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ABSTRACT
Automated Vehicles (AV) hold potential to reduce or eliminate human driving errors, enhance traf-
fic safety, and support sustainable mobility. Recently, crash data has increasingly revealed that
AV behavior can deviate from expected safety outcomes, raising concerns about the technology’s
safety and operational reliability in mixed traffic environments. While past research has investi-
gated AV crash, most studies rely on small-size California-centered datasets, with a limited focus
on understanding crash trends across various SAE Levels of automation. This study analyzes over
2,500 AV crash records from the United States National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA), covering SAE Levels 2 and 4, to uncover underlying crash dynamics.A two-stage data
mining framework is developed. K-means clustering is first applied to segment crash records into
4 distinct behavioral clusters based on temporal, spatial, and environmental factors. Then, Associ-
ation Rule Mining (ARM) is used to extract interpretable multivariate relationships between crash
patterns and crash contributors including lighting conditions, surface condition, vehicle dynamics,
and environmental conditions within each cluster. These insights provide actionable guidance for
AV developers, safety regulators, and policymakers in formulating AV deployment strategies and
minimizing crash risks.

Keywords: Automated Vehicles, SAE Level, Crash Analysis, K-means Clustering, ADS, ADAS,
Association Rule Mining.
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INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, traffic accidents have claimed 3,50,000 lives in the USA, with 40,990 fatali-
ties in 2023 alone (1). Traffic accidents often result from human errors such as speeding, fatigue,
and inattention, which are major contributors to fatal crashes. According to the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), adopting automated vehicle (AV) technology could
substantially reduce human errors, thereby decreasing crash frequency (2). Additionally, AVs can
play a key role in creating more mobile and environmentally sustainable traffic flow. With safety
in mind, vehicles are currently equipped with different automation systems to assist drivers. These
include Advanced Driver Assistance Systems (ADAS) and Automated Driving Systems (ADS)
(2). ADAS encompasses features such as Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC), Blind Spot Detection,
and Lane Departure Warning, which support the driver during vehicle operation. In contrast, ADS
involves higher levels of automation, allowing the system to manage driving without human in-
tervention under specified conditions. The Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) and NHTSA
categorize these advanced technologies into six levels of automation, ranging from Level 0 (no
automation) to Level 5 (full automation). ADAS corresponds to Levels 1 and 2, while ADS repre-
sents automation Levels 3, 4, and 5 (2, 3). Despite the promise of enhanced safety and advanced
assistance options available, AVs are not immune to traffic crashes, particularly when interacting
with heterogeneous road users in mixed traffic settings. Even under ideal conditions, AVs have
been involved in crashes, raising concerns and posing significant challenges to AV commercializa-
tion (4, 5). Researchers have observed that AV crashes do not follow typical traffic crash patterns,
underscoring the importance of thoroughly understanding these patterns to identify limitations and
improve the technology (5).

To reveal the hidden patterns in these AV crashes, scholars have employed various data
mining, statistical analysis, clustering, text mining techniques, etc. In 2015, Schoettle et al. con-
ducted a preliminary statistical analysis of crash reports from self-driving vehicles operated by
Google, Delphi, and Audi in California. They found that AVs had a higher crash rate per million
miles compared to conventional vehicles. This study’s findings are constrained by an extremely
small sample size (N = 11) (6). Favaro et al. used traditional statistical analysis to investigate the
California Department of Motor Vehicle (CA DMV) dataset. Their study indicated that rear-end
collisions are the most frequent collision type. However, this study was also subjected to a lim-
ited sample size (N = 26) and a single geographic location (7). Moreover, the limitations include
reliance on predefined fields and manual review bias, as well as missing data for critical factors
such as weather, lighting, and road conditions in crash narratives before their formal inclusion
in the database in 2018 (8). To overcome the limitations of basic statistical methods in effec-
tively understanding the crash pattern, Alambeigi et al. investigated the California DMV crash
database using a Probabilistic Topic Modeling (PTM) approach. They identified five key crash
scenarios from 114 AV crashes, with the most prevalent being rear-end collisions at intersections
and driver-initiated transition crashes, highlighting critical safety concerns in AV operation and
human-machine interactions (8). Though topic modeling provides insights from crash narratives,
it is often prone to context sensitivity and offers a more generalized view of themes, potentially
overlooking detailed and specific relationships. To deal with this shortcoming, supervised machine
learning methods and Bayesian analysis, in addition to statistical and text analytics methods, have
been used by several scholars (9–11). Kutela et al. used the supervised machine learning classi-
fiers and Text Network Analysis (TNA) to investigate vulnerable road user (VRU) involvement in
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252 AV crashes of the CA DMV, revealing crashes having positive relationships with crosswalks
at intersections, signals, etc. (11). However, using Supervised Machine Learning (ML) methods
for such a small-scale dataset could not facilitate extensive analysis for exploring hidden patterns
of these crashes. Lee et al. used a Probabilistic Bayesian approach and TNA to investigate AV
crash patterns and showed that AVs are more vulnerable to rear-end collisions in autonomous driv-
ing mode than in conventional mode (12). They also proved that manual disengagement tends to
occur more often when an autonomous vehicle engages with a transit vehicle shortly before a col-
lision. However, the Probabilistic Bayesian model used in the study is computationally intensive.
Probabilistic Bayesian approach also requires the specification of prior distributions or modeling
assumptions, which can introduce subjectivity and potential bias (13).

Several studies used clustering methods to ignore subjectivity in capturing AV crash pat-
terns. Das et al. applied clustering analysis to understand AV crash patterns considering turning
movement, manner of collisions, etc. (14). They explored six different collision patterns by ana-
lyzing 151 California DMV crash reports through Bayesian Clustering approaches (14). However,
such clustering approaches struggle with capturing complex and evolving patterns over time (15).
Clustering reveals co-occurring item groupings but does not explain their interrelationships. To un-
derstand how different factors in AV crashes affect each other, recent studies in AV have adopted
Association Rule Mining (ARM), a data mining method that identifies interesting relations be-
tween different variables, either alone or in conjunction with clustering (16). By analyzing the
co-occurrence of different items in the dataset, ARM can identify intricate relations, patterns, and
associations among a set of items in short or large databases (16). ARM-generated rules reveal
hidden trends and relationships between crash contributing factors, helping to develop strategies
for reducing crash risk (17, 18). Li et al. mapped 615 California DMV crashes and leveraged ARM
to investigate pre-crash scenarios (19). Qin et al. used ARM to analyze nearly 1193 similar crash
reports and found that AV crashes occur frequently at intersections with higher heterogeneous road
user interactions (17). In 2021, Ashraf et al. combined ARM methods with Decision Tree model
to extract the pre-crash rules of 251 CA DMV AV-involved crashes and analyze patterns of AV
and non-AV movement in mixed traffic conditions (18). Lee et al. used ARM with hierarchical
clustering to derive different accident scenarios from 165 California DMV crash reports (5). Table
1 summarizes AV crash analysis approaches over the years.

Research Gap & Contribution
Significant efforts have been made by scholars over the years to investigate intrinsic automated ve-
hicle crash patterns and crash factor relationships. However, most of the studies used basic statisti-
cal approaches. While combining ARM and clustering methods provided useful information, most
of them used small-scale datasets, which are not sufficient and result in a fragmented knowledge
domain (20). Most studies are geographically skewed, as they use only California DMV-centered
data, limiting the ability to reveal inherent crash patterns of automated vehicles on a national scale.
Also, very few current studies draw a clear picture of crash patterns for different levels of automa-
tion equipped with advanced support systems (ADS & ADAS) (20). To capture ADS and ADAS
crash patterns, Ding et al. first leveraged 1,001 SAE Level 2 (with ADAS) and 548 SAE Level
4 (with ADS) crash reports from the NHTSA database (20). They proposed a Multinomial Logit
model focusing only on injury severity as the target variable. Although this method captured linear
relationships of AV crash factors and injury severity, it overlooked latent multivariate interactions
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of contributing crash factors.Yan et al. clustered 1374 ADS and ADAS-involved NHTSA crashes,
emphasizing the co-occurrence of contributing factors rather than exploring their interrelationships
(21). Understanding the multifaceted trend of automated vehicle crashes requires investigation of
nonlinear dependencies across crash variables such as crash type, AV model, weather, temporal
factors, vehicle dynamics, etc. It is crucial to move beyond co-occurrence analysis and focus on
the relational dynamics among these variables.

To address this gap, we apply Association Rule Mining (ARM), a rule-based data mining
technique, in conjunction with an unsupervised Machine Learning algorithm, K-means Clustering,
to elucidate multivariate relationships within large-scale AV crash data. We utilize more than 2,500
SAE Level 2 (with ADAS) and Level 4 (with ADS) crash records from NHTSA to develop a more
refined, nationally representative nuance of automated vehicle crash dynamics. We extract criti-
cal temporal variables through feature engineering, enabling the identification of high-confidence
and context-aware associations among crash factors. Our hybrid framework clusters homogenous
subgroups of crash contributors and leverages ARM to provide robust, context-specific, and ex-
plainable insights, supporting regulatory decision-making, policymakers, and AV developers.

METHODOLOGY
This study provides a data-driven pipeline to investigate multivariate associations among AV-
related crashes equipped with ADAS and ADS support systems. We process the raw data and
cluster it through the K-means algorithm. Then ARM is applied on separate clusters to generate
rules enabling a better understanding of hidden AV crash patterns for different automation levels.
The architecture of the methodology is briefly described in Figure1.

FIGURE 1 AV Crash Analysis Architecture
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TABLE 1 Summary of AV Crash Analysis Approaches from Literature Review
Author Data Sample

Size
Method Helpful Aspect Limitation

Schoettle et al.,
2015

CA DMV 11 Basic Statistics Comparison of the
crash trends of AVs to
conventional cars.

Data size is insufficient.
Only one geographic
location is considered.

Alambeigi et al.,
2020

CA DMV 114 Probabilistic Topic
Modeling (PTM)

Identification of the
most frequent crash us-
ing the crash narrative.

Only one geographic
location is considered.
PTM is subjected to
Context sensitivity,
leading to subjective
bias.

Lee et al., 2023 CA DMV 260 Probabilistic
Bayesian Model

Exploration of pre-
crash conditions and
their relationship.

Bayesian models are
prone to subjectivity
of prior assumptions.
Only one geographic
location is considered.

Das et al., 2020 CA DMV 151 Bayesian Cluster-
ing

Extension of the work
of Favaro et al. with a
Bayesian approach that
categorized six distinct
collision patterns.

Authors cluster crash
factors together but do
not explain how they
are related. The study is
geographically skewed.

Li et al., 2025 CA DMV 615 ARM Authors establish mul-
tivariate relationships
of pre-crash factors.

The study is geograph-
ically skewed. Au-
thors ignore different
automation level char-
acteristics with ADS &
ADAS.

Qin et al., 2025 CA DMV 1193 ARM Authors investigate
the effect of heteroge-
neous road users in AV
crashes.

The study is geograph-
ically skewed. Au-
thors ignore different
automation level char-
acteristics with ADS &
ADAS.

Ashraf et al., 2021 CA DMV 251 ARM & Decision
Tree

Authors combine ARM
with ML algorithms to
generate rules of pre-
crash factors in mixed
traffic conditions.

ML models are not
effective for small
data sizes. Only one
geographic location
is considered. Au-
thors ignore different
automation level char-
acteristics with ADS &
ADAS.

Lee et al., 2024 CA DMV 165 ARM & Hierarchi-
cal Clustering

Scenario-based test-
ing using a hybrid
approach.

The study is geograph-
ically skewed. Au-
thors ignore different
automation level char-
acteristics with ADS &
ADAS.

Ding et al., 2024 NHTSA
& other
sources

1549 Multinomial Logit Nationwide AV crash
data involvement. An-
alyze different automa-
tion levels of ADS &
ADAS.

Authors overlook mul-
tivariate associations of
crash factors and only
focus on injury severity.
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Data
To enhance federal oversight, in 2021, NHTSA issued its first Standard General Order (SGO),
which mandates that AV manufacturers and operators report crashes involving vehicles equipped
with ADAS and ADS systems (22). This established a standardized and nationwide repository for
AV crash data. We use this NHTSA data from 2021 through July 2024. Raw data includes Level 2
(with ADAS), Level 3 & 4 (with ADS) automated vehicle crash records, totaling 2,703 rows and
137 different elements. To facilitate the data analysis process, ADS & ADAS data are merged on
the same columns, and numerous data variables having similar information have been compressed
and unified, resulting in 2703 rows and 36 columns. A snapshot of the raw dataset is presented in
Table 2, and Table 3 provides brief descriptions of the variables.

TABLE 2 Snapshot of Raw NHTSA SGO Data
Report ID Reporting Entity Incident Time State ADS/ADAS Version Make Telematics Media Narrative . . .
30270 Waymo 20:35:00 CA 5th Gen Jaguar Y On April X, 2024, a . . .
28349 Lucid 03:38:00 CA Level 2 Lucid Y May X, . . .
30270 Tesla, Inc. 02:21:00 TX 0 Tesla Y On January X, 2022 . . .

. . .

TABLE 3: NHTSA SGO Variable Descriptions

Variable Type Description
Report ID Text A unique ID for each report issued by NHTSA.
Reporting Entity Text Name of the entity filing the report
State Text Name of the State the incident took place
City Text Name of the City the incident took place
Latitude Number Geographic Coordinate
Longitude Number Geographic Coordinate
Model year Number Model year of the subject AV involved in the crash.
Mileage Number Mileage of the subject AV involved in the crash.
Incident Time Number Time of the incident (24:00) occurrence reported by

the reporting entity.
Automation System Text ADAS/ADS equipped in the subject vehicle at the

time of the incident.
Weather Text Indicates the weather during the time and place of the

incident (cloudy, clear, etc.).
Roadway Description Text The roadway conditions, excluding weather and sur-

face conditions (work zone, missing marking, traffic
incident, etc.)

Roadway Type Text Type of road where the incident took place (intersec-
tion, highway/freeway, etc.)

Continued on next page



J.R. Palit et al 2025 8

Table 3 – continued from previous page
Variable Type Description
Roadway Surface Text Condition of road where the incident took place (dry,

wet, unknown, etc.)
Lighting Text Lighting conditions during the time and at the

location of the incident (daylight, dark-lighted,
dawn/dusk, etc.)

Source Text Reporting Entity’s source via which it first received
notice of the incident (telematics, complaint, law en-
forcement, etc.)

Highest Injury Severity
Alleged

Text Reporting Entity’s reported highest confirmed or al-
leged injury level (minor, fatality, no injuries reported,
etc.)

CP Pre-Crash Move-
ment

Text Pre-crash movement pattern of any involved crash
partner before the incident (making a right turn, left
turn, stopped, etc.)

CP Contact Area Text Reported damaged area of the other vehicle or crash
partner (CP) that encountered the subject vehicle
(front, rear, left & front left, etc.)

SV Contact Area Text Reported damaged area of the subject AV vehicle
(front, rear, etc.)

SV Precrash Speed Number Reported speed of the subject vehicle (SV)/AV in mph
before the incident.

Any Air Bags De-
ployed?

Text Reporting Entity’s report of whether any air bag de-
ployed during the incident in the crash partner / Other
vehicle.

Posted Speed Limit Number Road speed limit in mph during the time and at the
location of the incident.

Crash With Text Any vehicle, non-motorist, animal, or object with
which the subject vehicle came into contact during the
incident (Passenger Car, SUV, Van, Pickup, etc.)

. . .

Data Preparation and Exploratory Analysis
We process the initially merged data (2703 rows and 36 columns) through missing value handling,
redundant data reduction (investigating officer, address, VIN, etc.), and feature engineering. First,
we filter out the duplicate entries based on the unique Report ID and then discard this variable from
the filtered data, as it does not affect crashes. The simplest solution for handling missing values is
to get rid of the data; however, it decreases the data size significantly (23). We get rid of the vari-
ables with significant missing values (more than 50%) and impute others with the mode to retain
information (24) for numerical variables and put ‘Unknown’ for categorical variables. We applied
a simplified text mining technique on crash narratives to capture information on the automation
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level (Level 2, 3 & 4) and created a separate variable. We also broke down the incident date and
time into variables such as year, month of the year, day of the month, and hour of the day to cap-
ture temporal relationships. Information in the variables like speed and mileage has been separated
into different bins (e.g., 0-10 mph, <10 mph, 0-10 k, etc.) for the convenience of data encoding.
The final refined dataset has a size of 2380×31 which includes mixed categorical and numerical
variables such as SV Precrash Speed, Lighting, Weather, Highest Injury Severity Alleged, Hour,
Day, Month, Year, Source, CP Contact Area, Automation System (e.g., ADS, ADAS), Automation
Level (e.g., 2, 3, 4), etc. Figure 2 shows some preliminary statistics of the cleaned data. From Fig-
ure 2(a), it is evident that most of the crashes occurred between 2 PM and 7 PM, showing a crash
hotspot during evening rush hours while people mostly return from work. We also see another
hotspot area between September 2021 and February 2023. Figure 2(b) shows that almost 50% of
crashes occurred when the AV was operating within 11-60 mph. Figure 2(c) & (d) show the domi-
nance of Level 2 (with ADAS) and SAE Level 4 (with ADS). The remaining levels of automation
are minimal and therefore excluded from subsequent analysis. Figure 2(e) shows that most crashes
are minor injuries and harmless. Figure 2(f) indicates most of the crashes are centered in SF and
LA (CA-centered) followed by Austin & Phoenix.

The descriptive statistics of some other numeric and categorical variables are shown in
Figure 3 and Figure 4. Figure 3 indicates the highest variance in mileage. Most AV crashes occur
within a 65-mph speed limit. Figure 4 shows Tesla as the top reporting entity that is involved in the
highest number of crashes. With 160 unique values, we see a wide range of operating AV models
available on the market. Most of the incidents occurred during daylight, and the weather was
clear. It also shows that before getting involved in crashes, the subject vehicle/AV was proceeding
straight, and most of the time airbags were deployed. Most incidents seem to occur during August,
which is the school starting season, representing the peak travel demand time.

K-means Clustering
To reveal hidden patterns of AV crashes and reduce intra-class heterogeneity in the subsequent
ARM phase, we apply the unsupervised K-means clustering method. This allows us to segment
the dataset into different subsets having shared crash behavior. We choose K-means as our ideal
clustering method because the K-means algorithm is suitable for moderate to large datasets like
ours, which provides efficient speed and scalability (25). While it is a simple approach, it offers
an intuitive interpretation of the classified clusters and is efficient for high arrays of data where
other complex ML models will be an overkill (26). We apply label encoding (numeric type) for
all categorical fields, as numerical approaches are suitable for distance-based ML models like K-
means. The encoded dataset of size 2380× 31 is fed into the K-means algorithm to partition it
into K number of distinct clusters and minimize within-cluster variance. The algorithm starts by
choosing K initial centroids with the following objective function, also known as within-cluster
sum of squares (WCSS)(Eq. 1):

min(Z1, . . . ,ZK) =
K

∑
k=1

xn∈Zk

∑
xi∈Zk

∥xi− yk∥2 (1)

Here, Zk represents a set of points assigned to a cluster k, xi, . . . ,xn are the data points
inside Zk and yk is the centroid of Zk. After choosing K initial centroids, the algorithm calculates
the Euclidean distance ∥xi−yk∥2 and assigns each point to the closest (minimum) centroid (27, 28).
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FIGURE 2 Exploratory Analysis (a) Heatmap of Incident Time, (b)SV Pre Crash Speed
Range (mph), (c) Crash % Distribution on Automation Level, (d) Crash % Distribution on
Automation System ADS/ADAS, (e) Highest Injury Severity Alleged, (f) AV Crashes for top
10 city

The algorithm keeps iterating this process until the centroids don’t change anymore and converge
at y(t)k = y(t−1)

k for all k where t = iteration number. We calculate WCSS from K = 2 to K = 10
and determine the optimum K value through the "elbow" method, which is the inflection point of
the WCSS curve (29).
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FIGURE 3 Descriptive Statistics of Numeric Variable

FIGURE 4 Descriptive Statistics of Categorical Variable

Association Rule Mining (ARM)
After optimum cluster K is achieved, we apply ARM on each separate cluster to reveal interpretable
multivariate associations between vehicle dynamics, weather conditions, and other crash contribu-
tors. Since ARM works on binary input, we first convert our data into a one-hot encoded format,
where each category is transformed into a 0 or 1 indicator. For example, “Highest Injury Severity
Alleged = Minor” becomes a column with 1 if true and 0 otherwise. If we consider the variable
“Highest Injury Severity Alleged,” which has 6 unique types, it is broken down in the following
way where every row or crash record with respect to the “Highest Injury Severity Alleged” field
having a 1×1 size will have a 1×6 size and can have a binary value of 1 and 0 as shown in Figure
5 with following probable possibilities.



J.R. Palit et al 2025 12

FIGURE 5 One Hot Encoded Data Size Conversion

We select the Apriori Algorithm for this study, as it is an efficient and robust ARM method
suitable for moderate to large-scale datasets (5, 30). Consider T as a set of all transactions or a set
of all crash records and I = {i1, i2, i3, . . . , ik}, a set of k distinct items. Each transaction is associated
with a single unique identifier. For any frequent itemset X : X ⊆ I, an association rule is represented
by an antecedent and consequent, which generally denote a condition similar to "If" (left side of
the condition or rule) and "Then" (right side of the condition or rule) respectively (30, 31). For
each frequent itemset X , the generated rule is A→ B where A ∈ I and B ∈ I. Typically, 3 metrics
are used for ARM rules: Support (S), Confidence (C) and Lift (L) (30). Support is a measure
of how frequently an itemset or association appears in the full dataset. Let us consider a simple
association between A and B is such that A→ B. The support of this rule is formulated by Eq. 2:

S(A→ B) =
transactions having both A and B

total number of transaction, N
=

count(A and B)
N

=
n(AB)

N
= P(A∩B) (2)

Confidence measures the probability of B occurring when A is present, reflecting the relia-
bility of the association and formulated by Eq. 3:

C(A→ B) =
S(A∪B)

S(A)
= P(B|A) (3)

Lift calculates the strength of the rule expressing how much the antecedent A affects the
occurrence of B, comparing the collective occurrence of A and B to the expected frequency if both
of these were statistically independent. If A and B are fully independent, L = 1, expressing no
effect of the antecedent. L > 1 shows A increases the likelihood of A and positive associations with
each other, while L < 1 shows negative association. The formula is shown in Eq.4:

L(A→ B) =
C(A→ B)

S(B)
=

P(A∩B)
P(A) ·P(B)

(4)

To ensure the robustness of the discovered rules, we set the minimum support, confidence,
and lift based on the achieved cluster number and data size proportion. The ARM algorithm applied
in our data is expressed through Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Cluster-based ARM
Require: Encoded dataset N
Require: Cluster labels {0,1, . . . ,K−1}, where K is the number of clusters (K-means)
Require: Thresholds T h = [smin,cmin,Lmin,RLmax]
Ensure: Rules per cluster

1: for k← 0 to K−1 do
2: Extract subset Nk ⊂ N containing records in cluster k
3: Filter out sparse columns in Nk
4: Convert Nk to boolean format (if needed)
5: Apply Apriori on Nk to obtain frequent itemsets with support ≥ smin
6: Generate rules from frequent itemsets subject to cmin, Lmin, and RLmax
7: for all candidate rules X with Len(X)≤ RLmax do
8: Compute support S(X), confidence C(X), and lift L(X)
9: if S(X)≥ smin and C(X)≥ cmin and L(X)≥ Lmin then

10: Store rule X for cluster k
11: end if
12: end for
13: end for

RESULTS
K-means Clustering
We use the elbow method to identify the optimum number of clusters. The elbow method is
a popular method for clustering approaches like K-means, which involves plotting WCSS against
cluster numbers and identifying an elbow point beyond which adding more clusters does not benefit
the analysis (32). From Figure 6, it is evident that the optimum cluster number is K = 4. The cluster
characteristics of these 4 clusters are explained in detail in Figure 7. Cluster 1 is the only cluster
that is ADS dominant (SAE Level 4), and all other clusters are ADAS system influenced with
SAE Level 2. It is evident that 40% of the ADS-equipped Level 4 vehicles stopped before crashes,
which might be issues with their road or surrounding recognition system. These crashes occurred
mostly at intersections (47%). Clusters 0, 2, and 3 are all ADAS-dominated SAE Level 2 Teslas
operating on a high-speed highway and crashed while proceeding straight.

Association Rule Mining(ARM)
While clustering provides us with insightful information about the AV crash pattern, it usually
includes factors that go together. However, how those factors are related to each other, this mul-
tivariate relationship, can be investigated by generating associations/rules through ARM on each
cluster. We use Apriori with the following thresholds Support ≥ 0.05, Confidence ≥ 0.6, Lift ≥
1.2, and Maximum rule length ≤ 3.

A support value of 0.05 indicates an association rule will apply to a minimum of 5% of the
rows in the subset of the cluster to be considered. Our final dataset has a size of 2380× 31 and
4 clusters are established, indicating 595 records for each cluster. 5% support leads us to the rule
or pattern appearing in at least 26-30 records per cluster, which provides us a good opportunity
to capture a meaningful pattern. A confidence above 0.5 proves the rule is more likely to be true
than false, which is why 0.6 is a safe choice, ensuring the generated rules will be true for at least
60% of the time. A lift of 1.2 is also a promising choice, as any lift value greater than 1 shows a
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FIGURE 6 Optimum Cluster Identification

strong positive association. For computational efficiency and to avoid overfitting, we use 3-item
rules and limit maximum rule length to 3. We apply these thresholds and generate 9165 different
rules (Cluster 0: 2753, Cluster 1: 1472, Cluster 2: 719, and Cluster 3: 4221). These rules are then
ranked according to their strength of associations (lift), and the top 10 rules for each cluster were
summarized for interpretation.

Table 4 shows ADAS-dominated Cluster 0 rules where crash patterns are strongly influ-
enced by weather and road surface conditions. With 71% confidence and a lift of 3.93, rule 3
denotes that clear weather is frequently and strongly associated with crashes on dry roadways, par-
ticularly when the AV is proceeding straight on highways. Rule 4 says multi-front impacts tend to
occur 81% of the time in cloudy and rainy weather, even when roads are otherwise described as
having no unusual conditions. Rule 7 shows new vehicles with low mileage tend to be involved in
crashes when the weather is cloudy and rainy. Rule 9 indicates that most of the crashes occurred
in March and hit a fixed object, although the road condition was usual and there was no missing
marking or work zone. Fixed-object collisions occur more frequently when crashes involve wet
surfaces and front multi-zone impacts and are also observed in March under normal road con-
ditions. Moreover, multi-front impacts are linked to airbag deployment and inclement weather,
indicating that during inclement weather situations, crashes involving front impact often deploy
airbags. Nighttime crashes on well-lit roads are typically associated with wet surfaces.
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FIGURE 7 Cluster Profile



J.R. Palit et al 2025 16

TABLE 4 Association Rules for Cluster 0 (SAE Level 2 with ADAS)
Sl. Rule Support Confidence Lift
1 [Weather = Clear]→ [Roadway Surface = Dry] + [SV Pre-

Crash Movement = Proceeding Straight]
0.06 0.63 4.37

2 [Roadway Type = Highway / Freeway] + [Weather = Clear]
→ [Roadway Surface = Dry]

0.05 0.71 3.93

3 [SV Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right]
+ [Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions] →
[Weather = Cloudy & Rain]

0.10 0.81 2.71

4 [Weather = Cloudy & Rain]→ [Roadway Surface = Wet] +
[Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions]

0.27 0.90 2.36

5 [Reporting Entity = Tesla, Inc.] + [Weather = Cloudy &
Rain]→ [Roadway Surface = Wet]

0.30 0.99 2.22

6 [SV Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right] +
[Roadway Surface = Wet] → [Crash With = Other Fixed
Object]

0.11 0.81 2.15

7 [Mileage Bin = 30k–60k] + [Roadway Description = No
Unusual Conditions]→ [Weather = Cloudy & Rain]

0.12 0.64 2.14

8 [SV Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right] →
[SV Any Air Bags Deployed? = Yes] + [Weather = Cloudy
& Rain]

0.18 0.61 2.08

9 [Month = March] + [Crash With = Other Fixed Object]→
[Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions]

0.05 0.90 2.08

10 [Lighting = Dark - Lighted] + [Roadway Description = No
Unusual Conditions]→ [Roadway Surface = Wet]

0.06 0.92 2.08

Table 5 represents Cluster 1. Here, crash patterns are dominated by rear-end collisions
involving vehicles equipped with ADS, high-level automation. While cluster 0 ADAS-involved
crashes resulted in frontal damage of subject AV, ADS-involved crashes in cluster 1 mostly revolve
around rear side damage of subject AV and frontal damage of the crash partner vehicles. These
incidents often occur on dry roads under otherwise normal driving conditions, with a notable con-
centration of crashes reported by Zoox involving Toyota vehicles equipped with Automated Driv-
ing Systems (ADS)(Rule 2, 3). Additionally, many of these crashes occur while the contact vehicle
is proceeding straight, and surprisingly, they often do not deploy the airbag in the subject vehicle.
A substantial share of the contact vehicles are associated with SAE Level 4 automation(Rule 9),
indicating that this cluster likely reflects routine operational failures during rear-end encounters in
mixed traffic conditions.
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TABLE 5 Association Rules for Cluster 1 (SAE Level 4 with ADS)
Sl. Rule Support Confidence Lift
1 [Roadway Surface = Dry] + [Reporting Entity = Zoox, Inc.]
→ [Make = Toyota]

0.08 1.00 13.26

2 [Reporting Entity = Zoox, Inc.] + [Roadway Description =
No Unusual Conditions]→ [Make = Toyota]

0.06 1.00 13.26

3 [Make = Toyota] → [Automation System = ADS] + [Re-
porting Entity = Zoox, Inc.]

0.05 0.77 13.26

4 [SV Contact Area = Rear Left, Rear & Rear Right] + [Make
= Cruise]→ [Roadway Type = Intersection]

0.05 0.94 9.20

5 [SV Contact Area = Rear Left, Rear & Rear Right]→ [CP
Contact Area = Front Left & Front & Front Right] + [Make
= Jaguar]

0.05 0.61 8.81

69 [CP Contact Area = Front]→ [Roadway Surface = Dry] +
[SV Contact Area = Rear]

0.07 0.65 8.17

7 [SV Contact Area = Rear & Rear Right] → [Lighting
= Daylight] + [CP Pre-Crash Movement = Proceeding
Straight]

0.07 0.79 8.38

8 [CP Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right] →
[SV Any Air Bags Deployed? = No] + [Roadway Type =
Intersection]

0.06 0.66 8.08

9 [CP Contact Area = Front Left and Front]→ [Automation
Level = 4] + [SV Contact Area = Rear]

0.05 0.67 8.10

10 [CP Contact Area = Front]→ [SV Contact Area = Rear] 0.05 0.68 8.13

From the cluster profile in Figure 7, we know Cluster 2 is mostly ADAS-equipped Level
2 vehicles operating on highway/freeway. In Cluster 2 (shown in Table 6), crash patterns are
centered around rear-end collisions occurring mainly on highways that result in little to no injury.
A frequent scenario involves the contact vehicle striking the rear of another vehicle, often resulting
in front-end damage to the subject vehicle, especially in cases reported by Tesla. These crashes
frequently occur under normal road conditions and on freeway segments. Notably, many of the
involved vehicles are Teslas, and several rules suggest strong directional patterns, such as rules 9
and 10, where Tesla vehicles with front-end damage are often linked to rear-end damage on the
opposing vehicle. Property damage is common, but injury severity is generally low, and airbag
deployment is frequently absent, suggesting lower-impact or controlled-speed collisions.
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TABLE 6 Association Rules for Cluster 2 (SAE Level 2 with ADAS)
Sl. Rule Support Confidence Lift
1 [Highest Injury Severity Alleged = No Injuries Reported] →

[SV Any Air Bags Deployed? = No] + [SV Pre-Crash Move-
ment = Proceeding Straight]

0.06 0.62 5.71

2 [Roadway Type = Highway / Freeway] + [Highest Injury
Severity Alleged = No Injuries Reported]→ [SV Any Air Bags
Deployed? = No]

0.05 0.77 5.55

3 [CP Contact Area = Rear Left, Rear & Rear Right] → [SV
Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right] + [Roadway
Type = Highway / Freeway]

0.06 0.75 5.37

4 [Highest Injury Severity Alleged = No Injuries Reported] +
[Property Damage? = Yes]→ [SV Any Air Bags Deployed? =
No]

0.06 0.74 5.33

5 [Highest Injury Severity Alleged = No Injuries Reported] →
[SV Any Air Bags Deployed? = No] + [Roadway Description
= No Unusual Conditions]

0.05 0.65 5.27

6 [Roadway Type = Highway / Freeway] + [SV Contact Area =
Rear Left, Left & Front Left] → [Crash With = Other Fixed
Object]

0.05 0.87 4.51

7 [SV Contact Area = Rear Left, Left & Front Left] + [Property
Damage? = Yes]→ [Crash With = Other Fixed Object]

0.05 0.80 4.15

8 [SV Contact Area = Rear Left] → [Automation Level = 2] +
[Crash With = Other Fixed Object]

0.05 0.81 4.22

9 [Make = Tesla] + [CP Contact Area = Rear Left, Rear & Rear
Right]→ [SV Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right]

0.07 0.95 3.44

10 [CP Contact Area = Rear Left, Rear & Rear Right] → [SV
Contact Area = Front Left, Front & Front Right] + [Reporting
Entity = Tesla, Inc.]

0.07 0.86 3.32

Cluster 3 is shown in Table 7. This is also an ADAS-dominated cluster where crashes
usually occur under standard driving conditions and are strongly associated with Level 2 automated
vehicles, telematics-based reporting, and major manufacturers such as Honda and Tesla. Rules
2 and 3 have strong lift values of 4.49 and 4.4, respectively, indicating most of the accidents
that were recorded for Level 2 ADAS AV vehicles occurred during daylight. From rule 8 with
a strong lift of 3.08, we notice that most of the Honda-reported crashes when they got hit on
the front resulted in airbag deployment. Rule 10 also shows that most of the Honda-reported
crashes with SAE Level 2 automation result in moderate-level injury severity. Tesla reports, on
the other hand, are predominantly submitted via telematics and frequently lack detailed injury
documentation. Vehicles in the 30,000–60,000 mileage range, when airbags deploy, also tend to
be reported through telematics, suggesting reliance on sensor-triggered reporting in maturing AV
fleets. Several rules highlight the involvement of ADAS-equipped or Level 2 AVs operating in
daylight on otherwise normal roads, yet these vehicles still encounter crashes on wet surfaces.
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TABLE 7 Association Rules for Cluster 3 (SAE Level 2 with ADAS)
Sl. Rule Support Confidence Lift
1 [Automation System = ADAS] + [Roadway Description = No

Unusual Conditions]→ [Roadway Surface = Wet]
0.06 0.68 6.60

2 [Automation Level = 2] + [Roadway Description = No Un-
usual Conditions]→ [Lighting = Daylight]

0.07 0.79 4.49

3 [Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions]→ [Air Bags
Deployed? = Yes]

0.08 0.77 4.40

4 [Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions]→ [Lighting
= Daylight] + [Automation System = ADAS]

0.07 0.68 4.20

5 [Roadway Description = No Unusual Conditions]→ [Lighting
= Daylight] + [Automation Level = 2]

0.07 0.68 4.20

6 [Source = Telematics] → [Highest Injury Severity Alleged =
No Serious Injury] + [Reporting Entity = Tesla, Inc.]

0.24 0.96 3.24

7 [Mileage Bin = 30k–60k] + [SV Any Air Bags Deployed? =
Yes]→ [Source = Telematics]

0.08 0.78 3.10

8 [SV Contact Area = Front] → [SV Any Air Bags Deployed?
= Yes] + [Reporting Entity = Honda (American Honda Motor
Co.)]

0.05 0.67 3.08

9 [Source = Telematics]→ [SV Any Air Bags Deployed? = Yes]
+ [Reporting Entity = Tesla, Inc.]

0.22 0.88 3.08

10 [Highest Injury Severity Alleged = Moderate]→ [Automation
Level = 2] + [Reporting Entity = Honda (American Honda Mo-
tor Co.)]

0.08 0.90 2.56

DISCUSSION
We applied an unsupervised machine learning clustering method, K-means, and Association Rule
Mining to reveal hidden patterns of AV crashes with different levels of automation and different
driving assistance systems such as ADS & ADAS After processing the raw data, we feed it to the
hybrid model framework. First, we cluster the dataset and optimize the cluster number to 4. Clus-
ter 0, Cluster 2, and Cluster 3 are mostly dominated by automation Level 2 AV-involved crashes
equipped with ADAS, and Cluster 1 is dominated by Level 4 AV crashes equipped with ADS. The
cluster profile initially reveals very interesting insights. It proves that in ADAS-involved crashes
(especially Cluster 0 and Cluster 2), AV vehicles mostly operated on the highways or freeways, and
in most cases, airbags were deployed and resulted in property damage (almost 90% of the time).
This shows there could still be the human element responsible for the crashes, as drivers have the
primary responsibility and ADAS was not enough to prevent crashes. Most of these AVs are Tesla
(85-90%) and had an average pre-crash speed of 45 mph while the speed limit was 55 mph to 65
mph. This shows that even though they resulted in crashes, they were not speeding, which explains
the higher percentage of non-injury to moderate-injury crashes. Cluster 3 records show a good
percentage of unknown factors, indicating the lack of data or reporting irregularities. Cluster 1 is
representative of high-automation Level 4 (with ADS) AV crashes. We noticed the average posted
speed limit of these is 28 mph, which indicates most of these crashes occurred in urban streets or in
a controlled environment. Almost 50% of the time, crashes occur at intersections, showing Level
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4 still struggles in mixed traffic with higher conflict points. Cluster 1 also shows these Level 4 AVs
(with ADS) came at a very slow speed before the crash and did not deploy airbags. This makes
sense, as most of these crashes did not cause injury.

We applied ARM on each of these clusters and found exciting information on how wide
ranges of crash factors are related to each other and the strength of those relationships. We nar-
rowed down the top 10 rules based on the lift for all 4 clusters. Cluster 0 shows the contribution
of environmental factors to Level 2 AV (with ADAS) crashes. For example, during rainy condi-
tions, subject AVs usually hit fixed objects and damage the front, front-left, and front-right sides
of the car. Rules also show that when crashes on this cluster occur during the night, the roads are
wet even though the street is properly lit. It indicates that the primary reason may be due to the
inability of the driver to drive properly on wet roads, as in ADAS equipped vehicles, drivers still
hold primary control. Cluster 1 rules identify different relationships of Level 4 AV (with ADS)
related crashes involving important vehicle dynamics like pre-crash movements of AV, ADS sys-
tem awareness, and damage pattern. Rules indicate that in most crashes when subject AVs had
damage on the rear side, the crash partner vehicle had frontal damage, and most of the time, the
car was a jaguar. This indicates that in mixed traffic conditions of urban streets, ADS systems in
Jaguars are prone to rear-end collisions. Rules also express that during crashes of Level 2 AVs,
when crash partner vehicles were hit on the front, airbags did not deploy in the subject vehicle, and
this scenario is common at urban intersections. Rules in Cluster 2 express the directional trend of
ADAS-equipped Level 2 Tesla AV crashes, where if AVs take front-end damages, the crash part-
ner vehicles end up with rear-end damages. Cluster 3 rules reflect more routine driving situations
rather than complex settings. Rules indicate that when accidents occur in normal road conditions,
it is often daylight and airbags are deployed. We also notice that when the mileage of the AV ve-
hicles was between 30k and 60k and airbags were deployed, the accident had been reported via a
telematics source. Overall, the generated rules provide interesting interrelations of environmental
factors, road conditions, lighting, automation systems, mileage, vehicle maneuvers, etc., which
enable context-specific decision-making.

CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we propose a hybrid framework of clustering and rule-mining to analyze multivari-
ate relationships of crash factors in SAE Level 2 (with ADAS) and SAE Level 4 (with ADS) AV
crashes. Our architecture uses K-means to cluster large-scale AV crash data into 4 different clus-
ters of similar trends. We mine these clusters with the Apriori algorithm to generate different rules
and find multivariate dependencies across a wide range of crash factors. We select top associations
from each cluster with the strongest likelihood of occurrence. Results reveal that ADS-equipped
Level 4 AVs are usually involved in crashes on urban streets, especially at intersections, showing
their limited capacity to capture complex traffic behavior in mixed traffic. These AVs show a rear-
end collision trend, while their crash partner vehicles take front-side collision damage. Level 2
AVs with ADAS systems mostly operate on highways and tend to be involved in crashes during
bad weather and wet road conditions, mostly taking front damage. Extracted ARM rules with
strong likelihood offer us a granular understanding of automated vehicle crash patterns with mixed
automation levels and driving assistance systems. Consideration of these intricate dependencies
of vehicle dynamics, environmental factors, road conditions, and automation systems will benefit
traffic engineers, AV developers, researchers, and policy makers in identifying high-risk factors,
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validating AV automation systems, planning smarter ITS (Intelligent Transportation System) in-
frastructure, and developing evidence-based local, state, or federal policy and safety standards.

The limitation of our study is the high percentage of unknown information within few vari-
ables and some confidential crash narratives, which were not analyzed on a granular scale to extract
insights. Future research will include these narratives for text mining to fill up the information gap
among other variables. We will also include other crash data sources in conjunction with NHTSA
to enhance scalability and robustness.
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