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Abstract

In this paper, we use 2006 FARS data to estimathsk use in the United States. We
apply a method to correct the FARS data for sarsplection bias introduced by Levitt
and Porter (2001), as well as discuss the advasitafjeising FARS data for seatbelt
analysis. Furthermore, based on assumptions @&pintence for seatbelt choice, we
establish a lower and upper bound for seatbeltausaigs, and that once we correct for
sample selection bias, the seatbelt usage estirfratesthe corrected FARS emerge at
least as a comparable alternative to NOPUS estanatds implies that researchers can
use corrected FARS to complement NOPUS, thus balblg to utilize the rich cross-
sectional details available in FARS data to analy@@us relevant research questions.

1. Introduction

Every 14 seconds someone is injured, and every ibRtes someone is killed in a crash on American
roads. Highway crashes cost Americans at least.$280ion a year, about $820 per person (NHTSA,
2003, 2007). Over the past couple of decades, aleatmage rates in the United States have beerouimy

as primary seatbelt laws become more common anticais vehicle users recognize their potential to
lessen the extent of injury and prevent fatalitidlst research and government evaluations contioue
support their effectiveness in fatality reductioreall and have found them to be about 45% effedtiv
preventing fatalities (Evans, 1986, Partyka, 1988 Blincoe, 1994) In 2006, eighty one percent of
automobile occupants used seatbelts in the Unitate§ based on statistics obtained from the annual
National Occupant Protection Use Survey (NOPUS)ctvtias been conducted since 1994. And vyet,
according to the National Highway Traffic Safety rAidistration (NHTSA) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation, over half of passenger vehicle paats killed in traffic accidents in 2006 died uokled
(NHTSA, 2007).

NOPUS is an annual survey providing the only prdigdbased observed data on seatbelt use in the
United States conducted by the National CentefStatistics and Analysis of the NHTSA who consider i
to be their most reliable data set tracking thadsein seatbelt usage by motoristewever, NOPUS data
has limitations precisely because it is observaliofor instance, observations are made eitherewhil
standing at the roadside or, in the case of expss while riding in a vehicle in traffic. This is
considered a superior alternative to stopping Vebiand directly interviewing occupants because tha

L1t is, however, acknowledged that in rare casésydevices such as seatbelts and air bags cae cau
injury, and are even fatal at times (Hollangtsal, 1996; Morris and Borja, 1998)
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could taint the behavior of motorists. However,@f®ations made in a split second on occupants iffigw
moving vehicles - or at times, while driving in fffa oneself - place limits on data reliability,vgin the
considerable scope for human error on the pahebbservers.

The other more comprehensive data base availatldedioate highway safety practices as well as nmreasu
the effectiveness of vehicle safety devices isRhtlity Analysis Reporting System (FARShis national
census of motor vehicle fatalities is widely usgdfederal agencies and academics analyzing highway
safety. FARS data has been collected since 197x@amihins information on over 989,451 motor vehicle
fatalities within the 50 States, the District ofl@mbia, and Puerto Rico as well as over 100 diffeceded
data elements that characterize the crash, theleehind the people involved.

A critical problem with FARS data is thatunderestimates seatbelts usage when comparedinmest
obtained from observational data such as NOPUS§8ad,et al., 2002) due to the nature of the reporting
system resulting in a sample selection bias. T;mbeded in FARS, a crash must result in the dedith
person (occupant of a vehicle or a non-occupanthimwi30 days of the crash. Since it only lists thos
crashes where there is at least one fatality, tioblpm of sample selection becomes obvidssmple
selection arises because a given individual's sdtatisage affects his or her probability of deathich in
turn influences whether the crash is included endhata. It has been shown conclusively thath sample
selection leads to biased estimation (Angrist andeljer, 1999; Heckman, 1979; Heckmeinal., 1996).
The extent of the estimation bias becomes even significant when we consider the fact that abo&¢®

of motor vehicle crashes involve a fatality anddbP6 of the incidents, there is a single death (NATS
1998). Had that death not occurred, the crash dvaot be included in the FARS data base. Therefore,
empirically the impact of sample selection can lilgstantial, and failing to account for it leadsgtimates
that systematically understate seatbelt usage

Much of the earlier interest in seatbelt usage wasstimating their effectiveness in saving liveaityka,
1988; Partyka and Womble, 1989; Blincoe, 1994 ateinkand Walz, 1995). Recently, Salzbestgal.
(2002) investigated seatbelt usage rates by conp&ARS data with observation surveys and concluded
that unbelted occupants are over-represented &h c¢atlisions for two reasons: (a) because of atgre
chance of involvement in potentially fatal collis®in the first place, and (b) because they araffotded

the protection of seatbelts when a collision doesun Their model focused on risk but they did not
address the sample selection bias.

Levitt and Porter (2001) use a simple but ingeniméntification strategy that allows them to dikgct
estimate the impact of seatbelts and air bags ashcsurvival rates, despite sample selection ird#ta.
Seatbelts and air bags affect the probability aitldewhich consequently determines whether a csash
included in the FARS data set or not. As long agaa else dies in the crash, it is included inFR&RS
data regardless of what happens to others in thghciocusing on this subset of crashes correets th
sample selection bias. Curiously but rather indidlyt the sample selection problem that arisesabse of
the exclusion of a majority of non-fatal crash istats from the FARS data set is countered by firth
limiting the data.

In this paper, we primarily focus on Levitt and o's (2001) identification method to correct fanple
selection bias in FARS — a rich data base that NMTi&s maintained since 1975 - to obtain a credible
estimate of seatbelt usage in the U.S. Most restuidies on safety devices tend to focus on the
technicalities of the methodology to arrive at agise estimation of effectiveness, taking the sdatisage
rates released in NOPUS as given. Research sugbastsonsumers who are risk averse - and therefore
typically the safer drivers on the roads - buy ekds with safety devices (Fell and Nash, 1989; NATS
1998; Levitt and Porter, 20014t times, because of thendogeneity of vehicle choicesults are believed

to overstate any correlation between safety de\aceisfatality reduction. These are important raswith
serious policy implications and, therefore, acaiesgtimation is critical.

Answers to a host of policy questions such asefffiectiveness of seatbelt legislation in increading

usage and thereby reducing highway fatalities i@ty the surveyed data. However, NOPUS data is
aggregated, and lacks data on characteristics ef diiver, passengers, the vehicle and the road
environment, whereas FARS provides very detaileshgliregated data. If the FARS database can be
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established as an acceptable and comparable &kerrta the observational NOPUS data, then the
additional cross-sectional details collected in BARan be used to analyze various relevant research

guestions, such as modeling seatbelt usage astoiumf personal and vehicle attributes, not totion a
possible re-estimation of past studies (Partyk831®artyka and Womble, 1989; Blincoe, 1994; Kk
Walz, 1995; Dee, 1998; and Salzbet@l. 2002). Using two different specifications, i.eorrection based

on strict independence of seatbelt choice (spatifin 1), and correction based on strict dependeiice

seatbelt choice (specification 2) to eliminate shenple selection bias and ensure a random samglarav

able to present empirical evidence that NOPUS neayruerestimating seatbelt usage. Additionallysehe

two specifications allow us to show that the chemastics of vehicles, roads and riders affectakent of
the independence of observations in the databases.

The remainder of this paper is organized as folld®exction 2 describes the databases, and speicifisat
used for our analysis. Section 3 presents thetseaull discusses their implications. Section 4qmssa
summary of our findings and outlines possible fatextensions of the current paper. Tables anddyare
included at the end of the paper.

2 Data and M ethodology

For our analysis, we used the 2006 data from thaliaAnalysis Reporting system (FARS) compiled by
the National Highway Traffic Safety AdministratigNHTSA)?. We specifically focused on the following
categories of vehicles and passengers for easggmmmdence with the NOPUS data: (i) passenger cars

(body type code 1 — 12), utility vehicles (14 —,1@)ni vans (20), vans (21), and pick-up trucks £389),

(i) front seat passengers (seating position cddarid 13), and (iii) people using no restraintasysor lap
belts or shoulder belts or bdthDay time’ is considered to be the hours betw&a.m. to 6 p.m.,
following NHTSA survey times.

The categories for expressways and surface saeetderived from the reported roadway functionassl
We follow the classification for urban, suburbam aaral roadways in combination with the city cofier
example, the “suburban” category is defined asmurbadway outside of a city. Vehicles types 14 tigto
21 which include utility vehicles, mini vans anchgaare combined in the “Vans & SUVs” category.

In Table 1 we show the 2006 NOPUS data in column &% well as the results of three different
specification of the 2006 FARS estimation. In colu(@) of the table we present the estimates froen th

data set that includes all FARS observations, #mas, does not correct for sample selection bidss T
specification includes all 25,437 FARS observatiand consistently underestimates when compardueto
surveyed data from NOPUS. We provide this spedificato demonstrate the extent of sample selecti

t
on

bias on seatbelt usage estimates if the FARS dade lwvere to be used with no correction. A detailed

explanation of the two other specifications that weed to correct for sample selection bias to whffe
degrees follows:

2.1. Soecification 1. Correction assuming independence of seatbelt choice

Column (3) in Table 1 presents the estimates wer tefas “correction assuming independence of siatb

choice”. The sample size is 16,941. Based on th#fiation presented by Levitt and Porter (200t)s
safe to state that the FARS data set oversamplgdewvithout a seatbelt, since the lack of seathdlt
result in a higher probability of death. The singlection criterion that a crash is reported | BARS

data base is the occurrence of at least one fatdliterefore, the data base is not a random sabfple

crashes; rather it is a self-selected sample afhemwith the selection criteria that at least death has
occurred. Since the selection criteria for fatalgycorrelated with seatbelt use, the data setatabe

considered a random sample for the purpose oftefédg analyzing seatbelt use. However, if we assum

independence of individual observatinse can remove the record of the passengers witusibed to a

2 Sourcehttp://www-fars.nhtsa.dot.gov/Main/index.aspx
% For reasonable comparison with NOPUS data, orn$geregers/vehicle occupants with shoulder belts
both shoulder and lap belts are considered to ing asseatbelt.

or

* Independence of observations imply that occuparttse same vehicle choose whether to use a seatbel

or not independently of each other.
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crash in all one-fatality crashes. The remainingeobations then become a random sample, because all

non-random observations, based on the selectitariasiare excluded. Crashes with more than oraditiat
can be seen as random because, from the perspettifve first fatality, the other fatality is ranmho(not

self-selected) and vice versa. The estimates flomdgpecification reflect what we refer to as tloaver

bound’ of possible seatbelt usage rates. This @gprgenerally results in higher seatbelt usages thizn
NOPUS. A detailed discussion of the results is jgied in Section 3.

2.2. Foecification 2: Correction assuming dependence of seatbelt choice
What if we cannot assume independence of obsengtioa car? Since seatbelt use of one person i

na

vehicle is highly correlated with the seatbelt wfethe other occupant (Saibel and Salzberg, 1996;

Nambisan and Vasudevan, 2007), we need to go dgtifyer to remove the sample selection bias and
ensure a random sample. We refer to this secondfisp#ion as “correction assuming dependence

to
of

seatbelt choice” in which we remove all the one-mashes from the sample with the rationale that th

likelihood of not using a seatbelt is not only hegHor the killed person, but also for all othehiate
occupants. In addition, for every instance of aleraith only one fatality, we remove from the sagntiie
vehicle in which this fatality occurred, based be same argument, that the probability of not usirey
seatbelt is correlated both with the fatality adl @we the other vehicle passengers. What remaitigeifinal
data set - with a sample size of 11,504 - are tidyehicles without fatalities as well as all \@és from
crashes where the fatalities occur in more thanvetécle because - as already explained in theiquev
section - from the point of view of either vehielith a fatality, theother vehicle with a fatality is not self-

selected. The results for this specification arewshin the last column of Table 1. As expected, the
estimates are even higher than the results fronF%iRS data with correction assuming independence.
However, assuming dependence of seatbelt choicereragve too many unbelted passengers from the
sample due to their association with a fatalityar event which has a higher probability of occugrin

precisely when vehicle occupants are unrestraifibds, the estimates from this specification refleter
to as the ‘upper bound’ for seatbelt usage ratks i relevant because research shows that secltioéte
is not strictly independent in vehicles with mdnant one occupant (Saibel and Salzberg, 1996).

3 Results and Discussion

Table 1 presents NOPUS data for overall seatbeltamsl seatbelt use for subgroups in column (1) and
compares it with three different specification oARS data reported in columns (2) through (4). As
expected, FARS without correction in column (2) embunts seatbelt use when compared to NOPUS in

column (1). This is due to the previously discussaahple selection bias in FARS. Standard errorkielw
are small in magnitude - are also included in Tdble

Column (3) presents the corrected estimates ugegification 1 and implies independence of seatb
usage choice, i.e., one occupant’s choice doemfioénce that of other occupant(s). Column (4uasss
that the choice to use seatbelts is dependentroglated across occupants of a vehicle and cornelspto
specification 2. If seatbelt use is indeed striatiyependent in reality, then both estimates oftedusage,
specification 1 and 2 should statistically be thens which is exactly what we find for the “Driversy
passengers” category, (see Table 1). For most o#liegories, the estimates for each specificatiiber dy

elt

some margin depending on the degree of independé&mreexample, if the category includes a large
number of drive-alone vehicles, the margin betwbeth estimates is expected to be small (around 5

percentage points), but if the opposite is truaichsas in the categories of “Drivers with passesiger
“Right-front passengers” and “Age 8-15" - the marbetween both estimates almost doubles.

The magnitude of the each estimate from specifioa?iis determined simultaneously by:
€) the degree of dependence of observations
(b) how many risk-takers are in the remaining s&nfafter correction)

If risk-taking and fatality are not correlated (j.i there is no over-correction), then the upipeund would

be the true usage rate and it would be determinkdysby the degree of dependence in the obsenatio

With the possibility of overcorrection, it could ryewell be that specification 2 includes fewer rigkers
than there are in reality, and as a result ovenadés seatbelt use.
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Now, if we compare the lower bound result of FARBhvihe NOPUS data, we find that in almost 60
percent of all sub-categories, NOPUS seatbelt usaigeis lower than the FARS lower bound seatbelt
usage rate, including the seatbelt usage rateAtbrotcupants”. For some of the subcategories whieaé

is not the case, (e.g., “With passenger”, “Riglanfrpassenger”, “Age 8-15" and “Weekends”), it isac
that the observations are not independent. Mone d¢im@ occupant increases the likelihood that clscace
correlated. Children are influenced by the behawgioaccompanying adults. On weekends, more families
are driving together. Therefore, the true resultidde closer to the upper bound. The other categjtinat
stand out are “Secondary enforcement law”, “Picktiyzks” and “Urban” for which the lower bound
values are already more than 3 percentage poigtehthan the NOPUS values. The finding is not Whol
unexpected, as it is quite possible that in anrefominimize Type | errors (false positive), “c@rvative”
roadside observers are more prone to committinge Tlyprrors (false negative).

There can be another explanation for the compalgtihigher magnitudes of the corrected FARS
estimates, if we agree that reasonable predictinosit the independence of seatbelt choice can e ma
for certain sub-categories. For instance, sincekg truck” drivers are more likely to be drivintpae, we
can expect a greater degree of independence ingbaibelt choice. Yet, for this sub-category, upper
bound estimate is higher than the surveyed estiflgata wide margin. However, this finding may be
explained by the high correlation between risksigkand fatality for this sub-category of vehiclesfs,
and not the degree of dependence in the obsergatiboreover, it also implies that pickup truck ssexke
more risks generally because even after overcaoreatisk-takers are still well-represented. Like®iin
states with primary enforcement law, drivers areanikely to be using seatbelts regardless of vatlaers
are doing in order to avoid the penalties. Sincengry enforcement law deters risky behavior, the
correlation between risk-taking and fatality is egged to be low as well. In this case, the truarede is
closer to the lower bound. Using similar reasonimg can comment on whether the true estimateirggo
to be closer to the upper or the lower bound ferrtst of sub-categories as well.

It is important to note here that since risk-takisgorrelated with seatbelt dsand thus fatalities, using
specification 2 may overcorrect the sample seladbi@as and push it to the opposite extreme comptared
the results from FARS with no correction (columim2rable 1). Given our discussion so far, by now th
reader will agree that whenever there is more tha@ person in a vehicle, seatbelt usage becomes a
dependent event. However, at any given point ireton any U.S. road, there are also a sufficiemtlgd
number of people driving alone. Therefore, we lwelithat the correct seatbelt usage rate is anywhere
between both estimates, with specification 1 esémécolumn 3 in Table 1) establishing the loweurzb
and specification 2 estimates (column 4 in Tablselling the upper bound. This is relevant for foluthe
sub-categories (e.g., “Vans and SUVs", “Motoristsexpressways”, “Age 16-24", and “South”) for which
the NOPUS estimate is higher than what we find witin lower bound specification but not quite close
enough to the upper bound specification to indialpendence of seatbelt choice. To a certain extent
these may be instances were road-side observersoamitting Type | errors by letting pre-conceived
notions regarding types of vehicles, roads andeteas bias the surveys. For these sub-categohiedrue
usage rate is expected to be somewhere in betlWwedower and the upper bound.

For the remaining sub-categories where dependeao@ot be established as the reason for over-
estimation, our findings seriously raise the questivhether NOPUS is undercounting seatbelt usen Eve
the lower bound estimates from FARS data usingsttang assumption for strict independence of sétatbe
choice to correct for sample selection bias sugdedtmore people wear seatbelts than found inahd-
side surveys. This is clearly discernible from ghhaph in Figure 1. The 45-degree line represehtsahles
where NOPUS estimates equal FARS estimates. Thteispéot clearly shows that generally the estirmate
from ‘Spec 1' — although closer to the 45-degre®e lthan either ‘FARS-no correction’ which is
systematically underestimating due to sample delecbias or ‘Spec 2' which has a tendency to

® It is well documented that certain driving behasjsuch as speeding, intentional risk taking, esgjve
driving, and impaired driving are associated witbreased risk of Moving vehicle collisions and that
individuals engaging in high-risk behaviors aresliisely to use belts than are low-risk personsafis/and
Wasielewski, 1983; Wasielewski, 1984; Preusset., 1991; Hunteet al. 1993; Winnicki, 1997 and Dee,
1998).
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overcorrect — lie above it. This suggests that 1sidd surveys may be under-sampling seatbelt use.

Reasons could include poor visibility, high speefisassing vehicles, and, especially in states mdth
primary seatbelt laws, a general bias on the plathe observers to err on the side of caution (Thpe
errors), especially in certain regions (Northeastgas (urban) where more reckless driving is ergeas
well types of vehicles and drivers (pickup trucks).

Additionally, in Figure 1 we can see that the ‘Sgéestimates converge towards the ‘Spec 1’ esémtte
higher the surveyed NOPUS seatbelt rates are.illissrates that the difference between the lov&pec
1) and upper bound (Spec 2) estimates decreabgghatr seatbelt use rates, which supports the hggs
of fewer risk-takers in groups with higher rateseétbelt use.

4 Conclusion

While the effectiveness of seatbelts is commontpgmized, U.S. seatbelt usage rates have beeivedjat

low, especially compared to other developed natifios years, the U.S. has trailed behind neighigorin

Canada in seatbelt usage rates even in statesnaitidatory seatbelt laws. In 1997, the federal govent
set targets to increase seatbelt usage from 6&meirc 1996 to 85 percent by 2000, and then 90goeiia

2005, both of which went unachieved according toPNS data. Even as federal funding for highway
safety initiatives and awareness programs rise paincary and secondary law enforcement becomes more

stringent at the state level, the failure to mesyeted usage rates is confounding. The resultheof
analysis presented in this paper suggest thataat partially, the low usage rate may be explamethe

fact that NOPUS is under-counting seatbelt usermeQve correct for sample selection, even the lower
bound FARS estimates for a majority (more than éfent) of the sub-categories of vehicles and dsive

indicate a higher rate of seatbelt usage in the Wten compared to the estimates from the obsenati

NOPUS data. Although we cannot determine an exsiitnate for seatbelt usage even with corrected

FARS data, we find evidence in support of prioreeesh that for the different sub-categories of sielsi,
location, or occupant type, seatbelt usage is tade@ with the degree of risk-taking (Salzbestcgl. 2002),

as well as the dependence of seatbelt choice (SaideSalzberg, 1996; Nambisan and Vasudevan, 2007)
However, it must be noted that the FARS data isimotune to additional bias. Fatal crashes are more
likely to occur on highways with higher speeds, mhi¢ reasonable to assert that more vehicle ostgpa
choose to buckle up. These same people could bdikety to wear a seatbelt when they are on sudurb

roads, say, for a quick trip to the grocery stoBait this issue is easily addressed of by applyiegghts
based on road classification and/or geography dtitian, it must be said, that the quality of thaRS

data is only as good as the effort put in by therding police officer. Since the police do not dany
incentive for filling out the FARS form with carthere is some doubt about its overall accuracyth@n
other hand, there is no reason for us to suspsgstematic bias. Accordingly, we have establisimethiis

paper that corrected FARS is overall at least asdgat predicting seatbelt usage rates as NOPUS
therefore can be used as a credible alternative.

We acknowledge here that FARS is not the only diiive to NOPUS when it comes to crash and fatal
data, but in many ways it is the most comprehensigeto mention inexpensive and readily availaBlar
analysis and results are primarily an applicatibthe Levitt and Porter (2001) methodology to addrene

and

ity

specific problem with the FARS dataset — sampleciein bias. Once sample selection is corrected

following Levitt and Porter (2001), we show that R8 data can be used to estimate the effectiverfes
seat belt usage. Our findings have implicationgtiose earlier studies (mentioned in the introauntthat
used uncorrected FARS data and likely presenteskbtieesults.

S O

We consider our results especially significant givine rich cross-sectional detail available in the

disaggregated FARS data base, which extends ienpalt for applicability in addressing and answgran

myriad of policy questions in safety research. Faitextensions of this paper will use methodologies

established here to examine the extent to whictbekausage rates for states with primary seatheilt
compare to states without primary enforcement laws.
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Figure 1: Comparison of FARS estimates using different specificationsto correct for
sample selection bias depending on NOPUS seatbelt rates
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Tablel: Comparison of NOPUS seatbelt rateswith FARS estimates using different specifications

(2) 2) (3) (@)
NOPUS FARS FARS FARS
2006 (no correction) SE (independent) SE (dependent) SE

Sample size 25,437 16,941 11,504
All Occupants 81% 71.7% 0.3% 81.5% 0.3% 86.8% 0.3%
Males 78% 68.4% 0.4% 79.2% 0.4% 84.6% 0.4%
Females 85% 76.9% 0.4% 85.1% 0.4% 90.7% 0.5%
Driver 82% 71.5% 0.3% 83.4% 0.3% 87.1% 0.4%
No passengers 83% 69.3% 0.4% 86.3% 0.4% 86.3% 0.4%
With passengers 87% 75.1% 0.5% 80.2% 0.5% 88.7% 0.6%
Right-front passengers 78% 72.5% 0.6% 76.9% 0.6% 85.5% 0.7%
Age 8-15 84% 72.5% 1.7% 78.4% 1.7% 88.3% 1.9%
Age 16-24 76% 65.3% 0.7% 74.3% 0.7% 83.3% 0.8%
Age 25-69 82% 73.0% 0.4% 83.8% 0.4% 87.6% 0.4%
Age 70 and older 85% 76.5% 0.7% 86.6% 0.8% 90.8% 1.0%
Primary enforcement laws 85% 66.6% 0.5% 84.1% 0.4% 88.8% 0.4%
Secondary enforcement laws 74% 74.9% 0.3% 77.1% 0.5% 83.5% 0.6%
Motorists on expressways 89% 77.3% 0.7% 87.0% 0.6% 92.4% 0.7%
Motorists on surface streets 81% 70.7% 0.3% 80.1% 0.3% 85.9% 0.3%
Passenger cars 82% 74.2% 0.4% 82.3% 0.4% 87.6% 0.4%
Vans & SUVs 84% 71.6% 0.6% 82.2% 0.6% 87.0% 0.7%
Pickup trucks 74% 65.6% 0.6% 78.3% 0.7% 84.4% 0.7%
Urban areas 79% 74.6% 0.4% 83.3% 0.4% 88.3% 0.4%
Suburban areas 84% 78.5% 0.8% 86.8% 0.8% 90.1% 0.8%
Rural areas 78% 68.0% 0.4% 78.3% 0.5% 84.4% 0.5%
Northeast 74% 68.8% 0.9% 78.5% 1.0% 84.1% 1.0%
Midwest T7% 69.7% 0.6% 79.2% 0.7% 83.9% 0.8%
South 83% 70.0% 0.4% 80.5% 0.4% 86.2% 0.5%
West 90% 79.1% 0.6% 87.0% 0.5% 91.9% 0.5%
Weekday 81% 71.9% 0.3% 81.9% 0.4% 87.0% 0.4%
Weekends 82% 71.3% 0.5% 80.6% 0.5% 86.3% 0.6%
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