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B), the efficacy of DRL can be assessed. Another examination could be
carried out under the same circumstances (and therefore with the same
proportion of DRL use) to examine whether certain types of collision
occur less frequently, while they do occur more frequently in the case of
vehicles not driving with DRL. Using this data (use of DRL in accident
cases), the statements with regard to the efficacy of DRL will carry even
more weight.

The actual likelihood of realising such additional police registration on

a national scale is doubtful, however.

Non-registration of DRL use therefore requires an additional accident
study on a more limited scale (section A.b). This means that co-operation
of local police forces (on regional and municipal level) will be request-
ed. Maximum possible spread of the various forces over the Netherlands
will be looked for. The fact that this method of operation has a good
chance of success is proven by the co-operation already given by the
municipality of Dordrecht (see project E).

In those cases where co-operation is obtained, a more extensive accident
analysis may be carried out and compared with local user data (see project

E and project B).

To increase the number of accidents on local level that may be used for
the analysis, damage only accidents which have been recorded by the police
can be included.

Police keep fewer records of damage only accidents than of injury
accidents. In addition, it is customary that the police does not forward
all their reports concerning material damage cases to Road Accident
Records Office VOR. At the national level, the number of this type of
accident can only be estimated. This is the reason why - at a national
level (section A.a) - damage only accidents are not included in the
analysis. At the local level, the actual police reports probably can be
used. Results from this part of the project therefore have a supplementary
(added) value with regard to supporting the effect of the regulation in

terms of a reduction in accidents.

In order to collect additional data, an attempt will be made to obtain

the co-operation of fleet owners (section A.,c).
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Collision partner Inside b.u.a. Outside b.u.a. Total
fast traffic - fast traffic 4 165 3 108 7 273
fast traffic - slow traffic 12 576 2 130 14 706
Total ' 16 741 5 238 21 979

Table 1. Injury accidents (1988) during daylight, subdivided according to

collision partner and accident location (inside or outside built up area).

Demonstrating that a verified (significant) reduction in the number of
accidents can be attributed to the influence of a specific regulation
depends on the degree of influence for the number of relevant or non-
relevant accidents.

One could create a framework in which as many arguments as possible are
proposed which together will lead to a situation where it becomes likely
that the measure has contributed to the development observed. At the very
least, it should demonstrate that it is an acceptable measure with respect
to road safety.

Such a framework can be constructed by formulating hypotheses about vari-
ous percentage reductions anticipated for certain types of accidents.

An example of a supposed hypothesis: assuming that collisions between
motor-vehicle and slow traffic will fall by 15% (c) inside the built up
area, and by 5% (d) outside the built up area, and assuming that colli-
sions between motor vehicles will fall by 10% both inside (a) and outside
(b) the built up area following introduction of the regulation, the

following contingency tables may be constructed:

Before the introduction After the introduction
relevant not relevant relevant not relevant
built- non - built- non- built- non- built- non-

up area built- up area built- up area built- up area built

up area up area up area up area
f-£f a b
f-s c d
experimental control experimental control
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