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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Improving highway safety is a stated goal of many transportation agencies. All safety
improvement activities, whether an engineering, education, or enforcement approach is taken,
are enhanced with more accurate, timely, and robust crash data. Crash data have traditionally
been plagued with missing information, inaccurate or incomplete location data, and various other
errors which are both systematic and random. The collection, compiling and management of
crash data is a labor intensive process although many states are moving towards electronic
capture, transmission, and management of these data (Delucia and Scopatz, 2005). In most
states, the primary source of data for crashes is a report completed by police officers. Oregon is
unique, however, in relying on citizens reports for data on the majority (70%) of the
approximately 50,000 crashes that are coded each year by Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT).

In the near term, it is unlikely that additional reporting burden will be shifted to police agencies
and citizen’s reports will remain the primary source of data. This high level of citizen reporting
and the paper-based records system used at ODOT presents unique challenges to improving data
quality and timeliness. As one can imagine, reconciling literal text description provided by
citizens makes systematic, accurate characterization of a crash on the roadway network a
challenge, even when reviewed by experienced coders at ODOT. The sheer level of effort
required to compile, code, and maintain the hard-copy crash data affects both the timeliness of
the data and the efficiency of process. A possible solution to these data challenges is a more
integrated, electronic process for collecting crash data. The feasibility of this solution is the focus
of this research.

1.1 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The objective of this research was to determine the feasibility of deploying an improved system
for self-reporting of motor vehicle crashes by citizens. The project focused on Oregon, since a
majority of Oregon motor vehicles crashes are reported by citizens, although there may be
applications to other states that require citizen reporting. Feasibility was defined by acceptance
of general public to electronic crash reporting, limited institutional or technical barriers to
implementation, potential benefits and cost. The objectives of the project were met by
completing a comprehensive review of the literature and practice, developing a research strategy
to determine common reporting errors made by the public, conducting a survey to determine
acceptance of an electronic form, and making a final recommendation of the feasibility of such a
system.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

This report documents the results of a feasibility study of implementing a web-based system for
reporting crashes, with a focus on citizen reporting and to a lesser extent police reporting. The
report begins with a practice and literature review of crash reporting. First is an assessment of
programs used around the country to facilitate crash reporting by citizens and police officers.
The review is not intended to be conclusive given the difficulty in obtaining information about
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such systems. Following that is a summary of research relating to Internet usage, form design,
online data collection and e-government. The next chapter documents the current Oregon crash
reporting process. It includes a description of how each form is processed through ODOT at the
Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Division (DMV) and Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit
(CAR) before the information is available as crash data. This is followed by a chapter analyzing
common errors in citizen reports. This chapter details the results of the audit process that was
developed to quantify errors, as well as discussing the areas with the most potential for
improvement. The next chapter discusses the assessment of citizen interest in online crash
reporting. A survey was administered to drivers who had recently completed a crash report. This
is followed by a chapter containing the feasibility analysis of this project. This section includes a
discussion of barriers (both institutional and technological) and the costs and benefits of the
project. Finally, the last chapter includes conclusions, recommendations and a brief discussion of
suggestions for future work.
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2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, recent literature focusing on electronic methods of collecting and processing
crash data are reviewed. First, a state of the practice review of citizen reporting for motor vehicle
crashes is presented. The review found that while many states allow citizens to submit some
data, only one was found to allow an Internet based submission, and most forms do not appear to
be a major source of crash data. In addition, a brief review of states that have moved towards
electronic collection of crash and traffic citation information from police agencies is
documented. Finally, since many state procedures have moved towards e-commerce functions to
improve efficiency and service for the public. This review includes success and failures from
other similar e-government efforts. Because electronic crash reporting is a fairly new technology,
the research review was expanded to include form design, data collection by different mediums
and Internet access to draw conclusions about the potential for success of this program in
Oregon.

21 MOTOR VEHICLE CRASH REPORTING

Crash data is essential for safety programs. However, current state data programs may not be
keeping up with technology for many reasons. A recent report by the Federal Highway
Administration and the US Department of Transportation uncovered a trend towards data quality
problems within many states’ data collection programs. Specifically, the report found that a
smaller number of crashes are being reporting, data entry backlogs mean that data is outdated by
the time it can be evaluated, and reporting errors combined with data entry errors reduce the
quality of the data (FHWA/US DOT, 2004). In order to rectify these problems, government
agencies and private companies are developing better ways to collect, store, and evaluate data.
This problem extends beyond the US, with many other nations exploring the same need for
higher data quality. A recent NCHRP synthesis report also documents the state of the US crash
records system ((Delucia and Scopatz, 2005). The following sections describes literature and
practice for citizen reporting and police reporting.

2.1.1 Citizen Reporting

As part of the research, a state of the practice review was conducted to identify states that allow
or require citizen reporting of motor vehicle crashes. For each state, the driver manuals posted on
the Internet were reviewed for the current state law regarding motor vehicle crashes.
Surprisingly, it appears that in almost every state some citizen reporting is allowed. In many
cases these forms are available for when no police officer completes or submits a report.
However, the amount of information required on the forms varies. Most citizen report forms that
were obtained were short and only collect basic information about the crash and insurance status.
For purposes of this research, it was assumed that if detailed information is requested, then it is
more likely the state is collecting crash data from the citizen report forms. Based on these
criteria, eight states appear to use the citizen reports for data purposes. These states have
extensive crash report forms similar to Oregon’s and are shown in Figure 1. However, the
researchers’ understanding of the crash data systems in these states is that these states do not rely
on citizen reports for much data.

Portland State University = Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering = 2006 3
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[ -
i - Citizen reports used for crash data

Figure 1 States Using Citizen Reports of Motor Vehicle Crashes for Data

In terms of web-based forms, the review found that seventeen states make their citizen crash
report forms available online, usually in PDF. Those states are: Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Delaware, lowa, Kentucky, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New York, Ohio, Oregon,
Rhode Island, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin. In most states it must be printed and filled out
by hand before returning it to the appropriate agency. Only Colorado allows reports to be
submitted via the Internet as shown in the left panel of Figure 2. Citizens in Colorado have the
option of filing a crash report but the state does not rely heavily on their information for crash
data. Colorado receives most of their crash data from police, and utilizes electronic reporting for
law enforcement (Conner, 2005). lowa is considering looking at the creation of a web-based
system that would enable citizens to submit reports online (Jensen, 2004).

Although states using online forms for motor vehicle reporting are rare, the bicycling community
has recently started using online report forms to collect information about locations of bicycle
crashes (most likely in reaction to the apparent lack of bicycle crash data). Although the systems
for bicycle crash collection are not as sophisticated as the system for auto crashes would be, they
may provide a useful model.

e GhostCycle.org (http://www.ghostcycle.org/reportanaccident.php): Uses a form to collect
information from drivers. Fields include: Street location, time of day, date, were traffic laws
obeyed, was accident infrastructure related or a vehicle collision, vehicle type, hit and run,
driver’s approximate speed, injuries and damages, was report filed with authority, was
helmet worn, were lights used on bike, description in own words. A screen capture from
GhostCycle is shown in the right panel of Figure 2.
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e BikePortland.org (http://bikeportland.org/2005/08/09/wanted-your-close-calls/): Collects
open form letters from people over the Internet. Asks for cross-streets, description, and
neighborhood of residence of the person involved in the crash.

e Hawaii Bicycling League (http://www.hbl.org/road_hazards.html): Uses a form to collect
information from drivers. Fields include: community, street name, cross street, hazard
description, corrective action.

W Colorado State Patrol @
g Chi-Line Aceident Reportuge Svatem S
L, M s ct Wi wish Bhorosas® briemuer Beplarer 300, Clickeda dovmvioas [stest
Fleate dauble AT Alioking sppdbesdans #a sy dyciein, o thc Vel way et wis b pripity,

CVIFORTANT Yoo Meat Read and Agaee e the b of this cite

Colorads STAte Law Poquires That ALL BoToE vehlola j

ite b raportad te the propar law enforcamant
zisa (42-d-1806, cRE). A vraflfie acsidenc ia
az unintuntional damage er injuey caumed by cha
acvaasnt <f a vehicles or itx load.

Wou will be axked to provide =pecific information en the
accident. @oms of this information i= requirsd, srd muasc
b= entarsd or the filing process=s will be blacksd, If yau
do mot have all of the required infomation, you will met
bz able to complete Thizs process.  You may, &t your optlon,
dewnload & hardcopy of the DOR Forr 447-E feom this sico by
aelaecting the "Download”™ button, balow.

I an affest to provide BSELar @atvics Le Bhe cibizacm of =

Liswectons e peowded wagg the boien, sbowe. Sheud oo neqers asstaee beyond thag
Erovided, plaass conbact voer rearess Cakiradn State Patral office, o1 call

thye e i

s B 500, Blanday chreagh Fridey besween the honrs of §:00 AR ol 500 TR

CapyrightD 00 Codarado Siale Peiad, A Rigkis Regerssd

In your own words, please tell us
what happened

Figure 2 Screen Capture of Colorado’s Online Report System and GhostCycle.org Report Form.

2.1.2 Electronic Crash Reports for Police Agencies

Many states with police agencies as their primary reporting data source have made significant
improvements in their crash data systems by incorporating electronic crash forms. The following
subsections describe a few nationwide and local initiatives.

TraCS (Traffic and Criminal Software) is a customizable data collection system created in lowa
that can be used by law enforcement and motor vehicle agencies nationwide. Currently, 23 states
are using or testing the TraCS software and are shown in Figure 3. TraCS programs can be
integrated with laptop computers and other hardware, can integrate image files and geographic
information systems, can emulate paper reports, and can be distributed without user intervention.
TraCS Mobile is a wireless reporting software that allows data to be easily entered and
transferred to a larger database. The data fields can be customized to meet the reporting needs of
the agency and can display information similar to a paper report. TraCS Mobile allows officers
to enter information electronically in their vehicle, eliminating the need for another agency to
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enter the same information. TraCS can be used for the following purposes: crash reporting,
citation issuance, incident reporting, motor carrier inspection reporting, and operating while
intoxicated reporting. Transmitting citation information to court systems is easily integrated into
the TraCS model. (Traffic and Criminal Software, 2005)

Light gray -TraCS states.

Figure 3 TraCS States, July 2004

ReportBeam is a commercial software that is also used by police agencies in 16 states, and it
“provides an automated Internet-based distribution system to remove the burden from the records
departments” (ReportBeam, 2005). Some of the states with agencies currently using this system
include: Arizona, California, Mississippi, North Carolina, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, and
Washington State. ReportBeam automatically submits collision records to the state data archives,
while providing a secure method to distribute these reports to the public. It reduces the amount of
walk-in report requests because citizens are now able to download their report from the Internet.

Kentucky was recently recognized by the Association of Transportation Safety Information
Professionals for its crash data collection and analysis program. The program is known as
KyOPS: Kentucky’s Open Portal Solution. This program involved the coordination of law
enforcement agencies across the state. KyOPS is used to collect electronic input of collision data.
Through the Internet, authorized users have access to all of the collision data, GIS maps, and
copies of crash reports. This central collection of crash data has been very successful, although
there is still room for improvement. Currently, police officers can file their reports online
through the Electronic Collision Reporting Component known as E-Crash. The database is then
automatically populated with the data from the police officer’s forms. Kentucky’s system is 90%
compliant with the Model Minimum Uniform Crash Criteria (MMUCC), and in 2004 41.7% of
police collision reports were submitted using E-Crash (an increase from 0% in 2000)
(Association of Transportation Safety Information Professionals, 2004). Kentucky is one of
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seventeen states that offer the citizen report online as a PDF form, so it seems that it would be
possible to collect the citizen data online as well.

Technology that can collect crash data continues to emerge, even within individual vehicles. The
use of Event Data Recorder (EDR) Technology, or ‘black boxes,’ is increasingly common. These
devices collect information about the performance of a vehicle in the seconds leading up to a
crash and immediately after. The information has already been used in the court system, and
some states are beginning to collect it as crash data. Although there are some significant barriers
to the data collection, particularly from people who are concerned about legal ramifications, it is
already being done in many places. This data could be very valuable, especially as more cars are
equipped with the devices. According to one report, in 2004, 40 million passenger vehicles were
equipped with EDR, and as people replace old vehicles with new that number will increase
(Gabler, 2005).

2.2 COLLECTING INFORMATION OVER THE INTERNET

There is limited published research available on the topic of online motor vehicle crash reporting
for citizens. Therefore, the literature review was focused on the areas of data collection, form
design with respect to error reduction, Internet access, and e-government. It is apparent that
government agencies are increasingly using the Internet to deliver services. DOTSs are included in
this movement, as they use data more within their programs. James Hall from the University of
Illinois summarized in a TRB peer exchange that “Technologies for the acquisition, analysis, and
distribution of data are advancing rapidly. Public expectations for data access and delivery also
are increasing. The Internet provides the means for global information access. These trends
emphasize that information is important and that information system delivery systems provide
value to the agency” (TRB, 2005). This section describes some of the findings related to
collecting data via the Internet.

2.2.1 Data Collection and Form Design

Although there is no research on the accuracy of online crash reports versus paper crash reports,
there is some research about survey and test results from different mediums. Most of the research
comparing traditional paper and pencil surveys to Internet surveys shows that the method of data
collection does not significantly affect the answers given, and that there is no statistical
difference between the two sets (Ballard & Prine, 2002; Pettit, 2002; Gosling & Vaxire &
Srivastava & John 2004; Knapp 2003). Additionally, the literature shows that response times to
online surveys is faster than mail surveys, and completeness is higher as well (Truell & Bartlett
& Alexander, 2002). Research of testing online versus traditional paper tests shows that online
tests measure the same constructs as traditional tests. However, the research also shows that there
can be differences between Internet and traditional tests based on an individual’s familiarity with
using the Internet (Buchanan, 2003).

Regarding differences in form design between online and traditional forms, the research shows
that questionnaires that are reliable and valid for self reporting with paper are most likely to be
valid over the Internet. However, some individuals are not familiar with using the Internet and
the forms should be adjusted for their benefit (Strickland et al, 2003). Reliable and valid
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quantitative data collection over the Internet requires that respondents have the ability to
navigate the Internet to the extent that they can access and use the web site.

Collecting data over the Internet is much less expensive than paper data collection. This is due to
elimination of the costs of paper, stamps, and processing time (Cobanoglu, 2002; Pettit, 2002).
Additional savings also come from the ease with which forms and templates can be updated
(Pettit, 2002). Also, electronic archives can replace the need for paper archives and storage.
Electronic archives have many benefits, but do require effort and cost to design, populate, and
maintain.

Besides cost savings, Internet data collection can eliminate the errors that occur from manual
coding. Errors associated with manual coding multiply as data passes through additional
agencies where it is manually coded at each (Griffith, 2003; Pettit, 2002). New technology also
makes it possible for data to be collected and disseminated to multiple agencies quickly and at a
much lower cost than paper transfer (Griffith, 2003). Forms can be set up so that the data is
directly sent to data management programs at one or more agencies at the same time (Pettit,
2002).

2.2.2 Internet Access

Americans are increasingly using the Internet to make transactions and use services. According
to the Pew Institute, 70% of American households owned a home computer in 2002, and nearly
half used the Internet (Ballard & Prine, 2002). However, even as access grows, it is important to
consider that there are segments of the population that lag behind in Internet access. Education
and income are the most important indicators of Internet access (Best & Krueger & Hubbard &
Smith, 2001; Lloyd & Hellwig, 2000; Briggs 2004).

Although nearly half of the population uses the Internet, 24% have no direct or indirect
experience with the Internet (Lenhart, 2003). The Internet may be misleading in the impression
that anyone can access it anywhere. Importantly, there is a portion of the population who may
never be able to access it for a wide variety of reasons, including disabilities and education level
(West, 2000).

Publicly available Internet, such as through libraries, can help alleviate some of this disparity.
According to the Pew Institute, 60% of non-users know of a place in their community where
Internet access is publicly available. Among Internet users, 76% knew of a public access site,
which indicates that there is still a large gap in public accessibility between users and non-users
(Lenhart, 2003).

Among those without Internet access, Americans with disabilities have the lowest levels of
access. The Pew Institute has quantified that 58% of all Americans are online, but only 38% of
Americans with disabilities are online. 28% of Americans with disabilities say that their
disability makes it difficult or impossible for them to go online (Lenhart, 2003). The Internet can
offer valuable services and resources to people with disabilities, but their specific needs must be
taken into account when government is considering policies related to Internet access and
communication (Borchert, 1998).
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2.2.3 E-Government

As Internet use becomes more prevalent, the use of the Internet by government agencies to
deliver resources and services is increasing. This is known as e-government. David McClure, an
Associate Director of the US General Accounting Office defines e-government as “government’s
use of technology, particularly web-based Internet applications to enhance the access to and
delivery of government information and service to citizens, business partners, employees, other
agencies, and government entities” (West, 2000).

The government is already a major provider of Internet content, and offering more services is the
next step (Brannen, 2001). Processing transactions electronically may create a more efficient and
cost effective method than the traditional paper process. However, in order to reach the potential
of e-government, government must make sites more user friendly (Information Management
Journal, 2004).

E-government has the potential to help build better relationships between government and the
public by making interaction with citizens smoother, easier, and more efficient (West, 2000). In
surveys conducted by the Pew Institute and other groups, citizens and businesses say they want
information access and transaction support from the government. The Pew Institute has also
found that 77% of Internet users have gone online to search for government info or communicate
with government. Government agencies already use the Internet for electronic commerce and
information delivery. According to Information Impacts Magazine, the two most common
initiatives for e-government are providing information and facilitation of general compliance
(Cook, LaVigne, Pagano,Dawes & Pardo, 2002).

Of course, there are limitations to e-government that include technological investments, personal
preferences, and the wide range of services the government provides (West, 2003). Some
literature found that experiences with e-government initiatives have been chaotic and
unmanageable. E-government presents some unique challenges for administrators, including how
to provide universal access, privacy and confidentiality, and a citizen focus in government
management. Other major barriers to e-government are lack of finances, technical support, and
personnel capacity (West, 2000; Kaylor et al, 2001; Edmiston, 2003; Cook et al, 2000).

Besides the barriers within government, there are barriers to citizen use of e-government due to
concerns about security and privacy (Dawes, 2002). Other societal barriers to e-government
include: affordability, accessibility, and anonymity. If citizens have a low trust in government
they are less likely to want to use the Internet as a means of communication with various
government agencies (Edmiston, 2003). E-government must also be easy for the average citizen
to use, which means that the reading level must suit most Americans. Additional improvements
should include disability access, clear privacy policies, and translations (Pardo, 2000).

Acceptance of e-government is growing and becoming accepted by all levels of government. The
US Census Bureau is now mandated by law to make web-based data collection an available
alternative to more traditional collection techniques. The Census Bureau experimented with
online reporting in its 2000 Census of Population and Housing (Richard & Hancock, 2002).
Additionally, more than half of all Americans filed their 2005 taxes online (IRS, 2005).
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2.3 SUMMARY

Although electronic crash reporting is currently only used by a handful of states, the literature
review reveals that it is a technology with great potential. Given the significant benefits and
improvements in data quality, it is highly likely that more states will begin using some form of
electronic data collection and transfer as the technology continues to develop. In Oregon,
citizens are likely to become more familiar with using the Internet to conduct business with
government agencies. Most importantly, the literature revealed no major problems in data quality
with Internet data versus paper data. Indeed, data collected over the Internet may be of higher
quality due to the potential for better form design and safeguards placed on the information
provided before submittal is possible. If Oregon’s citizen reporting continues, it is logical that the
Internet is a viable method to collect the data. In the following chapter, the Oregon motor vehicle
crash reporting process is described.
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3.0 OREGON MOTOR VEHICLE CRASH REPORTING
PROCESS

In order to evaluate potential improvements to the crash reporting process it was important to
understand the current system. Detailed interviews with staff and managers with responsibility
and oversight of crash reporting at the Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Division (DMV) and
the Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit (CAR) were conducted to develop a process chart of the
current system. Through these interviews, internal and legal barriers to an enhanced system were
identified (and documented in Chapter 6.0). The following sections describe the process for
collecting and coding motor vehicle crash data.

3.1 REPORTING PROCESS

The legal authority to require drivers to file a report rests with DMV. Current Oregon law
requires drivers involved in a crash that results in injury, death, more than $1,500 damage to
their vehicle, or more than $1,500 damage to and towing of another vehicle to file an Oregon
Traffic Accident and Insurance Report within 72 hours. This reporting requirement was recently
changed in 2004. In addition to raising the damage value, the change in law eliminated the need
to file a report for some drivers. If a police officer responds to the scene, he or she completes the
Oregon Police Traffic Crash Report which is more detailed than the citizen report. Police officers
are not required to file a report. A citizen must file a report even if a police officer is present and
completes a form. Citizens must submit the form to a DMV field office or mail to the DMV
headquarters in Salem. Interestingly, Oregon law does not allow citizens to receive a copy of
their crash form once it has been submitted for privacy concerns.

The policies and procedures for police officers to appear at a crash scene and file a report varies
considerably by agency. This research did not attempt to assess these current practices. Based on
the review of actual crash reports (in Chapter 5.0) and discussions with police officers, there are
a number of methods by which police agencies complete and submit crash reports. Most reports
are still filled out by hand. A few agencies have begun to use a fillable PDF form developed by
the ODOT Transportation Safety Division. This increases the readability of the form since the
data fields are typed. It was also evident that a number of agencies used internal records
management software to produce a narrative and summary report to the crash report. As such, a
few agencies are considering electronic crash reports that can be filled out in the patrol car, but
the incentive is limited since DMV currently has no means of accepting these data. The
difference in data quality between agencies, and even between different officers, can be
attributed to the varying standards for reports, as well as the fact that some agencies offer
additional training for their officers. Police who are trained in crash reconstruction or have
access to technology to help them diagram the crashes are likely to submit the highest quality
information to the crash coders.
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3.2 REPORTING FORMS

DMV and CAR have different data needs. DMV is primarily interested in making sure drivers
comply with Oregon law requiring motor vehicle insurance and filing of a report. CAR needs the
information on the form to populate the statewide crash file. As such, the form is designed to
capture both insurance information and details about the crash. The form, Oregon Traffic
Accident and Insurance Report, is shown in the Appendix, section 9.1. The form has two pages
of instructions, and three pages of requested information. The two pages about the crash are
front-to-back and the third page is supplemental if more than 2 vehicles are involved. The form
has a place for a narrative and numerous check boxes to characterize what happened in the crash.
One required field is that drivers submitting the form must list the other drivers involved. The
police version of the form is more detailed and is shown in the Appendix, section 9.2. It should
be noted that the police form aligns with the data entered into the state’s crash data system while
the citizen form currently does not directly ask for many of the variables that are coded in the
database.

3.3 PROCESSING CRASH REPORTS

The Oregon process for compiling, processing, and transferring forms is entirely manual and
described in the next few paragraphs as well as represented graphically in the flowchart shown in
Figure 4. When a driver or police officer submits the crash report form to DMV, the form is
placed in a central filing system by county and month. Sometime later, DMV staff in the
Accident Reporting and Insurance Verification (ARIV) unit begin the process of manually
assembling reports that describe the same crash into a unique case. A case file cover sheet is
prepared listing the drivers involved and insurance information is verified using the Automobile
Liability Insurance Reporting (ALIR) system or the insurance company. If there is a violation of
insurance law or one driver has failed to file the required report, suspension action is taken
against the driver. There are currently twenty-one staff working in the DMV Accident Reporting
and Insurance Verification unit. At any given time, there are three years of crash reports kept in
the office - two additional years of private vehicle crashes and seven additional years of
commercial vehicle crashes kept in an offsite storage unit.
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Figure 4 Oregon DOT Crash Reporting and Coding Process

When a set of crash forms is considered complete, the forms are sent in batches to the Crash
Analysis and Reporting (CAR) Unit by shuttle to synthesize the data into one comprehensive
crash. It is interesting to note that there are a number of crash cases that do not get sent to CAR
for coding because the file is not complete or was not received by DMV in a timely manner.
CAR is interested in recording all of the information from the form, except for the insurance
information. Essentially, CAR is interested in everything that DMV is not. When forms arrive at
CAR, the coders verify that it is reportable in the statewide file. Examples of incidents that are
not reportable include those that occurred on private property or intentional crashes. These non-
reportable crashes are sent back to the DMV and not entered in crash database. Next, the crash
coder must weave together the citizen and police reports into composite picture of a crash. There
are frequent discrepancies between the information given by the police and the information given
by the drivers which forces the coders to use discretion to sort out the details of the incident.
Experience is very useful and coders use online and paper maps to pinpoint the location of an
incident.

As one would expect, creating useable data completed by essentially untrained citizens can be a
challenge. Fourteen staff at CAR work on coding the approximately 50,000 crash records each
year in Oregon. In Figure 5, the annual numbers of crash reports that end up being coded as a
crash in the state crash data system (CDS) are shown. The chart shows 3 counts: 1) when the
crash is coded from citizen reports only (CITIZEN ONLY), 2) when the citizen’s report indicates
the police were on scene but no report was received (POLICE ON SCENE, NO REPORT), and
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3) when the crash was coded with an accompanying police report (POLICE REPORT). Both
category 1 and 2 are based on citizen crash reports. The decline in total reports in 2004 can be
partially attributed to a change in the reporting threshold. Finally, it is also shown in the figure
that there has been a declining trend for officers who respond to a crash scene but do not
complete a report. This could be that fewer police are attending to minor crashes or that there has
been an increase in the number of police filing reports. Finally, it should be noted that there is an
additional process for crashes involving motor carriers (commercial trucks) that has additional
data requirements and forms. There is a form that is submitted directly to the Crash Analysis and
Reporting unit. These motor carrier crashes are not included in this research.
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Figure 5 Number of Crash Reports Coded by Year, 1995-2004
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4.0 ANALYSIS OF COMMON CITIZEN ERRORS

In order to quantify the potential accuracy improvements generated by an improved crash
reporting process, a system to compare police reports to citizen reports for a sample of crashes
was developed. Case files were obtained from ODOT for just over 200 crashes. The original
research goal was to compare police reports to citizen reports with the working assumption that a
trained officer’s report is more likely to be accurate. The crash coder’s interpretation of the crash
report was also available to confirm errors, but the crash coder’s results were not evaluated for
error. In reality, since police officers are not required to report to the scene of crashes in Oregon,
many files do not include a police report. The reports were therefore compared to other citizen
reports in those cases. The reports selected did include a small number of single vehicle crashes
with no police reports, which were only evaluated for completion.

41 CRASH REPORT REVIEW

One of the goals of this research is to quantify the potential improvements in accuracy if the
crash report were a web-based form. The literature certainly implies that most information
captured over the Internet is as good as or better than paper-based collection. A research method
to compare citizen reports to police reports was developed to establish where errors (both
incomplete and inaccurate information) were frequently occurring in citizen reports. The
possibility of reducing these errors with a web-based system is then estimated and quantified. As
discussed in the introduction, the method was also used to compare citizen reports to other
citizen reports when no police report was available.

In order to quantify common mistakes, an audit form was designed to evaluate the information
provided in citizen reports. 207 crash files were provided by ODOT for analysis. The files
reviewed represented four counties and occurred during the month of August 2005. The eleven
most important categories of information reported by citizens were selected. The audit form was
then designed to assess these areas:

e Form completion e Light

e Location e Direction of movement

e Type of crash e Injury

e Date/Time e Safety equipment (Seat belts, airbags)
e Weather e Diagram (Schematic drawing of crash)
e Road Conditions

Additionally, the crash ID number, county of incident, urban or rural location, intersection or
segment location and, if applicable, responding police agency were collected so that forms could
be contrasted. Each area was evaluated for completion of information as well as consistency
between citizen reports and police reports. In situations where no police report was available, the
citizen forms were only compared to each other. When it was a single vehicle crash and no
police report was available, the form was evaluated for completion and for errors in categories
that were mutually exclusive (i.e., weather: raining, road: wet). Table 1 summarizes the number
of crash reports reviewed as well as the information collected about the county, urban or rural
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location, whether the crash occurred at an intersection or segment, and police agency. Multiple
reports indicate crash files where more than one citizen or at least one citizen and a police officer
filed a report form. Single reports indicate crash files where only one citizen report, and no
police report, was available.

Because crashes are processed by Crash Analysis and Reporting Unit at ODOT in monthly,
county batches the sample was restricted to a four counties (Lane, Malhuer, Marion, and
Washington). The sample, however, is a fairly good cross section of urban and rural
environments typical in Oregon. It was also important to observe the difference between reports
filed by persons who were involved in crashes within 25 miles of their home versus people who
were farther away from home. The conjecture was that people close to home would file more
accurate reports, especially with regard to location. However, as Table 1 shows, about 85% of
the crash reports came from people within 25 miles of home. It is also unknown how much, if at
all, errors might have a seasonal variation since only one month was sampled.

Table 1 Summary of Crash Reports Reviewed in the Analysis

Data Field Multiple reports Single Reports
Number of citizen reports reviewed 297 52
Number of crashes 155 52
Sex of Driver

Male 162 32
Female 135 19
Residency of Driver

Oregon resident w/in 25 miles of home 256 47
Oregon resident 25+ miles from home 23 1
Non-resident 17 2
Unknown 1 1
Reports Per County

Lane 111 28
Malheur 35 2
Marion 63 3
Washington 88 18
Road Character

Urban 183 11
Rural 59 39
Location of Crash

Intersection 130 24
Segment 125 27
Police Response (Agency)

City 59

County 27

State 39

Total with Police 125 n/a
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4.2 FINDINGS: TYPES OF ERRORS

Two types of errors were identified: inconsistencies, which are pieces of information that conflict
with other pieces of information on the same report or on another report, and incompleteness,
which is when the information was not provided. The evaluation was not an effort to decide
which driver was ‘correct’ in the cases of inconsistencies, it was only noted that there was a
difference. Inconsistencies and incompletes were counted for each of the reports reviewed.
Pages 1, 2, and 3 were evaluated first for completion. Completion was determined if the driver
had attempted to fill out any information on the page. Page 1 must be completed or else the form
will not be accepted by the DMV, so no incompletes were recorded. Page 2 of the form collects
specific information about the conditions and cause of the crash: weather, road conditions, light,
direction of movement, injury, safety equipment, and the diagram. This information is very
important for the crash data, but in 19 cases the page was skipped altogether. Drivers may not be
aware that there is a second page of the form, or may be frustrated by the amount of information
requested. It should be noted that page 3 of the accident report form is optional unless more than
two drivers were involved in the crash. The vast majority of the crashes reviewed involved one
or two drivers, so page 3 was unnecessary. The percentage of incompletes for pages 2 and 3 are
comparable, which implies that these extra pages are easy to skip when they are required. Table
2 summarizes the audit results.

The location of the crash is one of the first pieces of information collected on the form, and it
was usually filled out. It was not possible to determine the true location of the crash in order to
evaluate the “correctness’ of the location since the “true” location is unknown. It was possible to
determine that there were a large number of inconsistencies on location. For example, when a
crash was located near an intersection, sometimes different drivers would record it on different
streets. Other drivers provided minimal or confusing information about their location. In
contrast to the number of errors in location were the numbers of highly specific locations given
that matched with police descriptions. Although it was impossible to determine exactly in most
cases, anecdotal evidence indicates that the responding police officers frequently provide the
citizens information for their reports. It is suspected that this happened whenever a citizen’s
report gave precise milepost numbers that matched the police report and other drivers’ reports
verbatim.

Considering that date and time should be the least emotional or precise part of the report, there
were a surprising number of inconsistencies. The time was considered to be inconsistent if it
was more than 30 minutes different from the other driver or police report form. A surprising
number were several hours off. Additionally, there were cases where the date was different
between reports. The errors for weather, light, and road conditions were comparable in numbers.
These are ‘judgment calls’ in some cases. A driver may have to determine if an early morning
crash occurred at dawn or full daylight. The errors that are most important occurred when drivers
checked conditions that could not happen at the same time, such as “raining” for weather
condition and “dry” for road condition.

Direction of movement was the most problematic of all the fields. People appear to not be
comfortable using compass directions. Frequently, different drivers would report conflicting
directions of travel. Complicating the comparison, the police report form does not ask for
direction of movement as a data field but is included in narrative or sketch if given. Therefore,
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the inconsistencies reported come from comparison with the other citizen reports, or with details
in the police narrative when available. The large number of mistakes indicates a problem, as
does the large number of incomplete responses, and may not reflect the true magnitude of the
problem.

The most difficult part of the citizen reporting form to decipher is the box on page 2 that collects
information about injuries and safety equipment (see Appendix). Citizens must use two different
lists of codes to fill in small boxes indicating level of injury and safety equipment used for all
passengers. The code system is not the same for injury and safety equipment, and it may be
difficult to decipher for many people. It was the most frequently skipped part of the form.
Following closely in number of skipped responses was the diagram. Although many drivers
clearly spent much time working on their diagrams, in some cases the driver did not fill in the
diagram. A notable number of the reviewed diagrams were inconsistent with other information
given in the form, such as direction of travel, or other citizen or police report forms.

Table 2 and Table 3 summarize the total number of incomplete versus inconsistent errors. Table
2 summarizes all crashes that had more than one form filed (one citizen and police, more than
one driver and police, more than one driver). Table 3 summarizes the results for crashes where
only one report was filed by a citizen and no police report was filed which represent 52 of the
207 crashes reviewed. Although these reports were reviewed mostly for completion (since there
was not another form to compare them to) there were some clear inconsistencies within the
report. The results indicate that incompleteness is more of a problem than inconsistency, but it is
much easier to determine incompleteness than inconsistency. Inconsistency may be a more
significant problem than the review was able to assess.
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Table 2 Crash Error Summary, Multiple Report Crashes

Incomplete  Incomplete %  Inconsistent  Inconsistent %  Total Error

Count of reports Count of reports

Page 1 0 0% n/a n/a 0

Page 2 19 6.40% n/a n/a 19
Page 3 4 6.78%* n/a n/a 4

Location 5 1.68% 31 10.44% 36
Type of crash 7 2.36% 2 67% 9

Date/Time 11 3.70% 23 7.74% 34
Weather 17 5.72% 8 2.69% 25
Road Conditions 19 6.40% 3 1.01% 22
Light 26 8.75% 16 5.39% 42
Direction 26 8.75% 50 16.84% 76
of movement

Injury 60 20.20% 5 1.68% 65
Safety equipment 63 21.21% 4 1.35% 67
Diagram 59 19.87% 23 7.74% 82
Total 316 165 418

* only required for 18 crashes, 59 drivers reports

Table 3 Crash Error Summary, Single Report Crashes

Incomplete  Incomplete %  Inconsistent  Inconsistent %  Total Error

Count of reports Count of reports

Page 1 0 0% n/a n/a 0
Page 2 4 7.69% n/a n/a 4
Page 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Location 0 0% 2 3.85% 2
Type of crash 4 7.69% 0 0% 4
Date/Time 0 0% 4 7.69% 4
Weather 5 9.62% 2 3.85% 7
Road Conditions 5 9.62% 1 1.92% 6
Light 6 11.54% 1 1.92% 7
Direction 10 19.23% 2 3.85% 12
of movement

Injury 12 23.08% 0 0% 12
Safety equipment 14 26.92% 0 0% 14
Diagram 11 21.15% 0 0% 11
Total 71 12 83
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Figure 6 summarizes that total number of errors per report. The average number of mistakes per
form was approximately 1.6, out of 13 areas, which means there is approximately a 12% error
rate. As shown in Table 2, errors are occurring at a high frequency in certain places on the forms.
Different groups were evaluated to see if there was a difference in the error rate: counties,
gender, distance of residence, and presence of police report.

The lowest number of errors came from Lane County, at 1.3 errors per form. The most came
from Marion County, at 2.3 errors per form. All other groups fell in this range, which is not a
significant difference. The means for each subgroup were tested for a statistically significant
difference using a one sample t-test. The p-value among the counties, which had the greatest
variance from the mean among the subgroups, is 0.660, so the means of the counties are not
statistically different from the overall mean number of errors. The p-values for the other
subgroups were not significant either, and their variance from the mean is smaller. For gender
the p-value is 0.940, for distance from home it is 0.563 and for police report filed it is 0.834
which are all much greater than 0.05. It is of particular interest that people who were more than
25 miles from home had only slightly more errors than people who were close to home. More
errors were expected, particularly in location and direction. A connection between having a
police officer file a report and form completion was investigated as well, but showed only a
slight difference whether or not a police officer was involved. There were slightly more errors
noted when the police report was filed, but this is probably because it was easier to detect errors
when the police report was available for comparison.
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Figure 6 Errors per Report, by Category
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4.3 FINDINGS: POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENTS

The review of reports indicates that there could be substantial improvements in data quality from
a web-based form. An online form will not reduce simple human error, but it could contain
safeguards that ensure more information will be captured and it could contain more information
to help drivers report accurate information. First, an online report could require that information
be completed before the form can be submitted. This function could reduce most, if not all, of
the missing information. This would have the largest impact on the detail information on page 2
that is frequently skipped. Automated fields could also be created to reduce citizen burden. For
example, the injury and safety equipment box on the form requires the driver to record the names
of everyone in the car, even though they have already filled out their own name and information
on page 1.

The location data could be improved using a map-based location tool. Internet map sites,
particularly Google, are extremely accurate now and many citizens (who use the Internet) are
accustomed to using them for directions. Using a similar site to locate a car crash would not be
much different. There would still be potential for errors, but no more so than now when drivers
are asked for a literal description of crash location. Some date/time errors may occur no matter
what format is used to collect the data, but it would be possible to use a pop-up style calendar to
help drivers select the date. This would also prevent against discrepancies between the date and
day of the week fields. Time of crash errors are more difficult to fix, and will probably occur
with any system.

Weather, road conditions, and light fields could easily be programmed so that opposite selections
(raining and dry) could not be selected at the same time. Drivers could still make a mistake and
report inaccurate information (as long as it was reasonable), but this would cut down on the
number of errors. If drivers could access the Internet form faster than waiting to go to the DMV a
few days later to pick up a form they may have a clearer memory of the event. It may be
difficult to rectify the direction of movement error, but if drivers were offered a better location
and diagram tool then direction of movement may not be necessary at all. The injury and safety
equipment information could be made more user friendly (and should be- even if the paper form
is kept as the primary reporting system) with an online system. The diagram box could be greatly
improved by sample crash sketches for drivers to select from. For example, all rear-end crashes
can be represented the same way, and with a good location and narrative it might provide the
crash coders the most accurate characterization of the crash. The sample sketches could also be
adaptable to allow the driver to provide more detail about his or her specific crash. Anecdotally,
it seems that a large number of people who filled out reports had trouble describing the crash in
the narrative section. Some forms were even filled out in Spanish. Although an online form
would probably not help an underserved population (since they are less likely to have access to
the Internet), this does indicate that there are many different needs that are currently not served
by the English language paper form.

44 SUMMARY

The data collection method used police forms as a comparison and did not evaluate or quantify
errors made there; however, mistakes were discovered. This report has mostly focused on
improving the citizen report since they are the source of the majority of Oregon’s data, but the
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police forms could use the same improvements. Police officers are perceived to generally be
more accurate than citizens because they are more used to their forms and the information
required, but they can still make mistakes and an electronic form could greatly reduce the time it
takes them to file.

It should be noted that the quality of crash data reported by citizens was a major concern behind
this research project. After reviewing the actual crash files, it was noted that most drivers are
actually very good about filling out the crash report form. Even when drivers make mistakes, the
coders are frequently able to determine the true events based on the other reports, or based on
other information provided by the driver. In conclusion, there are clearly many areas where
improvements can be made to facilitate citizen reporting. Specifically, making it easier for
drivers to fill out all fields (and being made aware of the second page of the report) would most
likely result in improved data. Also, providing drivers with more assistance for filling out
location and direction movement would be helpful.
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5.0 ASSESSMENT OF CITIZEN INTEREST

In this chapter, the general level of acceptability of using the Internet for transactions with the
Driver and Motor Vehicle Services Division are investigated. Two areas were studied to
illuminate this issue. First, the DMV already provides a number of services online and the level
of use is reported. Second, a simple mailed survey was developed and sent to drivers who have
recently filed a crash report to assess the interest in online filing. These two reviews are
documented below.

5.1 CURRENT USAGE OF DMV ONLINE SERVICES

The DMV already uses online services for address changes (required by law in 30 days after
moving) and for vehicle registration renewals in areas without a vehicle inspection requirement.
Figure 7 shows a screen capture of the current DMV website for online transactions
(www.oregondmv.com). These online transactions can also be accomplished in person at DMV
field offices, by mail at DMV headquarters, or in the case of vehicle registrations, at DEQ
vehicle inspection stations when required. The percentage of transactions, according to DMV,
done by each method is shown in Table 4.

The number of transactions that are done via the Internet is not large, with only about 10% of
drivers renewing their driver’s licenses and about 7% of vehicle registration renewals. For
vehicle registrations, the online feature cannot be used in Multnomah, most of Clackamas, most
of Washington, or Jackson Counties where cars must be inspected by the Department of
Environmental Quality. These counties account for approximately 48% of the 2004 population in
Oregon and clearly contribute to relatively low usage of these online service. For address
changes, the number of transactions is also surprising low, given that this service is available for
all Oregon residents. As shown in the survey (next section), many people are unaware that these
transactions can be done online. Traditionally, most transactions with DMV are paper-based and
many require an in-person transaction. People may just expect to do these transactions with
DMV in-person or may be reluctant to use the Internet for services. As the literature review and
survey shows a strong interest in using Internet-based interactions with government, the lack of
participation may be a marketing issue.

Table 4 Current Usage of DMV Online Services

Address Change Vehicle renewal
Submitted at Field Office 60% 35%
Submitted to DMV Headquarters 29% 31%
Submitted Online 10% 7%
Submitted by Electronic Vehicle 1% -
Registration (Dealers)
In person at DEQ - 26%
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Figure 7 Current DMV Online Services
5.2 SURVEY

In order to gauge the public acceptance of filing legally required crash reports over the Internet, a
simple mailed survey was administered. The recruitment list of citizens who have filed crash
reports was provided by DMV, with the permission of their internal driver records manager. To
create the survey mailing list, the 8,000 potential respondents were reviewed. Obviously
incorrect or missing addresses were removed and a random number was assigned to the
remaining entries. These were sorted in ascending order and the first 1,000 were selected for
mailing.

The survey included a letter of consent informing respondents of their rights, the nature of the
survey, and instructions. The actual survey was on a postage-paid postcard with the survey
questions on the reverse side. Each postcard was stamped with a unique identification number so
that further analysis pertaining to location (urban/rural, county) could be completed. No attempt
was made to link responses to the individual’s name in any way to protect confidentiality. Both
the letter of consent and survey form were placed in a 6” x 9” manila envelope for mailing. The
return address on each envelope indicated “Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering,
Portland State University.” There was no indication on the outside of the envelope that it
contained a survey. A sample of the informed consent letter and the survey is contained in the
Appendix, section 9.3.

The survey was mailed to 1,000 addresses which included a small number of out-of-state
residents. Out of the 1,000 surveys, 62 were returned as undeliverable, and 146 were returned
completed. The response rate for the survey then, neglecting those returned as undeliverable, was
15%. Based on past experiences, this level of response is reasonable and was within the
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expectations of the researchers. As shown in Figure 8, surveys were returned from a majority of
the state, from both mainly rural and mainly urban counties.

After a period where no further surveys were returned in the mail, the survey responses were
summarized and are shown in tabular format in Table 5 and graphically in Figure 9. The results
show that 86% indicated that they were aware that there was a legal requirement to file a crash
report with the DMV. As the survey pool only included those that have filed a report, this may
not reflect the whole population. Also, the wording of the question or the impression that the
survey was being shared with enforcement may have biased respondents to report that they knew
of this requirement. The results also show that the vast majority of people still use paper forms,
which they indicate were obtained from the DMV (55%) or from the police officer at the crash
scene (15%). Only 16% obtained the form from the DMV’s website in PDF format. One
hypothesis is that using an online form may allow people to more accurately define the location
of the event. A strong majority of people (77%) had personal knowledge of their crash location,
which they used to fill out the form. Most survey respondents found the form easy to use (68%).
Nearly equal percentages of respondents prefer to use paper or the Internet to file an accident
report. Most people were not aware that they could use the Internet to do other services with the
DMV. Analysis of the location of the respondents and their answers was conducted but did not
find any conclusive links between city of residence and opinions of accident report forms.

- Counties Represented in Survey

Figure 8 Counties with Survey Responses

The survey shows that there is interest in using the Internet to file accident reports. Although the
percentage in favor was 47% (compared to 49% not in favor), this is consistent with the findings
in the literature review that about half of Americans have access to the Internet. It is reasonable
that people with access to the Internet would be more interested in filing online than people
without. In retrospect, it would have been useful to ask survey respondents if they have access to
the Internet to highlight whether the issue was access to or reluctance to use the Internet for
DMV transactions.
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It appears that many people are not informed about how much DMV business is available online.
Nearly 68% indicated that they were not aware of this service. This may be due to the fact that e-
government is still fairly new, or perhaps that the DMV could better inform customers about how
they can take advantage of online tools. Additionally, most people reported that they found the
form easy to use, but the survey did not ask more specific questions about the form. The analysis
of crash report errors in the following chapter showed that there are clearly parts of the form that

are easier than others.

Table 5 Survey Results

Survey Question Response Number  Percent
Were you aware of Oregon’s Yes 126 86%
requirement that you file an No 34 23%
accident report form after a
car accident? No answer 3 0.02%
If you completed an accident PDF from DMV website 24 16%
]Egrr)r?]r;’ where did you get the Paper form from DMV 81 55%
Paper form from police officer 20 15%
Other 19 13%
No answer 2 0.01%
If you completed an accident Map 6 0.04%
report _form, how (.j'd YOU' pojice officer 14 10%
determine your location?
Personal knowledge of location 113 7%
Other 5 0.03%
No answer 8 0.05%
Did you find the accident Yes 99 68%
report form easy to use? No 40 27%
No answer 7 48%
Would you prefer to use the Yes 69 47%
Internet to file an accident No 72 49%
report form?
No answer 5 0.03%
Are you aware that you can Yes 46 32%
change your a.ddregs ar]d No 99 68%
renew your registration (in
some counties) online at No answer 1 0.01%

oregondmv.com?
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Figure 9 Survey Results
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5.3 SUMMARY

Given the ease and convenience of Internet transactions, a surprisingly small number of DMV
transactions are conducted in that manner. It appears that the existing DMV online services for
vehicle registration renewal and address change are under utilized given the ease and potential
time savings they represent. The survey may yield some insight for public outreach since most
people were unaware that they could conduct this business online. Additional “marketing” of
these services may increase their use. Alternatively, people may prefer to conduct their
transactions in paper or in person, since many DMV transactions have a legal requirement. The
survey indicated that people are generally comfortable with the existing process, finding both the
form easy to use and the process satisfactory. According to the survey, nearly 50% (but not the
majority) of respondents would prefer to file a crash report over the Internet. The following
chapter will use the information from this assessment and estimate the feasibility of
implementing an electronic crash reporting system for Oregon.
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6.0 FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the feasibility of implementing a web-based system of crash reports. The
chapter also documents potential efficiency increases and estimates the high-level benefits that
could be accrued if such a system were to be implemented. The benefits estimated in this chapter
do not address the value of increased data quality, timelines, or other advantages an electronic
reporting process is likely to bring. Finally, a brief discussion of system costs is presented.

6.1 PROPOSED SYSTEM

Prior to the detailed discussion about feasibility of an electronic crash reporting system, it is
necessary to briefly describe how such a system might work. The challenge of a system in
Oregon is that it would have to integrate with the existing process and legal requirements. As
shown in Figure 10, a dual paper and electronic system is likely to be needed for some time since
some citizens and police agencies may still file paper reports. It is envisioned that if the portal for
electronic citizen reporting is opened, some police agencies may elect to submit forms via the
portal or through another means via their individual agency information networks. There are a
number of existing systems in use that could be modified for an electronic crash reporting
system. Another option would be to use the fillable PDF form developed by the Transportation
Safety Division at ODOT that includes a database interface (data input in the form can be
exported to a database format).

With an electronic crash reporting system all reports would first go to the ARIV unit at DMV.
Crash reports from multiple drivers and police agencies would still need to be assembled into
one “file” for review. This process could be substantially automated by matching reports based
on a number of fields (date, county, driver name, road). There would still need to be a manual
review of the matched forms, with some requiring more time than others. A potential issue is that
many drivers and police agencies wait until much later than the legally required 72 hour
reporting period after a crash to file reports. This would result in some time delay before reports
could be matched. This problem exists in the current process as well. All information from the
paper-based forms would still be coded manually into the developed database system. This
would result in slightly more coding effort than is currently done at ARIV (but would reduce this
coding at the CAR unit).

At this step, all forms would be available in the system database for review by ARIV for legal
and insurance compliance. It would be possible to integrate the system with other data systems
such as insurance, driver records, and registration to increase data accuracy (although that level
of integration would require an entirely separate analysis).

Finally, when the assembled crash reports are approved they would be sent to CAR for coding
review. Single driver crash forms would require very limited review except for location and
crash description. Depending upon the software design or changes to the form, some fields could
be automatically populated in the states’ crash data system. The system would allow coders to
easily view where reports were in agreement on a number of fields which could then be
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automatically entered in the crash data system. Inconsistent fields would have to be reviewed by
coders prior to being entered in the system.

Citizen

Police Agency

Figure 10 Proposed System for Electronic Crash Report Filing

Paper forms
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6.2 INSTITUTIONAL AND TECHNICAL ISSUES

Institutional barriers can include legal restrictions, process restrictions, or staff restrictions. In
terms of legal restrictions, the interviews did not reveal any barrier to allowing citizens to file
reports over the Internet. If an issue is discovered in statute or administrative rule, the perception
is that changes would not be difficult to implement. As with any system that transitions to
electronic format from paper, there is the perception of increased risk for loss of data. However
these concerns are minimized with a well designed system. Oregon’s strong privacy laws relating
to DMV records would need to be adequately addressed with a secure system and strong
protocols for handling data records.
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Technical barriers include those related to existing or required technology that must be modified.
Clearly, the notion of using the Internet to allow citizens to submit and complete forms is a
mature technology. The major technical challenge would be integrating a system into the current
process consistent with the reporting laws. As a major state agency with a number of similar
technical projects, the Oregon Department of Transportation is well equipped to handle the
technical challenges of developing a web-based crash reporting system. As shown in the
previous chapter, DMV currently accepts a number of transactions from their drivers integration
system. There are a number of examples within DMV as to how to incorporate or accept the
transfer of information from an outside agency or company. However, DMV’s IT staff is
currently overloaded with work from other projects mandated by federal legislation and it could
be some time before this effort would receive priority for development.

6.3 BENEFITS

The benefits of full scale implementation could include improved data accuracy, improved
timeliness, and reduced data entry burden on ODOT units that handle crash reports, the Accident
Reporting and Insurance Verification (ARIV) and the Crash Analysis and Reporting (CAR)
units. Essentially, the benefits are cost reductions that result from the improvements in the
existing process. The cost reductions are primarily in labor savings to the ARIV and CAR units.
There would be additional benefits from improved data for users of the system but these are not
quantified in this report. In this analysis, it was assumed that time savings translate into a cost-
savings for ODOT as a means to estimate the feasibility of an electronic system. In reality, the
labor savings of the electronic process may simply be redistributed to other units that are
currently understaffed. Other cost reductions such as storage costs or paper form printing costs
are not estimated. The analysis does not include any benefits that may accrue to citizens in terms
of time savings (not having to report in person or mail crash report to DMV). It also does not
include any labor or cost savings that are likely to accrue to police agencies that currently file
reports via paper. Finally, a 10 year period was used to evaluate the potential benefits, with an
assumed deployment year of 2006 is used in this analysis.

In order to estimate the potential benefits, a forecast of the number of reports filed electronically
was made. Using the statewide crash data system, the total number of reports per crash was
determined for the three year period of 2000-2003. Data from 2004 were not used due to a
change in reporting threshold that became effective in 2004 which affected the number of reports
filed. The law change was confusing and the number of reported crashes will likely continue to
follow the previous year’s trend. This assumption is based on historical analysis of past reporting
threshold changes. In nearly every instance where the threshold has been raised, there were
initial declines in the number of reported crashes but they returned to the trend observed before
the changes in a short number of years. The statewide crash data system (CDS) records if a
public safety agency filed a report, whether they were on scene but did not file a report, or if
there was no public safety report. Also included in the CDS is the total number of vehicles
involved in the crash. For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that every driver in the
crash filed a report. However, it is known from interviews and research that the CDS is only an
estimate of the number of reports that are filed. In some cases, CAR may enter information about
another vehicle even if they do not have that driver’s report (since not all drivers are legally
required to file). In other cases, ARIV may receive a driver’s form but not send them to DMV for
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a number of reasons (legal, time delay, record keeping). The CDS, however, appear to be the
best estimate of the number of crash reports filed each year.

Reports are categorized based on the number of forms filed per crash. As shown in Table 6, the
number of reports with only one crash report form is relatively few (8%). All other reporting
combinations were considered as multiple reports with 2 reports, either by a driver and police
officer in a single vehicle crash (10%) or by two reports from citizens (56%). The remaining
reports with 3 or more reports per crash make up the remaining 26% of crash reports filed. The
2001-2003 data were averaged for all reporting scenarios. It should be noted that based on
interviews with ARIV, approximately 20% of the reports received are not transmitted to CAR.
Accordingly, the number of forms received by ARIV is increased by 20% over what is indicated
in the CAR data.

Table 6 Types and Combinations of Reports Received by ODOT, 2001-2003

Report Filing Combination 2001 2002 2003 Average
1 Report 3,838 3,840 3,640 3,773

2 Reports, Police One Driver 5,010 4,675 5,315 5,000

2 Reports, Citizens 26,316 27,494 28,937 27,582
3 Reports, Police, 2+ Drivers 10,887 10,093 11,720 10,900
3 Reports, 3+ Drivers 2,087 2,180 2,095 2,121
Total 48,138 48,282 51,707 49,376

Note: Estimated from the statewide crash data system (CDS)

Given the rapidly changing technology and uncertainty of the use of a web-based system by
drivers (despite the results of the survey), two scenarios were evaluated to estimate the number
of crash reports that would be received by ODOT in electronic form, one conservative and the
other optimistic. The only difference in these two scenarios is the percent of crash reports that
arrive electronically. In the conservative scenario, initially 10% of all crash reports are estimated
to be received electronically. This includes reports from police agencies and citizens. As more
agencies and citizens become aware of the process, the number of reports is assumed to increase
at a linear rate of an additional 5% per year. The optimistic scenario is identical except initially
25% of the reports are estimated to be received in the first year. These scenarios are shown
graphically in Figure 11. These numbers are assumptions as there are no other crash reporting
models involving such heavy citizen involvement to be studied. However, as noted in Chapter
5.0 approximately 10% of eligible online transactions available are actually processed in that
manner. In Kentucky’s electronic crash reporting system approximately 30% of crash reports
were submitted electronically three years after the system was deployed (ASTIP, 2004).
However, Kentucky accepts reports from police who have a much stronger incentive to file
reports electronically. It should be noted that these assumptions are particularly sensitive to the
final estimates of benefits (i.e. a higher assumed number of electronic crash reports translates to
higher benefits). Finally, based on the 10-year average of the number of crash reports received,
the annual growth in crash reports is very nearly flat. A 0.008% annual increase in the total
number of crash reports was assumed.
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Figure 11 Adoption Rates for Citizens for Filing Electronic Crash Reports

To estimate the potential labor savings, the current time per form was determined. For this
analysis, it was assumed that single form crashes take 10 minutes per crash to code and multiple
crash forms take 20 minutes (on average). Interviews with CAR revealed that the goal is for 4
crashes per hour to be coded and that coders typically achieve that process rate. Similar estimates
were not available from ARIV because of the aggregate manner in which forms are processed.
However, based on the total number of forms received and processed and the available staff (20
full-time persons), the 10 minute per single crash and 20 minute for multiple crash report appears
reasonable for ARIV as well.

To estimate the potential cost saved per transaction that moves from paper to electronic form
using current staffing and workload, a percent of the workload reduction was forecast based on
knowledge of the existing process, the proposed process and judgment. The results of this
exercise are shown in Table 7. For ARIV, much of the insurance verification process would be
automated, greatly reducing the workload for processing these forms. Single form processing is
estimated to take 25% of the existing process time resulting in an 8 minute savings. The
remaining forms would also likely benefit from increased legibility and reduced errors from an
electronic system. Multiple forms would take approximately 50% of the current time because of
the additional review and verification required.

For CAR, the coders must still translate citizen reports to the format required by the CDS.
Assuming the citizen report remains largely unchanged the forms would still require some
interpretation by trained crash coders. Although the electronic process would automate much of
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the process, the primary time savings would be in the reduction of time spent in coding the forms
into the database. Accordingly, single reports would take 60% of the current time, resulting in a
4 minute savings per form. Multiple forms were assumed to have the same labor savings. The
time per form saved was translated into a dollar value by estimating the average loaded wage rate
for a coder in ARIV and CAR. This estimate was made using employee classifications and
published salary rates with an assumed 40% fringe benefit to reflect the true agency cost. This
resulted in an average hourly rate of $16.09.

Table 7 Estimated Savings for Electronically Filed Crash Reports

DMV - Accident

Reporting and ODOT - Crash Analysis
Single Crash Form Only Insurance Verification and Reporting
Average minutes to process 10 10
Percent of existing time with E-process 25% 60%
Estimated minutes with E-process 3 6
Minutes saved per form 8 4
Multiple Forms
Average minutes to process 20 20
Percent of existing time with E-process 50% 60%
Estimated minutes with E-process 10 12
Minutes saved per form 10 8
Labor Costs
Average loaded wage, annual $33,475 $33,475
Hourly rate $16.09 $16.09
Total Labor Savings Per Crash
Single Forms $2.01 $1.07
Multiple Forms $2.68 $2.15

To forecast the annual benefits over a ten year period, the number of crash reports estimated to
be filed electronically (single and multiple) were multiplied by the total labor savings estimated
per report. This was done each year for ten years for both the ARIV and CAR units. The total
value for each year was discounted to the present year (2006) using an assumed discount rate of
4%. The results of this analysis is shown in Table 8 and Table 9 and summarized in Figure 12.
The total estimated discounted benefits for ODOT are approximately $815,000 for the
conservative scenario and $1,180,800 for the optimistic scenario. This appears to be a very
conservative estimate given the simplicity of the benefits model and the benefits not estimated
(citizen time, police time, paper, mailing, storage, improved data quality). In this analysis
methodology, there are slightly more labor savings to the ARIV unit because in the citizen
reporting model, CAR coders will still have to interpret the values on each form.
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Table 8 Estimated Benefits to Oregon DMV - ARIV Unit

Crash Report

Percent of Crash
Reports Submitted

Total Discounted

Forms Electronically Labor Savings Benefits
Conserva Conserva Conserva
Year  Single  Multiple tive Optimistic tive Optimistic tive Optimistic
2006 4,528 54,724 10% 25% 15,589 38,973 15,600 39,000
2007 4,564 55,161 15% 30% 23,571 47,142 22,700 45,300
2008 4,600 55,603 20% 35% 31,679 55,439 29,300 51,300
2009 4,637 56,048 25% 40% 39,916 63,866 35,500 56,800
2010 4,674 56,496 30% 45% 48,283 72,424 41,300 61,900
2011 4,712 56,948 35% 50% 56,780 81,115 46,700 66,700
2012 4,749 57,403 40% 55% 65,411 89,940 51,700 71,100
2013 4,787 57,863 45% 60% 74,176 98,901 56,400 75,200
2014 4,826 58,326 50% 65% 83,077 108,000 60,700 78,900
2015 4,864 58,792 55% 70% 92,116 117,238 64,700 82,400
2016 4,903 59,263 60% 75% 101,294 126,617 68,400 85,500
Present Worth $493,000 $714,100

Table 9 Estimated Benefits to Oregon DOT — CAR Unit

Crash Report

Percent of Crash
Reports Submitted

Forms Electronically Labor Savings Total Discounted Benefits
Conserva Conserv Conserva
Year Single  Multiple tive Optimistic ative Optimistic tive Optimistic
2006 3,773 45,603 10% 25% 10,190 25,476 10,200 25,500
2007 3,803 45,968 15% 30% 15,408 30,816 14,800 29,600
2008 3,834 46,336 20% 35% 20,708 36,240 19,100 33,500
2009 3,864 46,706 25% 40% 26,092 41,748 23,200 37,100
2010 3,895 47,080 30% 45% 31,561 47,342 27,000 40,500
2011 3,926 47,457 35% 50% 37,116 53,023 30,500 43,600
2012 3,958 47,836 40% 55% 42,758 58,792 33,800 46,500
2013 3,989 48,219 45% 60% 48,488 64,650 36,800 49,100
2014 4,021 48,605 50% 65% 54,306 70,598 39,700 51,600
2015 4,054 48,993 55% 70% 60,214 76,637 42,300 53,800
2016 4,086 49,385 60% 75% 66,214 82,768 44,700 55,900
Present Worth $322,100 $466,700
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Figure 12 Estimated Annual Benefits for ODOT CAR and DMV ARIV (2006 Dollars)

6.4 COST ASSESSMENT

Estimating the costs of a proposed system is a non-trivial task. First, the system in Oregon would
have to be uniquely developed to work within the existing process. An enhancement of legacy
type systems can be complicated and extremely challenging. The system would have to work
with ODOT’s internal data systems for both ARIV and CAR, which are currently on separate
systems. An interface would need to be developed that would allow data fields in the electronic
forms to automatically populate the two information systems to achieve the primary benefits.
These customized requirements serve to increase the cost.

A similar system proposed to accept electronic citations from Oregon courts at the DMV has
been estimated in internal DMV documents to cost approximately $250,000 with $12,000 in
annual maintenance. However, those providing the estimate indicate that it is very preliminary
and has a high degree of uncertainty associated. Further, the estimate is not immediately
transferable to the crash reporting project which would be substantial more complicated.
Kentucky’s deployment of the electronic crash reporting for police agencies was reported to cost
approximately $1,000,000 in 2000. The proposed system for crash reports is no more technical
than the court project, but would be slightly more complicated from a overall process viewpoint.
As such, it would be reasonable to expect costs to be close to $500,000-$1,000,000. In addition
to development costs, the start-up costs for the new system would include staff time for
development, staff time for training and staff time for reorganization of the existing crash units.
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Additionally, the public would require information about using the new system, which could be
delivered through a public education campaign.

6.5 SUMMARY

This simple analysis indicates that an electronic crash reporting system is entirely feasible within
the current motor vehicle crash reporting process and structure. No legal or other issues were
identified that would preclude ODOT from moving or developing an online form. Interviews
with both divisions revealed that there would be substantial improvement in process flow and
accuracy if Oregon moved to some form of electronic capture of crash reports. Currently, staff
time is duplicated at CAR and DMV since information is coded from paper forms at both
agencies.

The crash reporting system that would be developed to handle these reports in Oregon would be
a custom effort since the Oregon process is so unique. However, the process is not so
complicated that it could not be replicated or improved with an automated system. The estimate
of benefits was based entirely on the time savings to the ODOT units that process crash reports.
It was assumed that the time-savings are a suitable measure of the “benefit” for the public
agency. In reality, the labor costs may not be eliminated but rather redistributed to other units in
the agency that are currently understaffed. In addition, the assumptions used about the number of
forms filed electronically and the amount of effort saved per form could have significant impact
on the final benefit estimate. As such, the benefits calculated should be viewed as a general
estimate of feasibility. Further, not all benefits were quantified. Data improvement is valuable in
itself and police agencies are likely to take advantage of the electronic process as the larger
agencies move more towards these technologies. Finally, costs of the proposed system are
difficult estimate to although it appears that the costs are less than or equal to the estimated
benefits.
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS

Oregon is one of only a few states that rely on citizen reporting for crash information. Accurate
crash data is essential to continued improvement of highway safety in Oregon. Major issues with
the current system include efficiencies, data quality, data capture, and timeliness of crash
reporting. There are three major areas for improvement in the system: errors made on the report
by a police officer or citizen; errors occurring during manual coding processes; and the delay in
receiving crash data because of the amount of time required for the manual coding process.

This research indicates that web-based capture of citizen reports would need to be integrated
with a completely new electronic process to be most efficient. However, just having an electronic
copy of the crash report would provide many benefits. Electronic forms would eliminate manual
shuttle transfer of records and result in a more predictable work flow, which now requires
overtime by the CAR coders each year. It would eliminate the need to manually track all form
movements and store the crash form. Additionally, it would allow more data capture since it
would allow DMV to release “incomplete” crash records where not all drivers have filed or had
an insurance violation to CAR. CAR does not need a complete case to record data into their
system.

This project could save money in the long run, through the elimination of paper, mailing costs,
transportation costs for paper records, and staff time. Implementing a new system for crash
reporting would require development and implementation of a new system. The start-up costs for
the new system would include software and hardware purchases and staff time for development,
training, and reorganization of the existing crash units. Additionally, the public would need
information about using the new system, which could be delivered through a public education
campaign. Security and privacy concerns of citizens would have to be dealt with as well. A pilot
project in a few jurisdictions may be the best way to test this program. A new system could not
entirely phase out the paper method. Some citizens will still use paper, which will require
manual coding by the DMV and CAR. An alternative or complement to an online reporting
system could be a scanning system to facilitate the processing of paper forms.

The overall benefits of the proposed enhanced system include higher data quality due to less
opportunity for error, ease of collection, ease of information transfer between agencies, and
improved customer service. There are additional enhancements available that could improve the
data collection and handling such as GPS devices in police cars, in-vehicle reporting for police, a
simplified form for citizens, online reporting for citizens, scanning for paper forms, and
electronic transfer and archiving of forms between DMV and CAR. As the Internet becomes
more accessible and people become more comfortable using it, there is no reason to think that an
online crash report would not be at least as or more effective than the current paper report.
Oregon places a large burden on citizens to report data.
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As a future consideration, Oregon should review the feasibility of shifting the primary data
reporting burden from citizens to trained police officers. An electronic system would be much
easier to deploy with police as the only ones submitting reports. Crash reporting systems
integrated with the patrol car and records management systems would significantly reduce the
overall burden of reporting. Since officers receive training based on crash data, their information
should be much more accurate. However, there are clear resource issues with this approach
which would have to be weighed heavily prior to implementation.
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9.0 APPENDIX
9.1 OREGON CITIZEN REPORT FORM

OREGON TRAFFIC ACCIDENT AND INSURANCE REPORT

Complete this form OMLY if your acecident happened an a highway or premisses open fo the public, and resulied in any of the following: 1)
More than $1500 in damage o your vehic'e; 2) More than 51300 in damage 1o any one person's property: 3) & vehicle towed from the scens
35 a resut of damages: 4] Injury to any person (no matter how mmor the injury); or. 5) the death of any person. COMPLETE BOTH SIDES.

AGCIDENT DATE | DAY OF WEEK | TIME OF DAY COUKNTY DO NOT WRITE IN _ Accident
HTWTHF A
™ o THIS SPACE Humbar
had FEORDONWHICH ACCDENT QCCURRED (hame of street, road of pouta ) MLE POET TYPE OF ACCDENT - Tre accident Invorved cre or more of T toloaing: (Mark al thatapphi
= [ Twe vehicias Ll ATY 1 2ncwmoblie =arked vehizle
[E] [ wiTHIN FEET K & E W NAMEOQF NEAREST INTERSECTING RCAD O More than o vanicies  Csotoreycie [loverurned venice
[ kEsR MILES W & E W [rasairy [CIstotorized Boooter Carimal
[ sWATHIN FEET H & E W MAME OF KEAREST CITY { TOWN Ceicycie _:e:::ﬁl":':: E'!"“' LI hiec onject { parsanal proparty
[WEdR __ MILEE W & E W [=ademsiian L Trar Cother
—
Complete ALL of this section. If you fail to do so. your driving privileges may be suspended. You MUST list the insurance company (not
agency} and policy number that provided Babilty coverage for the vehicle you were driving.
5y ORAER'S RaME [LAST. FIRET, MIDOLE) CRIVER'S LICENSENUMEER [GTATE | DATE oF BIRTH E=
Y
L
[8] cres's aEsEnce AnoaEss Ty STATE ZIP CODE
T []IF ADDRESS
! CHARIE
[oad PAAILING ADDRESS (F DIFFERENT THAN RESIDENCE) Ty ETATE ZW CODE
=
=}
=
[P VERICLE OWHER & HAME AND ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
= infr
INSLRANCE COMPASY HAKE [NOT ABERCY) AND ALORESS Ty ETATE ZIPCODE
FOLICY NUMEER VEHCLE IDENTIFICATION MUMEER VEHICLE PLATE NUMBER | GTATE | TERR | MARE & MODEL
Was your vehicle's damage more than $15007 ..o aeeca e eensennneneeeneeee L) TES ] NO
Other person’s vehicle damage more than $1500% YES MO
Was there damage to any one person's property more than 51 SIJU'?' - YES HO
Was a wehicle involved in the accident towed from the scene as a result nf damag 95'?

Cid the accident occur while you were driving your employer's wehicle? s
Were you driving on your job and being paid for the principal p urposec\fdri'.ling?

Lol —_
Were you being paid to drive andior delver persons or property? o YES
|§ \Were you operating a gowernment owned vehic'e marked for fransporting mad in accordance wrl" government rukes? | [YES [ INO
ﬁ Were you operating an authorized emergency vehicle? - [¥es [JWoO
Were you operating a commerzial metor vehicle reguiring you to ha\-E 3 commen |a| c:ri-.rer Iicense"" [ee—— == I
a) Were you transporting hazardous material? ... - [Jyes [IwNo
Were ccoupants of the ather vehicle(s) injured? Llves [Iwo
Did a police officer come to the scene? ... .[yes [IwNo
f yes, name of police department: | Clt-.-' :| C{:.Jn[; :| State Police
Was 3 Citation ISSUR 50 YOUT oot YES [INO
DRIVER'S NAME [LAST, FIRST, MOOLE) |m.~msusua€wmasn GTATE | DATE OF BIRTH HEX
x| CeivER & ADDRESS it "ETATE  2IP CODE
VEHICLE CWWHERUS NANE AND ADORESS I BTATE ZIF CODE
[ samE
IMSURANCE COMPANY MAME (ROT AGENT] AND ADDRESES
POLCY MUNEER VEHICLE IDENTIFICATION MUMEER VEHICLE PLATE HUMBER | GTATE | TEAR | MAKE & MODEL

|IF ADDITIONAL VEHICLES WERE INVOLVED IN THE ACCIDENT, USE ATTACHED SUPPLEMEJ\}TAL HEPO:‘E;Tl:F-:rn 735-32B).
DELCARIEE WHAT HAFFENED

certify all mformation given on this report is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge
EIGHATURE OF PEREDN MAKING REPORT PRINTED MAME OF PERSCN MAKING REPORT DAYTIME PHOME & DATE SGMED

X (]
XD COMPLETE THE OTHER SIDE OF THIS PAGE | STHE 300008 |
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TOU INTENDED TO_. I YOUR VEHICLE WEATHER CONDITIONS YOUR RESIDENCE |

|| Go straight ahead || Passenger car, pickup, van | [ Clear [ | Local resident
[ Make right furm [ Military vehicle | Raining pwithin 25 miies. of acckien ste)
:—I Make left tum I_ Taxicab _I Snoving —I Residing elsewhers in state
[ | Make “U" turm [ Emergency vehicle [1Fog [ | Mon—resident of this state:
[ Back-Up [] Any of the above and trailer | [] Other [ College student
[ | Enter drivewsy (also [] Private or public agency ROAD SURFACE [ military
rark left or right furn) tramsit vehicle [] Dry N Temporary job
] Remain stopped intrafic | [ Bus ] wet ¥YOU WERE HEADED
1 Enter parked position [ Schoal bus [ snowy CMorth ] East
[ Slow or Stop [ Other publichy-owned veh. | [Tley [ISouth T JwWest
T Leave driveway (also I Motorcycle ] Cther _
rnark left or right turn) [T Motor—scooterbike LIGHT CONDITIONS O _
T start in traffic lane [T Persanal jassisted) mobiity devicel ] Daylight R e
] ity ayligh OTHER DRIVER WAS HEADED
[ ] Leave parked position [] Truck tractor & semi trailer | ] Dawn or dusk r
; _IMoth T East
[] Remain parked [ Truckftruck tractor O Darkness (lighted) JSouth ] West
[l Overtake and pass [[] Cther truck combination _| Darkness (unlighted)
[ ] Famm tractonfamm equip. [T ther Oni:
tname of sreet, road or roubed
WITHES & INFORMATION: If this accident involved a pedestrian or
bicyelist, complete the following:
| | PEDE2TRIAN MAME | | BICYCLIST HAME
Pedestrian or bicyclist was going:

DRIVER AND PASSENGER INJURY AND SAFETY EQUIPMENT INFORMATION |_ M |_ g |_ E |_| W
SAFETY EQUIPMENT CODES | [INJURY CODE FOR OCCUPANTS ALDNG OR ACROBE: (mame of sbsal mad of i)
WRITE {In column C) \WRITE (In columin 01
M v

e L 1 Daosacsd ac & recult of the aoolcsnt Froem:
; :::: ::: ::: :::: ::; N'?:‘:Eqd Z Incapaaltzted - unsoncolous, aould niad walk,
% Child rectraint devige avallabie st e L
e O % Momentnty maenemmmmer, anepit
: {_3::::;_“::_'::‘:‘::“ il L pain, naussa, limping EXAMPLE: Frorme HE conset Tox SE cormar fon From: Exi da Toe Wost sk, ohc
e & Mo apparent Injary Sax and age of padastrian ! bicyclist:
B Alr bag deployed [(Omale | ] Female Age:
B Alr bag avallable - NOT deployad
Extant of padestrian / bicyclist injury:
e — e : | E [ |Deceased [l Poselbie Injury
=;,,E,;L., PASSENGER"S NAMES [your wehicle) 1 RE = | A0 maey| [ = :f"p:Tn;Ed [[IMa apparent Injury
DRIVER | st
[“FmRoaT | | T Pedasirian ! bicycliat actlon: (mark one)
| GEWTER | 1 | [ crossing at mbarsection or erosswalk
Fi?;l‘:ﬂr%_ : I_ Crossl ng not a1 Intersecilon ar crosswalk
MIZDLE™ | [ ]wialking 7 riding In roadway with tramc
;T:DLE,. 1 ; Walking / riding In roadway against frafc
fE_"TER* | [ | stanging In readway
et : []Pushing ar warking on vehicles In readway
REAR | || otmerworking In road
;;ﬂ ! 1 Playing in rozd
CENTER | L[| Hitehhising
] i LI a2 roadway
[lotner

* llza anly for vehick:s with reiddle row of ssais iie, vans, S, eic)

Vehicle Damage Diagram -
Y Number each wehicle: E} |E_§__
= Show path by: — :1:-. é
E ] L E  Show pedestran/bicyc st by: C IE. 3
— Show rafroad tracks by. - !
o
USE ARROWTO SHOW  []'ehicls towed
FIRST IMPACT (SHADE [ ] Rollover
IN DAMAGED AREA) [JUnder car
[ Totaled
] Unknown 4 +
‘four Yehicle (Mo. 1) damage: ¥ T T (ase o i, T (i o sbean,
Other Vehicle (Mo. 2) damage: § e il
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
OREGON TRAFFIC ACCIDENT
Supplemental for more than two drivers involved in the crash.

Attach this form to your OREGON TRAFFIC ACCIDENT AND INSURANCE REPDRT.

ACCIDENT GATE OO OF WEEK | TIME OF Day COUNTY
WOTWTH I &M
& N W Do NOT WRITE
FOAD OR WHICH ACCIDENT OCOURRED (Mifte of S, foud & 150 | MILE POST IM THIS SPACE
HELRANCE COMPARY RAME (ROT AGERGY) POLICY HUMEER

VEHICLE ICERTIFICATION HUMBER VEHICLE PLATE MUNBER ETATE YEAR HAKE & MOLEL
OTHER DRIVERS PULL MAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDOLE) DRIVER S LICENSE KUMBER STATE DATE OF BRTH BEX
CRIVER'S ADCRESS cry STATE P COCE

VEHIILE CWNES S haRE Skl ADORESE cry STATE P COCE

[ sapi

VEHICLE INESURANCE COMPARY RANE [(ROT AGERCE) POLCTY MUNEER
WEHCLE IOENTIFICATION RUMEES WEHCLE PLATE MUNEER ST1ATE TEAN MAKE & NODEL
OTHER DRWER S FULL RANE [LAST, FIRST MWIDDLE) DHNVER S LICERSE NUNEER STATE DATE OF BIKTH SEX
ONNESS ADORESS Ty STATE L DODE
WEHCLE OWKRER S MAME AND ADDRESS Ty STATE L DODE

O asuE

VEHICLE | INSURANCE COMPANY RARE (ROT AGERCY) PLLESY HUMEER
VEHICLE IDENTIFIZATION KLMBES WEHICLE PLATE MUREER STATE YEAR HAKE & MOLEL

CTHER DRYER S FULL HAME [LAST, FIRST, MIZOLE) CRVER'S LICERSE MUNEER STATE CATE CF BIRTH SEX
ORWVESS ADORESS Iy STATE I COLE

WEHICLE CAWRER & MAME AND ADDRESS Iy STATE I COLE

ImETT

VEHICLE INESURANCE COMPARY RANE [(ROT AGERCE) POLCTY MUNEER

WEHCLE IOENTIFICATION RUMEES WEHCLE PLATE MUNEER ST1ATE TEAN MAKE & NODEL

OTHER DRWER S FULL RANE [LAST, FIRST MWIDDLE) DHNVER S LICERSE NUNEER STATE DATE OF BIKTH SEX
ONNESS ADORESS Ty STATE L DODE

WEHCLE OWKRER S MAME AND ADDRESS Ty STATE L DODE

[ saue

HELRANCE COMPARY RAME (ROT AGEREY) PLLESY HUMEER

WEHCLE IDENTIFICATION RUMBES WEHCLE PLATE MUNEER STATE TEAR MAKE & NODEL

OTHER DRWER' S FULL RANE [LAST, FIRST WIDDLE) DREVERS LICERSE NUNEER STATE CATE OF BIRTH SEX
ORNERS ADDRESS CITY STATE I OODE

WEHCLE OWRER S MAME AND ADORESS CITY STATE I OODE

[ asuE
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9.2 OREGON POLICE CRASH REPORT
IBJYAY  OREGON POLICE TRAFFIC CRASH REPORT il
POLICE INCIDENT | CASE NUMEER | CRASH DATE DAY OF WEEK | CRASH TIME POLICE NOTIFIED POLICE ARRIVAL DMV FILE NUMBER
MTWTHF AM
5 8N P ] M
COUNTY ROAD ON WHICH CRASH OCCURRED MILE POST DMV CODE
T WITHIN FEET M § OF NEAREST INTERSECTING ROAD [ WITHIN FEET N § OF NEARESTCITY/TOWN
] HEAR MILES E W [ MEaR MILES E W
] PROPERTY DAMAGE [ PUBLE PROPERTY DAMAGE [ NJURY  [JFATAL [ HAZARDOUSMATERILS [ HITANDRUN [ PHOTOSTAKEM [ TRANRR [ TRUCK/BUS
UNIT| NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDDLE) DRIVER LICEMSE MUMBER STATE| GEX |RACE DOB
#
s=p | ADDRESS HOME PRONE
)
HICLE OWNER WORH PROHE
ERF| [T sAME { )
[~ TTE [SI0SD Pt orD | INSURANCE COMFS INSURANCE POLIGY NUMBER
¥ N O HonE
—
EJECTED [EXTRCTD ICLE IDENTIFICATION MUMBER [VIN) LICENSE PLATE NUMEER |STATE| YEAR | MAKE MODEL | STYLE COLOR
YEN|Y N
VERICLE TOWED: ¥ M T UNKNOWN DRIVER TAKEN: Y N ] UNKMOWN
By O BY: TO:
VEHICLE DAMAGE OLLOV] INJURY:
! DAMAGE ESTIMATE [] ROLLOVER 1 MONE ] possieLe ] MINOR [T semious ] FaTaL
. [ NoKE [ UNDERCAR
% [ unpeR #1300 [ TOTALED EQUIPMENT: [ |MOEQPUSED [ LAPONLY [ ILAPJSHLDR [ [CHLDRST-PRP || ABAG-DEPLYD
& [T overnizmo [T unkmown [CINONE INSTLD TTunknow I sHoRony CIHEWWET  CICHLD RST-MPR [ ABAG-NOT DP
[
. USE ARRXN T SHOW FIRST BPACT ACTION § ARREST / CITES
(SHADE M CWMACED AREA)
(D) TN CUSTODY
Y N
&
=W “CORECE OTHER INFORMATION:
SEX [RACE [DOB ‘ HT ‘-.-’\'T HAR ‘EYES ‘LOCAL D
UNIT] NAME [LAST, FIRST, MDOLE) DRIVER LICEMSE NUMBER STATE| SEX | RACE DOB
#
o0 | ADDRESS HOME PHONE
BIC )
PRK [ VEHICLE OWNER WORK PHONE
FRF| [ sAME )
FIRE | 570 GPD | P51 SPD | INGURANCE COMPANY INSURANCE FOLICY NUMBER
¥ N O MoME
EJECTED [EXTRCTD | WEHICLE IDENTIFICATION MUMBER. [VIN) LICENSE PLATE NUMEER |STATE| YEAR | MAKE MODEL | STYLE COLOR
YPN|Y N
VERICLETOWED: ¥ N ] UNKNOWN DRIVER TAKEN: Y N ] UNKNOWN
B TO BY: To:
VEHICLE CAMAGE | INJURY:
' DAMAGE ESTIMATE [ RoLLOVER 1 mane O possieie O wmor [ serious I FaraL
- = [T nowe [ unDERCAR
= [ unpeR $1500 [ TOTALED EQUIFMENT: | [woeopuseD [iapomy [ {iapssiior [{cHiopsTpep || ABAG-DEPLYD
& [0 overs1so T UNKNDWN [Twone NSTLD Tlumknown ] sioe oy CTHELMET  CICHLD RST-MPR [ ABAGWOT DP
u| USE ARROW TO SHOW FIRST MPACT ACTION f ARREST / CITES
(SHADE M CAMAGED AREA)
ADDRESS
HOME FAONE WORK FHONE INJURY T possielE [T semious] CQCATIGN _  _— OTRER EJECTED [EXTRCTD)
F =
) [ NONE [ mmor [T FaTaL QLR OC% ORA YFHN]Y N
] UNKNOWN EQUIFMENT MO EQP USED || LAPONLY LAPJSHLDR [ CHLD RST-PRP || WBAG-DERLYD
TO: [ThoNE NSTLD Tlumknoun ] sHoe ony CTHELMET  [TTCHLD RST-MPR [ ABAGMOT DP
ALDRESS
TEX HOME FHONE WORK PHONE WIURY 1T possible | SERious| COGPT@iy mar O E7 EJECTED |EXTRCTE)
Ol OCF ORF
LI NONE [ mmor [ FATAL QLR OCE ORR YFN]Y N
ENGER TAKEN: Y N T UNKNOWN EQUIFMENT [ InoeopuseD [Jiapony  [Iwap/stior [ICHDRST-PRP [ ABAG-DEPLYD
BY: TO: [CIMONE INSTLD [JUNKNOWN [ 3HLDR ONLY [THELMET  [JCHLD RST-MPR [ ABAGNGT DR
UNIT ]:‘ PASSENGER MAME ADDRESS
# |1 witness
HOME FHONE WORK PHONE NIURY 1] POSSIELE L1 SERIOUS) LQEATIGN " oen EJECTED [EXTRCTD)
[Jnone  Twmwor  [TFTL | @R Ok ORR YPH|Y N
Y N O unKNOWN EGQUIFMENT NOEQP USED || LAPONLY LAPJSHLDR [CHLD RST-PRP || ABAG-DEFLYD
TO: [InoMe NsTLD TJumknowN [ SHIDR obly [JHELMET ] CHLD RST-MPR [ ABAG-NOT DP
OFFICER NAME | NUMBER DATE BGENCT

‘ APPROVED BY
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FOLICE INCIDENT / CASE NUMBER | EMS NOTIFIED EMS ARRIVAL PAGE OF
AM
PM PM A C E
eck ONE box in all categories.  Check ALL boxes that apply in cate th ().
FIRSTHARMFUL EVENT ||  WEATHER || ROAD CHARACTER  |[*VEH RELATED FACTORS|| TRUCK CONFIGURATION || PEDESTRIAN TYPE
NON COLLISION [ CLEAR #1412 . #1 #2 #1 #2 _ [T NOKE
[J OVERTURN [ CLOUDY (OVERCAST) [] [ STRAIGHT and LEVEL | [T [] NONE [ L] TRUCK {2 or 3 AXLE) [ PEDESTRIAN
[ FIRE § EXPLOSION I RAIN ] [ STRAIGHT wiGRADE | [1 L] BRAKES [T [ TRUCK TRACTOR-SEM| | [ picvcLIST
[ IMMERSION 1 snow [ [ CURVED and LEVEL I L] STEERING O LI TRUCK and TRAILER | [] CONVEYANCE
[T GAS INHALATION I SLEET/ HAIL/ ETC [ T CURVED w/ GRADE H H POWER PLANT [ [ DOUBLE TRAILERS [T WHEELCHAIR
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9.3 SURVEY

PDI{TLWD STm Clwll and Environmernial Fn;lnﬂ'-rlng

e e Callege of Engineering and Compuser Science
UNIVERSITY o O o 151
Portlel, Ovegos 97207-075]
128 Sefefioe fig 1]
PHOHE 313~ 2
FAX: ¥)3-T23-5

January 2, 2006

Deear Driver and Maotor Velucle Semnces Customer:

Portland State University and the Center for Tramsportation Studies. mn partnership with the
Oregen Deparmeent of Transportation, 15 conducting a feasibility study of improving Oregon’s
motor vehicle crash (accident) reporting process. We want to ask youn a few guestions about vour
experience with the existing process. The mformation we collect from this study will help us
determine what i3 needed in order to create a more efficient system for collecting accident
reports. The results of this survey will be nsed by the Oregon Depariment of Transportation and
the Deparment of Motor Vehicles exclusively for the purpose of evaluating the cwrent accident
reporting system: and potential improvements.

We will protect the confidentiality of your individual survey responses. Your name will not be
hinked to your answers im any analysis or published material Participation is entirely voluntary.
Your decision to parficipate or not will not affeet your relationship with Portland State
University or the State of Oregon in any way. Please complete the survey on the enclosed
postage paid posteard and mail back to me by January 20, 2006.

If you have questions or concems about this smdy or your participation, please contact:

Dr. Christopher Monsere

Portland State University, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering
PO Box 731

Portland, OR. 97207-0731

{303) 7259746

monseredpde.edn

Thank vou for your participation!!!

Sincerely.
! I
|. I'|I |
ST et —
Chnistopher Monsere
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STAMP

PORTLAND STATE
UNIVERSITY

HERE

Center for
Transportation
Studies

Portland State University

Dr. Christopher Monsere

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering
PO Box 751

Portland, OR 97207

Were you aware of Oregon’s requirement that you file an accident
report form after a car accident?

O ves
O No

If you completed an accident report, where O PDF from DMV website
did you get the form? O paper form from DMV office
g Paper form from police officer

O Other
If you completed an accident report form, O Map
how did you determine your location? O police Officer
O Personal knowledge of location
O Other |
Did you find the accident report form easy to use? E ;’Tes
0
Would you prefer to use the internet to file an accident report O Yes
form? L No
Are you aware that you can change your address and renew your O Yes
registration (in some counties) online at oregondmv.com? L No
49
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