






KNOWLEDGE

Workshop participants demonstrated a statistically
significant improvement in their knowledge of
various issues related to DUI offenders and the role
of the judiciary from the pre-test to the post-test. In
particular, increased knowledge among participants
was gained in their understanding of the national
average blood alcohol concentration (BAC) level
of all DUI offenders (over .16), that most DUI
offenders are working and can afford to pay the
costs associated with sanctions, monitoring,
treatment, and/or ignition interlock devices on
their vehicle, and that judicial officers should take
a leadership role in adjudicating DUI cases.
Additionally, participants gained a significant
increase in knowledge with respect to the most
effective ways to address hardcore drunk drivers
(identify them early in the process, ensure certain
punishment, provide effective treatment, and use
sanctions to change their behavior.)

These findings demonstrate respondents gained a
greater understanding of these issues and that the
workshop training was effective in improving the
knowledge of the participants. In the follow-up
respondents demonstrated a substantial increase in
their knowledge of the characteristics of a hardcore
drunk driver. While not statistically significant, the
workshop did produce a significant change in the
participants’ knowledge of the characteristics of a
hardcore drunk driver (an offender with a high

BAC of .15 or above and an offender with two or
more DUI arrests and convictions, and a repeat
offender who shows no willingness to change
his/her behavior). Verbatim comments from
participants suggest judicial officials use a
contextualized framework to define a hardcore
drunk driver, which may not correspond exactly
with the definition offered in the workshop.

It made me take a much closer look at the BAC of
an offender. Previously, I was looking mainly at the
number of arrests and convictions in considering
someone as hardcore. I’m taking a look at those first
time offenders with a BAC .15 or above.

For two or more arrests and convictions, I would
consider it hardcore drunk driving only if the incidents
took place within close proximity of each other.

ATTITUDE

Workshop participants rated the perceived
importance of various adjudication and sentencing
strategies in the pre-workshop, post-workshop,
and follow-up evaluations. As expected, the largest
increases occurred immediately after completing
the workshop; however, there were significant
increases in the respondents’ perceptions of all
strategies at the follow-up level, too.

From pre-workshop to follow-up interview,
judges indicated favorable perceptions of special
adjudication strategies for hardcore drunk drivers.
Of particular importance, is that respondents’ change
in attitude was sustained throughout the evaluation
period – pre-workshop to follow-up.

The most statistically significant increase in
perceptions of adjudication strategies was pre-trial
intensive supervision programs followed by
staggered sentencing strategies. The overall findings
illustrate that the workshop training had a significant
impact in changing the opinions of participants
about the importance of adjudication and sentencing
strategies, and that they had a more favorable
perception of each strategy after completing the
workshop.

BEHAVIOR

Nearly all (96%) judicial workshop attendees said
they were likely to make changes in the way they
adjudicate hardcore drunk driving cases as a result
of the judicial education workshop – 59% said it
was very likely they would modify their adjudication
process in these cases. In evaluating the key
adjudication and sentencing strategies presented in
the workshop, use of four strategies were statistically
significant from the pre-workshop to the follow-up,
that is, there was a significant increase from those
currently used (pre-workshop) to those used by
judges upon returning to their respective courts.
Specifically, judges identified pre-trial intensive
supervision programs, mandatory alcohol assessment
for high BAC and repeat offenders, staggered
sentencing, and supplementing incarceration with
treatment and aftercare as the strategies they were
more likely to use after the completion of the judicial
education workshop and actually used in their
communities.

Use of each strategy evaluated increased from
the pre-workshop to the post-workshop and the
pre-workshop to the follow-up. Decreases were
noted from the post-workshop to the follow-up,
which may be the result of the short time period
between the training and follow-up interview
and is consistent with some of the respondents’
comments during the follow-up. Follow-up
interviews also revealed some barriers to
implementing these strategies. A more clear
understanding of what is involved at the local
level when implementing adjudication strategies
can be gleaned from verbatim comments.

I started to use harsher sanctions earlier since this
program. The problem here is no resources.

Treatment facilities are not available locally. We are
a small county. Offenders have to go to another county
if treatment is mandated, but they cannot drive there
without a license.

More importantly, there was greater use of all of the
strategies evaluated at the follow-up than prior to
the completion of the workshop.

WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

Seven out of ten workshop participants were judges
and 25% were magistrates, with 65% of these
judicial officials being from limited jurisdiction
courts. A majority of respondents hold a law degree
(69%), had more than nine years experience in their
position (56%), and hear 50 DUI cases or less per
month (77%).

METHODOLOGY

In 2007, The Century Council called for an
assessment of the effectiveness of the Hardcore
Drunk Driver (HCDD) Judicial Education
Workshop through an independent evaluation.
To achieve the evaluation objective of measuring
whether the HCDD workshop impacted
knowledge, attitude, and behavior, a three-phase
evaluation design (pre-workshop, post-workshop,
and follow-up interview) was utilized at nine
Hardcore Drunk Driver Judicial Education
Workshops from September 2007 through May
2008. Each attendee received a pre-workshop
questionnaire prior to the administration of the
training. At the close of the workshop but prior to
adjournment, participants were asked to complete
a post-workshop survey. After a minimum of 90
days following the workshop, judicial officials were
contacted for follow-up phone interviews. The
evaluation study featured a matched-pair, time
series research design. This time series design was
selected to measure and determine the impact of
the workshop. As such, those individuals who
completed the pre-test, post-test, and follow-up
(n=118) are included in the aggregate statistical
analyses and findings presented here.

The evaluation was conducted by an independent
consultant, Maureen Conner, Ph.D., an associate
professor in the School of Criminal Justice at
Michigan State University, and the director of the
Judicial Administration Program at the University.
Dr. Conner is also the executive director of the
Judicial Education Reference, Information and
Technical Transfer (JERITT) Project, a national
clearinghouse for judicial branch education
publications and information. Susan Gade, M.S.,
served as the statistician for this project. Ms. Gade
is an academic specialist in the School of Criminal
Justice at Michigan State University.

EVALUATION HIGHLIGHTS
Overall the evaluation revealed the Hardcore Drunk Driver Judicial Education Workshop had a positive
impact on participants, most notably a significant impact in conveying new knowledge to participants.
The workshops were effective in improving the knowledge related to DUI offenders and hardcore drunk
drivers and the role of the judiciary, improving perceptions and affecting attitudes of adjudication and
sentencing strategies emphasized during the workshop, and influencing the likelihood judicial officials
would utilize these specialized adjudication and sentencing strategies upon returning to their respective
courts and communities.

The evaluation results revealed significant increases from the pre-test to follow-up in all areas that measured
attitudes toward adjudication and sentencing strategies, which indicates that the workshop was not only
effective, but that the impact was sustained over time. Additionally, workshop participants reported a
significant change (pre-workshop to follow-up) in the use of the key adjudication and sentencing strategies
highlighted during the workshop presentations.
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A Workshop Evaluation Report
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WHAT IS A HARDCORE DRUNK DRIVER?

Hardcore drunk drivers drive with a high BAC level of .15 or above, do so repeatedly, as demonstrated
by having more than one drunk driving arrest, and are highly resistant to changing their behavior
despite previous sanctions, treatment or education efforts.

Since 1997, The Century Council’s efforts have
had a special focus on the most deadly offenders,
hardcore drunk drivers, who account for nearly
seven out of ten alcohol-impaired driving fatalities
on our nation’s roads. The Council has played a
leadership role in the identification of the hardcore
drunk driver problem and has highlighted effective
strategies and tactics for the swift identification,
certain punishment and effective treatment of these
offenders. Since the project’s inception, numerous
materials have been developed and distributed
including three comprehensive sourcebooks with
state specific statistics, a made for TV documentary,
a series of community forums that led to the
creation of a national agenda, research on dedicated
detention facilities for hardcore drunk drivers,
perceived-deterrence theory research among DUI
offenders, and a guide for both judges and
prosecutors.

The Coalition to Fight Hardcore Drunk Driving
was established as a result of this project. The
Council, along with the National Transportation
Safety Board, American Automobile Association,
Nationwide Insurance and the National District
Attorney’s Association, currently comprise the
Coalition to Fight Hardcore Drunk Driving which
supports state legislative proposals to enact
comprehensive and effective solutions to the
hardcore drunk driving problem.

WHAT IS THE HARDCORE DRUNK DRIVER PROJECT?

Believing that judges, as well as the legislature
and law enforcement, are a critical component in
eliminating hardcore drunk driving, the Council
formed a strategic partnership with the National
Association of State Judicial Educators (NASJE)
and other judicial education organizations to
provide judges and judicial educators with a
comprehensive resource designed to help them
effectively adjudicate these hardcore drunk
driving cases in their courts. The results of this
partnership – The Hardcore Drunk Driving
Judicial Guide, which includes research on
sentencing strategies from the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and
information on the National Judicial College’s
(NJC) DUI programs – is yet another tool in the
Hardcore Drunk Driver Project portfolio.

The latest effort of the Project, presented here,
are the results of the evaluation of the Hardcore
Drunk Driving Judicial Education Workshops, a
mechanism developed to more widely disseminate
the promising practices included in the Judicial
Guide. The workshop presentations highlighted
innovative and proven judicial DWI adjudication
strategies, with special emphasis on reforming the
hardcore drunk driver.


