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GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript entitled “Who actually receives cell phone use while 
driving citations and how much are these laws enforced among 
states: a descriptive analysis” describes the frequency of cell phone-
related traffic citations across 18 U.S. states and the District of 
Columbia between 2007 and 2013. While the authors utilize an 
interesting approach to study this important issue, there are 
methodologic issues which should be addressed. Several aspects of 
the manuscript would benefit from clarification or additional 
information. Comments for the authors to consider are outlined 
below:  
General Comments  
1. The manuscript would benefit from some grammatical revisions. 
There are some punctuation, syntax, inconsistent citations, and 
other errors which need to be corrected. Addressing these issues 
would greatly improve the message of the article.  
2. According to the authors, the objective of this study was to 
“describe who actually receives citations for cell phone use while 
driving offenses and to discern how many citations were issued 
across multiple states.” The authors go on to describe their 
hypotheses as, “1) age and sex differences will exist by the type of 
ban violated and 2) the number of citations written for cell phone use 
while driving will be very low across states.” This study was 
designed to describe the prevalence of cell phone while driving 
citations and compare the prevalence across several factors, 
including age and gender. However, it is not clear whether any 
statistical comparisons were made across age and gender groups 
(hypothesis 1). Furthermore, a “very low” number of citations 
(hypothesis 2) is vague and should be clarified.  
3. Rates typically imply a unit of measure including time. When 
discussing the “rates” presented in the manuscript, perhaps the 
authors mean “rate of infractions per 100,000 licensed drivers per 
year”?  
Methods  
4. The authors acknowledge that, “The collection of citation data 
between states was not uniform and highly variable.” Further, data 
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from two states (New Jersey and Virginia) were obtained from an 
external source. Collectively, this raises concerns about the 
appropriateness of combining data across states. The authors 
should provide some assurances that the data included in the 
pooled analyses were systematically collected, coded, and 
complete. Otherwise, it may be more appropriate to analyze the data 
separately for each state.  
5. According to Table 1, the states included in this analysis had 
different phone bans (handheld, texting, young driver) initiated at 
different time point prior to or during the study period. It is unclear 
how this impacted the analysis of these data. For example, it is not 
clear how the data from Wyoming, which contributed years 2007-
2013 but instituted a texting ban in 2010, was accounted for in the 
comparison of infractions across all years. Therefore, individuals in 
Wyoming were not “at risk” of texting citations prior to the year 2010, 
but may have been included in some statistical models. The authors 
should provide additional information on the data were analyzed.  
6. The categorization of age appears arbitrary. In particular, the 
“average driver” group aged 25-64 years is rather broad. It may be 
more informative to categorize individuals into smaller (e.g., 10 year) 
age groups.  
7. It is unclear what citations were included in the “all traffic citations 
combined” group. Does this group include cell phone citations plus 
any other citation, or are cell phones excluded from this group?  
8. An additional review by a statistician may be required to evaluate 
the statistical methods proposed in this manuscript; however, the 
statistical analysis section is quite vague. Additional details are 
needed to better understand how the data included in this 
manuscript were analyzed. In keeping with the proposed study 
hypotheses, the authors may also want to include formal statistical 
comparisons (e.g., p-values comparing the relative frequency of 
citations between males and females).  
Results  
9. The authors should consider conducting formal statistical 
comparisons to evaluate differences in the frequency and rate of 
violations between groups.  
10. The numbers presented in Table 2 are difficult to interpret. 
Presumably, violations captured in some cells (e.g., texting 
violations, aged 15-17) would include individuals from certain 
states/years (e.g., Wyoming post-2010) while the “All traffic citations” 
group would include all states/years (e.g., Wyoming 2007-2013), 
including states without state-wide phone bans. It would be helpful to 
have a column for each violation with the number of “at risk” 
individuals by each demographic group (pooled estimate of number 
of drivers across each year of the particular ban for all states).  
11. Table 2 - Sunday does not appear in the categories for “Day of 
week”. The “Mon-Thurs” cell under “Texting violations” is illegible. 
The “winter” cell under “Young driver bans” is blank. The “Any cell 
phone violations” column total (n=2,741,900) is more than the sum 
of the individual cell phone violation columns (n=2,739,058). Were 
there additional violations that did not fall into the three groups 
listed?  
12. Similar to Table 2, Table 3 would benefit from a column depicting 
the number of drivers and infractions included in each calculation. It 
is unclear if out-of-state violations were included in the analysis even 
though the denominator was in-state drivers.  
13. Table 3 - Why are no number provided for 2007 texting 
violations? It appears some states (Connecticut and Washington) 
had texting bans in place and contributed data to 2007. Do the 
authors have any explanation for the dramatic changes in the rates 
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of citations across years (texting increases from 0.24 - 9.19, Hand-
held ranges between 1.12 and 3,527.79). Even the rates for any 
violation increase from 2,171.22 to nearly 9,000 before declining 
again. One would suspect that the rate of all traffic violations would 
remain relatively stable over time.  
Discussion  
14. Some of the language in the discussion section is not directly 
supported by the results presented in the manuscript. For examples, 
the authors state that, “While cell phone use while driving violations 
were not heavily enforced across states in 2007-2013 compared to 
all other moving traffic violations.” It is difficult to say that cell phone 
bans were not enforced without an estimate of the number of 
violators who were not issued citations. Infrequent citation is not 
equivalent to unenforced violations. It is possible that many drivers 
obey the cell phone bans, explaining the infrequent citations. 
Furthermore, the authors did not provide a formal comparison or 
details on the frequency of cell phone citations relative to other 
citations among states with information available on both.  
15. The higher frequency of cell phone violations reported by this 
study among male drivers is not consistent with the existing 
literature showing that females are more likely the engage in cell 
phone use while driving. Although the authors present a couple 
possible explanations for this finding, they seem to have overlooked 
others. A major limitation of this study is that the authors rely on an 
estimate of driver numbers (using state license data), but a more 
appropriate estimate “at risk” time would be total time spend driving 
for each individual. It is possible that males received more citations 
because they spend more time, on average, driving than females. 
Therefore, this group would spend more time “at risk” of traffic 
violations. 

 

REVIEWER Krzysztof Goniewicz 
Medical University of Warsaw, Poland 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS First of all: I have reviewed the manuscript with a medical 
researcher’s view. My review may  
be coloured a bit by my educational activities, but in my opinion 
Figures often better explain things  
than a table. (The table may be added for enabling control etc. in an 
Annex). Last but not least, I am  
not a native speaker, however authors are Americans so I don't think 
there is any problem with English.  
This manuscript examines the analysis of receives cell phone use 
while driving citations  
The subject looks very interesting. This is the first good article about 
cells that I've read from years.  
The authors covered a period of years and elaborated acloud of 
data. Their background seems to be a medical/transportation one, 
what possibly explains their sometimes unusual approach of data 
from a medical point of view. I do not feel fully empowered to 
evaluate this article due to certain deficiencies in this topic, however, 
in my opinion the article in its present form is ready for a publication 
in BMJ.   

 

REVIEWER Nicola Starkey 
University of Waikato,  
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New Zealand 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper examined the number of citations for cell phone-related 
driving offenses across multiple states in America. I have several 
suggestions to improve the paper:  
General comments:  
1. Cell phone use while driving is one form/ type of distracted 
driving. In some places in the manuscript the authors use the term 
‘distracted driving’ as though it only applies to cell phone use (and 
not other forms of distraction). I encourage the authors to check the 
manuscript to ensure that it is clear whether they are focusing on cell 
phone use as a form of distracted driving or the wider collection of 
distracted driving behaviours. For example, p2 line 40 were these 
numbers all crashes linked to distracted driving? Or just those 
involving cell phones.  
2. Cell phone conversations have also been shown to lead to 
driving-related performance impairment but this is entirely missing 
from the manuscript. At the moment the emphasis is on the manual 
manipulation of the phone and eyes leaving the road, rather that the 
cognitive distractions of cell phone use. I would suggest you 
incorporate this into the manuscript.  
3. For readers who are not familiar with US legislation could you 
clarify the difference between the bans (for example, if there is a 
texting while driving ban in place, can the driver still have a 
conversation whilst holding the phone?)  
4. The section on enforcement is quite long and detracts from the 
main rationale for the study. In addition, it appears to undermine 
your research as you seem to be saying that the data are biased. So 
I suggest you shorten this section but keep the discussion / 
evaluation about enforcement for the discussion section (effectively 
this is a limitation of your research).  
5. P5 line 55. Linked to point 1 – you say that little research has 
been done into distracted driving citations and enforcement. You 
research is focusing on cell phone use, and I you aren’t really 
evaluating level of enforcement amongst states as there are too 
many variables to take into account to do this. I suggest you keep 
you research questions focused on cell phone use citations (the 
ones you state on page 6 are fine) and make sure that this focus is 
consistent throughout your intro.  
6. Data sources – p 6 line 55 what were distracted driving cases? Do 
you mean cell phone use cases? From Table 1 it seems you asked 
for cell phone use citations and all traffic violations (does this include 
or exclude cell phone use?).  
7. The data in Table 2 should be identified using the same footnotes 
at Table 3 (if the Table stays in its current form). I have concerns 
about the validity of these data because the same number of states 
did not contribute data to each column which limits the utility of the 
information. It is in effect a summary by demographics of the data 
you received, and given it is not corrected by population, the data 
are virtually impossible to interpret in any meaningful way. One 
option would be to remove this Table or present the data per 
100,000 licensed drivers as you have in Table 3. Also did you 
remove the cell phone violations from the total number of citations? 
Or does this include the cell phone violations?  
8. Discussion – the data presented do not support the conclusion 
that cell phone use violations are not as heavily enforced. The lower 
rates could be a result of fewer occurrences of cell phone violations 
and it is unsurprising that all other traffic violations are higher as the 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2016-011381 on 14 June 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


range of events covered by that category is much larger.  
9. As mentioned above, I suggest you move some of the information 
about enforcement from the introduction to the limitations section of 
your discussion.  
10. Conclusion – p 12 line 18. I do not think your data support the 
conclusion that enforcement is low. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 
Reviewer: 1 
 
Reviewer Name: Austin Brown 
Institution and Country: Baylor College of Medicine, Houston, Texas, USA 
Competing Interests: None Declared 
 
The manuscript entitled “Who actually receives cell phone use while driving citations and how much 
are these laws enforced among states: a descriptive analysis” describes the frequency of cell phone-
related traffic citations across 18 U.S. states and the District of Columbia between 2007 and 2013. 
While the authors utilize an interesting approach to study this important issue, there are methodologic 
issues which should be addressed. Several aspects of the manuscript would benefit from clarification 
or additional information. Comments for the authors to consider are outlined below: 
 
General Comments 
 
1.      The manuscript would benefit from some grammatical revisions. There are some punctuation, 
syntax, inconsistent citations, and other errors which need to be corrected. Addressing these issues 
would greatly improve the message of the article. 
 
R: We thank Reviewer 1 for his time, comments and suggestions.  Two individuals re-checked the 
manuscript for punctuation, grammatical errors, etc. Any errors found were corrected. 
 
2.      According to the authors, the objective of this study was to “describe who actually receives 
citations for cell phone use while driving offenses and to discern how many citations were issued 
across multiple states.” The authors go on to describe their hypotheses as, “1) age and sex 
differences will exist by the type of ban violated and 2) the number of citations written for cell phone 
use while driving will be very low across states.” This study was designed to describe the prevalence 
of cell phone while driving citations and compare the prevalence across several factors, including age 
and gender. However, it is not clear whether any statistical comparisons were made across age and 
gender groups (hypothesis 1). Furthermore, a “very low” number of citations (hypothesis 2) is vague 
and should be clarified.  
 
R: The original version of this manuscript did not contain any formal statistical testing.  Because of the 
descriptive nature of this study, only frequencies and percentages were presented.  In the revised 
version of this manuscript, we did perform Pearson’s Chi Square tests of Independence on nominal 
variables and Cochran Armitage Trend tests for ordinal variables to formally assess demographics 
such as sex and age. 
 
As for Hypothesis 2, we agree with Reviewer 1 that ‘very low’ is somewhat vague.  We clarified our 
Hypothesis 2 to read, “…the number of citations written for cell phone use while driving will comprise 
less than 10% of all written traffic citations across states.” (Introduction, 4

th
 paragraph, last line).   

 
3.      Rates typically imply a unit of measure including time. When discussing the “rates” presented in 
the manuscript, perhaps the authors mean “rate of infractions per 100,000 licensed drivers per year”? 
 
R: Reviewer 1 is correct.  Rates in this paper imply rate of infractions per 100,000 licensed in-state 
drivers per year.  We clarified this in the Statistical Analysis section (paragraph 3, lines 1-3).  
 
Methods 
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4.      The authors acknowledge that, “The collection of citation data between states was not uniform 
and highly variable.” Further, data from two states (New Jersey and Virginia) were obtained from an 
external source. Collectively, this raises concerns about the appropriateness of combining data 
across states. The authors should provide some assurances that the data included in the pooled 
analyses were systematically collected, coded, and complete. Otherwise, it may be more appropriate 
to analyze the data separately for each state. 
 
R: We acknowledge and agree with Reviewer 1’s concerns regarding the pooling of data across 
states.  After much thought, we decided to not use New Jersey and Virginia’s data in the revised 
analysis.  While Data Driven Safety is a reputable source for obtaining data for researchers, we did 
not collect the data ourselves and cannot personally account for its collection.  In our original 
manuscript, we did discuss how the included states provided ‘useable’ data.  By this, we implied, but 
did not clearly state, that it was collected systematically, could be coded, was fairly complete, etc.  
Therefore, we added this information to the revised manuscript (Data Sources section, lines 12-14: 
“Data from these states could be pooled because they were systematically collected, could be coded, 
and were fairly complete”).   
 
We understand that it may be more desirable to analyze the states separately; this was our original 
intent.  Unfortunately, this is somewhat of a ‘delicate’ situation.  These data were extremely difficult to 
obtain as many states were reluctant to release them.  Obviously, certain states may enforce these 
laws more or less than others.  To avoid revealing specific states who may be issuing few citations for 
cell phone use while driving, we chose to present the data in aggregate for both the original and 
revised analyses.      
 
  
5.      According to Table 1, the states included in this analysis had different phone bans (handheld, 
texting, young driver) initiated at different time point prior to or during the study period. It is unclear 
how this impacted the analysis of these data. For example, it is not clear how the data from Wyoming, 
which contributed years 2007-2013 but instituted a texting ban in 2010, was accounted for in the 
comparison of infractions across all years. Therefore, individuals in Wyoming were not “at risk” of 
texting citations prior to the year 2010, but may have been included in some statistical models. The 
authors should provide additional information on the data were analyzed. 
 
We agree with Reviewer 1’s comments.  In the original analysis, Table 1 summarized the data we 
collected from states and not necessarily what we analyzed.  We only included states in calculations if 
they were eligible.  For example, in the original analyses Montana didn’t have any cell phone use 
while driving bans and did not issue any of these citations.  Therefore, they were only included in the 
overall traffic citation summary/rates.   
 
To clarify this issue, we made some changes to the revised analysis.  First, we changed Table 1 to 
reveal what data we included in the analysis, not what we collected. We also added more footnotes to 
the tables to explain this.   Second, we decided to remove states (i.e. Montana and South Dakota) 
who only contributed to the overall traffic citation rates/summary and nothing else to minimize 
confusion.  Third, we limited our data for each state to data years after the law was passed; in the 
original analysis we included data years where laws were passed.  We did this for two reasons: 1) 
fully capture enforcement efforts, and 2) to avoid drivers being ‘at-risk’ for part of the year.  We 
explain this in the Statistical Analysis section (paragraph 1). 
 
6.      The categorization of age appears arbitrary. In particular, the “average driver” group aged 25-64 
years is rather broad. It may be more informative to categorize individuals into smaller (e.g., 10 year) 
age groups. 
 
R: We disagree with Reviewer 1.  The categorization of age was not arbitrary.  In traffic safety 
research, you will often see similar age categorizations.  This is because risk taking behaviors differ 
by age and crash risk over the life span in curvilinear (i.e. U-shaped).  We noted our rational for this 
categorization in the original and revised manuscript.  Ten-year increments would only make the 
tables more confusing.  Therefore, we did not adjust the age ranges in the revised analysis. 
 
7.      It is unclear what citations were included in the “all traffic citations combined” group. Does this 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2016-011381 on 14 June 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


group include cell phone citations plus any other citation, or are cell phones excluded from this group? 
 

R: Yes, ‘all traffic citations combined” includes all citations including cell phone violations.  We 
clarified this in the revised manuscript.  In Table 2, the final column is simply a summary of all 
citations from all states.  This was done to provide an overall summary of the data, which may be of 
interest to the reader (Statistical Analysis section, paragraph 2, lines 14-16).  For the calculation of 
rates for any traffic citations (Table 3), only states that provided data for all traffic citations were 
included in these calculations; this is noted in the table footnote and in the Statistical Analysis section 
(paragraph 3, lines 4-6).   
 
8.      An additional review by a statistician may be required to evaluate the statistical methods 
proposed in this manuscript; however, the statistical analysis section is quite vague. Additional details 
are needed to better understand how the data included in this manuscript were analyzed. In keeping 
with the proposed study hypotheses, the authors may also want to include formal statistical 
comparisons (e.g., p-values comparing the relative frequency of citations between males and 
females). 
 
R: We completely revised the Statistical Analysis section to be more detailed.  In the revised analysis, 
we did perform formal statistical tests as Reviewer 1 suggested to assess demographic 
characteristics of violators of the different types of laws.  We do want to point out to Reviewer 1 that 
no ‘statistical models’ were ran in either the original or revised analyses.  This analysis is descriptive 
in nature and is mainly comprised of rates, frequencies, and proportions.    
 
 
Results 
 
9.      The authors should consider conducting formal statistical comparisons to evaluate differences in 
the frequency and rate of violations between groups. 
 
R: As Reviewer 1 suggested, we conducted formal statistical tests to assess violator characteristics.   
 
10.     The numbers presented in Table 2 are difficult to interpret. Presumably, violations captured in 
some cells (e.g., texting violations, aged 15-17) would include individuals from certain states/years 
(e.g., Wyoming post-2010) while the “All traffic citations” group would include all states/years (e.g., 
Wyoming 2007-2013), including states without state-wide phone bans. It would be helpful to have a 
column for each violation with the number of “at risk” individuals by each demographic group (pooled 
estimate of number of drivers across each year of the particular ban for all states). 
 
R: Table 2 is already conveying a fair amount of information to the reader.  While we acknowledge 
Reviewer 1’s concern, adding this information into the table makes it extremely cluttered and detracts 
from its interpretability.  Our denominators are often in the tens of millions.  Table 2 is simply 
summarizing the data by ban type.  We are not sure how meaningful adding columns for ‘drivers at 
risk’ would really be?  To at least address Reviewer 1’s concerns, we decided to add footnotes to 
Table 2 to explain which data are included in which column.   
 
11.     Table 2 - Sunday does not appear in the categories for “Day of week”. The “Mon-Thurs” cell 
under “Texting violations” is illegible. The “winter” cell under “Young driver bans” is blank. The “Any 
cell phone violations” column total (n=2,741,900) is more than the sum of the individual cell phone 
violation columns (n=2,739,058). Were there additional violations that did not fall into the three groups 
listed? 
 

R: We apologize that some cells in the table did not display correctly for the Reviewer; the tables 
looked ‘normal’ upon submission.  We did include Sunday citations in the calculations; it was simply a 
typographical error that we missed upon original submission.  This has been corrected in the revised 
manuscript.   
 
To answer Reviewer 1’s question regarding any cell phone citations, some states had violations 
pertaining cell phone use that did not ‘fit’ into any type of ban category or the citation was not 
descriptive enough to discern if the driver was texting, talking, etc. (i.e. it may have simply read, ‘cell 
phone while driving violation’).  After some thought, we decided to remove this column from Table 2 
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because it may confuse readers.     
 
12.     Similar to Table 2, Table 3 would benefit from a column depicting the number of drivers and 
infractions included in each calculation. It is unclear if out-of-state violations were included in the 
analysis even though the denominator was in-state drivers. 
 
R: Table 3, like Table 2, is conveying a fair amount of information to the reader.  By adding more 
columns and information, we severely hamper this table’s interpretability.  Most of our denominators 
are in the tens of millions.  Even breaking the table down into smaller tables does not eliminate this 
problem.   
For the rates of citation, this was limited to in-state drivers.  This was clarified in the Statistical 
Analysis section (paragraph 3, lines 1-3) of the revised analysis.  
 
13.     Table 3 - Why are no number provided for 2007 texting violations? It appears some states 
(Connecticut and Washington) had texting bans in place and contributed data to 2007. Do the authors 
have any explanation for the dramatic changes in the rates of citations across years (texting increases 
from 0.24 - 9.19, Hand-held ranges between 1.12 and 3,527.79). Even the rates for any violation 
increase from 2,171.22 to nearly 9,000 before declining again. One would suspect that the rate of all 
traffic violations would remain relatively stable over time. 
 
R:  In the original analysis, CT and WA wrote virtually no texting violations in 2007 despite having the 
law; they did issue hand-held use while driving citations those years.  As for the dramatic increases in 
citations over the years, these were likely caused by well-documented traffic safety campaigns in the 
included states. During these campaigns, officers write more citations for a specific traffic infraction, 
so the rates will dramatically increase.  When the campaign is over, the rates will naturally decline.  
We explained this in the original and revised analyses (Discussion, paragraph 6, lines 7-9).  Because 
of this, we would expect that the rate of citation is highly variable and not consistent per year.  We 
would like to point out to Reviewer 1 that there is very limited information about traffic citation rates in 
general in the extant literature.  Only one other study was found by Romano et al Accid Anal Prev 51 
(2013) 215-221. In this study, they had used citation data from two states (Florida and Tennessee) 
over a three year period (data years were combined); they looked at the association between U.S. 
citizenship and citations for speeding, drunk driving, seat belt use, and failure to obey traffic signs.  
These authors did not present the data by year, but their results show that the rates of citation were 
very different between the two states and even for the different types of infractions. Thus, we highly 
suspect that citations rates are not a stable. 
 
Because citation rates can fluctuate, as to not confuse readers, we decided in the revised analysis to 
only present the citation rate data from 2010 to 2013.  These data years were slightly more consistent 
because the majority of states used in this analysis contributed data to these years.  We also 
calculated the average citation rate by ban type over this four year period instead of the seven year 
period in the original analysis.  We explain this in the Statistical Analysis (3

rd
 paragraph, lines 5-9) 

section in the revised analysis.  
 
Discussion 
 
14.     Some of the language in the discussion section is not directly supported by the results 
presented in the manuscript. For examples, the authors state that, “While cell phone use while driving 
violations were not heavily enforced across states in 2007-2013 compared to all other moving traffic 
violations.” It is difficult to say that cell phone bans were not enforced without an estimate of the 
number of violators who were not issued citations. Infrequent citation is not equivalent to unenforced 
violations. It is possible that many drivers obey the cell phone bans, explaining the infrequent 
citations. Furthermore, the authors did not provide a formal comparison or details on the frequency of 
cell phone citations relative to other citations among states with information available on both. 
 
R: We can see Reviewer 1’s point regarding infrequent vs. unenforced citations.  In the revised 
analysis, we chose to present the proportion of cell phone use while driving violations compared to all 
written citations from states that provided data on all traffic citations as a separate figure (Figure 1).  
Cell phone use while driving comprised 1% of all written citations in these states.  We added this to 
the Discussion section (first paragraph).  We also added to the Discussion section (paragraph 6, lines 
3-7) that a low number of citations could also mean drivers are compliant. 
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15.     The higher frequency of cell phone violations reported by this study among male drivers is not 
consistent with the existing literature showing that females are more likely the engage in cell phone 
use while driving. Although the authors present a couple possible explanations for this finding, they 
seem to have overlooked others. A major limitation of this study is that the authors rely on an estimate 
of driver numbers (using state license data), but a more appropriate estimate “at risk” time would be 
total time spend driving for each individual. It is possible that males received more citations because 
they spend more time, on average, driving than females. Therefore, this group would spend more 
time “at risk” of traffic violations. 
 
R:  We disagree with Reviewer 1 that the findings of this analysis are not consistent with the extant 
literature.  Most published research regarding cell phone use while driving outcomes investigated:  1) 
roadside observed driving behaviors, 2) self-reported driving behaviors, or 3) cell phone-related 
crashes or deaths.  Males typically engage in riskier driving behaviors then females; men typically are 
involved in more distracted driving crashes and self-report more cell phone use while driving—
particularly texting.  In roadside observed studies, women were seen talking on the phone more than 
males, but are typically involved in fewer crashes and self-report less cell phone use while driving.  
Despite this, we do agree with Reviewer 1 that we should have mentioned ‘time at risk’ in the original 
analysis.  Reviewer 1 is correct that males often drive more than females. We decided to add this to 
the Discussion section (paragraph 2, lines 6-7) of the revised analysis. 
  
 
Reviewer: 2 
 
 
Reviewer Name: Krzysztof Goniewicz 
Institution and Country: Medical University of Warsaw, Poland 
Competing Interests: There is no conflict of interest 
 
First of all: I have reviewed the manuscript with a medical researcher’s view. My review may 
be coloured a bit by my educational activities, but in my opinion Figures often better explain things 
than a table. (The table may be added for enabling control etc. in an Annex). Last but not least, I am 
not a native speaker, however authors are Americans so I don't think there is any problem with 
English. 
This manuscript examines the analysis of receives cell phone use while driving citations 
The subject looks very interesting. This is the first good article about cells that I've read from years. 
The authors covered a period of years and elaborated acloud of data. Their background seems to be 
a medical/transportation one, what possibly explains their sometimes unusual approach of data from 
a medical point of view. I do not feel fully empowered to evaluate this article due to certain 
deficiencies in this topic, however, in my opinion the article in its present form is ready for a 
publication in BMJ.  
 
R:  We thank Reviewer 2 for his time reviewing our article and comments. 
 
 
Reviewer: 3 
 
 
 
Reviewer Name: Nicola Starkey 
Institution and Country: University of Waikato, New Zealand 
Competing Interests: None declared 
 
R: We thank Reviewer 3 for her time reviewing our manuscript and for her comments. 
 
The paper examined the number of citations for cell phone-related driving offenses across multiple 
states in America. I have several suggestions to improve the paper: 
 
General comments: 
 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2016-011381 on 14 June 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


1.      Cell phone use while driving is one form/ type of distracted driving. In some places in the 
manuscript the authors use the term ‘distracted driving’ as though it only applies to cell phone use 
(and not other forms of distraction). I encourage the authors to check the manuscript to ensure that it 
is clear whether they are focusing on cell phone use as a form of distracted driving or the wider 
collection of distracted driving behaviours. For example, p2 line 40 were these numbers all crashes 
linked to distracted driving? Or just those involving cell phones. 
 
R: Our study focused strictly on cell phone use while driving.  We removed any instance where we 
mentioned ‘distracted driving’ from the manuscript.   
 
To answer Reviewer 3’s question, in the original analysis, the statistic presented was all distracted 
driving collisions, not just cell phone use while driving.  We deleted this from the manuscript. 
 
2.      Cell phone conversations have also been shown to lead to driving-related performance 
impairment but this is entirely missing from the manuscript. At the moment the emphasis is on the 
manual manipulation of the phone and eyes leaving the road, rather that the cognitive distractions of 
cell phone use. I would suggest you incorporate this into the manuscript. 
 

R: We added information regarding cell phone conversations and its effects on driver performance in 
the Introduction (second paragraph, last line). 
 
3.      For readers who are not familiar with US legislation could you clarify the difference between the 
bans (for example, if there is a texting while driving ban in place, can the driver still have a 
conversation whilst holding the phone?) 
 
R:  We agree with Reviewer 3 that this information is needed; we added descriptions of the various 
cell phone use while driving laws in the U.S. to the Introduction (third paragraph). 
 
4.      The section on enforcement is quite long and detracts from the main rationale for the study. In 
addition, it appears to undermine your research as you seem to be saying that the data are biased. 
So I suggest you shorten this section but keep the discussion / evaluation about enforcement for the 
discussion section (effectively this is a limitation of your research). 
 
R:  We removed the section regarding enforcement from the Introduction and added it to the 
Discussion section (paragraph 5) of the revised manuscript. 
 
5.      P5 line 55. Linked to point 1 – you say that little research has been done into distracted driving 
citations and enforcement. You research is focusing on cell phone use, and I you aren’t really 
evaluating level of enforcement amongst states as there are too many variables to take into account 
to do this. I suggest you keep you research questions focused on cell phone use citations (the ones 
you state on page 6 are fine) and make sure that this focus is consistent throughout your intro. 
 
R: We removed the term “distracted driving” throughout the manuscript to keep terminology 
consistent. 
 
6.      Data sources – p 6 line 55 what were distracted driving cases? Do you mean cell phone use 
cases? From Table 1 it seems you asked for cell phone use citations and all traffic violations (does 
this include  
or exclude cell phone use?). 
 
R: As stated in the Data Sources section, we requested data for all moving traffic citations issued from 
2007-2013 from states.  This included cell phone use while driving citations.  Some states could (or 
would) only supply cell phone use while driving citations.  Others were able to provide us data for all 
citations issued those years. 
 
7.      The data in Table 2 should be identified using the same footnotes at Table 3 (if the Table stays 
in its current form). I have concerns about the validity of these data because the same number of 
states did not contribute data to each column which limits the utility of the information. It is in effect a 
summary by demographics of the data you received, and given it is not corrected by population, the 
data are virtually impossible to interpret in any meaningful way. One option would be to remove this 
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Table or present the data per 100,000 licensed drivers as you have in Table 3. Also did you remove 
the cell phone violations from the total number of citations? Or does this include the cell phone 
violations? 
 
R:  We added footnotes to Table 2 to describe what states contributed to each column.  We disagree 
with Reviewer 3 that these data are not useful.  Yes, Table 2 is a summary of the data, but this does 
reveal who receives these citations, which is meaningful to the study.  Since our focus is on sex and 
age, Table 3 already presents this information by 100,000 licensed in-state drivers so doing this in 
Table 2 would be redundant.  Other readers may find Table 2 useful, so we do not want to remove it.  
As stated in the Statistical Analysis section of the revised analysis, the last column includes all 
citations (including cell phone use while driving citations) from all states used in the analysis as a 
summary.   
 
8.      Discussion – the data presented do not support the conclusion that cell phone use violations are 
not as heavily enforced. The lower rates could be a result of fewer occurrences of cell phone 
violations and it is unsurprising that all other traffic violations are higher as the range of events 
covered by that category is much larger. 
 

R:  In the revised analysis, we included a figure (Figure 1) of all traffic citations written by states that 
provided us this data.  Cell phone use while driving comprised 1% of all written citations from these 
states.  In the Discussion section, we added that the low number of citations could be because drivers 
are compliant or because enforcement is low (Discussion, paragraph 6, lines 3-7).   
 
9.      As mentioned above, I suggest you move some of the information about enforcement from the 
introduction to the limitations section of your discussion. 
 
R: We moved the information about enforcement from the Introduction to the Discussion in the 
revised manuscript as Reviewer 3 suggested (Discussion, paragraph 5) 
 
10.     Conclusion – p 12 line 18. I do not think your data support the conclusion that enforcement is 
low. 

 
R:  We changed the Conclusion paragraph to discuss that the number of citations written for cell 
phone use while driving compared to all other traffic citations was low. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Austin Brown 
Baylor College of Medicine  
Houston, Texas, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This revised manuscript describes the cell phone-related traffic 
citations across 14 U.S. states and DC. This manuscript is among 
the first attempts to examine cell phone use while driving traffic 
citations and enforcement efforts across several states over a period 
of several years. This is an important contribution to this emerging 
issue. The authors appeared to have carefully considered each 
reviewer comment, and have taken appropriate action to address 
most of the concerns. Specifically, I believe the revisions have 
significantly clarified some aspects of the paper and resulted in a 
higher quality paper. I have outlined a few general comments on the 
revised paper, but feel these items can be addressed without further 
review.  
1. It is notable that the proportion of traffic citations related to cell 
phone use identified in this study (~1%) is less than that of other 
evaluations mentioned in the manuscript (references 21-23). The 
authors could highlight this finding in the discussion.  
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2. It is unclear which group is the reference group for the p-values 
calculated in Table 2. For example, the authors note that the 
distribution of Texting Violations varies significantly by age group. 
However, I am unsure what group this distribution is being compared 
to. Is this all licensed drivers? This could be clarified with a footnote. 

 

REVIEWER Nicola Starkey 
School of Psychology,  
University of Waikato,  
New Zealand 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have a done a good job of addressing the reviewers 
comments. Juts two very minor suggestions:  
1. Abstract (Results) should state that driving citations comprised 
1% of (not on)..  
2. Abstract - Conclusions. Suggest reword to due to the potential 
serious consequences of celel phone use while driving.  
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