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MEETING MINUTES1 

Meeting Date: September 8,2010 
Meeting Time: 1:00 P.M. 
Meeting Place: Senate Chambers, State House, 200 

W. Washington St., 
Meeting City: Indianapolis, Indiana 
Meeting Number: 2 

Members Present:	 Sen. Travis Holdman, Chairperson; Sen. Michael Delph; Sen. 
James Arnold; Sen. Timothy Skinner; Sen. Greg Taylor; Rep. 
Sandra Blanton, Vice-Chairperson; Rep. Charles Moseley; Rep. 
Shelli VanDenburgh; Rep. Phil Hinkle; Rep. Cleo Duncan; Rep. 
Douglas Gutwein. 

Members Absent:	 Sen. Thomas Wyss. 

Chairperson Holdman called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. The members of the 
Committee introduced themselves. 

Regarding the prior meeting on August 19, 2010, Chairperson Holdman stated that he has 
been in contact with personnel of the Bureau of Motor Vehicles (BMV) about statistics 
cited concerning young drivers who had, and had not, taken driver education instruction 
(Exhibit G; August 19, 2010). The BMV will be doing further research in this area. He 
mentioned that individuals who took driver education may be spending more hours on the 
road and therefore may have more chances for an accident or a citation. The BMV's 

1 These minutes, exhibits, and other materials referenced in the minutes can be viewed 
electronically at http://www.in.gov/legislative Hard copies can be obtained in the Legislative 
Information Center in Room 230 of the State House in Indianapolis, Indiana. Requests for hard 
copies may be mailed to the Legislative Information Center, Legislative Services Agency, West 
Washington Street, Indianapolis, IN 46204-2789. A fee of$0.15 per page and mailing costs will 
be charged for hard copies. 
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website contains a sample log for use of parents who are keeping track of the practice 
hours driven with their child. Chairperson Holdman read the agenda items for discussion at 
the meeting, which were: (A) lack of higher education opportunities for training driver 
education instructors; (B) responsibilities of three state agencies for driver education; (C) 
outdated curriculum standards; (D) cost of driver education training to families/student 
drivers; (E) access to driver education programs; (F) effectiveness of driver education on 
driving capabilities; (G) lack of data pertaining to accidents and citations by age group; (H) 
lack of data as to how many secondary schools provide driver education; (I) lack of data as 
to actual miles driven by individuals under age 18 with citations or accidents, or both; and 
(J) other issues. 

1. Sherry Deane, American Automobile Association (AAA) 

Ms. Deane stated that the average cost of driver education is about $350 for a course 
consisting of 30 hours of classroom time and 6 hours of behind the wheel instruction. AAA 
has investigated starting a driver education school, but decided that the operational costs 
were too high to make it viable. She feels that the 55 hours/10 hours standards proposed 
by the American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association would be a financial 
burden for the provider and the student. The standards may be viewed at 
http://www.adtsea.org/adtsea/pdf/NTDETAS%20-%20Final%20Draft.pdf. 

Ms. Deane would like to see one agency oversee driver education in the state, with 
guidance from many interested parties. This agency would work to establish rules and 
standards, based on national recommendations, for every driver education program 
operated in Indiana. She would also like to see all parents go through a pre-licensing 
program, and would like to have parents be required to submit to the BMV a log of the 
practice driving hours performed before the student could be licensed. 

2. Matt Nagle, Indiana University Public Policy Institute 

Mr. Nagle stated that the Public Policy Institute works closely with the Criminal Justice 
Institute and for that reason has compiled and published Indiana Traffic Safety Facts 
(Exhibit A). This study worked off of the available data regarding accidents. With respect 
to the figures concerning accidents or citations by minors with or without driver education 
that were brought to the Committee at the August 19 meeting, Mr. Nagle believes that a 
better analysis would be to follow 100 minors with and 100 without driver education and 
formally compare their results as to accidents and citations. Responding to Representative 
Hinkle, Mr. Nagle stated that there is no data to determine how many driving hours on the 
road young drivers with citations or accidents have had. Representative Hinkle commented 
that at the last meeting, whenhe asked "Why is driver education offered", that he Was 
stating a rhetorical question. Chairperson Holdman stated that specific data points are 
needed for future research for the Public Policy Institute. The public is encouraged to 
'comment regarding Indiana driver education at DriversEdlnput@iga.in.gov. 

3. Professor Stanley Henderson, Indiana State University 

Professor Henderson furnished the Committee with a copy of his remarks (Exhibit B). In 
addition to his prepared remarks, he stated that he prefers that the term "provider" be used 
for both public and private instructors of driver education. Responding to Representative 
Hinkle, Professor Henderson said that he believes that teachers of driver education should 
be certified. Representative Hinkle wondered if instructors at police academies might be 
able to be driver education instructors. Professor Henderson said that with the number of 
police officers killed in traffic accidents, he did not necessarily recommend those police 
instructors as teachers. Discussion then ensued regarding the evasive and defensive 
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driving of police officers. Responding to Senator Delph, Professor Henderson stated that 
he does not believe that a parent should be allowed to teach a child to drive unless the 
parent follows the standards of teaching. Professor Henderson told Senator Taylor that 
there is no specific course of continuing education required for public school teachers of 
driver education. 

Regarding the items on the agenda for the meeting, Chairperson Holdman stated that he 
is interested in placing the responsibility for driver education under one agency, with an 
advisory committee charged with developing standards and curriculum, determining 
required family involvement, and related points. He feels that besides better cooperation, 
one agency could pinpoint relevant data for statistical purposes. 

Chairperson Holdman asked the members of the Committee to comment on the items of 
discussion on the agenda. Senator Skinner believes that driver education modernization 
can be carried out through public universities, and that Indiana State University would 
respond in putting together new standards and curriculum to be reviewed by the 
Committee. Senator Skinner also believes that public schools have flexibility in working 
driver education into the curriculum; perhaps a club concept that meets each week could 
be utilized. 

Responding to Senator Taylor's statement that driver education has been de-emphasized 
by schools and should be moved back into the classroom, Chairperson Holdman asked 
rhetorically how driver education could be included as a classroom subject when schools 
only have seven periods a day to teach academic subjects. He commented that some 
schools have contracted with private driver education schools to provide training. 

With respect to one agency being in charge of driver education, Representative Moseley 
said that the agency would have to operate under strict standards. Representative 
VanDenburgh likes the term "provider" and believes that not only is having to show a log of 
hours driven to the BMV a good idea, the minimum hours of required practice driving also 
should be increased. Representative Hinkle favors a slight increase in some fees collected 
by the BMV for distribution to the schools in order to pay for making driver education 
mandatory. Senator Delph said that perhaps the written and driving test standards that the 
state sets should be stricter. Representative Blanton believes that all driver education 
programs should address texting while driving. Representative Duncan believes that the 
state should not tell parents that they cannot teach the child to drive but that all providers 
(including parents) should have a course of instruction to follow. Representative Duncan 
also stated that public schools provide an opportunity for children of all socioeconomic 
backgrounds to learn how to drive. 

Representative Gutwein believes that many rural students might not take driver education 
as they have already learned how to drive. Responding to Senator Arnold, Senator 
Holdman stated that high school driver education instructors are evaluated through the 
local schools. 

Senator Holdman announced that he would like a Preliminary Draft to be prepared for the 
third meeting of the Committee, and would like members and interested parties to 
collaborate on the language. Senator Holdman has had discussions with representatives 
of IW Tech Community College as to whether IW Tech could act as a trainer of driver 
education instructors. Senator Skinner voiced concerns with the cost of any driver 
education program, noting that the method of the delivery to the student determines the 
cost. Senator Holdman believes that if more students are enrolled in a driver education 
program, more waivers of the driving test can be granted and that means less need for 
skills test personnel at the BMV branches. 
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Senator Holdman announced that the third meeting of the Committee will be on October 
20 at 1 p.m. in the Senate Chambers of the State House. He reminded the public to submit 
suggestions for the Committee to DriversEdlnput@iga.in.gov .The meeting was adjourned 
at 2:42 p.m. . 
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YOUNG DRIVERS 2009
 
Aues 15-20 

Motor vehicle collisions are consistently the leading cause of death and one of the leading 
causes of non-fatal injury for young people ages 15 to 20.1 In 2009 in Indiana, this age 
group represented 9 percent of the population, 6 percent of licensed drivers, and 17 per­
cent of drivers involved in collisions.2 This fact sheet provides an overview of young driver 
involvement in collisions in Indiana in 2009, including rates of involvement, contributing 
factors, restraint and alcohol use, and county comparisons. 

Trends in collisions involVing voung driVers 
The number of collisions in Indiana involving young drivers generally decreased from 
2005 to 2009 (fable 1), though the percent of collisions involving a young driver increased 
slightly from 22.6 percent in 2008 to 23.1 percent in 2009. A total of 48,017 young drivers 
were involved in collisions in Indiana in 2009 (fable 2), 5.7 percent fewer than in 2008 
(not shown).Young driver fatalities decreased 36 percent in 2009 (from 75 to 48) with 1 in 
every 1,000 young drivers involved in collisions suffering a fatal injury. 

From 2000 to 2008, the rate of young drivers involved in Indiana fatal collisions per 
100,000 licensed young drivers decreased an average of 1.8 percent each year (fable 3). 
For the same period, Indiana young drivers fatally injured per 100,000 licensed increased 
an average of 0.5 percent each year while the Great Lakes region (illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin) and the United States experienced decreases 
(5.5 and 3.6 percent, respectively). In 2009, the rate of young drivers involved in fatal colli­
sions decreased further from 50.3 per 100,000 licensed in 2008 to 38.2, and the rate of 
young drivers fatally injured decreased from 27.1 to 15.8.3 

,!a~le i: IndilUlacollisions, by young driver involvelI\entand cOlli$ion severitf, '.'200&-2009 ,"." ' " " " ,'c" ,', ' . ",0' 

Collision Severity 
Young driver involved 

Fatal 
Non-fatal injury 
Property damage 

Young driver not 
involved 

Fatal 
Non-fatal injury 
Property damage 

All 
Fatal 
Non-fatal injury 
Property damage 

Rate: As % all by severity 

Rate 
change 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Count of collisions 

2008 2009 ('08 - '09) 

51,522 47,123 48,222 46,347 43,727 22.6% 23.1% 0.5 
160 167 146 136 112 18.8% 17.7% -1.1 

11,841 11,129 10,445 9,181 9,157 26.0% 27.4% 1.4 

39,521 35,827 37,631 37,030 34,458 21.9% 22.1% 0.3 

77.4% 76.9% -D.5 
695 650 658 586 519 

156,837 145,598 156,777 159,105 145,949 
81.2% 82.3% 1.1 

29,920 27,720 26,971 26,177 24,254 74.0% 72.6% -1.4 

126,222 117,228 129,148 132,342 121,176 78.1% 77.9% -0.3 

192,721 204,999 205,452 189,676 100% 100% 
817 804 722 631 100% 100%lore: 

41,761 38,849 37,416 35,358 33,411 100% 100%
 
165,743 153,055 166,779 169,372 155,634
 100% 100% 

Sowce: Indiana Slate Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of 
March 1, 2010. 

Note:
 
Non-fatal includes incapacitating and non-incapacitating (including possible injUry) collisions.
 



Count of injuries Rate: as % all by severity 

Rate 
Person type! change 
Injury status 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2008 2009 ('08 - '09) 
Young driver « 21) 56,949 52,100 53,024 50,928 48,017 59.8% 59.0% -0.8 

Fatal 81 89 68 75 48 47.8% 37.2% -10.6 
Incapacitating 401 381 369 339 311 41.9% 40.8% -1.1 
Non-incapacitating 7,147 6,741 6,137 5,320 5,199 42.1% 40.6% -1.6 
Other injury 6,061 3,840 1,489 1,016 798 58.9% 60.5% 1.7 
Notiniured 43,259 41,049 44,961 44,178 41,661 63.3% 62.8% -0.5 

Other individuals 40,166 36,927 36,664 34,213 33,360 40.2% 41.0% 0.8 
Fatal 106 103 106 82 81 52.2% 62.8% 10.6 
Incapacitating 576 589 504 470 452 58.1% 59.2% 1.1 
Non-incapacitating 9,559 9,199 8,605 7,302 7,612 57.9% 59.4% 1.6 
Other injury 4,166 2,652 985 710 520 41.1% 39.5% -1.7 
Notiniured 25,759 24,384 26,464 25,649 24,695 36.7% 37.2% 0.5 

All 97,115 89,027 89,688 85,141 81,377 100% 100% 
Fatal 187 192 174 157 129 100% 100% -
Incapacitating 977 970 873 809 763 100% 100% -
Non-incapacitating 16,706 15,940 14,742 12,622 12,811 100% 100% -
Other injury 10,227 6,492 2,474 1,726 1,318 100% 100% -
Not injured 69,018 65,433 71,425 69,827 66,356 100% 100% -

Figure 1: Dri~ers iDvolvediDIndlanllfaialcoIDsionsper 10'OOOlicerised drivers,.2~08 

Sources: 
2000-2008: Fatality Analysis Reporting System; Federal Highway Administration, State "fransportation Statistics. 
2009: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010; Federal Highway Administration, State "fransportation 

Statistics,2OO8. l2OO9licensed driver counts were not available at time of publication). 

Note: 
Great Lakes region is defined as Indiana, lliinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, and Wisconsin. 

... - ,~, 

Research consistently demon­
strates that younger drivers have 
substantially higher collision 
rate&--and thus, greater risk of 
injury or death-than older driv­
ers.4,5 In 2009, young drivers in 
Indiana had the highest rates of 
involvement in fatal collisions 
(Figure 1). For every 10,000 
licensed 16-17 year-olds, five 
were involved in a fatal colli­
sion-a rate 1.5 times greater 
than 18-20 year-old drivers and at 
least two times greater than any 
older driver age group. 

YOUng driver contributing lactors 
Inexperience, inadequate driving 
skills, greater propensity for risk­
taking, driving while impaired, 
and in-vehicle driver distractions 
put young drivers at greater risk 
for irwolvement in collisions.6 In 

- ­ Per 10,000 licensed 

5.0 

= In fatal collisions (2009) 

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of 
March 1, 2010. 

Notes: 
Non-incapacitating injuries include those injuries reported as both non-incapacitating and possible. 
Other injury status includes not reported, unknown, refused (treatment), or invalid (+) injury status codes. 
Not injured status includes individuals involved in collisions reported as null values in the injury status 

code field and should only apply to drivers involved in collisions. 

"'able2;~jUiiesincollisions invo,lving young drlvers,2005-2009 .. 

table 3: Young driverS in fatal collisions, per 100,000 licensed young drivers, 2000,:2lJ09 . 

Annual average % Change 
Rel1;ion 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 chan~e 2000-2008 2009 ('08-'09) 

Youn~ drivers « 21) involved in fatal collisions 
Indiana 62.8 64 51 59.9 68.4 54.3 58.5 52.4 50.3 -1.8% 38.2 -24.1% 
Great Lakes 56.7 53.9 54.9 53.2 50.1 45.5 44.2 41.6 32.0 -6.6% nla nla 
United States 63.3 64.6 66.2 63.4 63.1 59.3 57.7 52.8 43.7 -4.3% nla nla 

Youn~ drivers « 21) fatally injured 
Indiana 28.2 31.4 27.3 27.4 32.9 26.8 29.1 24.0 27.1 0.5% 15.8 -41.6% 
Great Lakes 24.3 24.7 25.8 24.3 22.8 21.3 20.6 19.5 15.1 -5.5% nla nla 
United States 27.9 28.7 30.6 29.4 28.9 27.5 26.9 24.0 20.4 ·3.6% nla nla 

16-17 18-20 21-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 

Driver Age 
------- ._--_._--_.... ­

Sources: 
Collision: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 
Licensed driver: Federal Highway Administration, State Transportation Statistics, 2008. (2009 licensed driver counts were not available at time of publication). 

Note:
 
Includes drivers with a valid age reported in collision and licensed driver data.
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2009, young driver actions were more often reported as con­
tributing factors in collisions compared to older drivers (drivers 
age 21 and over): driver not a factor represented 47 percent of 
older driver factors but only 30 percent of young driver con­
tributing factors (Table 4).7 More than half (55 percent) of 
young driver contributing factors were attributable to 
errant/risky driving compared to 39 percent for older drivers. 
Drivers 18-20 years old were 15 times more likely than 15 year­
old drivers and 2 times more likely than 16-17 year-old drivers 
to be impaired (not shown). 

Effective July 1, 2009, probationary license holders under the 
age of 18 are prohibited from using telecommunications 
devices while operating a vehicle and carrying passengers "for 
the first 180 days unless accompanied by a licensed instructor 
or 25 year-old licensed driver." 8 Though it is too early to 
measure the impact of these restrictions, the proportion of 
young drivers involved in collisions who were distracted 
(defined as use of a cell phone or other telecommunication 
device and passenger distraction) has decreased since the 
restrictions took effect (Figure 2). 

Young drivers with passengers are consistently at greater risk 
of collisions due to the combination of passenger-induced 
distractions, driver inexperience, and greater propensity for 
driver risk-taking.9 In 2009 in Indiana, young drivers with 
passengers were more than two times (2.28) as likely as 
young drivers without passengers to be involved in a fatal 
collision (Table 5). Additionally, young drivers'relative risk of 
involvement in a fatal collision was more than two times 
greater than older drivers (2.28 compared to 0.94). 

The number of young passengers (ages 15-20) in vehicles 
with young drivers in collisions (ages 15-20) decreased 1.1 

percent (1,835 to 1,814) from 2008 to 2009, while the propor­
tion of passengers in vehicles with young drivers who were 
young increased slightly (67.2 percent to 67.5 percent) (Table 
6).Young passenger fatalities, as a proportion of all fatalities 
sustained by passengers in vehicles with young drivers, fell 5.2 
percentage points, while proportions of incapacitating, non­
incapacitating, and other injuries increased. 

SalelY equipmenl use and alcohol use 
Considering drivers involved in collisions where safety equip­
ment use was known, young drivers-with the exception of 15 
year-old drivers-were just as likely as older drivers to have 
used safety equipment (97.7 percent versus 97.7 percent) 
(Th.ble 7). Of young drivers killed, 44 percent were using safety 
equipment compared to 47 percent of older drivers. Safety 
equipment use rates for aJl age groups were higher for less 
severe injuries, suggesting that the use of safety equipment 
reduced the incidence of more serious injuries. Fifteen year-old 
drivers were the least likely to use safety equipment (85.6 per­
cent) perhaps because they are new to driving and not yet in 
the routine of putting on their seat belt. 

Approximately two percent (900 of 47,984) of young drivers 
involved in collisions in 2009 had been drinking (Table 8).10 
Drivers suffering more serious injuries were more likely to have 
been drinking, and drinking was more common for males than 
females. Nearly one-seventh of aJl young drivers killed and 16.7 
percent of16-17 year-old drivers killed had been drinking. 
Young male drivers killed were 2.7 times (18.2 percent/6.7 per­
cent) more likely than females to have been drinking. 

Young drivers in collisions bll lime 01 dall 
Nighttime driving (6pm-6am) may be particularly problematic 
and challenging for young drivers because of inexperience 

Count of driver factors Percent of driver factors 

All driver factors assigned 
15 

494 
16-17 18-20 <21 

18,447 33,019 51,960 
21+ 15 

100% 
16-17 18-20 <21 
100% 100% 100% 

21+ 
100%253,291 

Errant! risky driving 273 10,666 17,726 28,665 99,205 55.3% 57.8% 53.7% 55.2% 39.2% 
Driver not a factor 116 4,967 10,249 15,332 118,012 23.5% 26.9% 31.0% 29.5% 46.6% 
Other driving condition 84 1,521 2,540 4,145 19,685 17.0% 8.2% 7.7% 8.0% 7.8% 
Distracted driving 20 1,016 1,514 2,550 7,518 4.0'70 5.5% 4.6% 4.9% 3.0% 

Other distraction 20 890 1,262 2,172 6,512 4.0% 4.8% 3.8% 4.2% 2.6% 
Cell phone and other telematics 0 109 229 338 862 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% 
Passenger distraction 0 17 23 40 144 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

Impaired driving 1 277 990 1,268 8,871 0.2% 1.5% 3.0% 2.4% 3.5% 

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Notes: 
Counts are for drivers with a valid age reported. 
Counts may be greater than the number of drivers because multiple factors can be reported for a single driver. 
Percent values represent the percent of all factors for each group (i.e., of the 459 factors attributed to 15 year old drivers involved in collisions, distracted 

driving accounted for 4.0 percentl. 
Driver impaired is defined as contributing factors reported as one or more of the following: 1) Alcoholic beverages, 2) Driver Asleep or Fatigued, 3) Driver 

Illness, 4) Illegal Drugs, and 5) Prescription Drugs. 
Errant/risky driving is defined as contributing factors reported as one or more of the following: 1) Disregard SignaUReg Sign, 2) Failure to Yield Right of Way, 

3) Following Too Closely, 4) Improper Lane Usage, 5) Improper Passing, 6) Improper Turning; 71 Jackknifing; 8) Left of Center, 9) Overcorrecting/Oversteering; 
10) Ran Off Road Left, 11) Ran Off Road Right, 12) Speed too Fast for Weather Conditions, 13) Unsafe Backing; 14) Unsafe Speed, and 15) Wrong Way on 
One Way. 

Other driving condition is defined as contributing factors reported as one or more of the following: 1) Other (Explained in Narrative) - driver, 2) Pede~trian 

Action, and 3) Violation of License Restriction. 
Other driving condition includes unknown driver factors 
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Figure 2: Proportion of drivers involved in collisions who were distracted, by month, 2005-2009 

--<18 --18+	 probationary license restrictions effective July 1, 2009 
1.4% 

1.2% 

1.0% 

0.8% 

0.6% 

0.4% 

0.0%- ,
·la :. 
.­ ;:i!; 

0.2% 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 .~_~i 
~~~~-

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Notes: 
Counts are for drivers with a valid age reported. 
Percent values represent the percent of all drivers for each month (i.e., in December 2009, approximately 0.6 percent of all young drivers involved in 

collisions were distracted). 
Data show 15-17 year-old drivers because new restrictions took effect for these drivers July 1, 2009. 
Distracted driving factors include: 1) Cell phone usage, 2) Other telematics in use, and 3) Passenger distraction. 

driving at night, lower visibility, fatigue, and alcoholJdrug useY	 • After Ilpm Sunday through Thursday, after 180 days; 

Effective July 1, 2009, Indiana implemented further restrictions and, 

on driving times for probationary license holders under 18 
• Before Sam Monday through Friday, after 180 days. 

years of age to include: 
In 2009, nine percent of drivers under 18 years of age involved 

• lOpm until Sam during the first 180 days of the proba­
in collisions were involved in collisions from 10pm to Sam 

tionary license; (though not necessarily in violation of the code depending on if 
they received a probationary license before July 1, 2009, and •	 Between lam and Sam on Saturday and Sunday, after 
how long they have held it).Year-over-year comparisons of 180 days; 

young drivers « 18) involved in colli­
sions from lOpm to Sam, as a propor­TableS: Drivers in Indiana collisi01l$ by passenger presence, 2009 
tion of all drivers, suggest early 

Count of drivers in collisions, results of the new time restrictions by collision severity 
Relative are mixed (Figure 3). 
risk of 

involvement Indiana counll comparisons
in fatal 

In 2009, an average of 18.2 percent Dlivera e Passengers? Fatal Non-fatal Total % Fatal collision 
16-17 Yes 22 6,405 6,427 0.34% 2.43 of drivers involved in county 

No 15 10,639 10,654 0.14% collisions were young. The highest
18-20	 Yes 41 10,462 10,503 0.39% 2.23 

proportions were generally clus­No 35 19,947 19,982 0.18% 
21-24 Yes 30 8,931 8,961 0.33% 1.13 tered in the southwest part of the 

No 63 21,182 21,245 0.30% state (Map 1). Pike County experi­
2544	 Yes no 32,325 32,435 0.34% 0.96 

enced the highest proportion of No 255 71,632 71,887 0.35% 
45+ Yes 97 26,596 26,693 0.36% 0.90 young drivers involved in collisions 

No 318 78,208 78,526 0.40% (24.8 percent), followed by 
<21 Yes 63 16,867 16,930 0.37% 2.28 

Franklin, Posey, Perry, Wells, No 50 30,586 30,636 0.16% 
21+ Yes 237 67,852 68,089 0.35% 0.94 Daviess, Spencer, Dubois, 

No 636 171,022 171,658 0.37% Lawrence, and Green.AJnong 
counties with the smallest propor­

All ages	 Yes 300 84,719 85,019 0.35% 1.04 
No 686 201,608 202,294 0.34% tions were Newton, Marion, Lake, 

Pulaski, Decatur, Clark, Cass, 
Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of 

March 1, 2010. Steuben, Jefferson, Marshall, and 
Ohio.Notes:
 

Counts are for drivers with a valid age reported.
 
Excludes 15 year-old drivers who are required to have an adult passenger with them while driving.
 
Passengers includes units with more than one occupant.
 
Relative risk defined as ratio of passenger presence fatality rate (fatal as % total) to no passenger
 

presence fatality rate. 
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Injury status 
AlI young passengers 

Fatalities 
Incapacitating injuries 
Non-incapacitating injuries 
Other injuries 
No injuries 

Count of vounl!: passenl!:ers 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
2,373 2,291 2,147 1,835 1,814 

31 27 36 32 27 
142 134 135 106 101 

2,065 2,075 1,922 1,646 1,641 
110 35 17 15 13 
25 20 37 36 32 

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Notes:
 
Non-incapacitating injuries include those injuries reported as both non-incapacitating and possible.
 
Other injury status includes not reported, unknown, and refused (treatment) status codes.
 

Rate: as % all passengers in 
vehicles with young drivers 

Rate change 
2008 2009 ('08-'09) 

67.2% 67.5% 0.3 
72.7% 67.5% -5.2 
64.2% 66.4% 2.2 
67.5% 67.7% 0.2 
46.9% 56.5% 9.6 
72.0% 68.1% -3.9 

No injury status includes individuals involved in collisions reported as null values in the injury status code field.
 
Excludes individuals identified as drivers and non-motorists identified as a pedeStrian or pedalcyclist.
 
Excludes individuals with invalid ages.
 

Summary 
The rate of young drivers involved in 

YounK drivers 
Driver injury status 15 16-17 18-20 <21 21+ 
Restrained/ unrestrained 

Fatal 
Incapacitating 
Non-incapacitating 
Other injury 
Not injured 

375 15,823 27,958 44,156 
0 10 31 41 
4 84 182 270 

65 1,787 3,054 4,906 
14 312 427 753 

292 13,630 24,264 38,186 
321 15,536 27,299 43,156 

220,616 
400 

1,703 
23,219 
3,036 

192,258 
215,633Restrained 

Fatal 0 6 12 18 187 
Incapacitating 1 63 120 184 1,191 
Non-incapacitating 38 1,632 2,740 4,410 21,107 
Other injury 14 310 416 740 2,984 
Notiniured 268 13,525 24,011 37,804 

85.6% 98.2% 97.6% 97.7% 
190,164 

97.7%% Restrained 
Fatal 0.0% 60.0% 38.7% 43.9% 46.8% 
Incapacitating 25.0% 75.0% 65.9% 68.1% 69.9% 
Non-incapacitating 58.5% 91.3% 89.7% 89.9% 90.9% 
Other injury 100.0% 99.4% 97.4% 983% 98.3% 
Not injured 91.8% 99.2% 99.0% 99.0% 98.9% 

fatal collisions and fatally injured has 
decreased on average during the last 
decade in Indiana, yet young drivers 
remain disproportionately represented 
among drivers in collisions. The num­
ber and rate of young drivers killed in 
collisions decreased in 2009; however, 
young drivers-especially 16-17 year­
olds-are experiencing significantly 
higher rates of involvement in fatal 
collisions than older age groups. The 
actions of young drivers are more often 
reported as having contributed to their 
involvement in collisions than older 
drivers, and errant/risky driving and 

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of 
March 1, 2010. distracted driving are more common 

for young drivers involved in collisions. 
Notes: 
Counts are for drivers with a valid age reported where restraint use was known. New probationary license restrictions 
Used safety equipment applies to a motor vehicle occupant involved in a collision when the safety aimed at reducing distracted driving 

equipment type reported is one of the following: 1) Lapbelt only, 2) Harness, 3) Airbag deployed +
 
harness, 4) Child restraint, or 5) Lap + harness. Also applies to a motorcycle rider involved in a took effect July 1, 2009, and although
 
collision when the safety equipment type reported is Helmet.
 preliminary, distracted driving among

Non-incapacitating injuries include those injuries reported as non-incapacitating or possible. 
Other injury status includes not reported, unknown, refused (treatment), or invalid (+) injury status young drivers as a proportion of all 

codes. young drivers appears to have 
Not injured status includes individuals involved in collisions reported as null values in the injury 

status code field and should only apply to drivers involved in collisions. decreased compared to previous years. 
Alcohol use among young drivers­
particularly male drivers---eontinues to 
be a point of concern, with nearly one 
in seven young drivers killed having 
been drinking. Indiana has experi­
enced favorable results in its efforts to 
increase restraint use: 98 percent of 
young and older drivers involved in 
collisions in 2009 were restrained. 
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Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Notes: 
Counts are for drivers with a valid age reported. 
Percent values represent the percent of all drivers for each month (i.e., In December 2009, approximately 0.6 percent of all young drivers involved in 

collisions were distracted). 
Data show 15-17 year-old drivers because new restrictions took effect for these drivers July 1, 2009. 
Distracted driving factors include: 1) Cell phone usage, 2) Other telematics in use, and 3) Passenger distraction. 

probationary license restrictions effective July 1, 2009 

Source: Indiana State Police Automated Reporting Information Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Notes: 
Counts are for drivers with a valid age and gender reported. 
Percent values represent the percent of drivers who had been drinking (i.e., Of the twelve 16-17 year-old drivers involved in collisions who suffered fatal 

injuries, 16.7 percent had been drinking). 
Non-incapacitating injuries include those injuries reported as both non-incapacitating and possible. 
Other injury status includes not reported, unknown, refused (treatment), or invalid (+) injury status codes. 
Not injured status includes individuals involved in collisions reported as null values in the injury status code field and should only apply to drivers 

involved in collisions. 
Drivers who had been drinking defined as a driver involved in a collision where anyone of the following conditions are met: (1) alcoholic beverages was 

listed as a driver contributing circumstance; (2) driver had a positive blood alcohol content (BAC) test result, (3) as a measure of apparent physical 
condition, the officer determined that driver had been drinking, or (4) an Operating While Intoxicated (OWl) citation was issued to the driver. 

Figure 3: YoUng drivers «18)iiwolved in collisions 10pm-5am as.a proportionofan drivers, by month, 2005:-2009 

Count of drivers Percent of drivers who had been drinking 
15 16-17 18-20 <21 21+ 15 16-17 18-20 <21 21+ 

All drivers 451 17,076 30,457 47,984 239,584 0.2% 0.8% 2.5% 1.9% 3.2% 
Fatal injury 2 12 34 48 442 0.0% 16.7% 14.7% 14.6% 24.4% . 

Female 0 7 8 15 97 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 6.7% 11.3% 
Male 2 5 26 33 345 0.0% 20.0% 19.2% 18.2% 28.1% 

Incapacitating injury 7 96 208 311 1,834 0.0% 5.2% 15.9% 12.2% 12.6% 
Female 1 48 91 140 677 0.0% 4.2% 4.4% 4.3% 5.6% 
Male 6 48 117 171 1,157 0.0% 6.3% 24.8% 18.7% 16.8% 

Non-incapacitating injury 83 1,874 3,242 5,199 24,602 0.0% 1.9% 6.5% 4.8% 6.8% 
Female 31 1,044 1,715 2,790 12,859 . 0.0% 1.2% 3.3% 2.5% 2.9% 
Male 52 830 1,527 2,409 11,743 0.0% 2.7% 10.2% 7.4% 11.1% 

Other injury 14 325 455 794 3,195 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 2.4% 3.7% 
Female 8 154 189 351 1,423 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 1.4% 2.3% 
Male 6 171 266 443 1,772 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 3.2% 4.9% 

Not injured 345 14,769 26,518 41,632 209,511 0.3% 0.7% 1.9% 1.4% 2.7% 
Female 164 6,837 12,114 19,115 90,306 0.6% 0.3% 0.9% 0.7% 1.5% 
Male 181 7,932 14,404 22,517 119,205 0.0% 1.0% 2.6% 2.0% 3.6% 

.Table 8: Indianayoung drivers and alcohol use, 2009 

Endnotes: 
lCenters for Disease Control and Injury Prevention, Web-Based Injury 
Statistics Query and Reporting System. Leading causes ofdeath reports 
(1999-2006); Centers for Disease Controland Injury Prevention, Web­
Based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting System. Leading causes ofnon­
fatal injury repOrts CZOO1-2(08). 

2Population proportion estimated based on average change in population 
from 2004-08 using Census.Bureau population estimates. licensed driver 
data were not available for 2009. Data are based on 2oo8.licensed drivers. 

Jaecause 2009 rates were calculated.using different data sources and are 
based on 2008 licensed driver data, readers should use caution when com­
paring 2009 rates to earlier years. 

4McCartt, A.T., Mayhew, D.R, Braitman, K.A., Ferguson, SA., Simpson, 
H.M (2009). Effects of age and experience on young driver crashes: review 
of recent literature. Traffic Injury Prevention, 10(3),209-219. 

Snte term"older drivers"is used throughout the fact sheet and refers to 
drivers between 21 and 109. . 

~ational Highway'fraffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). (2008), 'fraffic 
safety facts, laws - Graduated driver licmsing system.
 

7Up to two.driver factors can be selected for earn driver. Because of this,
 
the number of factors is generally greater t1iiln the number of drivers and
 
some factors that might have contnbuted may not have been selected.
 

8lndiana General Assembly. IC 9-24-11-33. 

'Jwilliams, A., Ferguson, S., McCartt, A. (2007). Passenger effects on 
teenage driving and opportunities for reducing the risks of sum travel. 
Journal ofSafety Research, 38, 381-390.. 

lOCounts of drivers may be different than those cited earlier due to 
unknown gender. 

llNationai Safety Council (2007). What you should know about nighttime 
driving restridioTlS. Presented at the International Symposium on Novice 
Teen Driving: GDL and Beyond - Researc1l Foundations for Policy and 
Practice held inTucson, Arizona on February 5-7, 2007. 
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Percentile 

~ 

~ 

..

..

DeKalb 
.16.9% 

Steuben 
15% 

Noble 
15.7% 

laGrange 
17;1%Elkhart 

15.7% 

Futton 
17.8% 

Saint Joseph 
15.6% 

Marshall 
.Starke 15.3% 
17.4% 

Pulaski 
13.7% 

Porter 
16.5% 

Benlon 
..16.7% 

Lake 
13.5% 

Jasper 
Newlon 16.5% 
12.9% 

Mean =18.2% 

Standard 
deviation = 2.5% 

25th (16.5%) 

50th (17.8%) 

75th (19.9%) 

> 75th 

Source: Automated Reporting Infonnation Exchange System (ARIES), as of March 1, 2010. 

Noles:
 
Includes drivers ages 15 10 20 with a valid county reported.
 
Standard deviation is the county average difference from the mean.
 
The number of young drivers involved ranged from 32 to 5,779.
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.' ..lic'fullcY Institute is a collaborative, multidisciplinary research institute 
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_, ,rgarozation for research centers affiliated with SPEA, including the Center for Urban 
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. SA provides leadership to the motor veh,icle and highway safety community through the development 
.innovative approaches to redUcing motor vehicle crashes and injuries. The mission of NHISA is to save 
, - -prevent injuries and reduce economic costs due to road traffic crashes, through education, research, 

\;s;.Jety standards and enforcement activity. 
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Driver Education Study Committee 
Session 2 (September 8,2010) 

INDEA Recommendations 
Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and Committee: 
My name is Stanley Henderson, President ofINDEA. 
INDEA, the Indiana Driver Education Association's purpose for asking the 
Indiana Legislature to review Driver Education 2 years ago was to improve 
delivery of driver education. Driver Education programs received national 
attention in the 1960'and 1970's when monies were more readily available for 
public school driver education programs. In recent years, the public schools have 
been challenged to meet higher standard and reducing spending on programs that 
were not designated as priorities. Some public schools offer driver education 
before and after school or doing the summer usually a non credit bearing course. 
Teacher and other professionals have established prof~ssional driver education 
schools which are currently overseen by Indiana Criminal Justice Institute. The 
professional schools have played an increasing role in delivering driver education 
opportunities. 
The provider of traffic safety services whether public, private, commercial, online, 
or home schools should meet the same outcome standards. Also, parents or 
guardians will playa key role in providing additional supervision and practice for 
the new drivers. The teen, parents, and community must work together to reduce 
the number of crashes in their area. 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Governors' Highway Safety 
Association, American Driver and Traffic Safety Education Association, and The 
Driving School Association of the Americas' created a document of recommended 
standards for states to improve driver education. The general recommendations as 
they apply to Indiana are as follows: 

1.	 Indiana should adopt one agency oversight for the education of new drivers with 
sister agencies in licensing, highway engineering, evaluation, ergonomics and 
enforcement working together to reduce the crashes of all ages. 

2.	 The state should adopt and implement a standardized curriculum with outcomes 
standards for all providers of driver education. The classroom and behind the 
wheel should have a consistent message about safe strategies in driving. 
Currently, it is recommended that 30 hours of classroom and 6 hours behind the 
wheel remain the standard \vith evidence that the providers are meeting the 
curriculum outcomes standards. By keeping the hours consistent eff0l1 can be 
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directed at making sure the hours are adequate and not driving the delivery cost 
up. 

3.	 Instructor's candidate should complete a minimum of 120 hours contact hours or 
9 credit hours at an approved college or university for instructor preparation. 
Classroom and behind the wheel hours of instruction with student teaching being 
part of the curriculum. Improved instructor preparation and recertification would 
include passing a certifying exam and providing evidence of an appropriate 
driving record, and passing a national criminal history review. Affordable and 
regular continuing education for instructors should be available and overseen by 
the commission. Instructors should complete continuing education as a part of 
recertification. 




