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Totals 100 34 8 Road vehicle remote operation demonstrations

Waymo Police-Reportable 3.2 (0.4, 11.4) SHRP 2 police reported 1.4 (0.9, 2) (Blanco et al., 2016)

Waymo Police-Reportable 3.2 (0.4, 11.4) SHRP 2 police reported, age-adjusted 0.9 (0.5, 1.5) (Blanco et al., 2016) MOVING VS. STOPPED CRASH RATE OVER TIME
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Waymo Police-Reportable 3.2 (0.4, 11.4) SHRP 2 police reportable, age-adjusted 5.8 (4.7, 7.0) (Blanco et al., 2016) to 20% for conventional vehicles. \When considering possible causes of struck- behind crash rate for AVs does not appear to have changed since the start of
from-behind crashes, this suggests that AVs might be stopping at unexpected  crash reporting in 2015.

times or locations. It also suggests that AV deceleration behavior may not be

influencing struck-from-behind crashes.
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RESULTS

EFFECT OF URBAN DRIVING ENVIRONMENTS

® Automated vehicle testing locations may not correspond to locations in the SHRP2 Naturalistic Driving Study

= Waymo: testing primarily in business/industrial Mountain View
— Cruise: testing primarily in urban San Francisco

® Results

= Waymo crash rates not statistically significant compared to SHRP2 NDS business/industrial crash rates

— Cruise crash rates were higher than SHRP2 NDS urban crash rates. NDS locations were estimated from a
visual inspection of the video feed during baseline events. A brief scan indicates that urban environments in the
SHRP2 NDS are less dense than San Francisco, suggesting crash rates are not comparable.
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CONCLUSIONS

Automated vehicles are struck from behind at 4.8 times greater rates than conventional vehicles.

This difference is greatly reduced when accounting for business/industrial environments where most AVs test. AVs in

business/industrial environments (e.g. Waymo’s) are struck from behind at 1.4 times the rate of conventional venhicles,
and the difference is not statistically significant. AVs in urban environments (Cruise) are struck at higher rates, but
crashes classified as “urban” in the SHRP2 dataset do not appear to be as dense as downtown San Francisco.

AV struck-from-behind crash rates do not appear to be decreasing over time.

Differences between AV and conventional vehicle struck-from-behind crash rates are not statistically significant when

the subject vehicle is moving, only when the subject vehicle is stopped. This suggests that the timing and location of
AV stops may contribute to the crash rate, and not the deceleration behavior of AVs.
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