both]
and the author of the stud
Johns Hopkins University r
searcher Li-Hui Chen, belie
that the way to mitigate tl
problem is to have states i
stitute so-called graduate
licensing systems, in whic
getting a license is a multistay
process. A graduated licen:
requires that a teenager fir
prove himself capable of dri
ing in the presence of an adu
followed by a period of drivir
with night or passenger
strictions, before graduatir
to full driving privileges.

Graduated license systen
have reduced teenage dri*
er crashes, according to 1
cent studies. About half of the statc
now have some sort of graduated |
censing system in place, but only 1
of those states have restrictions on pa:
sengers. California is the strictest, wit
a novice driver prohibited from carr;
ing any passengers under 20 (witho
the presence of an adult over 25) for tk
first six months.

Other unpublished data are even mos
dramatic, Foss adds. They show that eve
if every teenager who would have bee
able to catch a ride were instead to driv
his or her own car, there would still t
a reduction in the number of teenage drir
er deaths. “Even though it may put mot
drivers on the road,” he says, “we'll sti
get a net benefit.” @

02:60 00/82/€0
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Carrying Passengers as a Risk Factor
for Crashes Fatal to 16- and
17-Year-Old Drivers

Li-Hui Chen, PhD
Susan P. Baker, MPH
Elisa R. Braver, PhD
Guohua Li, MD, DrPH

OTOR VEHICLE CRASHES
are the leading cause of
death among teenagers in
the United States, ac-
counting for 36% of all deaths of per-
sonsaged 15 to 19 years.! The fatal crash
rate per million miles for 16-year-old
drivers is more than 7 times the rate for
drivers aged 30 to 59 years.” Nearly the
same number of deaths occur among
teenaged passengers as teenaged driv-
ers: in 1993, two thirds of the deaths of
passengers aged 13 to 19 years oc-
curred when teenagers were driving.’ In
recent years, increased attention has been
given to graduated licensing systems. The
basic premise of these systems is that be-
ginning drivers need to earn a full li-
cense step-by-step. Three stages—a su-
pervised learner’s period, an intermediate
license, and a full-privilege driver’s li-
cense—are the central framework for
graduated licensing systems. During the
learner’s period, beginning drivers can
drive only under supervision. For the in-
termediate period, restrictions vary
widely by state in the United States and
may include restrictions on nighttime
driving and carrying passengers.*
Graduated licensing systems are rec-
ommended by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration and en-

For editorial comment see 1617.

1578 JAMA, March 22/29, 2000—Vol 283, No. 12

Context Injuries from motor vehicle crashes are the leading cause of death among teen-
agers. Carrying passengers has been identified as a possible risk factor for these crashes.

Objective To determine whether the presence of passengers is associated with an
increased risk of crashes fatal to 16- and 17-year-old drivers and whether the risk var-
ies by time of day and age and sex of drivers and passengers.

Design and Setting incidence study of data from the Fatality Analysis Reporting
System and General Estimates System (1992-1997), as well as the Nationwide Per-
sonal Transportation Survey (1995).

Subjects Drivers aged 16 and 17 years who drove passenger cars, vans, or pickup
trucks.

Main Outcome Measure Driver deaths per 10 million trips by number of passen-
gers, driver age and sex, and time of day; and driver deaths per 1000 crashes by pas-
senger age and sex.

Results Compared with drivers of the same age without passengers, the relative risk
of death per 10 million trips was 1.39 (95 % confidence interval [Cl], 1.24-1.55) for 16-
year-old drivers with 1 passenger, 1.86 (35% Cl, 1.56-2.20) for those with 2 passen-
gers, and 2.82 (95% Cl, 2.27-3.50) for those with 3 or more passengers. The relative
risk of death was 1.48 (95% Cl, 1.35-1.62) for 17-year-old drivers with 1 passenger,
2.58 (95% Cl, 2.24-2.95) for those with 2 passengers, and 3.07 (95% Cl, 2.50-3.77)
for those with 3 or more passengers. The risk of death increased significantly for drivers
transporting passengers irrespective of the time of day or sex of the driver, although
male drivers were at greater risk. Driver deaths per 1000 crashes increased for 16- and
17-year-olds transporting male passengers or passengers younger than 30 years.

Conclusion Our data indicate that the risk of fatal injury for a 16- or 17-year-old
driver increases with the number of passengers. This result supports inclusion of re-
strictions on carrying passengers in graduated licensing systems for young drivers.

JAMA. 2000;283:1578-1582 www.jama.com

couraged through an incentive grant
program.’ As of January 2000, 24 states
had adopted full graduated licensing
systems with all 3 stages. Only 9 of these
24 states included any restrictions re-

sure patterns, driver characteristics, and
passenger attributes. Knowing the cir-
cumstances associated with increased
risk to teenaged drivers is useful for

Author Affiliations: Center for Injury Research and

lated to teenaged drivers carrying pas-
sengers.*

Although past studies®® provided evi-
dence suggesting a relationship be-
tween carrying passengers and crash
risk for teenaged drivers, they had in-
sufficient information on travel expo-

Policy, Johns Hopkins University School of Hygiene and
Public Health (Dr Chen and Ms Baker) and Department
of Emergency Medicine, Johns Hopkins University School
of Medicine (Dr Li), Baltimore, Md; and Insurance Insti-
tute for Highway Safety, Arington, Va (Dr Braver).

Corresponding Author and Reprints: Li-Hui Chen,
PhD, Center for Injury Research and Policy, Johns Hop-
kins School of Public Health, 624 N Broadway, Balti-
more, MD 21205-1996 (e-mail: Ihchen@jhsph.edu).

©2000 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.



formulating graduated driver licens-
ing programs and for advising health
professionals who take care of teenag-
ers. Our study examined the associa-
tions between crashes fatal to 16- and
17-year-old drivers and the character-
istics of passengers. The following
potential risk factors were examined:
driver age, driver sex, number of pas-
sengers, passenger age, passenger sex,
and time of day.

METHODS

Data

Data for this study were from 3 federal
sources: the Fatality Analysis Report-
ing System (FARS),’ Nationwide Per-
sonal Transportation Survey (NPTS),"
and General Estimates System (GES)."
Driversaged 16 and 17 years who drove
passenger cars, vans, or pickup trucks
were the focus of the study. Some analy-
ses included drivers aged 30 to 59 years
for purposes of comparison.

FARS collects data on all fatal traf-
fic crashes within the United States that
involve a motor vehicle traveling on a
public road and result in a death within
30 days of the crash.’ Data on crashes
fatal to 16- and 17-year-old drivers were
obtained from FARS for the years 1992-
1997.

The NPTS provides comprehensive
data on transportation patterns in the
United States based on a national tele-
phone survey of 42033 households
conducted from May 1995 to July 1996.
Once a household was selected, travel
diaries were mailed to the household
and every person within the house-
hold who was aged 14 years or older
was interviewed regarding trips made
on a recent preassigned day. A proxy
summarized trips for children aged 5
to 13 years.!” The 1995 NPTS was the
source for estimates of the number of
trips for 16- and 17-year-old drivers. We
chose number of trips as the measure-
ment of travel exposure because indi-
vidual trips vary in the number and
characteristics of passengers.

The GES is a probability sample of
US police-reported crashes on public
roads that result in property damage,
injury, or death.! There are 60 pri-

PASSENGERS AND DEATHS OF TEENAGED DRIVERS

mary sampling units in the GES, cho-
sen to be representative of the US popu-
lation, and about 54 000 crashes per
year are sampled.’ Information on
crashes involving 16- and 17-year-old
drivers was obtained from GES data for
the years 1992-1997.

Because uninjured passengers were
not fully reported in some of the pri-
mary sampling units in the GES, we ex-
cluded those units from GES data to
avoid misclassification of drivers with un-
injured passengers as having carried
fewer passengers. This resulted in ex-
clusion of about 5% of weighted crashes
from the GES data and a corresponding
5% overestimation of deaths per 1000
crashes. These primary sampling units
could not be identified within FARS be-
cause the specific locations of GES pri-
mary sampling units are confidential and
thus unavailable to researchers.

Analysis

Driver deaths were studied rather than
deaths among all vehicle occupants be-
cause higher occupancy increases the
probability that a crash will be fatal by
increasing the population at risk. Sta-
tistical software (SPSS for Windows!?
and SAS"™) was used to calculate rates.

Risk of Death per 10 Million Trips.
FARS and NPTS data were used to cal-
culate driver deaths per 10 million trips
by number of passengers, driver age and
sex, and time of day. These trip-based
death rates measured the likelihood of
involvement in a crash fatal to a 16- or
17-year-old driver.

Crash Outcome. FARS and GES data
were used to compute deaths per 1000
crashes for 16- and 17-year-old driv-
ers, combined, by passenger age and sex
(deaths per 10 million trips could not
be calculated by passenger age and sex
because the NPTS lacked data on char-
acteristics of passengers who were not
household members). This different
type of measure, deaths per 1000
crashes, represents crash outcome
rather than fatal crash incidence and re-
flects crash forces and other variables
(eg, seatbelt use) that might be af-
fected by driver behaviors associated
with the presence of passengers.

©2000 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.

Passengers of both 16- and 17-year-
old drivers, combined, were classified
in 3 age groups: aged 13 to 19 years,
20 to 29 years, and 30 years or older.
Analyses showed no differences among
results based on passengers aged 20, 21,
22 to 24, or 25 to 29 years; therefore,
passengers aged 20 to 29 years were
grouped.

Relative Risk and Confidence In-
tervals. Relative risk was defined as the
death rate ratio, calculated by dividing
the death rate for the target group by that
of the reference group. Because the GES
and NPTS are data sets with multistage
sampling designs, the statistical soft-
ware SUDAAN™ was used to calculate
the SEs of weighted trips and weighted
crashes. Ninety-five percent confi-
dence intervals for the rates were cal-
culated by the substitution method de-
scribed by Daly.'® Ninety-five percent
confidence intervals for the relative risks
were calculated based on a method de-
scribed by Rothman and Greenland.*®

RESULTS
Trip-Based Death Rates

Driver Age. Drivers aged 16 and 17
years had markedly higher risks for fa-
tal crashes than older drivers (FIGURE,
TABLE 1). Compared with driving alone,
driver death rates per 10 million trips in-

Figure. Trip-Based Driver Death Rates by
Driver Age and Number of Passengers

| No. of Passengers
Cloe E1 E2 s

Deaths per 10 Million Trips
-

17
Driver Age, v

Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

JAMA, March 22/29, 2000—Vol 283, No. 12 1579
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creased with the number of passengers
for drivers aged 16 or 17 years. The high-
est death rate (5.61 per 10 million trips)
was observed among drivers aged 16
years carrying 3 or more passengers. In
contrast, death rates per 10 million trips
for drivers aged 30 to 59 years were
lower for drivers with passengers than
for those without passengers.

Driver Sex. Whether or not passen-
gers were transported, male drivers had
higher death rates than female drivers
(Table 1). Carrying passengers dramati-
cally increased the risks of 16- and 17-
year-old male drivers per 10 million
trips: for 16-year-old males, the rela-
tive risk was 3.48 with 3 or more pas-
sengers vs no passengers. Carrying pas-
sengers also significantly increased the
fatal crash risks of 16- and 17-year-old
female drivers but to a lesser extent.

Time of Day. Nighttime death rates
greatly exceeded daytime death rates
among 16-and 17-year-old drivers, com-
bined (TABLE 2). For drivers aged 16 to
17 years, carrying passengers significantly
increased the risk of driver deaths per 10
million tripsduring each of the 3 time pe-
riods analyzed. The highest driver death
rate for 16-and 17-year-old drivers, 21.88
per 10million trips, was for drivers trav-
eling with passengers between midnight
and 5:59 Am.

Crash Outcome Analyses

Passenger Age. When crashes oc-
curred, carrying passengers aged 13 to
19 years or aged 20 to 29 years was as-
sociated with significantly increased
driver fatalities per 1000 crashes for
16- to 17-year-old drivers, combined
(TABLE 3). The risk of death increased

with the number of passengers. Carry-
ing passengers aged 30 years or older did
not increase the driver fatality rates.
Passenger Sex. Crash-involved 16-
and 17-year-old drivers, combined, with
male passengers were significantly more
likely to die than those with only fe-
male passengers (TABLE 4). Risk of death
increased with the number of male pas-
sengers. Similar effects of male passen-
gers were observed for male and fe-
male drivers. Driver deaths per 1000
crashes more than doubled for both male
and female drivers when there were 2
or more male passengers and nearly
doubled with 1 male passenger.

COMMENT

The incidence of motor vehicle crashes
fatal to 16- and 17-year-old drivers in-
creased with the number of passengers

Table 1. Trip-Based Relative Risks for Driver Deaths by Number of Passengers, Driver Age, and Sex*

No. of Passengers

Male Driver Female Driver Overall
T 11 8 ]
0 1 2 =3 0 1 2 =3 0 1 2 =3
Ageilby

Deaths, No.t 831 544 231 193 443 332 106 106 1274 876 337 299
No. of tripst:

Weighted 0.53 0.21 0.06 0.04 0.54 0.32 0.09 0.05 1.07 0.53 0.15 0.09

(in billons)§

Unweighted 556 207 63 26 498 260 78 41 1054 467 139 67
Death rate]| 2.61 4.39 6.29 9.08 1.38 1,72 1.94 3.31 1.99 2.76 3.69 5.61
Relative risk 1.009 1.68 2.41 3.48 1.009 1.25 1.41 2.40 1.009 1.39 1.86 2,82

(95% ClI) (1.44-1.97) (1.82-3.20) (2.53-4.79) (1.06-1.46) (1.14-1.74) (1.78-3.22) {1.24-1,55) (1.56-2.20) (2.27-3.50)

Agel1Ty
Deaths, No.t 1048 615 238 224 577 281 122 79 1625 896 360 303
No. of tripst
Weighted 1.07 0.37 0.09 0.05 077 0.32 0.07 0.05 1.84 0.69 0.16 0.11
(in billions)§

Unweighted 1091 406 89 52 863 335 94 65 1954 741 183 117
Death ratel| 1.63 207 4.61 6.92 1.26 1.48 2.82 2.28 1.47 218 3.79 4,52
Relative risk 1.009 1.70 2.83 4.25 1.009 1.18 2.24 1.81 1.009 1.48 2.58 3.07

(95% CI) (1.49-1.93) (2.33-3.42) (3.08-5.84) (1.04-1.35) (1.85-2.72) (1.39-2.36) (1.35-1.62) (2.24-2.95) (2.50-3.77)

Age 30-59y
Death, No.t 27362 5785 1703 1318 10594 2897 1025 836 37957 8683 2728 2154
No. of tripst
Weighted 49,37 12.89 4.55 4.05 43.24 14.46 6.35 352 92.61 27.34 10.90 757
(in bilions)§

Unweighted 55040 14829 4735 3974 652435 17197 7081 4097 107475 32026 11796 8071
Death rate| 0.92 0.75 0.62 0.54 0.41 0.33 0.27 0.40 0.68 0.53 0.42 0.47
Relative risk 1.001 0.81 0.68 0.59 1.009 0.81 0.66 0.96 1.00% 0.78 0.61 0.70

(95% CI) (0.79-0.83) (0.65-0.70) (0.57-0.61) (0.80-0.83) (0.64-0.68) (0.93-1.01) (0.76-0.79) (0.60-0.62) (0.67-0.71)

*Cl indicates confidence interval.

tData from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System: 1992-1997.°
1Data from Federal Highway Administration, 1995 Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey.'
SWeighted to provide national estimates of trips based on probabilities of selection of households, persons, and travel days in the sample.

||Deaths per 10 million trips, based on weighted trips.
fReference group.
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for bothmale and female drivers, during
daytime and at night. In contrast, 30- to
59-year-old drivers who carried passen-
gers had decreased death rates. Crashes
are more likely to be fatal to drivers aged
16 and 17 years in the presence of male
passengers, teenaged passengers, and pas-
sengers aged 20 to 29 years, findings not
previously documented.

Why were there more deaths when
16- and 17-year-old drivers carried pas-
sengers? A survey of 192 high school
drivers reported that dangerous driv-
ing behaviors (driving after drinking al-
cohol or using drugs, speeding, swerv-
ing, crossing the center line, purposely
skidding, and running a red light) were
strongly associated with the presence
of peers.!” When carrying passengers,
drivers aged 16 to 19 years involved in
fatal crashes were significantly more
likely to be in single-vehicle crashes or
to be coded as having made errors than
when driving alone.®

The marked increase in fatal out-
comes of crashes associated with carry-
ing male passengers may be attribut-
able to riskier driving behavior. A study
that observed vehicles on the road found
that, on average, young drivers with male
passengers drove at higher speeds and
followed preceding vehicles more closely
than those without passengers or with
female passengers.'8

Alcohol consumption is a major risk
factor for involvement in fatal crashes.
Another possible explanation for pas-

PASSENGERS AND DEATHS OF TEENAGED DRIVERS

senger-related increases in fatalities is
that drivers are more likely to be im-
paired by alcohol when carrying pas-
sengers, particularly those who can
legally purchase alcohol. Unfortu-
nately, we were unable to estimate the
increased driver fatality risk associated
with carrying passengers because alco-
hol use information was not consis-
tently available from our data sources.
Teenaged drivers are more susceptible
than adult drivers to the impairing ef-
fect of alcohol: at each blood alcohol
concentration, male drivers aged 16 to
19 years have higher risks of fatal crashes
than older age groups."® The finding that
carrying passengers aged 20 to 29 years

increased the likelihood of fatal out-
comes when 16- and 17-year-old driv-
ers crashed suggests that a restriction
on carrying any teenagers unless su-
pervised by an adult at least 21 years
old could have a negative effect if it
increased the transport of passengers
aged 20 to 29 years. Further study will
be needed to clarify the relationship
between the risk of teenaged driver
crashes, carrying passengers of vari-
ous ages, and alcohol use.

Driving at night is much more dan-
gerous than driving during the day-
time. The present study and previous
research by Preusser et al® indicate that
the effect of passengers is similar for

£ B R e e e e e
Table 2. Trip-Based Risks for Teenaged Driver Deaths by Time of Day

and Passenger Presence®

Time of Day
1
6 AM-9:59 PM 10 PM-11:59 PM Midnight-5:59 AM
Passenger Passenger Passenger
Present Present Present
f ) r 1 f ]
No Yes No Yes No Yes
Deaths, No.t 1976 2069 348 424 550 573
Trips, No.}
Weighted 2,66 1.57 0.18 0.11 0.08 0.04
(in billions)§

Unweighted 2757 1573 181 105 70 34
Death ratal] 1.24 2.20 3.28 6.37 14.20 21.88
Relative risk 1.009) 1.77 1.009 1.95 1.009 1.54

(95% Cl) {1.65-1.91) (1.67-2.29) (1.21-1.95)

*Cl indicates confidence interval. Drivers were aged 16 and 17 years.

+Data from Mational Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System: 1992-1997.°

{Data from Federal Highway Administration, 7995 Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey."®

§Weighted to provide national estimates of trips based on probabilities of selection of households, persons, and travel

days in the sample.
|Deaths per 10 million trips, based on weighted trips.
fiReference group.

e e e e e T
Table 3. Teenaged Driver Deaths per 1000 Crashes by Passenger Age and Number of Passengers®

Age of Passengers, y

13-19 20-29 =30
i 1 I 1 [ 1
No =2 1 =2 1 =2
Passengers Passenger Passengers Passenger Passengers Passenger Passengers
Deaths, No.t 2809 1460 910 150 16 77 6
Crashes, Not
Weighted§ 2007 221 700859 368193 42203 4103 49688 4297
Unweighted 14755 5612 3078 352 36 382 28
Death ratel) 1.44 2.08 2.46 3.55 3.90 1.55 1.40
Relative risk 1.009 1.45 1.71 2.47 2.71 1.08 0.97
(95% CI) (1.30-1.60) (1.50-1.94) (2.12-2.86) (1.78-4.10) (0.91-1.26) (0.59-1.60)
*Cl indicates confidence interval. Drivers were aged 16 to 17 years.
tData from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Fatality Analysis Reporting System: 1992-1997.2
$Data from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, General Estimates System: 1992-1997. '
§Weighted to provide national estimates of crashes based on probabilities of selection of geographic areas, police agencies, and crashes in the sample.
|Deaths per 1000 crashes, based on weighted crashes.
YIReference group.
©2000 American Medical Association. All rights reserved. JAMA, March 22/29, 2000—Vol 283, No. 12 1581
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Table 4. Teenaged Driver Deaths per 1000 Crashes by Sex of Driver and Passengers®

No. and Sex of Passengers

Female Male
I T ] Both
None 1 =2 1 =2 Sexes
Male Driver
Deathst 1879 242 78 931 473 331
Crashest
Weighted§ 1145262 149932 33272 331871 145077 105129
Unweighted 8460 1214 295 2660 1237 890
Death rate|| 1.64 1.61 2.34 2.81 3.26 3.15
Relative risk 1.009 0.98 1.43 1.71 1.99 1.92
(95% Cl) (0.87-1.11) (1.20-1.69) (1.53-1.92) (1.74-2.26) (1.66-2.22)
Female Driver
Deathst 1020 405 140 211 80 194
Crashest
Weighted§ 861436 265230 103248 118570 28218 94 583
Unweighted 6293 2062 820 983 246 767
Death ratel| 1.18 1.53 1.36 1.78 2.84 2.05
Relative risk 1.009 1.29 1.15 1.51 2.40 1.74
(95% ClI) (1.15-1.45) (0.99-1.33) (1.33-1.70) (1.98-2.89) (1.51-1.99)
Overall#
Deathst 2809 647 218 1142 553 525
Crashest
Weighted§ 2007 221 415162 136 900 450441 173295 199724
Unweighted 14755 3276 1117 3643 1483 1658
Death rate|| 1.44 1.56 1.59 2.54 3.19 2.63
Relative risk 1.009 1.08 1.11 1.76 2.22 1.83
(95% Cl) (0.97-1.20) (0.96-1.28) (1.58-1.95) (1.95-2.51) (1.80-2.06)

*Cl indicates confidence interval. Drivers were aged 16 to 17 years.

tData from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Fatality Analysis Reporting System: 1992-1997. °

{Data from National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, General Estimates System: 1992-1897."

§Weighted to provide national estimates of crashes based on probabilities of selection of geographic areas, police

agencigs, and crashes in the sample.
[Deaths per 1000 crashes, based on weighted crashes.
fIReference group.

#The overall numbers for both sexes are slightly greater than the totals for males and females because the sex of the

driver was unknown in some instances.

both daytime and nighttime driving.
Nighttime driving restrictions are es-
pecially appropriate but cannot substi-
tute for passenger restrictions, since
more than half of the fatal crashes of
teenaged drivers with passengers oc-
cur during daylight hours.

Graduated driver licensing has re-
duced teenaged driver crashes in
Canada,* New Zealand,” and Florida.!
Current graduated licensing systems in
the United States either do not have pas-
senger restrictions or have restric-
tions that are of short duration, per-
mit up to 3 passengers, or do not specify
passenger age.* The results of our study
indicate that restrictions on carrying

1582 JAMA, March 22/29, 2000—Vol 283, No. 12

passengers should be considered for in-
clusion in graduated licensing sys-
tems for young drivers. Health profes-
sionals should advise parents of
teenagers of the risks associated with
the transport of passengers by young
drivers.
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School Zone Flashers—
Do They Really Slow Traffic?

BY BENJAMIN E. BURRITT, RICHARD C. BUCHANAN, AND ERIC |. KALIVODA

St:hoo] crossing controls in Arizona
are among the most restrictive in
the nation. At official Arizona school
crossings, a temporary speed limit of 15
miles per hour (mph) is imposed on mo-
torists by portable signs that are placed
in the roadway during approved school
hours (see Figure 1). The undisputed
success of Arizona's school crossing pro-
gram over the past 30 years is largely
attributable to the restrictive controls
and their rigorous enforcement by police
agencies throughout the state.

Flashing beacons, or flashers as they
are commonly known, are not a part of
the official control plan for Arizona’s
school crossings. However, school juris-
dictions often request that flashers be in-
stalled to augment the already stringent
controls. Over the years, the Traffic En-
gineering Section of the Arizona De-
partment of Transportation (ADOT) has
aggressively fended off such requests to
use flashers on state highway system
crossings. Their position is based on the
fact that when flashers are installed in
locations where they are not warranted,
they soon lose much, if not all, of their
effectiveness. More important, improper
usage greatly reduces the effectiveness
of other flashers installed in areas where
there is a real, demonstrated need.

The case history that follows began
with a request in 1986 for the installation
of flashers at two existing school cross-
ings on a state highway within the city
limits of Tucson. Flashers have become
standard installations at school crossings
on arterial streets within Tucson. How-

e
N F ¥ ¥

Figure 1. A portable sign indicating a temporary 15-mph speed limit is placed in the

roadway as part of the school crossing program in Arizona.

ever, flashers had never before been in-
stalled at school crossings on state high-
ways within Arizona—regardless of the
political jurisdiction.

The request led to a comprehensive
study by ADOT in January 1987, which
resulted in a recommendation that flash-
ers not be installed.' Despite the study
findings. the flashers were installed and
became operational in April 1987 Dur-
ing the one month remaining in the
school year after the flashers were acti-
vated. ADOT undertook an evaluation
to determine the flashers’ effects on traf-
fic speeds.

Evaluation

The evaluation was based on the analysis
of speed samples collected before and

after the installation of flashers. Speeds
were sampled at each school crosswalk
during the last week of May 1987. These
samples were compared with similar size
samples collected during December
1986, before the flashers were installed.

Vehicular speeds were first sampled
during non-school hours, when the stan-
dard Arizona school crossing traffic con-
trols were not in place. These samples
were collected for comparison with be-
fore period samples to determine
whether base conditions, i.e., operating
speeds, had changed. The results are
presented in Table 1.

The data in Table 1 clearly indicate
that operating speeds had not changed
significantly since December 1986. This
fact established that no significant

ITE JOURNAL - JANUARY 4990 - 29



Table 1. Average Speeds (mph)—Non-School Hours

Before Installation After Installation

Speed Average Sample Average Sample Significant
School Lirnit Speed Size Speed Size Difference Change®
Mary Lynn 45 40.10 226 40.75 228 +0.65 No
Hollinger 35 33.60 238 33.74 220 +0.11 No
Installation = Installation of Flashers. *95% Confidence Level, Student's (- Test
Table 2. Average Speeds (mph)—School Hours

Before Instaliation After Installation

Speed Average Sample Average Sample Significant
School Limit Speed Size Speed Size Difference Change®
Mary Lynn 15 16.13 207 20.33 208 +4.20 Yes
Hollinger 15 14.86 299 16.71 198 +1.85 Yes
Installation = Installation of Flashers. *95% Confidence Level, Student’s t-test
Table 3. Violation Rates—Non-School Hours

Speed Before After Significant
School Limit Installation (%) Installation (%) Change®
Mary Lynn 45 133 15.8 No
Hollinger 35 33.6 368 No
Installation = Installation of Flashers. *95% Confidence Level, Student’s r-test.
Table 4. Violation Rates—School Hours
Speed Before After Significant

School Limit Instaliation (%) Installation (%) Change®
Mary Lynn 15 57.0 784 Yes
Hollinger 15 391 540 Yes

Installation = Installation of Flashers. “95% Confidence Level, Student’s 1-test.

changes in base conditions had occurred.
The only change in conditions was the
addition of flashing beacons, which are
operational only during school crossing
periods. Therefore, any significant
change in traffic speeds during school
periods could be directly attributable to
the flashers. A two-tailed t-test was used
in the evaluation. The r-test was em-
ployed because it is particularly well
suited to large sample sizes where the
data are approximately normally distrib-
uted.

Vehicular speeds were next sampled
during school hours, when the school
crossing traffic controls were in place.
These samples were collected for com-
parison with period samples taken prior
to the use of the flashers to determine
the effects of the flashers on traffic
speeds. The results are presented in Ta-
ble 2.

The data show that a significant in-
crease in operating speeds occurred after
the flashing beacons were added to the
standard school crossing controls.

Violation rates (the percentage of all
vehicles traveling above 15 mph) for the
after period were computed and com-
pared with the before period violation
rates. A comparison of the violation
rates during the non-school hours is pre-
sented for both the before and after pe-
riods in Table 3.

The data in Table 3 indicate that the
violation rates in the before and after
periods were quite similar, The rates
changed less than 4 percent, and the
changes were not statistically significant
at the 95 percent confidence level.

Richard C. Buch-
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Violation rates during school hours for
the after period were also computed. A
comparison between the before and after
violation rates is presented in Table 4.

The results of this analysis clearly
show that a statistically significant in-
crease in the violation rate occurred
after the flashing beacons were installed.

Conclusion
From this analysis, it is concluded that
flashing beacons at school crossings in

Tucson, Arizona, fail to reduce vehicle
speeds and the number of violations of
the 15-mph speed limit. On the contrary,
it is apparent that, when flashing bea-
cons are used, operating speeds and the
number of violations increase signifi-
cantly. While the driver psychology be-
hind this documented phenomenon can
only be hypothesized, the study indi-
cates that there is a 95 percent probabil-
ity that the changes are not due to ran-
dom variation. Any device that causes

such a pronounced disregard for the
standard Arizona school crossing con-
trols certainly cannot be viewed as an
enhancement to pedestrian safety at
schools.
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Response to Foxhall
ident ubmitte orove/Slade

It is unclear why the report stops at July of 1999. We do know that in the first three
months of 2000 alone, there was one fatality (See Exh. A) and at least three other accidents on
Foxhall Road. See Exh. B. This information was readily obtainable from the local police

precinct.

Respectfully submitted,

HUNTON &WILLIAM for NAFG

By: ﬂ‘/ém’“’{ / W .

Richard L. Aguglia
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