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Drunk Driving Options
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DECREASE AUUUHOL 'Shli 61 CSHB 17(Jud)am SB 226 Current Law Recorrmen3at io 1/

beverase ounscmfticn Explanation

7. mandatory no provision no provision no provision no provision this would decrease
food service the rate at which one
between became intoxicated

certain hours

ENGINEERING EFFCKI'57 “STTT CSHB 17(Jud) am SB 226 Current Law Recorrmendat ions
WIVING SAFETY

1. mandatory seat- no provision no provision no provision According to Larry RoOSsS
belt use this would drastically
reduce the nurtoer

of auto fatalities

2. child safet no provision no provision no provision this measure drastically
restra ints reduces the nurber

of infant fatali ties.
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speed Ilimil to 50nph was one of the two most
successful highway safety
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rcspons. for their actions,
increased ins. rates would

be a natural deterrent.
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to start autos when

ir toxica ted
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ANX hibited for fatali iies for those
16-17 year o°elds covered under bill by

between 12am and as much as 63%

5am(see Attach 7)
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ATTACHMENT 1

April 16, 1983
Selective enforcement roadblocks

Selective enforcement roadblocks have been implemented in a nurber of

countries, and in the United States.

A pilot project was 1implemented in the state of Maryland to aid in the
detection and apprehension of intoxicated drivers. The progran s

anticipated to be a deterrent for potential drunk drivers.

The safety of citizens as well as Public Safety personnel will be
considered in the selection of the sites. The sites will also be
selected based on time of day, day of week location, and the nurber of
accidents located in that area. The sites must also have a safe area in

which cars can stop.

The Maryland project does not use barricades to block oncoming traffic.

All traffic approaching the checkpoint will be pass through the check-

point where the car wi 11 be approached by a police officer wh' wil I hand
the driver a brochure prepared to explain the selective roadblock. | f

the officer detects alcohol while the car is stopped, the

driver will be detained and required to present their driver's Jlicense

and vehicle registration. They may also be required to give a prelimi-

nary breath test. If sufficient evidence of intoxication is developed,

the driver will be arrested.

No action will be taken against a driver for merely turning off the

roadway before the checkpoint.



ATTAOMENT 2
April 16, 1983

Mandatory Breathalizer tests

A nurber of states give preliminary breath alcohol tests for all persons
who are stopped for moving violations or who are involved 1in car acci-
dents. The probable cause to give the test is sirrply that alcohol
impairment may have caused the accident of the illegal driving pattern.
This was recommended by Dr. Denr!s Kelso during the April 9, 1983
hearing as one of the best ways to increase enforcement efforts.

The lack of adequate enforcement was established as one of the largest

loopholes in the drunk driving situation.



ATTAO-MENT 3

April 16, 1983

Backup crews to assist police officers

Currently, the Alaska state trooper must spend at least one hour with

the car of the apprehended person until the car can be inpounded.

Using backup crews to come and wait with the car was recommended during
the April 9 hearing as one way to decrease their down time which would

ultimately increase enforcement.



ATTACHMENT 4

April 16, 1983
M andatory minimun fines

Many opposing views were expressed on this option during the hearings.
For instance, Anchorage Municipal Prosecutor Allen Baily suggested that
fines wouid be an appropriate deterrent for drunk driving. District
Court Judge, Elaine Andrews, expressed her concern about the diffi-

culties in trying to collect the fine when the person is unable to pay.



ATTACHMENT 5
April 16, 1983
M andatory Minimum incarceration

Included with this attachment are copies of the request wc made from
the Division of Corrections regarding the costs of installing and
operating new or used modular minimum security facilities.

Also included is a letter recommending the Harborview .Disability

Center as a minimum security facility.

Clearly, these suggestions have been made because of the strain

already wexisting on the correctional facilities in the state.

Many persons during the hearings testified in favor of mandatory
incarceration, and they generally stated it was a successful and
warranted deterrent. Dr. Ross, on the other heand, stated that in
England during the Road Safety act, there was no mandatory
incarceration. The sanction fo DVVI was suspension of the driver's
license. He suggested that the primary deterrent decreasing the
fatality rate was the public's perception that they would be cauqght—
alcohol related accident fatalities rose within months of the

implementation of the act with the change in the public perception.
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BILL SHEFFIELD. GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES JPSN“E"A”UﬂB%ASKA 09511
OFFICEOF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE :

DOCUMENT NO. 83-154

April 15, 1983

The Honorable Vic Fischer
Senate State Affairs Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

On Thursday April 7, 1983, your Committee requested that Corrections
provide information regarding capital and operating costs for an institu—
tion which would house offenders convicted for drunk driving offenses
(OMVI or DWI). In a short time we have reviewed available data and have
formulated what we believe to be reasonable assumptions. This response is
offered to your Committee with an understanding that the Sheffield
Administration has not addressed the question as to whether this concept
would be appropriate to pursue, and that funds are not available within
current operating or capital requests to create an instiiution for this
purpose. Further, this response 1is based on current statutes and law
enforcement practices. Proposed changes under consideration could
increase the numbers of offenders.

Sufficient numbers of offenders for a specialized facility to confine
drunk drivers are only found in the southceriral region of the State.
From data presently available we believe that a fifty five bed capacity
would be necessary. It is likely that a site in the Matanuska Valley
will be acquired for correctional pu/poses. Assuming the purchase of a.
55 bed pipeline camp for transfer and setup it is estimated that capital
costs for acquisition and site development would total $3,350,000.

Twelve month operating costs for a 55 bed facility are estimated to be
$1,213,700. This figure includes a staff of nineteen, purchase and
operation of two vans for transporting offenders to and from population
centers, and routine operating coses.

Programmatic issues for a specialized facility of this type have not been
fully addressed. Many believe that those serving short sentences of three
or ten days for drunk driving are not necessarily candidates for alcohol
treatment programs. Some argue that the pur.ative impact of incarceration
is most appropriate, while others believe that needs assessment and
referral are the proper goals for this setting and population-; Still

others support a full educational and treatment effort. Two Social Worker
Il positions have been inclucec in the proposed staff to proviGe on site
alcoholism counseling. With staggered shifts and days of work, the

counseling Ccr. be provided seven days a week.



The Honorable Vic Fischer
Page 2

While funding for a 110 bed minimum custody facility has not been
identified in budget requests, future planning calls for a facility of

this size and custody classification. Due to initial site development and
core facility costs for the first 55 bed facility, the remaining 55 bed
capacity could be added for a comparatively small sum. Estimates to erect

housing and core facility pipeline structures for the second 55 inmates
at the some site are $400,000, for a total capital investment of
$3,750,000. Twelve month costs for a 110 bed facility with a staff of 36
and related operational/inmate costs would total $2,332,500. The
additional 55 beds could be" used for housing {.,isdemean&nt and minimum
custody felony inmates.

It is my hope that this information is responsive to your inqjiry. I

wish to reiterate that the Administration has not developed a position
regarding the appropriateness of a specialized facility for drunk drivers,
nor would operating or capital funds be available for such a project with-
within the Governor®s FY"84 requests.

Sincerely,

Robert London Smith, FHA.D.
Commissioner



PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY FORTHE DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED

David Maltman-Director Jan Maas-Advocale Patricia Pennella-Advocale
Jeff Jessee-Staff Attorney 419 6th St., Rm. 232 763 7th Ave.

Annely Girard-Coordina'or Juneau. AK 99801 Fairbanks, AK 99701

325 East 3rd, 2nd Floor (907)586-1627 (907)456-1070

Anchorage, AK 99501
(907) 274-3658

April 13, 1983
il

Senator Vic Fischer
Pouch V

Mail Stop 3100
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

This letter concerns the need for the State of Alaska to obtain
a minimum security facility for the treatment of drunk drivers.

I noticed in the papers ‘'that it has beeit si.gge-ted that surplus

pipeline camps be purchased and renovated for this purpose. It
is my suggestion that the state first look to existing facilities
that are not being appropriately utilized. The most notable example

of this type of facility is Harborview Developmental Center for
the developmentally disabled in Valdez.

Harborview currently provides residential care for up to 96

developmentally disabled Alaskans. Unfortunately, Harborview was
constructed before it was realized that the developmentally disabled
could be better served in commun.'.ty settings. This has resulted

in the wunnecessarily institutionalization of many Alaskans. There
is a tremendous loss of human dignity and potential which occurs
because of thi3 state policy of institutionalization. In addition,
the $85,000 per person per year spent on this primarily custodial
care is staggering at a time when comnr.nity services have be n
set back for three years in a row. There isa strong consensus
growing that the people in Harborview must be returned to their
families and communities ixs soon as possible. As a result, the
state will need to find alternative uses for this building.



Harborview would be well-suited for wuse as a minimum security

facility. Constructed after the earthquake of poured reinforced
concrete, it contains a large cafeteria and laundry. In addition,
each exterior door has an alarm system in place and the activities
on each hall can be monitored from central nursing stations. The

local hospital is also located in the other end of the building.
Renovations currently wunderway will result in a more efficient
heating system and a new roof.

Alaskan's now believe that it is the drunken drivers that 'should
be removed fror. the community, not the handicapped. I can think
of no better expressions of this long overdue realization than
by changing the use of Harborview.

Thank you for your consideration of this idea and please call me
if you have any questions.

Staff Attorney

JLJrbk



ATTACHMENT 6
April 16, 1983
Administrative license revocation

SB 61 states that if a person under arrest refuses to take the
breathalizer test, or if their BAC is above the legal limit, the
enforcement officer shall seize that persons driver®"s license.

The officer shall read and deliver to the person arrested a notice
advising him or her that: 1) the state intends to revoke their driver's
license; 2) the person has a right to obtain a court review of the
revocation; 3) the notice is a temporary driver®"s license expiring seven
days from date of notification; 4) the revocation of the person®s
driver®"s license shall take effect upon the expiration of the temporary
driver®s license unless that person within seven days initiates court
proceedings to rescind the revocation.



ATTACHMENT 7
April 16, 1983
Curfew license provisions in £3 226

This bill creates three different stages of driver's licenses, and
decreases the hours in which a person having a permit only can

drive according to the outline below.
SB 226:

l) prohibits those automobile drivers with learning permits (as
opposed to licenses) from driving between the hours of 9pm and
midnight on Friday and Saturday, and prohibit them from driving

between midnight and 5am every morning.

2) provides in the state driver's manual a more substantial
section on the dangers of combining driving and alcohol— including
3 portion on how to recognize an intoxicated driver, and create a

corresponding section in the written examination.
3)creates a Stage 1 license—

— this license would apply to 16 year old persons, and to

those who are 17 years old v/ho have not had driver's education.

— persons with this license would be prohibited from
driving between the hours of midnight and 5am wunless accompanied
by a parent or a spouse 18 years of age or older, or unless travel-
ing to or from work or in the course of employment with a signed

affidavit in hand from the employer.

— two moving violations, 1 DVVIl,ordrivingin violation of
the curfew would result in the revocation ofthis license, butwould

allow them to apply for a learner's permit.
4)creates a Stage 2 license—

— this Ilicense would apply to 17 J/ear olds who have passed

driver's education.

— to qualify for this license a 17 year old must have 6
consecutive months prior to application with no moving violations,

and no DVVIis or curfew violations.



— a moving violation, a DWI, or a curfew violation results

in the revocation of the Stage 2 license. The person would, howev-
er, beable to apply for a stage 1 license,
— this Stage 2 license would not have any driving curfew.
5) creates a Stage 3 license equal to the current Alaska State

driver's license in every way except that you must be 18 to be
eligible for that license—

— any Alaska State resident currently eligible for a driv-
er's license, and who is 18 years of age would be eligible for a
Stage 3 license.

— traffic violations obtained with a permit, stage 1 license,
or a stage 2 license shall be applied to the stage 3 license in compli-
ance with current Alaska law when that license is obtained on or
after their 18th birthday.

6)provides an effective date of January 1, 1984

— those who receive their driver's licenses before January
1, 1984 would have a three month period in which to obtain the
appropriate license after the effective date of the bill before their

license automatically expires.

7)in accordance with this bill, driver's education courses must
be available to all persons wunder 18 through the high school
curriculum .



HB 6 :
1st conviction DWI or refusal

driverl license seized at time of arrest . _ ,
and revoked or suspended for 90 days. "

72 hours in jail

minimum $250 fine

mandatory treatment

2nd conviction

20 days incarceration

license revoked for one year

minimum $500 dollar fine

mandatory treatment

3rd conviction

30 days incarceration

license is revoked for 10 years

mandatory treatment

minimum $1000 dollar fine

may have to forfeit vehicle involved in the offense.
Also in the bill (Finance version)

preliminary Breath tests (section 16 of finance version)
administrative license revocation (section 3)

— sobriety checkpoints (in statae affairs--deleted in Judiciary)
— open container provision (Also deleted in Judiciary)

Chemical test may be administered to an unconscious person (section 22
of finance version of the bill).

proof of financial responsability must be shown to obtain a new driver's
license once your license has been revoked etc...(section 12).

four hour provision for measuring BAC at time of arrest (section 13).

alcohol and drug section added to the written portion of the driver"s
license examination (section 2).



Grounds for
Immediate
revocation
of Driver's
license.

License
suspensions,
revocations,
and
limitations
for DWI

Imprisonment
for DWI

or refusal

of breath
test.

PRESENT LAW

Refusal of chemical test of
breath was not included.

1st conviction: license revoked
for 30 day minimum, or limited
license and revocation for

60 days minimum.

2nd conviction: license is
revoked for one year minimum.
No limited license privileges.
3rd or subsequent conviction:
license is revoked for 3 years.
No limited license privileges.

1st conviction: not less than
72 consecutive hours.

2nd conviction: not less than
10 consecutive days if offense
was committed within 5 years
of previous conviction, or,
not less than 20 consecutive
days if t** offense was
committed within one year of
previous conviction.-

SB 61

Adds the refusal to submit
to a chemical test of breath

to the grounds for the immediate
revocation of a driver®s license

1st conviction: driver"s licnese
is seized at the time of arrest
if driving a motor vehicle.
License is revoked or suspended
for 90 days. No limited license
privileges. 2nd conviction:
driver®s license is seized at the
time of arrest. License is revoked
for one year. No limited license
privileges. 3rd or subsequent
conviction: Driver"s license is
seized at the time of arrest.
License is revoked permanently.

1st conviction: same as present law.

2nd conviction: not less than 20
consecutive days.

3rd or subsequent conviction:

not less than 30 consecutive days.

H-S If

0&QD Gl (State Affairs)

Same as SB 61

1st conviction: driver®s license
is seized at the time of arrest.
License is revoked for 90 days.
Limited License privileges may
be granted for the last 60 days.
2nd conviction: same as SB 61.
3rd or subsequent conviction:
Driver®s license is seized at
time of arrest. License is
revoked for 10 years. No limited
license privileges.

1st conviction: same as SB 61.
2nd conviction: same as SB 61.
3rd or subsequent conviction:
same as SB 61,



License
suspensions,
revocations,
and

T. nations
for refusal
of breath
test

Fines for
DWI or refusal
of breath test

Impoundment
of vehicle

Forfeiture
of vehicle

PRESENT LAW

1st offense: ineligible for a
driver"s license or permit for

a three months®™ period unless
the court finds hardship and
modifies the suspension or
revocation.

2nd conviction: if there is a
conviction for DWI or refusal of
breath test, revocation is for
one year.

Not more than $1000.00

no provision

no provision

SB 61

All penalties for refusal to submit
to a chemical test of breath are
identical to the above penalties
for driving while intoxicated.

1st conviction $250 minimum-—
$500 maximum Fine.

2nd conviction: $500-- $1,000
3rd conviction: $1,000-- $2,500

1st offense: 15 days
2nd offense: 90 days

If a person has been convicted
more than once of DWI or refusing
to submit to a chemical test of
breath, the court may order the
forfeiture of a motor vehicle.

e+ & <*
e-SS61 61- (State Affairs)

All penalties for refusal to
submit to a chemical test of
breath are identical to the
above penalties for DWI.

1st conviction: not less than
$250.

2nd con\ “".tion: $500 minimum.
3rd cona tion: $1,000 minimum.

impoundment section has been
deleted (see amendmentto this bill).

Adds new sections. An additional
provision is made for the remission
of forfeitures, a procedure to

allow a person with ownership or
security interests in a forfeited
motor vehicle to claim the vehicle

or interest in the vehicle through
court proceedings. A municipality
is granted the authority to provide
for impoundment and forfeiture of a
motor vehicle in similar circumstances.

(Z)



Administrative
revocation

of

driver's
license

Use of
preliminary
breath testing
(PBT)

Driving

while license
is cancelled,
suspended,
revoked,

or in violation
of limitation.

no provision

no provision

not less than 10 days.
no provision for a fine.

SB 61

On refusal to submit to a chemical
test for breath or if a test
indicates an alcohol concentration
of 0.10 or more, the law/ enforcement
officer shall seize the driver"s
license. The officer reads the

a notice and give the driver a
copy of the notice. The notice
explains the revocation procedure.
The notice is a temporary driver"s
license that expires in 7 days
unless the driver initiates court
proceedings to rescind the
revocation of the license.

No provision

not less than 14 consecutive
days. Fine- not less than $500
nor more than $1,000.

CES-B~6i1 (State Affairs)

Adds additional language which win
stay a revocation if the person
initiates a court action to rescind
the Department of Public Safety"s
action. Procedures for court

review of an administrative revocation
are set out.

Section 15 requires a person involved
in an accident or who commits
certain serious traffic offenses,

or who drives in a manner that
creates a risk to a person or
property to submit to a preliminary
breath test that may be used

by an officer in determining whether
to arrest the person. Refusal to
submit to the test is a violation
punishable by a fine.

section 11 in CSSB 61 (State Affairs)
provides a minimum penalty of 30 days
imprisonment and a fine of $500 for

driving when driving privileges

have been revoked for DWI or refusal

to submit to a chemical test if the

person has been convicted once within

the last 10 years. If the person has been
convicted more than once of DWI or refusal to
submit to a chemical test and continues

to drive while privileges have been revoked,
the minimum penalty is 90 days imprisonment
and a fine of $1,000.
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Original sponsors: Martin, M.W.Miller,
M.M.Miller, et al

IN THE HOUSE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (Judiciary) am
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "Ar Act authorizing an advisory vote on the drinking
age; raising the drinking age to 21; allowing employ-
ment of certain minors in licensed premises; and
amending other provisions of law relating to the
drinking age."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 04.11.090(f) is amended to read:

(f) The area designated as the licensed premises under a bever-
age dispensary license issued to a bowling alley may include the
concourse or lane arc:as of the bowling alley. Notwithstanding AS 04.-
16.049, the board may, upon application, authorize access by persons
under 21 [19] years of age to the concourse r-r lane areas designated
part of the bowling alley's licensed premises during hours when no
alcoholic beverages are being sold, served, or consumed.

* Sec. 2. AS 04.11.110(g) is amended to read:

(g) Notwithstanding AS 04.16.049, the board may authorize access
by persons under 21 [19] years of age to a <club's licensed premises
during hours when no alcoholic beverages are scld, served™ or con-
sumed.

* Sec. J. AS 04.11.460(c) is amended to read:

(c) For the purposes of this section, "permanent resident” means
a person 21 [19] years of age or older who has established a permanent
place of abode.

* Sec. 4. AS 04.16.049(a) is repealed and reenacted to read:

CSHB 17(Jud) am
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(a) A person under the age of 21 years may not knowingly enter
or remain in premises licensed under this title unless

(1) accompanied by a parent, guardian or spouse who has
attained the age of 21 years;

(2) the person is at least 16 years of age, the premises
are designated by the board as a restaurant for the purposes of this
section, and the person ent® and remains only for dining; or

(3) the person is under the age of 16 years, is accompanied
by a person over the age of 21 years, the parent or guardian of the
underage.', person consents, the premises are designated by the boaru as
a restaurant for the purposes of this section, and the person enters
and rer.ains only for dining.

Sec. 5. AS 04.16.049(b) is amended to read:

(b) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, a licensee or an [,
HIS] agent [,] or employee of the licensee may refuse entry to a
person under the age of 21 [19] years to that part of licensed prem-

ises in which alcoholic beverages are sold, servedx or consumed, may
refuse service to a person under the age of 21 [19] vyears, or may
require a person under the age of 21 [19] years to leave the portion
of the licensed premises in which alcoholic beverages are sold, serv-
ed, or consumed.

Sec. 6. AS 04.16.079(c) is amended to read:

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision in this section, a
person between 16 and 19 years of age may enter and remain within the
licensed premises of a hotel, restaurant, or eating place in the
course of [HIS] employment if (1) the employment does not involve the
serving, mixing, delivering, or dispensing of alcoholic beverages; (2)
the person has the written consent of a parent or gjardian; and (3)

an exemption from the prohibition of AS 23.10.355 is granted by the

CSHB 17(Jud) am -2-



Department of Labor. The board, with the approval of the governing
body having jurisdiction and at the licensee's request, shall desig-
nate which premises are hotels, restaurants”™ or eating places for the
purposes of this subsection

Sec. 7. AS 04.16.049 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision in this section,
person 19 years of age or older may be employed within the licensed
premises of a hotel, restaurant or eating place, may enter and remain
within those premises for the purpose of employment, and may in the
course of employment, serve, deliver or dispense alcoholic beverages.
Sec. 8. AS 04.16.050 is amended to read:

Sec. 04.16.050. POSSESSION OR CONSUMPTION BY PERSONS UNDER THE
AGF OF 21 [19]. A person under the age of 21 [19] vyears may not
knowingly consume, possess, or control alcoholic beverages except
those furnished persons under AS 04.16.051(b).

Sec. 9. AS i4.16.051(a) is amended to read:

Sec. 04.16.051. FURNIShj'JG OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES TO PERSONS
UNLER THE AGE OF 21 [19]. (a) A person may not furnish an alcoholic
beverage to a person under the age of 21 [19] years.

Sec. 10. AS 04.16.052 is amended to read:

Sec. 04.16.052. FURNISHING OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES TO PERSONS
UNDER THE AGE OF 21 [19] BY LICENSEES. A licensee or an [, HIS] agent
[,] or employee of the licensee may not with criminal negligence

(1) allow another person to sell, barter, or give an alco-
holic beverage to a person under the age of 21 [19] vyears within
licensed premises;

(2) allow a person under the age of 21 [19] years to enter
and remain within licensed premises except as provided in AS 04.16.-

049;

-3- CSHB 17(Jud) am



1 (3) allow a parson under the age of 21 [19] years to con-

2 sume an alcoholic beverage within licensed premises;

3 (4) allow a person under the age of 21 [19] years to sell
4 or serve alcoholic beyera” QVIM)
5 * Sec. 11. AS 04.16.060 is amended to read:

6 Sec. C4.16.060. PURCHASE BY PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF 21 [19].
7 (a) A person under the age of 21 [19] years may not purchase alco-

8 holic beverages or solicit another tn purchase alcoholic beverages for
9 the person under the age of 21 [ON HIS BEHALF].

10 (b) Aperson may not influence the sale, gift, or service of an
11 alcoholic beverage to a person under the age of 21 [19] vyears, by
12 misrepresenting the age of that person.

13 (c> Aperson may not order or receive an alcoholic beve age from
14 a licensee, an [HIS] agent or [,] employee of the licensee, oi another
15 person, for the purpose of selling, giving, or serving it to a person
16 under the age of 21 [19] years.

17 (d) Aperson under the age of 21 [19] years may not enter [li-
18 censed premises where alcoholic beverages are sold and offer or pre-
19 sent to a licensee or an [, HIS] agent [,] or employee of the licensee
20 a birth certificate or other written evidence of age, that [WHICH] s
21 fraudulent or false or that [WHICH] is not actually the person's [HIS]
22 own, or otherwise misrepresent the person's [HIS] age, for the purpose
23 of inducing the licensee or an [, HIS] agent [,] or employee of the
24 licensee to sell, give, serve, or furnish alcoholic beverages contrary
25 to law.

26 (e) Aperson [WHO HAS ATTAINED THE AGE OF 19 YEARS ACCOMPANYING
27 A PERSON] under the age of 21 [19] who is seeking to e/r]ter and remain
28 in a licensed premises under AS O4.16.O49(a)(2)rtma‘§/ﬁi (n3ot misrepresent # " /&rson

29 age or having obtained the consent of the parent or guardian required by that

CSHB 17(Jud) am -4-



section [OF THE PERSON UNDER THE AGE OF 19 YEARS].
Sec. 12. AS 04.16.200(b)(2) is amended to read:

(2) the sale or offer for sale was made to a person und
21 [19] years of age; or
Sec. 13. AS 04.16.200(c) is amended to read:

(c) It is an affirmative defense to a prosecution under (a) of
this section that no profit was involved in the solicitation or re-
ceipt of an order for the delivery oil an alcoholic beverage. However,
the affirmative defense created under this subsection is not available
in a prosecution of a person charged with selling or offering for sale
alcoholic beverages to a person under 21 [19] years of age.

Sec. 14. AS 04.21.020(1) is amended to read:

(1) the alcoholic beverages are provided to a person und
the age of 21 [19] years in violation of AS 04.16.051, wunless the
licensee, agent, or employee secures in good faith from the person a
signed statement, liquor identification card, or driver's license
meeting the requirements of AS 04.21.050(a) and 04.21.050(b), that
[WHICH] indicates that the person is 21 [19] years of age or older; or
Sec. 15. AS 04 21.050(a) is amended to read:

(a) If a licensee [,] or an agent or employee of the licensee
questions or has reason to question whether a person entering [A]
licensed premises, or ordering, purchasing, attempting to purchase, or
otherwise procuring or attempting to procure alcoholic beverages, has
attained the age of 21 [19] years or is entering without consent in
violation of AS 04 .16 .049 (a)(3)>f that licensee, agent, or employee
shall require the person to furnish proof of age acceptable under (b)
of this section or proof of consent in a form determined by the board.
If the person questioned does not furnish proof of age acceptable

under (b) of this section, or if a licensee, agent, or employee
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

questions or has reason to question the validity of the proof of age

furnished, the licensee, employee, or agent shall require the peisono

to sign a statement that the person [HE] is over the age of 21 1/flO]
yearsV This statement shall be made on a form prepared by and fur-
nished to the licensee by the board.

* Sec. 16. AS 04.21.050(c) is amended to read:

r /)t/

(c) A licensee, or an agent or employee of the licensee, may not

be charged for a violation of AS 04.16.051 - 04.16.052 if a signed
statement as provided in (a) of this section is secured in good faith,
or a valid driver's license or identification card is presented indi-
cating that the owner and posses”so”of the presented driver's license
or identification card is 2IV/[19] years of age or over”‘Ta'S

* Sec. 17. AS 23.10.355 is amended to read:

Sec. 23.10.355. PERSONS UNDER 21 [19]. No person under 21 [19]
may be employed or allowed to sell or serve alcoholic beverages or to
work [IN ANY ROOM OR OTHER PLACE WHERE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ARE SOLD
FOR CONSUMPTION] on a licensed [THE] premises, except as provided in
AS 04.16.04

* Sec. 18. The lieutenant governor shall place before the qualified
voters of the state at the next statewide election a question advisory to
the legislature as to whether the legislature should maintain the age of
majority at 21 years of age or enact laws that would lower the age of
majority to 19 years of age for the purpose of regulation of the sale,
consumption, possession, furnishing, barter, purchase, gift and delivery of
alcoholic beverages. The question :jhall appear on the ballot in the fol-
lowing form:

QUESTION
Shall the drinking age be at age 19 or age 217

Leave at age 21 [ ] Lower to age 19 [ ]

CSHB 17(Jud) anm e
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM March 21, 1983
SUBIJECT: Drinking age
(CSHB 17 %Judwlary) am)
T0: Senator Vic Fischer
FROM: Russ Josephson
$ Legislative Counsel

You have asked for a sectional analysis of CSHB 17
(Judiciary) am, which follows.

Please note, as well_that there were some omissionsin the
floor amendments to CSHB 17 (Judiciary). Primarily, they
were phrases and references that appeared in CSHB 17
Finance) and should havt: been included when sections of
that bill were substituted into CSHB 17 (Judiciary). A copy
of CSHB 17 (Judiciary) am vi'ith the necessary changes indi-
cated, has been enclosed.

Section, 1. Changes the age reference inAS o04.11.090(f),
rtaining to bowling alleys, from 19 to 21.

Section 2. Changes the a?e reference in AS 04.11.110(9%, _
Bertalnlng to access to clubs during times when no alcoholic
everages are sold, from 19 to 21.

Section 3. Changes the age reference inAS o4.11.460(cC),
P,ertalnmg to prior public approval of new or transferred
iguor licenses, from 19 to 21,

Section 4. Repeals and reenacts AS o04.16.049(a), pertaining
to access of underaged persons to licensed premises. Para-
graph (1) of the existing lav;, allowing access if: accom-
Panled by a parent, guardian or spouse, is changed only in
he age reference, from 19 to 21.

Paragraph (2) in this bill will allow a person 16 years of
age or older 'to enter a licensed premise designated as a
restaurant for purposes of dining only. The present law, by



Senator Vic Fischer
Page 2
March 21, 1983

contrast, specifies no age limiter for the underaged person
but requires the underaged person to be accompanied by a
Ps-rzr ever the age of 10 years and to have the consent of a
paren guardian.

*'0 vV o,

Paragrapn %3) provides for access to a restaurant by a per-
son under the age of 16 years, if accompanied by a person
over the age of 21 years, if the parent or guardian of the
underaged person consents, and if the underaged person
enters and remains only for dining. It is similar to
existing paragraph (2) except for the specification of the
age of 1s.

Section 5. Amends AS o4.15.049(b) to clarify that the
emPonee referred to in the provision that allows refusal of
entry " to undera%ed persons is the employee of the licensee.
Makes the age change as well.

Section 6. Amends AS o4.16.049(C), pertaining to the access
of underaged persons to licensed premises, to adjust to the
other changes in AS o04.16.049. (The access here is for work
not involving serving, mixing, delivering, or dispensing of
alcoholic beverages.)

Section 7. Adds a new subsection (d) to AS o04.16.049 t0
allow a person 19 years of age or older to be employed in a
licensed premise and to service, deliver or dispensé alco-
holic beverages. (Incidentally, both this subsection and
subsection (c) ought to include the word "sell", as that
word is used specifically in AS 23.10.355 which refers to
AS 04.16.049.)

Section 8. Amends AS o4,16.050, pertaining to the pos-
session or consumption of alcoholic beverages by an under-
aged person, by changing the age reference from age 19 to
21.

Section 9. Amends AS o04.16.051 pertainin% to furnishing
alcoholic beverages to underaged persons, by changing; the
age reference from age 19 to 21.

Section 10. Amends AS o4.16.052, pertaining to furnishing
alcoholic bheverages to underaged persons by licensees.
Makes the word|n% sex neutral and changes the aﬁe reference
from 19 to 21. Paragraph (4) of this section should have
the phrase "except as provided in AS o04.16.049(d)" added at
the end (page 4, line a4, following "beverages").

~—
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March 21, 1083

Section 13, Amends AS o4.16.060, pertaining to the purchase

of alcoholic beveragies by an underaﬁed person, by making the
language sex neutral and changing the age reference from 19
to 21. Note that subsection (e), pertaining to misrepresen-
tation of a?e or consent of a parent or ?uard|an,_ needs some
amendments to make sense and to reflect the ﬁrovmons 0f

S 04.16.049 as they appear in this bill. The changes are
noted on page 4, lines 28 and 29, of the hill.

Sections 12 and 13. Amend AS o4.16.200, pertaining to unli-
censed persons, by changing the age reference from 19 to 21.

Section 14. Amends AS o4,21.020, pertaining to civil
liability of persons providing alcoholic beverages to another,
by changing the age reference from 19 to 21.

Sections 15 and 1e6. Amend AS o4.21.050, pertaining to proof
of age, bY changln% the age reference from 19 to 21, by
making references to the new ’orovmons in AS 04.16.049
(secs. a4 through 7 of the bill), and by providing for the
Alcoholic Beverage Control Board to determine what form the
consent required by AS o04.16.049 should take.

Allows the licensee or the agent or employee of the licensee
to request not only proof of age, as at present, but to
retiuest Proof of consent when required by AS o4.16.0409.
Note that there are two consents required in that section
for two different purposes, one in subsection (a)(3) and cne
in subsection (c).

Please note that some phrases required in this section b{ ,
the other amendments to this bill were not amended into this
bill. These overlooked phrases are noted on the bill at
pages 5 and e (page s, line 25; page 6, lines 3 and 4).

Section 17. Amends AS 2J).10.355, pertaining to employment
of underaged F_ersons to sell or serve alcoholic beverages or
to work on a licensed premise. Changes the age reference
from 19 to 21 and simplifies the language reférring to
licensed premises. Please note that the reference on page s,
line 18, ought to be to AS o04.16.049 rather than to

AS 04.16..049 (C). This reference change was missed when the
bill was amended on the House floor bUt is necessary because
subsection (c) is not the only subsection of AS o04.16.049
with a Brovmon relating to AS 23.10.355.. AS was mentioned
above, because of the wording of this section, the wording
of A}ls 04.16.049 0Ught to be amended to include the word
sell".
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Section 13. Calls far an advisory vote at the next state-
wide election to indicate a preference for maintaining the
drinking age at 21 or for a return to age 1o0.

RJ:1jb

Enclosure

10/027



MEMORANDUM

TO: Senate State Affiars Committee
FROM: Senate State Affairs Staff

RE: Digital add-on equipment for cars
DATE: May 4, 1983

Dennis Keiso mentioned digital add-on equipment during t:e April
9th hearing in Anchorage on drunk driving. With the digital add-on
device on a car, a person would have to push a sequence of
numbered buttons in a certain amount of time for the car to start.
The intent for this device was to make it impossible for persons
impaired with alcohol to start their automobile.

The device referred to by Dr. Kelso is called the General Motors
Phys Test. It was in an experimental stage twelve years ago, and
was shelved because it didn't really measure impairment. Certain

people never failed the test no matter what their BAC level.

Systems Technologies of San Diego is currently working with that
city on a pilot project called the critical tracking test.
The pilot project uses convicted DWI offenders whose licenses were

restricted to the use of the car:; with the add-on equipment.

This test measures impairment by forcing a person to keep a needle

in the middle of a meter for 30 seconds wusing the steering wheel. I f
the person fails the test, that person can still start the car but the
"alarm" goes off. When the car is driven belcw 10mph, "the alarm?™
is constituted by automatic flashing of the emergency lights. If the

impaired driver attempts to drive over 10mph, the norn begins to
rythmically honk.

THe pilot project is nearly finished. System Technologies is next
going to build the device to be marketable. They expect it to be

about the same size and price as a car stereo.
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ADIJUDICATION M j Recorrmendations

saijcticning SB 61 CSHB 17 (Jud) am SB 220 Current law /IExplanations
1.Mininun fines Ist conviction no provision no provision no provision recorrmended by
for LAVI or Breath $250min,$500max. many as appropriate
test refusal 2nd conviction sanction.
$500min,1000max. was recommended \
3rd conviction as a deterrent
$1000min,2500max. (see attach. #*t)
2. Minimum Incar- Ist conviction no provision no provision st conviction recorrmended by
ceration for LWI and 72 consec. hrs. 72 consec. hrs. many as appropriate
areath test refusal 2nd conviction 2nd conviction sanction.
20 consec. days w/in lyr 20dy. — very expensive,
3rd or subsequent w/in 5yr 10dy. success was
conviction 30 questioned at
consec. days mjfi. at hearings

(see attach.#5).

3. Prcsentence no provision no provision no provision no pro sion recommended by
investiyat ion many as way to
report increase CWI

conviction rate

increase no provision no provision no provision no provision recorrmended in
penalty for hearings as
rausiny death or appropriate
jodily injury g ! retribution
5. make sanctions HI consecutive no provision no provision no provision recommended as a
For driving while days, $500 min. deterrent for
icerise revoked / drunk driving?™*,
iqual to LWI and driving in
violation of
0 license revocation
6. driver's license no provision no provision no provision no provision recorrmended os

iuspensions one of the most
successful \Y%

deterrents

Page 2
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DECREASE ALUJ DL SB 61 .CSHB 17(Jud)am SB 226 Current Law Reconmendation/

BEVERAGE GOMSLMPTTCN Explanat ion
1 raise the no provision raises to 21. no provision no provision reconmended for
minimuni drinking contains advisory general deter-
age. vote provision. rence. May
Those under 21 may y 7 decrease alcohol
work in estab. related acci-
serving alcoho I. dents by 28%.
2. increase no provision no provision no provision no provision a 50% increase
the excise tax per 5th ta said
on 1liquor to decrease
a 1coho 1 cons- J ?
unnption by \ A
5%. X
3. prohibit no provision no provision no provision prohibited in reconmended by
open al!coho 1 Mini. of Anch. many as most
containers in obvious s
automobi les way to decrease A/

drunk driving

'I. decrease bar no provision no provision no provis/ion no provision would decrease
hours amount of time

for persons to

Yy consume alcohol
5. distribute no provision no provision no provision no provision 'a llow regulation
alcohol licenses of problem drinkers v
which are sirni lar and habi tual
to driver's drinkers who drive.
licenses.
6. increase the no provision no provision no provision no provision accord, to some,
the price of ligquor this would oecrease
licenses the nurber of
alcohol estab.
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REHAM'UYATIGU
TREATIVENT/ SB 61 CSHB 17 (Jud)am SB 226 Current law REQGMI/BCATIGN
EDUCATION

1. provirlo reha- no provision ¢ no provision no provisiovy » no provision recorrmended by
bilitat ion in Judge Andrews as
incarcerat ion necessary for
fac ilities habitual offenders

2. court mediator no provision no provision no provision no provision some felt that
or, hotline for problem this was necessary,
dr inkers for those who have no

[

where to turn

3. teenage treatment no provision no provisicr*. no provision ENO0 provision treatment for teens
program or facilities should be tailored
differently than
that for adults.

4. rehabilitation, offender shall no provision no provision treatment
treatment undertake adninistered
rehabili tat ion with judicial

or education discretU jn

speci fied by

the court

/

5. education offender shall no provision wi 11 provide / provided as
undertake education ul' treatment
rehabili tat ion in high schools at discretion
or education (sec attach 7). of courts

speci fied
by the court

- — - .. - - . I
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ATT/OMENT 1

April 16, 1983
Selective enforcement ruadblocks

Selective enforcement roadblocks have been implemented in a nurber of
countries, and in the Lkiited States.

A pilot project was implemented in the state of Maryland to aid in the
detection and agprehensmn of intoxicated drivers “The program is
anticipated to be a deterrent for potential drunk drivers.

The safety of citizens as well as Public Safety personnel will be
considers in the selection of the sites. The  sites will also be
selected based on time of day, da¥ of week location, and the number of
accidents located in that aréa. The sites must also have a safe area in
which cars can stop.

The MarYIand project does not use barricades to block oncoming traffic.
All tratfic approachmq the checkpoint will be pass through the check-
point whee the car wi'll be approached by a police officet who will hand
the driver a brochure prepared to explain the selective roadblock. If
the officer detects alcohol while the car is stopﬁed, the ,

driver will be detained and required to Bresent,t eir driver's license
and vehicle registration. They may also be required to give a prelimi-
nary breath test. If sufficient evidence of intoxication is developed,
the driver will be arrest%d.

No action will be taken against a driver for merely turning off the
roadway before the checkpoint.



ATTACHVENT 2
April 16 1983

Mandatory Breathalizer tests

A nurber ot states give preliminary breath alcohol tests for all persons
who are stopped for moving violations or who are_ involved in car acci-
dents. The probable causé to give the test is simply that alcohol
impairment may have caused the accident of the illegal driving pattern,

This was recorrmended bz Dr. Dennis Kelso during the April 9, 1983
hearing as one of the best ways to increase enforcement efforts.

The |ack of adequate enforcement was established as one of the largest
loopholes in the drunk driving situation.



ATTACHVENT 3

April 76, 1983
Backup crews to assist police officers

Currently, ihe Alaska state trooper must spend at least one hour with
the car of the apprehended person until the car can be inpounded.

sing backup crews to come and wait with the car was reconmended during

Usi
the EEml 9,hear|ng as one way to decrease their down time which would
ultimately increasé enforcement.



ATAENERT

April 16/1983
Mandatory mininxm fines

Many opposing views were expressed on this option during the hearin?s.
For” instance, Anchorage Municipal Prosecutor Alien B,a;I)( sugge,sted hat
fines would be an appropriate deterrent for drur.k drivirtg. “District
Court Judge, Elaine Andrews, expressed her concern about™ the diffi-
culties In trying to collect the fine when the person is unable to pay.



ATTAGMENT 5
April 16, 1983
Mandatory Minimum incarceration

Included with this attachment are copies of the request we made from
the Division of Corrections regarding the costs of installing and
opera_tm? new or used modular minjmum security facilities.”

Also included is a letter recommending the Harborview Disability
Center as a minimum security facility.

Clearly, these suggestions have been made because of the strain
already existing on the correctional facilities in the state.

Many persons dur|n% the hearings testified in favor of mandatory
incarceration, and they generally stated it was a successful and”
warranted deterrent. “DY. Ross, on the other heand, stated that in
England during the Road Safety act there was no mandatory
incarceration. - The sanction for DWI was suspension of the driver's
license. He suggested that the primary deterrent decreasing the
fatal|t¥ rate was ‘the public's, perception that they would be ‘caught—
alcohol related accident fatalities rose within months of the ,
implementation of the act with the change in the public perception.



BLL SHEHHAHd D GCOVERNCR

DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES SONERS I aska ossts
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE:

DOCUMENT NO. 83-154

April 15, 1983

The Honorable Vic Fischer
Senate State Affairs Committee
Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

On Thursday April 7, 1983, your Committee requested that Corrections
provide information regarding capital and operat-.ing costs for an institu—
tion which would house offenders convicted for drunk driving offenses
(OMVI or DWI).. In a short time we have reviewed available data and have
formulated what we believe to be reasonable assumptions. This response is
offered to your Committee with an understanding that the Sheffield
Administration has not addressed the question as to whether this concept
would be appropriate to pursue, and that funds are not available within
current operating or capital requests to create an institution for this
purpose. Further, this response is based on current statutes and law
enforcement practices. Proposed changes under consideration could
increase the numbers of offenders.

Sufficient numbers of offenders for a specialized facility to confine
drunk drivers are only found in the southcentral region of the State.
From data presently available we believe that a fifty five bed capacity
would be necessary. It is likely that a site in the Natanuska Valley
will be acquired for correctional purposes. Assuming the purchase of a.
55 bed pipeline camp for transfer and setup it is estimated that capital
costs for acquisition and site development would total $3,350,000.

Twelve month operating costs for a 55 bed facility are estimated to be
$1,213,700. This figure includes a staff of nineteen, purchase and
operation of two vans fcr transporting offenders to and from population
centers, and routine operating costs.

Programmatic issues for a specialized facility of this type have not been
fully addressed. Many believe that those serving short sentences of three
or ten days for drunk driving are not necessarily candidates for alcohol
treatment programs. Some argue that the punative impact of incarceration
is most appropriate, while others believe that needs assessment and
referral are the proper goals for this setting and population. Still
others support a full educational and treatment effort. Two Social Worker
Il positiuns have been induced in the proposed staff to provide on site
alcoholism counseling. With staggered shifts ana days of work, the
counseling Con be provided seven days a week.
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The Honorable Vic Fischer
Page 2

While funding for a 110 bed minimum custody facility has not been
identified in budget requests, future planning calls for a facility of
this size and custody classification. Due to initial sits development and
core facility costs for the- first 55 bed facility, the remaining 55 bed
capacity could be added for a comparatively small sum. Estimates to erect
housing and core facility pipeline structures for the second 55 inmates
at the same site are $400,000, for a total capital investment of
$3,750,000. Twelve month costs for a 110 bed facility with a staff of. 36
and related operational/inmate costs would total $2,332,500. The
additional 55 beds could be used for housing misdemeanant and minimum
custody felony inmates.

It is my hope that this information 1is responsive to your inquiry. |

wish to reiterate that the Administration has not developed a position
regarding the appropriateness of a specialized facility for drunk drivers,
nor would operating or capital funds be available for such a project with-
within the Governor®s FY"84 requests.

Commissioner
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PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY FOR THE DEVELOPMENTALLY DISABLED

David Maltman-Director Jan Maas-Advocate Patricia Pennella-Advocate

Jeff Jessee-Staff Attorney 419 6th St., Rm. 232 763 7th Ave.

Annely Girard-Coordinaior Juneau, AK 99801 Fairbanks, AK 99701
East 3rd, 2nd Floor (907)586-1627 '907)456-1070

Anct 'rage, AK 99801

April 13, 1983

Senator Vic Fischer
Pouch V

Mail Stop 3100
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

This letter concerns the need for the State of Alaska to obtain
a minimum security facility for the treatment of drunk drivex-s.

I noticed 1in the papers that it has beer, suggested that surplus

pipeline camps be purchased and renovated for this purpose,. It
is my suggestion that the state first look to existing facilities
that are not being appropriately utilized. The most notable example

of this type of facility is Harborview Developmental Center for
the developmentally disabled ir. Valdez.

Harborview currently provides residential care for up to 96

developmentally disabled Alaskans. Unfortunately, Harborview was
constructed before it was realized that the developmentally disabled
could be better served 1in community settings. This has resulted

in the wunnecessarily institutionalization of many JUasXans. There
is a tx"emendous loss of human digr/.ity and potential which occurs
because of this state policy of institutionalization. In addition,
the $85,000 per person per year spent on this primarily custodial
care is staggering at a time when community services have been
set back for three years in a row. There 1is a strong consensus
growing that the people 1in Harborview must be returned to their
families and communities as soon as possible. As a result., the
state will need to find alternative uses for this building.



Harborview would be well-suited for wuse as a minimum security
facility. Constructed after the -earthquake of poured reinforced
concrete, it contains a large cafeteria and laundry. In addition,
each exterior door has an alarm system in place and the activities
on each hall can be monitored from central nursing stations. The

local hospital is also located in the other end of the building.
Renovations currently wunderway will result in a more efficient
heating system and a new roof.

Alaskan ® now believe that it is the drunken drivers that "should
be removed from the community, not the handicapped. I can think
of no better expressions of this long overdue realization than

by changing the use of Harborview.

Thank you for your consideration of this idea and please call me
if you have any questions.

JLJI:bk



ATAENEN 6
April 16, 1963
Administrate license revocation

SB 61 states that if a person under <rrest refuses to take the
breathalizer test, or if their BAC is above the legal limit, the
enforcement officer shall seize that poisons driver"s license.

The officer shall read and deliver to the person arrested a notice
advising him or her that: 1) the state intends to revoke their driver-"s
license; 2) the person has a right to obtain a court review of the
revocation; 3) the notice is a temporary driver™s license expiring seven
days from date of notification; 4) the revocation of the person®s
driver®s license shall take effect upon the expiration of the temporary
driver®s license unless that person within seven days initiates court
proceedings to rescind the revocation.



ATTACHMENT 7

April 16, 1983
Curfew lice je provisions in SB 226

This bill creates three different stages of driver's licenses, and
decreases the hours in which a person having a permit only cati
drive according to the outline helow.

SB 226

1) prohibits those automobile driivers with Iearninq ermits (as
opposed to licenses) from driving between the hours of 9pm and
midnight on Friday and Saturday, and prohibit them from driving
between midnight ‘and 5am every morning.

2) provides in the state driver's manual a more substantial
section on the dangers of combining driving and alcohol— including
a portion on how t0 recognize an intoxicated driver, and create a
corresponding section in the written examination.

3)creates a Stage 1 license—

— this license would apply to 16dyear, old persons, and to
those who are 17 years old who have not had driver's education.

. — persons with this license would be prohibited from
driving between the hours of midnight and 5am unless accompanied
by a parent or a spouse 18 years of cige or older, or unless travel-
mg, to or from work or in the course ot employment wixh a signed
affidavit in hand from the employer.

— two movin? violations, 1 DYVl,ordriving inviolation of
the curfew would result in he revocation ofthis license,  butwould
allow them to apply for a learner's permit.

Acreates a Stage 2 license—

, —this license would apply to 17 year olds who hove passed
driver's education,

. —to qualify for this license a 17 year old must have 6
consecutive months prior to application with®no moving violations,
and no QWIs or curfew violations.



, —a moving violation, a DWI, or_a curfew violation results
in the revocation of the Stage 2Aicense. The person would, howev-
er,be able to apply for a stage 1 license.

—this  Stage 2 license would not have any driving curfew.

. b) creates a Stage 3 license equal to the current Alaska State
driver's license in every way except that you must be 18 to be
eligible for that license—

. —any Alaska State resident currently eligible for a driv-
er's license, and who is 18 years of age would” be éligible for a
Stage 3 license

—t af'ic violations obtajned with a permit, stage 1 license,
or a stage 2 license shall be applied to the stage 3 licenSe in compli-
ance with current Alaska law when that license™is obtained on or
after their 18th birthday.

6}provides an effective date of January 1, 1984

—those who receive their driver's jicenses before January
1,. 1984 would have a three month period in which to obtain the
appropriate license after the effective date of the hill before their
license automatically expires.

7)in accordance with this bill, driver's education courses must
(t:)erﬁ\éaﬁlartrl]le to all persons under 18 through the high school
urriculum.



ALASKA STATE TURE

SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE POUCH V, JUNEAU 99811
SENATOR VIC FISCHER, CHAIRMAN 907) 4654954

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senate State Affairs Committee Members

FROM: Senator Vic Fischer, Chair/ / ,
Senate State Affairs 1Js.zS"

/
RE: Enclosed Backup materials

DATE: 4/5/83

I nm sure you a o will aware that the problem of drunk driving will
nY: be controlled by one or even a handfull of measures quickly
contemplated.

For this reason, the Senate State Affairs Committee will be holding a
number of hearings in an effort to understand all the options open
to us for getting a handle on the problem of drunk driving. My
intent is that these hearings will act as a catalyst for a more
systematic and conclusive approach to this problem.

Enclosed you will find an agenda for the hearings.
As backup for these hearings you will find sections on:

1. Alaska statistics

2. current laws pertaining todrunk driving (Title 28)

3. SB 61, including fiscal notes, asectional analysis, and position
papers

4. SB 226, including fiscal notes, a sectional analysis, and
position papers

5. CSHB 17(Jud) am, including fiscal notes, a sectional analysis,

and position papers

license curfews

raising the drinking age

educational programs

. licensing procedures

10. community service

11. roadblocks

12. habitual offenders

13. impoundment and forfeiture of automobiles

O WAoo

Other measures relating to drunk driving will be addressed uuring
the hearings.



SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
MEETING SCHEDULE
(3/31/83)

April 5, Tuesday 3:Q0om (Butrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)

SB 27 Toll-free telephone calls
SB 115 Individual rights of peace officers
SB 153 Citizens who assist peace officers
SB 218 Disclosure of information

SJR 13 Urging repeal.of the Jones Act

April 7, Thursday 3:00pm (Butrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving andrelatedissues (SB 61, HB 17, and SB 226)
Invited testimony only. See attached agenda for details.

TELECONFERENCE (Listening aqly):
South Central. Southeast, and Fairbanks.
April 9, Saturday 9:00am - 4:00pm (AST) (Anchorage Municipal Assembly
Chambers, 3500 E. Tudor)

Drunk driving andrelatedissues (SB 61, HB17, and SB 226)
Ste attached agenda for details.

April 11, Monday 7:30pm (PST)(Butrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving and related issues (SB 61, HB17, and SB 226). *
See attached agenda for details.

TELCONFERENCE:
South Central (except Anchorage), Southeast and Interior.

*

April 12, Tuesday 1:30pm (PST) (Senate Finance Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving and related issues (SB 61, HB17, and SB 226).
Invited testimony only. See attached agenda for details.

TELECONFERENCEe=(Listening only):
South Cent.al, Southeast, and Fairbanks.



SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

AGENDA FOR DRUNK DRIVING HEARINGS

Revised April 4, 1903

APRIL 7, 19

CD

3 3001pm Butrovich room
TESTIMONY

ING UNDER THE; INFLUENCE: an OVERVIEW OF THE
BLEM IN ALASKA
d

statistical look at the situation

it

()

=

ITE
R
R

b I

w > 9

Legal examination of Title 28, Motor Vehicles

THE SYSTEI\/I FROM APPREHENSION TO THE SANCTIONING
OF DRUNK DRIVERS IN ALASKA

A. current enforcement practices

B. court procedings; conviction rates, and penalties
issued 'in court

C. actual penalties served, incarceration and treatment

I OM UCTION OF LEGISLATION BEFORE THE

NTR

COMMITTEE
A. SB 61, An act related to driving a motor vehicle
B. CSHB 17 (Jud) am, Raising the Drinking Age

C. S3 226, Training and licensing of drivers
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APRIL 9, 19b3 in ANCHORAGE AT THE MUNICIPAL ASSEMBLY
CHAMBERS from 9:00am—12:00, 1:00pm—4:00pm
INVITED AND PUBLIC TESTIMON

|. - INTRODUCTION

II. PREVENTION OF DWI AND AUTO RELATED ACCIDENTS
testimony will include:

A. the importance of public awareness as a deterrent
. curfew licenses for drivers under 18 years of age
. raising the drinking age

B
C
D. the use of roadblocks as a deterrent
E. educational programs

F

. licensing procedures as sanctions and deterrents
1. “suspensions
2. revocatigns
3. limited licenses

I1l. TREATMENT
testimony will include:

A. different kinds of alcohol treatment
B. success of mandatory treatment as a sanction
C. the Alaska Alcohol Safety Action Program (AASAP)
screening program
IV. COURT/DMV RECORD SYSTEMS
testimony will include:
A. problems with state record systems related to DWI

B, National Driver's Register as a record system



Al 11, MONDAY at 7.30pm (PST) Butrovich room
TELECONFERENCE for Southeast, Southcentral (except

Anchorage), andInterior_portions of the state on drunk
gngr}g refated issues, SB 61, CSHB 17(Jud) am, and

April 12, Tuesday 1:30 m Senate Finance room
TNVITED TESTIM

|. INTRODUCTION
Il.  PENALTIES
testimony will include:
A. the use of fines as a sanction
. -automobile impoundments and forfeitures

B
C. the effectiveness of incarceration
D. community service

E

. other

I1l. ALTERNATIVE A RO C ES FOR DETERRING THE
DRINKING/DRIVING BEHAVIOR
test|mony will in Iud

A. limiting the circulation of alcohol

B. transportation alternatives to and from
drinking establishments

IV. ENFORCEMENT
test|mony will include:

ublic perception of size of police force as a
eterrent

B. mandatory breathalizer test for all persons pulled
over for a moving violation



<1

V. SPECIFIC PROBLEM AREAS CONCERNING DRUNK DRIVING
testimony will include:

A. the habitual offender

B. the effect of mandatory penalties wh*n they are too
severe "

VI.  ROAD SAFETY MEASURES TO DECREASE ACCIDENT
FATALITY RISK
testimony will include:

A. increased amou.it of street lights to decrease
accidents

B. child restraints

C. use of road signs, designed to mitigate the injuries
received from accidents

D. mandatory seat bJt use

VII. CONCLUSIONS

For additional information contact Suzanne Tryck 465-4954



AN OVERVIEW OF THE DRUNK DRIVING SITUATION

ARLS5, 1983

This section contains information on:

1. Facts on Alcohol and Highway Safety
2. OMVI arrests in Alaska

Fatal accidents in Alaska
4. accident/alcohol statistics

5. Overall statewide problem analysis
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FACTS ON ALCOHOL AND HIGHWAY SAFETY

The Problem
Overview:

Drunk driving continues to be one of our nation®"s most serious public health
and safety problems. Some 50 percent of all drivers killed each year have
blood alcohol concentrations in excess of the legal limit, 0.10 percent.

In single vehicle fatal crashes, where it is more certain who is at fault,
upwards of 65 percent of those drivers who die were legally drunk. Over

the past 10 years, the proportion of highway deaths involving alcohol has
averaged a tragic 25,000 per year. Thus, a staggering one quarter of a million
American-; have lost their lives in alcohol-related crashes in the last decade.

The cost of drunk driving has a high economic cost to this country as*well.
A conservative estimate of he total economic cost of drunk driving is put —-
at 24 billion.

Alcohol *,id Crashes:

Alcohol 1is a major contribution factor to fatal (and serious injury) automobile
crashes. According to a 1978 review of the literature, approximately 60
percent of fatal crashes involved a driver who had been drinking. Between

40 and 55 percent of such crashes involved a driver who.0ad a blood alcohol
concentration (BAC) greater than .10 percent (w/v). r

With regard to alcohol and responsibility for fatal crashes- the drinking
driver problem is even more significant. In une study drivers judged to
be at fault in fatal crashes were six times more likely to have, had BAC"s
greater than .10 percent (w/v) alcohol in their blood than drivers judged
not at fault for their crashes (60 percent vs. 10 percent).

This strong relationship between crash responsibility and high alcohol levels
is shown further in single vehicle crashes, where responsibility is apparent,

and where between 60 and 75 percent (60-75%) of dead drivers have BACs greater
than .10 percent (w/v).

The Driver Population:

What the high BAC figures in crashes suggest is that the majority of alcohol
related fatal crashes are caused by heavy (problem) drinkers. Some portion
of the approximately 15 percent of fatal crashes which involve drivers who
have been drinking, but who do not have BACs greater than .10 percent, may
be caused by less heavy, less chronic, "social” drinkers.

The majority of drivers are either abstainers or light to moderate (social)
drinkers. Even quite liberal estimates suggest that only about 10 to 15

percent of the nation®"s drivers would be classified as being heavy (problem)
drinkers.



Tne average proportion of licenses drivers- arrested for drunk driving over
a one-year period is estimated to be one percent (IS). This translates to
approximately 1.3 million of approximately 130 million licensed drivers.

On a isiahtly basis, between one in five hundred (1/500) and one in two thousand
(1/2000) drivers on the road with a BAC greater than .10 percent (w/v) are
arrested for drunk driving. These estimates come from a number of roadside
surveys conducted in conjunction with the Alcohol Safety Action Projects
(ASAPs) funded by the NHTSA in the 1970"s and from the Grand Rapids data
reported by Borkenstein and others.

The average BAC cl these drinking drivers 1is approximately .20 percent, double
the level for persumed intoxication. Estimating an average period of a“rohol
consumption at 4-5 hours, this means that the average fatally injured drinking
driver had about 15 drinks prior to becoming involved in the crash.

Blood Alcohol and Body Height ~
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Past Approaches and Current Activities
Federal Action:

Over the last 12 years, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA), an Agency within the U.S. Department of Transportation, has worked

with the States to reduce alconol related deaths on the highway. NHTSA initiated
35 Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAPs) throughout the country from 1971-1976
which resulted in the development of a coordinated systematic approach to

deal with drunk driving.

In 12 of the 35 ASAPs, a statistically significant reduction in fatal crashes
at night was achieved. Individual projects were able to double, and even
triple driving while intoxicated arrests, using such new technology as roadside
breath testing. Court procedures were streamlined to handle large caseloads.
Rrrghly a quarter-of-a-million drinking drivers were referred for treatment.



Before the passage of the Highway Safiity Act of 1966, few States specified

a presumptive level of driving while intoxicated. The Federal standard for
alcohol safety prescribed the 0.10 percent blood level that legally defines

the legal intoxication limit. Now all the States have laws defining driving
under the influence at the 0.10 percent level. The majority of the States

now have made some improvements in their law enforcement, court, rehabilitation,
and educational efforts.

State Action

Under the Section 402 grant program established by the Highway Safety Act

the States are increasing the proportion of funds allocated to alcohol programs.
In" FY 1982 approximately 35 percent of 402 funds ($27.8 of 78.6 million)

were allocated to drunk driving programs* (with an added 30 percent spent

on alcoh™l enforcement activities under Police Traffic Services).

Responding to citizen interest, 21 States and a number of local jurisdictions
have established special drunk driving task forces to revitalize State/ Tocal
programs.

Fifteen States have raised the minimum legal drinking age to reduce alcohol
related crashes among youth. Other States such as Maryland have introduced
legislation to r_ise the drinking age during 1982.

Sixteen States have adopted statutes allowing preliminary roadside breath
testing to assist officers in establishing probable causii for drunk driving
arrests.

Twenty-one States have established illegal per se statutes designed to simplify
and streamline the prosecution of drunk drivers by making it illegal simply

to operate a motor vehicle with an illegal blood alcohol concentration (above
0.10%).
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A blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of .10 percent or greater

the level at wh™:.h a driver 1is considered legally intoxicated
most states.

Approximate!* 55 percent of fatal crashes involve a
driver who has been drinking.

In single vehicle crashes, where responsibility is
apparent, between 50 and 75 percent of dead drivers
have BACs greater than .10 percent.

The average BAC of drivers arrested for drunk driving

is approximately .20 percent, double the level for
presumed intoxication. = *

Over the past 10 years, the proportion of highway

deaths involving alcohol has averaged 25,000 per year;

one quarter of a million Americans have lost their lives in
alcohol-related crashes in the last decade.

A conservative estimate of the total economic cost of
drunk driving 1is put at between five and six bill ioi;
dollars a year.
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Problem Drinkers:

Regardless of what we do with problem drinkers,
approximately 1of 5will be re-arrested for a

drinking-driving offense within one year, 2 of 5
in three years.

Social Drinkers:

Without rehabilitation, 3 of 10 social drinkers
will be re-arrested within three years. However,

only 2 of 10 entering rehabilitation of some type
will be re-arrested.

of Soutn Di"rfm,
i gviiujlio | of ASAP
Ditjncnit Psferral end H' ~csilimign
Efforti. Sipt. 1975.
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The Problem Orinking Driver is someone who regular./driveswhile seriously
impaired.

. In the typical jurisdiction, about two-thirds of persons arrested for DWI are

identifiable as Problem Drinkers, either clearly or marginally.

Problem Drinking Drivers usually have a high BAC (0.15 percemt or above)
when arrested. Of course, the BAC on any occasion may be lower.

Drivers with a high BAC (0.10 percent or above) are likely ta be involved
in at least

@ Twice as many crashes

» Twice as many property damage crashes

» Five times as many personal injury crashes
» Twelve times as many fatal crashes

» Twice as many traffic violations

e Three times as many license suspensions

as the average driver.

Social Drinkers rarely achieve the high BAC (0.10 percent orahove)
which problem drinkers achieve very often.

A person can learn to "drive while drunk" i.e., to compensate.partially,
for the impairment caused by alcohol up to a point. The learnfmg takes ’
a lot of practice.

Social Drinkers don't get that much practice. They are likely ttD judge
themselves "too drunk to drive," or to drive very badly at lowsr BACs.

Therefore, a person who drives reasonably well at a high BAC, or who
can drive at all at avery high BAC (0.20 percent or above),.issilikely to
be a Problem Drinker.

Problem Drinking Drivers tend to lead troubled lives, as is shown in:

e The prooability of their having previous and subsequent
DWI arrests.

e The frequency of their contacts with soc.al agencies.

e Their emotional profiles.

e The frequency of their family and economic problems. *
This makes it possible to identify them by record checks and personality tests.



ACCIDENTS IN ALASKA
In 1975, alcohol-related highway accidents cost $19.5 million.

In 1977, 62 Alaskans died in alcohol-related highway accidents. About 80%
of highway fatalities in Anchcrage are alcohol-related.

OHVI ARRESTS IN ALASKA

The drivers being arrested are very heavy drinkers - had to have had ten
drinks in an hour to reach the blood alcohol levels recorded. Most have

so much alcohol in their system that they are still drunk when they go to
work the next day.

Most people never drink enough to reach the "illegal BAC level. Most people
arrested for OMVI regularly drink large amounts.

At most one out of four arrested for OMVI are "normal" drinkers who have had
too much just this night. The rest are used to drinking and driving - 1in
fact one out of three people arrested for OMVI has previously been convicted.

Few of the arrests for OMVI are borderline cases - the average blood alcohol
concentration is twice the level proscribed by law.



FAT AL ACCIDENTS

1976 - 1981

111 fatal accidents 127 fatalities

67 alcohol involved

1977 130 fatal accidents 138 fatalities

64 alcohol involved

1978 112 fatal accidents 127 fatalities

54 alcohol involved

1979 80 fatal accidents 90 fatalities

48 alcohol involved

1980 79 fatal accidents 88 fatalities

50 alcohol involved

1981 90 fata.l accidents 100 fatalities

55 alcohol involved

Totals 602 fatal accidents 670 fatalities

338 alcohol involved

Information provided by:

Highway Safety Planning Agency
Pouch N
Juneau, AK 99811



I NJURY ACC I DENTS

ALCOHOL INVOLVED

1978 - 1980

1978 3,331 injury accidents
1979 3,285 injury accident?
1980 3,457 injury accidents

Totals 10,073 in; ury accidents

4,836 people injured

4,634 people inj ored

5,030 people injured

13,347 people injured

Information provided by:

Highway Safoty Planning Agency

Pouch N
Juncsau, AK 9r"811L
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OVERALL STATEWIDE PROBLEM ANALYSIS

TRAFFIC RECORDS

Because of the problems described in the following par:rprsphs and the fact that current data is
unavailable, there were no attempts made to perform a statistical analysis of the old data. This analysis
has been performed on available data 1in past years and would only be redundant. Therefore, with the
exception of the narrative 1in the traffic records section, the Overall Statewide Problem Analysis remains
unchanged from the FY1982 highway safety plan. No further attempt to perform problem 1identification
through statistical analysis will be done until currenv. and accurate data becomes available.

The Alaska traffic records system continues to be plagued with many of the came problems that have
prevented timely and accurate retrieval of accident data for the past few years. Excessive delays are
still experienced in all aspects of the collection, entry, editing and retrieval of the accident and
driver license data. Even though the driver license system 1is an automated on-line system, accurate
statistical data for calendar year 1981 are not available at this time. Errors 1in data collection, as
well as in the data entry, continue to contribute to the excessive delays in obtaining accident data,

Because of the <changing philosophical views within the department, all attempts to utilize the ""DART"
traffic records software package have been abandoned. There is presently no individual within the
department available thet can utilize this system and at this time no efforts to revitalize the system are

planned.

Even though a project was implemented 1in the department to alleviate many of the problems of the traffic

records systenm, no progress of any consequence can be expected. TI... fact that the system spans two
departments, neither of which has total responsibility, only complicates all efforts to upgrade the
system. As the accident system remains a Jow priority within the department, we do not anticipate any

improvement to the sy. tern during FY1983.

Because of those problems and the lack of reliable traffic data, emphasis will be placed on working with
the Department of Public Safety to develop a more responsive outlook towards the traffic records system.
This will 1include suggestions to move the responsibility of data trtry from DOT/PF to the Department of
Public Safety and to assign the system responsibilities to an inuivxJdnnl in the department capable of
overseeing and maintaining the system needs. With a commitment uum Department, traffic data and
problem 1identification could be eliminated as a major obstacle 1in the preparation of the annual highway

safety plan.



STATE ACCIDENT ANALYSIS

INJURY TOTAL PROPERTY
YEAR ACCIDENTS FATALITIES ACCIDENTS M.D.R. DAMAGE (%)
1976 5,765 124 10,154 4.1 20,220,195
1977 5,005 136 15,006 4.5 20,340,441
1970 4,022 127 12,962 4.5 10,775,536
1979 4,560 90 13,521 3.2 19-365,424
1900 4,993 00 13,165 3.3 20,793,029

(1) Mileage Death Rate

1901 DATA NOT AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME

As shown by the preceding table, the total accident picture for Alaska in 1900 was one of increased risk
to the motorist when compared to 1979. Accidents increased from 45 per 1,000 licensed drivers in 1979 to
40 per 1,900 licensed drivers in 1900. The. mileage death rate increased from 3.2 per hundred million
miles traveled in 1979 to 3.3 in 1900. The death rate per 1,000 motor vehicle accidents increased from
6.66 in 1979 to 6.60 in 1900.

Overall, there were mors accidents per driver and per miles traveled than in 1979, with greater accident
severity causing a higher injury and fatality rate. As a public health concern, the motor vehicle death
rate per ]00,000 population increased from 21.70 in 1979 to 21.97 1in 1900 while the motor vehicle injury
rate increased from 1,103.6 per 100,000 population in 1979 to 1,246.0 per 100,000 population in 1900.
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STATE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

LICENSED VEHICLES (1) MILES (2)
YEAR POPULATION DRIVERS REGISTERED TRAVELED
1976 413,289 216,079 = 259,615 30.67
1977 411,211 294,926 283,973 30.34
1978 416,500 283,733 276,918 28.22
1979 413 200 299,ei8 262,549 27.90
1980 400,481 272,472 257,491 26.58

(1) Excludes trailers, commercial trailers and snowmachines.

(2) Represented as 100 million vehicle miles traveled.

As shown by the above table, Alaska ™ population remained stable through 1976-1979, with the exception of
1978 when it reached its highest level. The state experienced a 4% decline in population between 1978 and
1980.

The number of licensed drivers increased significantly in 1977, 36%, followed by another increase in 1979,
but declined in 1980.

The number of vehicles registered shows a steady decrease since 1977, with a similar trend occurring in
miles traveled since 1976.

LICENSED DRIVERS BY 7.CE AMD SEX (1980)

The following table displays licensed drivers by age and sox. As is obvious, the majority of drivers
licensed in Alaska (56.3%) are under 35 years of" age. Thirty-one percent of all licensed drivers are
young {under 35) males: the group most at risk in highway traffic accidents.



NUMBER OF

ALCOHOL PERCENT PERCENTAGE OF
AGE ACCIDENTS INVOLVEMENT LICENSED DRIVERS
15-10 220 11.3 3.4
19-29 922 4-7.2 36.5
30-39 407 20.9 27.8
40-49 230 12.2 15.2
50-59 134 6.9 10.3
60 + 31 1.6 2.5
During 1979, alcohol was indicated in 1,952 traffic accidents. Drivers aged 19-29 were
the most frequent offenders: 47 .2% of the alcohol-related accidents involved . drivers in

this age group who had been drinking or who were suspected of drinking.

Drivers between the ages of 15 to 18, inclusive, who make up only 3.4% of the licensed driver population,
accounted for 11.3% of the alcohol-related accidents, or more than 3 times their distribution in the
general driver population.

Alcohol was a factor in 70% of the fatal accidents that occurred during 1979. Further analysis 1is not
possible because of contradictory bivariate data, although there 1is some indication that young drivers
are, again, over-represented. Inexperienced both in driving and in drinking, the young driver also has a

predilection for high speeds, and the combination is lethal.

Alcohol enforcement and diversion to treatment and/or education of the drinking driver will remain the
highest priority for Alaska®"s highway safety program.

SPEED RELATED

The number of speed-related fatalities declined from 80 in 1970 to 61 1in 1979. Although the number of
fatalities that were speed-related declined, the rate of speed involvement has remained constant at 27%.
Speed as a contributing factor in Injury accidents declined from 21% in 1970 to 16% in 1979.



CURRENT ALASKA LAWS PERTAINING TO DRUNK DRIVING

(TITLE 28)

April 5, 1983

This section contains a short outline oT Alaska laws pertaining to drunk

drivers.



TITLE 28, LAWS PERTAINING TO DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED
Backup information for "Drunk Driving" hearings

April 7 to April 12, 1983
Senate State Affairs Committee

DWI is a class a misdemeanor, 28.35.03C;b), for which the
punishment is:
1st conviction of DWI or refusal to submit to a breath alcohol test:
1. Mandatory license revocation for 30 days, but a limited license
may be granted at the discretion of the court for 60 days,
28:15.18(c), 28.32.035(c).

2. Mandatory incarceration for not less than 72 hours,
28.35.030(e), 28.35.032(g).

3. Mandatory treatment, 28.35.030(c), 28.35.032(g).
2nd conviction or refusal within 1 year;

L. Mandatorzy 1 year license revocation with no limited license
option, 28.15.181(c).

2. Mandatory 20 day incarceration period, 28.. 030(c).

3. Mandatory treatment, 28.35.030(c), 28.030.032(g).
2nd conviction or refusal within 5 years:

1. 1year license revocation, 28.15.181(c).

2. 10 day mandatory incarceration period, 28.35.030(c).

3. Mandatory treatment, 28.35.030(c).

Implied consent provision, 28.35.031

. Persons who operate motor vehicles, water crafts, or aircrafts
within the boundaries of this state are, considered to have given
their consent to a chemical test of their breath.

lllegal Per Se law, 28.35.033

.10 grams of alcohol per 210 liters of a person's breath shall be



presumptive evidense that the person is intoxicated. The chemical
analysis must conform to methods approved by DHSS.

When the breath alcohol content ﬁBAC) Is between .05 and .10
grams/210 liter, no presumptions shall be ‘made as to the intoxication
of the person.  When the BAC is below .05, it will be presumed that
the person in question is not intoxicated.

The person tested may have someone of their choice administer a
chemical test in addition to the one administered at the direction of
the police officer.

If a person js under arrest for DWI, and the arrest was, the
result of an accident, a chemical test may be administered without
the consent of the arrested individual. Persons who are unconscious
or otherwise unable to refuse to take the test are considered not to
have withdrawn their consent— a chemical test may be administered.
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) INTRODUCTION
Y/

THE INTOXIMETER MODEL 3000 "H/.S COMBINED THE SIMPLICITY A1FJ SPEED OF INFRARED
ABSORPTION AM) MODERN Ca-iHJTM TECH>nr/r”~ TO PRODUCE THE MOST ACCURATE,

VERSATILE, AND COMPLETE BREATH ALCCHOL TESTING INSTRUMENT AVAIL/\BLE TODAY.

THE PROGRAM 1S UNDER FULL COMPUTER CONTROL. TIE STANDARD OPTIONS THAT YOUR
SUPERVISOR CAN SELECT TO INDIVIDUALIZE YOUR PARTICULAR REQUIREMENTS ARE
LISTED BELOW. CtICE THESE SELECTIONS ARE MADE, THEY BECOME A PERMANENT PART
OF YOUR PROGRAM.

THE PRINTER MAY BE PROGRAMMED TO DELIVER FROM 1-9 COPIES OF
THE TEST RESULT WHEN THE PRINT KEY 1S PRESSED.

THE PRINTER AND DIGITAL DISPLA"r MAY BE PROGRAMMED TO DISPLAY
THE RESULTS IN EITHER TWO OR TB”EE DIGIT ACCURACY.

THE TEST SEQUENCE 1S PROGRAMMED TO RUN A NALCO ALCOHOL STANDARD
BEFORE EACH SERIES OF SUBJECT TESTS. THE EXTERNAL STANDARD
MAY BE PROGRAMMED FOR THE EXACT VALUE OF THE NALCO STANDARD.

THE PROGRAM MAY BE REQUESTED TO ASK THE OPERATOR UP TO 10
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS WHICH THE AGENCY CAN DESIGNATE. BOTH
THE QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES CAN EACH BE 20 CHARACTERS IN LENGTH.

THE PRINT-OUT CAN BE PRE-PROGRAMMED TO AUTOMATICALLY TYPE IN THE
AGENCY OR DEPARTMENT NAME.

A RETAINED SAMPLE OPTION MAY BE SELECTED WHICH WILL AUTOMATICALLY
ASK THE OPERATOR IF THE SUBJECT"S BREATH SAMPLE IS TO PRESERVED.
IF SO, THE INSTRUMENT WILL INSTRUCT THE OPERATOR AS IN HOT TO
CONNECT AND DISCONNECT THE RETAINED SAMPLE.

A BATTERY BACK-UP PREVENTS THE LOSS OF A PROGRAM AID ANYTESTSTORED INMEMORY
FOR UP TO TWO HOURS IN THE EVENT OF A POWER FAILURE.

A TYPICAL PRINT-CUT IS SHOWN ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES, INCLUDING ADESCRIPTION
OF THE TEST. IN ADDITION TO RUNNING THE STD (STANDARD), BLK (BLANK TEST),
SUBJ (SUEJEOT TEST), AND SECOND STANDARD®, THE IR 3000 AUTOMATICALLY FURGES
AfHD RUNS A BLANK BEFORE ANT) AFTER EACH ONE OF THE TESTS SHOWN ON THE
PRINT-CUT.



TEST RECORD

INTOX S/N 1000
NOME P.D.
SUN JAN 01, 1982

OPER NAME
JOE SMITH

1.D. NO. = AK3123

SUEJ NAME =
GERALD MICHAELS

0.L. NO. =
CA 1234567

DEPT./AGENCY =
STATE TROOPERS

PRINTOUT RECORD - EXPLANATION OF TERMS

INSTRUMENT SERIAL NUMBER
HEADING
DATE

OPERATOR"S NAME

OPERATOR™S 1.D. NUMBER

SUBJECTS"S NAME

OPERATOR 3 LICENSE NUMBER

DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY

EXT STD S/N = 1234 EXTERNAL NALCO TANK SERIAL NUMBER
EXT STD TARGET VALUE VALUE OP NALCO STANDARD
.12

TEST VALUE TIME

EXTSTD .12 01:45
ELK .00 01.45

SUBJ .15 01.46

BLK .00 01.47
EXTSTD .12 01.47

CALIBRATION CHECK
ASSURES INSTRUMENT 1S CLEAN

SUBJECT TEST RESULTS

FINAL BLANK AND STANDARD



RUNNING A SUBJECT:

1. TURN ON THE MAIN VALVE ON THE NALCO ALCOHOL STANDARD TANK.
CHECK THAT:

A. THE HIGH PRESSURE GUAGE READS CREATER THAN 300 PSI.
B. THE La\T PRESSURE GUAGE READS BETWEEN 10 AND 20 PSI.
2. CONNECT A CLEAN MOUTH PIECE TO THE BREATH LINE.
3. PRESS THE START KEY.

4. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST OPER NAME =.
THE OPERATOR SHOULD ENTER HIS NAME IN THE ORDER OF LAST, FIRST,
USING A MAXIMUM OF 20 CHARACTERS.

5. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST 1.D. MO. =.
ENTER THE OPERATOR®S 1.D. NO.

6. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST SUBJ NAME -.
ENTER THE SUBJECT"S NAME IN THE ORDER OF LAST NAME, FIRST NAME,
MIDDLE NAME OR INITIAL, USING A MAXIMUM OF 20 CHARACTElo.

7. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST O.L. NO. =.
ENTER THE OPERATOR"S LICENSE NUtEER.

8. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST DEPT./AGENCY =.
ENTER THE DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY CONDUCTING THE TEST.

9. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST EXT STD S/N =.
ENTER THE NALCO SERIAL NUMBER MARKED ON THE NALCO TANK.

10. DISPLAY WILL REQUEST EXT STD TARGET VALUE =.
ENTER THE ALCaiOL VAIDE LISTED ON THE NALCO TANK.

11. THE INSTRUMENT WiLL HCR) AUTOt>IATIGALLY RUN A PURGE AID BLANK SEQUENCE.
"XST" WILL FLASH WHILE THE INTOXIMETER 3000 IS RUNNING THE NALCO
STANDARD. AFTER THE STANDARD HAS BEEN RUN, THE DISPLAY WILL FLASH
"BLK*1, INDICATING THAT A BLANK TEST IS BEING CONDUCTED. WHEN THE
BLANK TEST IS COMPLETE, THE DISPLAY WILL BE READ BLOT UNTIL STAR
WITH "SUB"™ FLASHING. THE SUBJECT SHOULD BLOT INTO THE BREATH LINE.
IF THE SUBJECT IS BLOWING HARD ENOUGH A DASH (-) WILL APPEAR ON THE
LEFT SIDE OF THE DISPLAY AND THE HARDER THE SUBJECT® BLOTS THE MORE
DASHES (-——----- ) WILL APPEAR.

12. THE SUBJECT FOOJLD CONTINUE TO BLOW INTO THE INSTRUMENT UNTIL THE
OPERATOR OBSERVES A FLASHING STAR IN THE RIGHT-HAND CORNER OF
TOE DISPLAY. THE STAR INDICATES THAT A PROPER SAMPLE HAS BEEN
TAKEN. TOE TEST RESULTS WILL BE DISPLAYED IN A FEW SECONDS.* TOE
INTOXIMETER 3000 WILL AUTOMATICALLY FURGE, I IN A BLANK, AID THEN RUN
A SECOND NALCO STANDARD. THE RESULTS WILL THEN BE PRINTED CUT.

* If the subject®"s breath sample to be preserved - follow the procedure
on the opposite page.
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OPERATING PRINCIPLES:

The Intoximeter Model 3000 breath analyzer employs the well-established
principles of nondispersive infrared (NDIR) molecular absorption. Each
compound in the breath absorbs infrared energy in a combination of
absorption bands at frequencies unique to the compound. The position of
these absorption bands do not change. However, the strength of a given
absorption band will vary in direct relation to the change in the number
of molecules within a fixed path.

The analyzer use a narrow band pass interference filter to isolate an
absorption band at 3.39 microns; which is one of the strong absorption

bands for alcohol. A heated element sends infrared energy through a two-
chambered gas sample cell of fixed path length. With no absorbing gas in

the sample half of the cell, the energy of the sample beam is ratioed

against the energy passing through the reference half of the cell. The ratio
is used to set and establishes the zero set point. The presence of

alcohol in the sample cell will absorb seme of the sample beam energy.

The amount of energy attenuated is proportional to the number of alcohol
molecules in the sample cell.

THE INFRARED SOURCE:

The source is a nichrcme helix around a ceramic core.

This assembly is then resistance-heated to 800 degrees C. A single source
is used to simplify the optics and electronics and to insure stability.

It is used so that any change in source character will have no net effect
on the system. Extensive source check-out and burn-in yields high
reliability in operation.

THE CHOPPER:

The source energy is modulated at 180 Hz and 300 Hz in the sample and
reference beams by a slotted chopper wheel.

THE SAMPLE CELL:
The Sample Cell is a unique two-chamber design. The upper portion is a
sample chamber and is ported close to each end to allow"rapid sample transfer.

The lower portion is the reference chamber.

The energy transmitted through the sample chamber is compared to the erergy
transmitted through the reference chamber. This establishes the zero and



automatically corrects for any changes in the cell sensitivity. No reflective
optics or surfaces are used inside the sample cell. Consequently, particu—
lates or other coatings will not affect the cell sensitivity.

Polished sapphire flats are used as cell-end windows. Diamond is thfe only
other IR window material which is harder or more chsnically inert than
sapphire.

The unique two-chamber design minimizes optics and does not require critical
alighment, which permits rapid cell interchange.

The sample Cell is heated to prevent water condensation. The temperature
is typically set to 45 degrees C.

THE INTERFERENCE FILTER:

A specially selected narrow band pass interference filter transmits infrared
energy where the sample gas absorbs, while blocking "11 energy where
interfering gases absorb. The filter is mounted on che detector for

maximum stability.

The transmission characteristics of the filter do not change with time,
ensuring long-term stability. Careful filter selection provides a

readout free frcm interferences.

THE DETECTOR:
A solid-state photoconductive detector was chosen for its sensitivity and

fast response. The detector is extremely rugged, and is insensitive to
mechanical shock and vibration.



WHAT

10.

11.

IF:

THE DISPLAY IS BLANK: PRESS THE CLEAR KEY AND HOLD DOWN FOR AT,LEAST
2 SECONDS AND RELEASE. IF THE CIRCULATING MESSAGE DOES NOT APPEAR,
NOTIFY THE ALCOHOL SUPERVISOR.

TOE SUEJECT NAME IS MISPELLED: IF THE DATA 1S STILL IN THE DISPLAY,
THE DEL KEY MAY BE PRESSED THE CORRECT NUMBER OF TIMES TO ELIMINATE
THE ERROR AND THEN RE-TYPED. IF THE ENTER KEY HAS BEEN PRESSED BEFORE
THE MISTAKE 1S NOTICED, THE CLEAR KEY MUST BE PRESSED AND THE .TEST
SEQUENCE RESTARTED.

MORE THAN 20 CHARACTERS ARE ENTERED FOR THE SUBJECT S OR OPERATOR S

NAME: THE 20th CHARACTER WILL BE THE LAST CHARACTER RECORDED. FOR THIS
REASON, IT IS RECOMMENDED TO ENTER THE LAST NAME FIRST AND TO NOT INCLUDE
PERIODS(.) AFTER INITIALS.

AN ALCOHOL SIMULATOR IS LEFT CCFINECTED TO THE BREATH INLET LINE: THE IR
WILL CONTINUE TO ALTERNATE BETWEEN THE PURGE "PRG™ AND THE BLANK "BLK"
CYCLES.

DISPLAY SHOWS "STD .089 LO ABORT"™: STANDARD RESULTS ARE OUTSIDE THE
NORMAL + .009gni% LIMITS. CHECK THAT THE NALCO TANK IS TURNED ON. RUN
A STD ONLY - CHECK THAT THE RESULTS ARE WITHIN .009 OF THE VALUE MARKED
CM THE TANK. IF A HIGH OR LOW ABORT IS STILL PRESENT, THE STANDARD VALUE
HAS BEEN ENTERED INCORRECTLY.

DISPLAY SHOTS ™STD .111 HI ABORT": STANDARD RESULTS ARE HIGH.

PRINTED RESULTS SHOT: SUBJ NAME =, SUBJ NAME =: THE ENTER KEYWAS
PRESSED V/IIEN THE "SUBJ NAME =" REQUEST WAS IN THE DISPLAY. REMEMBER.
WHEN TOE ENTER KEY 1S PRESSED, THE CGNTENTS IN THE DiSPLAY WILL BE
ENTERED AS DATA. .

DISPLAY AND PRINT-CUT SHOT.AN ACETU E PRINT-CUT: VERIFY THAT THE SUBJECT
DID NOT SMOKE 15 MINUTES PRIOR TO TESTING.

DISPLAY SHOTS ENTER 1.D. =: A SUPERACSOR MUST BE CALLED TO PROGRAM THE
INSTRUMENT.

DISPLAY SHOWS "LOT TEMP™: THE INSTRUt-iENT IS NOT WARMED UP. WAIT UNTIL
THE "LOT TEMP™ MESSAGE GOES OFF. PRESS CLEAR KEY.

TIME ARID DATE MESSAGE IN DISPLAY DOES NOT MOVE: PRESS THE CLEAR KEY FOR
2 SECONDS. IF THIS DOES NOT CORRECT THE DISPLAY, NOTIFY YOUR SUPERVISOR.



ACETONE

The 1R3000 has a second alcchol-acetone sensor of the semi-—
conductor type. The semi-conductor (SC) detector is about

3 to 5 times as sensitive for acetone as the IR detector.

The computer uses this characteristic to compute the amount

of acetone present and correct the IR reading. The sensi—
tivity of the semi-conductor detector is automatically adjusted
by comparing the IR and SC detector outputs, This calibration
factor is averaged over the last 4 analysis and stored in
memory .

When the IR3000 is first programmed or after being in the
factory mode, about 6 alcohol samples in the range of .08

to .25 gifB, must be analyzed to calibrate the SC detector for
acetone. Also 6 alcohol samples must be analyzed after each
test where acetone 1is present.

Acetone standards can be prepared using thesame formula as
used for alcohol standards, ie 7.7 ML made up to 100 ML with
distilled water. One ML of this stock solution made up to
500 CC will make a 10 MG% BAL acetone standard.

IfT checking the IR3000, a .10 gm% BAL alcohol standard with
up to 2 ML (20 mg%) acetone stock can be used. At acetone
levels of 30 mg% and higher, there is almost no chances of
having alcohol present.

A more realistic test for these levels would be to prepare
straight acetone standards. Acetone levels up to 60 mg?o have
been reported in the literature for diabetics.

The figure below shows a typical correction curve for acetone.
Notice that the alcohol reading will increase slightly at low
levels of acetone and then drop slightly at the higher levels
of acetone.

.110
IR . 105
READING
.‘410 / A
.095 X
.090 _

.00 10 20

mg% acetone in .10 gm% alcohol



SB 226, An act relating to training and licensing of drivers..

April 5, 1983

This section contains the backup information for SB 226 which includes:

1. a copy of the bill
2. a memo explaining the bill

3. a fiscal note from



FISCAL NOTE

* REQUEST I1.  FISCAL DETAIL
Bill/Resolution No. SB - 226 Agency Affected: Education
Title: ...Training...of drivers Program Category Affected:Elem. & Secondary
Sponsor: Sen. Fischer BrJ, Program of Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor:Senate State Affairs State Contract Programs

IXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)

o FY 83 FY 84 "mFY 85 FY 86 Fy 87 FY 88
OPERATING
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL °

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EQUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC 1,250.9 1,325.9 1,405.5 1,489.8 1,579.2
TOTAL OpERA™TINTT- 1,250.9 1,325,9 1,405.5 1,489.8 1,5/9.2
CAPITAL
REVENUE

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND i.2rn.vc 1.325.9 1.405.5 1.489.8 1,579.2
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0
PART-TIME 0
TEMPORARY 0

I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

Not provided by sponsor.

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach a separate: page for any Analysis

Prepared By: steve Hole Phone: 465-2865
Division: Management, Law, & Finance Date:

7T
Approved by Correiissiwe"b-"arsha 11 ind Date: l~ $S

Department :_EducatiJr[

Adistribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Management and Budget (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Governor introduced bills)
Copy to Sponsor

Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) 3/8/83



l. REQUEST I1. FISCAL DETAIL

Bill/Resolution No.; SB 226 Agency Affected: Public Safety

Title: Training & licensing of drivers Program Category Affected: Life & Prop.
Sponsor: senator v.~ rischer BRU, Program of Subprogram”) Affected:
Requestor: Senate Slate Affairs Driver/Vehicle Services

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: __ (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88

OPERATING 1 1
100 PERSONAL SERVICES 0 71.3 103.1 109.3 115.9 122.9
200 TRAVEL 0 1.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.3
300 CONTRACTUAL 0 39.4 22.4 25.3 28.1 29.8
400 COMMODITIES mm 0 3 .3 3 A4 4
500 EQUIPMENT 0 5.1 0 0 0. 0
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC 1
1 1

TOTAL OPERATING 0 117.1 127.8 137.0 146.6 ..155.4

CAPITAL

REVENUE 59. 8 49.5 1 49.5 1 49.5 1 49.5 |

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 117.1 127.8 137.0
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Source)

146.6 155.4

-_— e =

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 3 3
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY 3

_— S

I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

Not identified by sponsor.

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page for any Analysis (2 pages attached)
%

Prepared By: Bill Brounn - Phone:  465-4335
Division: Motor Vehicles A Date: 4-6-83

b A Ppvissioner: T twve) Date: A "% 3
DepartmenjTAIVAublic Safety v

Lp V

Distribution:
to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Managemc-.it and Rtdget (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Governor introduced bills)
Copy to Sponsor
Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) 3/8/83



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS SB 226

Fiscal note based bn following:
1982 statistics: 2,622 16 year old licensed drivers
4,461 17 year old licensed drivers
5,932 18 year old licensed drivers

1980 statistics: 1,115 16 year olddrivers receivedl,596citations
2,894 17 year olddrivers had total o0f4,333 citations

Therefore, epproximately 7,000.16 and 17 year olds must obtain new
provisional license by April 1, 1984.

500 16 year olds will have provisional license revoked dud apply for
Instruction Permit.

500 Reissuance of provisional license after three months.

1,000 17 year olds will h".ve provisional license revoked and apply for
Stage One license.

800 17 year olds will have Stage Two license reissued.

4,500 17 year olds with provisional license will obtain regular license
at age 18 years, annually. -
2,600 16 year olds will change from S".age One to Stage Two provisional

license each year.

Detail: FY 84

100 Personal Services

1 - Document Processing Clerl 11, 1/2 year 13.3
» sl - Motor Vehicle Rep. Il, 1/2 year 14.1
1 - Driver Improvement Specialist, 1/2year 21.3
3 - Motor Vehicle Rep Il (Nonpermanent- 4months) 22.6
TOTAL 71.3
200 Travel

Hearing Officers travel to various cities to
conduct revocation hearings. 1.0 1.0

300 Contractual

310 - postage (All revocation notices and insurance
cancellation notices must be sent via certified,

return receipt mail at $1.55 each) 2.4
320 advertising/publicity 10.0
360 - equipment rental (2 AJI3 terminals) 16.0
380 - professional services (contract at $.75 per

drivers license issued) 9.0

Page 1



382a - DP Chargeback (programming and maintenance) 2.0

Total 39.4
400 Commodities
480 - Normal office supplies 3 3
500 <Equipment
3 typewriters 3.7
2 file cabinets -5
1 desk .4
3 chairs .5
Total 5.1
TOTAL 117.1
REVENUE

Revenue figure .is based on assumption each different stage or class
of license will require a $5.00 fee per schedule outlined in

AS 28.15.271. 11,950"licenses in FYS4 = $59.8. 9,900 licenses

in FY85 = $49,5.

f-NgRAL COMMENTS:

AS 28.15.055(b) mentions Stage Two Provisional License if person has
driver ed, and no citations within six months. IT person has citation
within six months 1is he then disqualified for license? Individual would
.= not be eligible underproposed AS 28.15.055(a), as only 17 year olds
without driver ed are mentioned. As written a 17 year oldwho has never
been licensed before, and who has one moving violation, isnot eligible

for a provisional license if lie has had driver ed, however, iseligible

if he has not lad driver ed.

B. Question arises on AS 28.15.055(c) where it states "if the person, is
qualified". If an individual had a stage one provisional license
revoked, and did not obtain an instruction permit as required by
AS 28.15.213(c), would that person be qualified? Same with stage two
and AS 28.15.213(d) - would that person be required to obtain a~”stage
one first? Or once a person becomes 18 years of age, are all revoca—
tions of provisional licenses under AS 28.15.213 invalid?

C. Question also arises on AS 28.15.055(a) where it indicates a holder of
a provisional license has all the rights and privileges ofa person with
an "u*restricted" license, except hours. Does this possibly void any
restriction we may impose for medical or other reasons? If AS28.15.

055(d) is the escape clause, it seems contradictory.

Pace 2



Piu.ai Retv izl X Ch-niniA. - unry dum(STTIXEcrmBumagn RANCE/STEP BARG. UNIT  FORM 12  PAGE/LINE Hreirbe: oy
Motor Vehicle Rep. Il - 9B [com
TYPE OF POSITION  STAFF MONTHS  RP NUMBER PCN NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
PFT 12 1 - Anchorage 7-15
3. LUM 11 IWA11UF. LEVLL | | AUU eiun 1 ] JUol11lr ILATIUN
1YPE UF EXPEND IfURL At * U j
1 7 « 3
PERSONAL  rRVICES This position will work in the field office I
5. Salary 20,400 and be responsible to issue driver®s licenses.
6. Ocnefit.s 3,582 It is estimated this bill will generate issuance
7. Supplemental Benefits 1,251 of 9,900 additional licenses each year, plus ark n
8. Fixed Benefits 2,880 . additions. 7,000 required by Section 9 of the
9. fUFAL PERSUNAL SERVICES 01 28,113~ bill , for a total of 16,900 the first year
10.  Travel 02 Approximately 50% of these will be in Anchorage. X
11. Contractual 03
12.  Commod itic» i 100 Requested equipment breakdown is as follows:
13.  Equi pment 05 1,408 ) Typewriter - $1,245
. Other Chair 163
15. TOTAL COST 29,621 Total $1,408 I
Y )
RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOURCE Prepared showinc full vear costs. Onlv 1/2 vear
16. Federal Receipts 1002 reflected on fiscal note for FY84.
$ 17, G.F. Match 1003
S io. General Funds 1007i 29.621
i Lo- I-A Receipts 1005 z
" - Program Receipts 1020 1
| 21. Other
]
S
11 '
I FOR UAH USE ONLY Wi
1:1  /a i/rv Miiuiipo
C.ninnj1 TWM. o e gammrrr utrjuapBcnoaBoac]
N |
AGENCY Department: of Public Safety, AmMIOIscrmmiraj
PROGRAM  Life and Property Protecltion FY 84
13 REOUESTFOR
NEW POSITION DRU  Driver/Vehicle Services Pnge of
mamimarrmamgram:. COMPONENT. Field. Seriftree; Revised Date
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10.
11.
12.

"L
15.

16.
17.
10.
19.
20.
21.

POSH ION TITLE

Document Processing Clerk

TYPE OF POSITION

PFT 12
CONTINUATION LEVEL | | AD Tjox . |
IYPE OF EXPEND 11URt
1 7
PERSONAL SERVICES
Salary 19.176
Benefits - 3.367
Supplemental Benefits 1.175
Fixed Benefits 2.880
101AL PERSONAL SERVICES 01
Travel 02
Controctual 03
Commodi ties 0i
Equipment 0S
Other
TOTAL COST

RECEIPT CODE

B :1FOH B4M USE ONLY

1:£]

“IA KEY NUMBER ——-

LI T UHINLIN HEHUTL gL/ LIXA,

13

REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION

6 31K &0 L3N]

STAFF MONTHS ~ RP NUMBER

FUND INC SOURCE
Federal Receipts 1002

C.F. Match 1003
General Funds 10051
1-A Receipts 1005

Program Receipts 1020
Other

JAun "N v Jts rgneananen TRy Tl X" SHT:
J g Ja J;ﬂRnﬂmsm'-ﬁr

RANCE/STEP BARG. UNIT FORM 12  PACE/LINE
m 38R GG
PCN NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Juneau 4

JUSTIFICATION
AMOUNT
\ 3
Will handle processing of paperwork related to
revocations required by proposed AS 28.15. 213.
Will prepare and send out notices: handle
certified copies for court and prosecutors;
and maintain necessary files. Will also proof
26.598 1 of insurance filings required by AS 28.20.240
after each revocation for a period of three
- years. It is estimated this bill will generate
100 an additional 1,500 administrative revocat ions
1.724 annually, which after three years will require
proof of insurance be maintained on 4,500
28.422 individuals. Each time insurance is cancelled
the individual must be sent a letter, or if not
renewed, their license withdrawn.

Equipment breakdown is as follows:
Typewriter - $1,245 ’
28.422 File Cabinet 291:
Chair 188
£ Total $1,724

i
Prepared showing full year costs, Only 1/2 year
reflected on fiscal note for FY84. 1

»

AGENCY

PROGRAM

BRU

COMPONENT

Department of Public Safety
Life and Property Protection

Driver/Vehicle Services Page of

Driver Sprvlrp<l-—--—momomm Revised Date

ol
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I POSITION TITLE RANGE/STEP BARG. UNIT FORM 12 PACE/LINE = LAPPROY; ;™ tsajpp;h
Driver Improvement: Specialist , > 16B GG
1 TYPE OF POSITION STAFF MONTHS RP NUMBER PCN NUMBER * BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
; 2. _ Anchorage / 7-15
1 S11 _ ~ . 12 A <
3. CONTINUATION LEVEL | | ADDITION | -~ JUSTIFICATION
4. TYPE OF EXPENDITURE —  Affiwr "
1 2 3 This position w ill be responsible to hold hearines
PERSONAL SERVICES' under driver license administrative suspension
I 5 Salar){ MThIMI programs. Each time a provisional license is
" 6. Ocnefits ) 5.626 revoked uncer proposed AS 28.15.213. the deoartment
7 SL_JppIemental_ Oenefits 1.962, * must offer a hearinc per AS 28.05.131 . It is
s 8. Fixed Oenefits 2.880 estimated this b ill w ill Generate an additional
9. TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 01 42,510 1,500 adm inistrative license actions annuallv.
5 io. Travel 02 A 1,900 In addition to holding hearings would be responsible
i 11 Contra?tlfal 03 . to maintain current records concerning the hparines.
i ,z- Commodi ties 04 / 100
3 13.  Equipment 05 jod 2,069 Travel is based on tun Erins tn Fairhanks annual 3u,
\],l Other two trips to Southeastern annually, cnd two trips
15. 101At. cosT to the Konai Peninsula annual 1v.
M V&jSviilisv .
1 .
RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOL :E Typewriter - $1,245
Federal Receipts 1002 *,
t 16. p 1003 Desk - 426
s ~ G.F. Match A File Cabinet- 235
1 10. (ieneral Funds 188: 46,579 Chnir 163
1 10. -A Recelpts_ i Total $2.069
1 70- Program Receipts 1020
Other
ft 21+
Prepared showinc full vear costs. Onlv 1/2 year
reflected on fiscal note for FY84. i
|
1
FOR 0&M USE ONLY * !
4A KEY NUMBER--—---
1-*n 1 CJTITILT. 7IBHLE  <ti™ , »xe—n* xTc.nc? sarakmnss
L4JMALID RO iR A7 AL EL IKjRCTiar AGENCY  Department of Public Safety
PROGRAM I.IFe and Property Protection
13 REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION BRU Driver/Vehicle Services page - of

LITnmmirw €W intuni CTin. TrHy"dr..  component
01'UJG (7/0?) =1J

W

Driver Services----—————--——— Revised Date
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10.
11.
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16.
17.
10.

19,
20.
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21.
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POSH ION TITLE

Motor Vehicle Rep. 11

TYPE OF POSITION
NON PERM 6
CONTINUATION 1level |
IYPE OF EXPEND 11UKE
1
PERSONAL SERVICES
Salary
Uencfi ts
Supplemental Benefits
Fixed Benefits
1UTAL PERSONAL SERVICES
Travel
Contractual
Commodi tics
Etiuipment
Other
TOTAL COST

RECEIPT CODE

Federal Receipts
G.F. Match

General

I-A Receipts
Program Receipts

Other

FOR U4M USE OfILY
NA KEY NUMBER ——-

r.Tr

>nNryanrggm  agp nnpxennzEPginn»ggongiciwgK3 W f]

113 REQUEST FOR

NEW POSITION

07-11SC17/021 « 1J

STAFF MONTHS

RP NUMBER

1 ADDITION |

7,448
725

01
02
03

0S

FUNDING SOURCE
1002
1003
100%i
1005
1020

Funds

A 'VYS'

PCN NUMBER

8,173

8.173

*

- r

I ujwrn™r . Tnnryrorar
RANGE/STEP BAR j. UNIT FORM 12 . PACE/LINE =$RPRM" j
9A GG
BRU PM10RITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Fairbanks 18-21

JUSTIFICATION

This position will work
be responsible to
the start up period when all
must obtain a different

*\p

agency___nhguatitment .ol; Public..Safely—

progran___ LiXcadJjmp.cx.ty JiroiLacJiail.

DRU

COMPONENT

DrTypr/Vnh Ir. leSer.vif.Efi-—————-

Elaid Services

in the field office and

issue driver"s licenses during
16 and 17 year olds
license.

wan.mxt.urmr.jmaiHi

| FY 84

tal Tnr. Taniluiucnga
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POSITION TITLE

Motor Vehicle Rep.

TYPE OF POSITION  STAFF MONTHS  RP NUMBER PCN .NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION
2. NON PERM 4 Anchorage 7-15
CONLINUATION LEVEL™™™ * f | ADDITION | [ JUSTIFICATION
IYPL OF LXPLNUI IWRF. », AMOUHt
1 2 . 3
PERSONAL SERVICES
5. Salary 6,596 This position will work
6. Bencfil3 642 be responsible to
7.  Supplemental Benefits the start up period when all
8. Fixed Benefits must obtain a different
9. TOIAL. PLRSONAL StRVICES 01 7,238
10. Travcl 02
11. Contractua®. 03
12.  Commodities 04
13.  Equi pment 05 !
1«. Other
15. TO1AL COST
RECEIPT COOE FUNDING SOURCE
16. Federal Receipts 1002
17. G.F. Match 1003
10. General Funds 1007i 7,238
19. 1-A Receipts 1005
20. Program Receipts 1020
21. Other
FOR Bill USE ONLY
<iA KEY NUMBER T —
AGENCY . Department of Public Safety
*>ROGRAM. Life and Property Protection
13 REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION BRU. Driver/Vehicle Services Page of
COMPONENT . Floi1(\ £prvipp.q Revised Date

| 4l i~

01-113617/021 - 13

RANGE/STEP
11 9A GG

BARC. UNIT

FORM >

ELECTION DISTRICT

PACE/LINE

issue driver's

in the field office and
licenses during
16 and 17 year olds

rmoranOTij"mfl/jgrg
FY 84



w07 ~
POSH ION TITLE

TYPE OF POSITION  STAFF MONTHS RP* NUMBER
2 NON PERM 4
3. CONTINUATION LEVEL | | ADDITION |
<t TYPE OT LXI ENDI IURL
1 7
PERSONAL SERVICES
§ b Salary 6,596
n 6. Bcnefits 642
7.  Supplemental Bent "its
1 8. Fixed Oenefits
9. ibIAL PERSONAL SERVICES 01
10. Travel 02
1. Contractual 03
12.  Coinmodi tics Ot
. Equipment 05
1. Other
15. TOTAL COST
RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOURCE
16. Federal Receipts 1002
17. G.F. Match 1003
10. General Funds 1004
19. 1-A Receipts 1005
T B Program Receipts 1028
21. Other
S:
vX
FOR Bill USE ONLY - ~
<A KEY NUMBER-—-— == 77—=
N
PROGRAM
"13 REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION BRU
ter;rrtrze 11 axirsuj yjlipimirtTin! -~ COMPONENT___

01-1130 17/021- 13

Motor Vehicle Rep. 11

AGENCY

aar-Tx- prrrarjccrr

RANCE/STEP BARG.. UNIT FORM 12  PACE/LINE - APPRIV; w2 °
m, 9A GG
PCN,NUMBER BRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Anchorage 7-15
JUSTIFICATION
1 "MOUNT
3
This position will work in the field office and
be responsible to issue driver®s licenses during
the start up period when all 16 and 17 year olds
must obtain a different license.
7,238
. L J
|
-
7,238 -
k
e 1 .
. 1
WMpnfcHELSRI
Department of Public Safety
Life and Property Protection FY 84
Driver/Vehicle Services Page of

Field Services Revised Date




STATE OF ALASKA

FISCAL NOTE Revision e 1983
REQUEST Il.  FISCAL DETAIL
t Bi 11/Resolution No.: SB - 226 Agency Affected: Education
Title: ...Training...of drivers Program Category Affected:Elem. & Secondary
Sponsor: Sen. Fischer BRU, Program of Subprogram”) Affected:
Requestor:Senate State Affairs State Contract Pronrams

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 83 FY 84 FY 8 FY 85 FYy 87 FY 88
OPERATING
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL °
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC 1,250.9 1,325.9 1,405.5 1,489.8 1,579.2
TOTAL OPERATING 1,250.9 1,325.9 1,405.5 1,489.8 1,579.2
CAPITAT

E REVENUE

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 1.250.9 1.325.9 1,405.5 1.489.8 1,579.2
FEDERAL FUNDS

OEHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0
PART-TIME 0
TEMPORARY 0

I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

Not proviUjd by sponsor.

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach * separate page for any Analysis

Prepared By: Steve Hole Phone: 465-2865
Division: Manageeeetr, Lay, & MRimmmce. Date:
Approved by Commi s w~b~larshall“l. L i n d e Date: L $-*$"}>

Department: Educatkicm

d i stribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of Management and Budget (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Governor, introduced bills)
Copy to Sponsor

Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) . 3/8/83
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For 1982-83 school year, there are 19,311 students enrolled in grades 10-12.

A realistic percentage would be 25-28* enrollment in driver education for any
given school year. The 1982-83 percentage of enrollment in schools offering
the program is 23.7 %

28% of 19,311 students would be 5407 students per year.

The average salary for a secondary school teacher for 1982-83 school year is
$35,103. Based on 180 days worked, this is $195.02 per day. The average
hourly rate, based on a 6-hour day, would be $32.50.

The average gasoline consumption per student is 6 gallons. Based on an
estimated cost of $1.80 per gallon, this would amount to $10.80 per student.

Vehicle cost: Based on an initial cost of $9000 with a 5-year

life-expectancy, the yearly cost would be $1800. With a usage ¢ 90 students
per year, the cost per student would be $20.00.

COST ANALYSIS:

Teachers®™ salaries for 5407 students for 6 hours Behind-the-wheel

training 0 $32.50 per hour: $1 ,054,365
Gasoline costs for 5407 students: 6 gallons per student @ $1.80 58,396
uehicle costs for 5407 students @ $20.00 per student: 108,140

In-Service Training Workshops for new Driver Education
Teachers: 30,000

$1 ,250,Sul

Post FY 84 inflated 6/ per annum.



Assumptions ad Considerations:

10.

11.

12.

The present Department of Education requirements for an approved program
must be met in order for a school to participate in the program. See
Exhibit A. The minimum legal licensing age is 16 years. Driver education
should be offered at the earliest age possible so the student can learn

the correct habits and skills at the onset. If students are legally
driving and then take driver education, some bad habits have to be changed.

A flat reimbursement rate for each student completing a DOE approved
program will be used.

Many of the schools that do not plan to offer a driver education program
for the 1983-84 school year could not do so even if funding beyond the
foundation program were available. They do not have teachers trained in
driver education, nor vehicles, and could not get them in time. Many
curricula for the 1983-84 school year will be established by the end of
May, 1983.

Tht classroom portion of the program (minimum of 30 hours) will be funded
thmugh the present frundation program.

No consideration is given to increased teachers salaries, cost of living,
etc. for succeeding years. Student enrollment will remain constant or
decline slightly.

Many schools will be able to secure dealer-loan cars at no or low cost for
the program. Most of theschools with programs already own their
vehicles. Some of t.he schools that would be adding driver education own
vehicles that could be used in the program.

No consideration is given to fringe benefits for teachers or indirect
costs.

Few foundation increases will be realized by the school because if the
students were not in driver education (behind-the-wheel training), they
would have to be somewhere with a teacher funded through regular sources.

Teaching time 1is based on a 6 period per day schedule.
No repair, maintenance or insurance costs are considered as these amounts

would probably be covered by the proposed gasoline and vehicle costs as
shown in the analysis section.

No salvage value 1is considered for vehicles after 5th year, although there
would be a fair value.

Some of the smaller high schools will continue to offer driver education
every other year or only one semester per year as an economy measure.



13.

14.

Due to the lack of trained teachers and lead time in scheduling, it is
estimated that a maximum of 4,000 students would complete a driver
education course for the 1983-84 school year. This is based on school
size and past program experience. There would be a maximum of 26 new
programs offered. If the same percentage of present driver education
enrollment were to hold true statewide for total enrollment in grades
10-12, there would be 4584 students enrolled.

Driver education programs would not likely be conducted in communities
where there are no roads nor in the very small high schools, especially

one teacher schools and those with fewer than 15-20 students because it is

not economically feasible.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY POUCH N

OFFICE OF YHE COMMISSIONER JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
PHONE: 465-4322

April 7, 1983

The Honorable Vic Fischer
Chairman, Senate State Affairs
Alaska State Senate

Pouch V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

This is in reply to your request for a departmental position paper
on SB-226 entitled "An Act relating to.the training and licensing
of drivers; and providing for an effective date".

Percentage wise, the youthful driver 1is involved in more motor
vehicle traffic accidents than older/experienced drivers, | do
not have any figures which would reflect whether or not midnight
to 5 a.m. 1is a high, accident period for 16 and 17 year old drivers,
however, 1 doubt that it is. Therefore, at this time I am main—
taining a neutral position on SB 226. It would be quite burden—
some tc the young driver and to administer, while the curfew

would probably have little effect on the overall accident rate.

Under SB-226 licenses in possession of 16 and 17 year olds will
become invalid April 1, 1984. This will require reissuance of
approximately 7,000 licenses in a short time frame. We estimate
an increase cf an additional 9,900 licenses to be issued per year
due to age change, and/or receipt of citations for moving viola—
tions. We also anticipate a large increase in license revocations
and hearings, plus factors which are a result thereof, such as
requirement to show proof of insurance for three years after a
"license revocation as required by AS 28.20.240.

fobert J.fSundberg
Commissioner



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE POUCH V, JUNEAU 99811
SENATOR VIC FISCHER, CHARMAN (907) 4654954
April 5, 1983

Senate State Affairs Committee
Prepared by Suzanne Tryck

Section

Section

Section

Section

Section

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS SB 226

provides for a driver"s education program in each high
school.

provides for a section in the DMV -river®s manual on alcohol
and driving.

is a technical section adding to the list of other
classified licenses the youth provisional licenses.

provides a curfew preventing persons with only driving
permits from driving between the hours of 12 midnight and
5:00am daily, and between 9:00pm and midnight on Friday and
Saturday evenings.

(&) provides a stage one provisional license for licensed
drivers age 16, and for 17 year old drivers who have not had
driver®s education. Those holding this stage one
provisional 1license will not be able to drive between the
hours of 12 midnight and 5:00 am unless:
1. accompanied by a parent, guardian or
spouse 18 years or older who has held a valid
driver®s license for a year.

2. traveling to or from work, or 1in the course of
employment, and in the possession of a signed
affidavit from their employer.

(b) provides a stage 2 provisional license for those age 17
who have successfully completed the high school driver-s
education course, and who have had no moving

violations, DWIs, or breath test refusals for 6 months

prior to applying for the Stage 2 provisional license.

©) states persons age 18 or older are eligible for an
unrestricted and unlimited license if qualified under
current statute.



MEMORANDUM
TO: State Affairs Committee Members

FROM: Suzanne Tryck, Staffperson to
Senator Vic Fischer

RE: SB 226, An act relativing to the training and licensing of
drivers

DATE: 03/31/83
This bill:

1) prohibits those automobile drivers with Iearnin% ermits (as
opposed to licenses) from driving between the hours of 9pm and
midnight on Friday and Saturday, and prohibit them from driving
between midnight "and 5am every morning,

2) provides in the state driver's manual a nore substantial
section on the dangers of combining driving and alcohol— including
a portion on how to recognize an intoxicated driver, and create a
corresponding section in the written examination,

3)creates a Stage 1 provisional driver's license—

— this license applies to 16 year old persons, and to
thdose t\,/vho are 17 years old who have not had driver's
education.

— persons witn this license w”ild be prohibited from
driving between the hours of midnight and 5am unless
accompanied by a parent or a spouse 18 years of age
or older, or unless traveling to or from work or in the
course of employment with a signed affidavit in har.d
from the employer.

— two moving violations, 1 DWI, or driving in violation of ¢
the curfew would result in the revocation of this
license, but would allow them to apply for a learner's
a permit.

ij)creates a Stage 2 Provisional driver's license —

—this license would apply to 17 year olds whr have passed
driver's education.



—to qualify for this license a 17 year old must have 6
consecutive months prior to application with no moving
violations, and no DWIs or curfew violations.

—a moving violation, a DWI, or a curfew violation results
in the revocation of the Stage 2 provisional license.
The person vould, however, he able to apply for a
stage 1 provisional license.

—this Stage 2 provis'onal license would not have any
driving curfew.

5) When an Alaskan resident reaches the age of 18—regard|ess
of which type of provisional license or permit they have—
they become eligible for an unrestricted and unlimited
driver's license unless ineligible by some other statute.

—traffic violations obtained with a permit, staqe 1
Browsm_nal license, or a _stage 2 provisional license shall
e applied to the unrestriced and unlimited in compliance
with current Alaska law when that license is obtained on

or after their 18th birthday.

6)provides an effective date of January 1, 1984

—those who receive their driver's licenses before January
1, 1984 would have a three month periodin which to
obtaln_ the approprate license after the effective date of
the bill before their license automatically expires.

7)in accordance with this bill, driver's education courses on the
combination of alcohol and drlvmg an automobile must
be available to all persons under 18 through the high school

curriculum.



CURFEW LICENSES FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

April 5, 1983

This section contains:

1. a newspaper article on curfews for teen drivers
2. a report called, "Re. trictions on Teenage Drivers."
3. a report called, "The Effect of Curfew Laws on Motor Vehicle

Crashes.”
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VA INDIANA® ,

XSAT*N 11
Indianapolis -I- A difWin”

Icurfew for teen-agen; was ap-
Iproved by a state Senate paneL
The bill would prohibit 16- and.

oo 17-year-olds from driving mid-
night-5'aLm. unless drivingto or>
fromwork or jn an eriergenc

r f e w s f o r t e e n d r i v e r s

One study shows thatsuch
measures Substantiallyl ":
reducenumber ofcrashes ;

By GeorgeB. Merry
Stagwriterof The Christtan Science Monitor
Feo Ty / Borin
Potting the brakeson nightihre driving by
teen-agers Is a road-safety idea-whose time
may have finally come —orat.least is on the
Way' -o/c'coo . ‘v 0 0

Proposals to restrict tbe use of motor vehi-
cles by youths to daytime z *d early evening
boors are-expected to surface to several
states to the next few years, ifnot months; -
acca ilng-to those close to the scene. Such
laws arein forceto Instates.

La?mmaker interest to same type of curfew
legislation appears to have been spurred by
the somewhat startling results of a study, in-
volving crashes by 16-year-old motorists, re-'
leased last fall by the Insurance Institute for

e HighwayS$fet> w HS).~. . .

* * The "analysis comparing the nig." -ime
road-accident records to fc jr of the states
with some kind of partial driving ban on’
yr'Jths, concludes that such measures “sub-.
shmtlally reduce? the number of crashes.

to Pennsylvania, for example, the re-’
esearchers project that the more than decade-
old curfew law there contributed to 69 percent
fewer vehicle accidents during curfew hours
than otherwise might be the case, based on
crashes by 16-yearold drivers to neighboring
Ohio, where there is dosuch restriction.

The study similarly estimates that such
measures In New York has helped hold down
night crashes by 62 percent For Maryland
and Louisiana, the other two curfew stateii
studied, there were 40 and 25 percent fewer
road accidents r./pecLively during the driv-
ing restriction hours. .

to Maryland, where the comparison In-

volved the average crash, rate involving 16-
yccr-old* between 1974 and 1978 (when the
law was enacted) and'1978-and 1980, the an-
nual number of crasbesdropped by 338.

While declining-to speculate bow passage
otsuch Y/ws to other states might boost high-
tray safety, William Haririnn Jr. MD, presi-
dentofthe HHS, views these curfews as a sig-
riflcant “way to puta dent to drunk driving
mudcrashes by teen-agers.”

He and other boosters of strong laws warn
(hat having one an the boohs is only a partial
ittep: To be effective It must be followed by
irigid enforcement

* Many of the present measures, most of
which are more than a decade old. “are very
weak™ Dr. Haddoo asserts. Even the tougbes
measures Include exceptions. For example,
young drivers are often permitted to drive
during the curfew hours If on the way to or
from workor school.

Curfew boors vary widely from state to
state. Itis 9 pm.to5am. to New York, 11
pm.to & m .to Louisiana, midnightto5am.
to Pennsylvania; and 1 am. to 6 am. to
Maryland.

Some foes say curfews would not be neces-
sary If the minimum drinking age is raised
and enforced, since tbe lion’s share of youth-
involved traffic accidents are liquor related.
Others suggest that restricting the hours a
teen-ager can drive is unfair to young people
who are responsible when they get behind the

. wheel. .- ...- — - -«

*

Backers ot curfew legislation, however,

*ldie National Safety Council statistics which

show that teen-agers, who comprise 8 percent
of tbe licensed drivers, account for 21 percent
of tbe traffic accidents. *

Besides Louisiana. Maryland, New York,

. and Pennsylvania, states with some sort of

driving hour restrictions for youthsinclude I1-
linois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Michigan,

. South Carolina, South Dakota, Wisconsin, and

Wyoming.

T HIILTr nfiai.



RAISING THE DRINKING AGE

April 7, 1983

This section contains:

1. a memo from the Arirona Legislative Council

2. a memo to Rep. Barnes on dispensing alcohol tominors

3. a fact sheet on the drinking age

4. an article titled, "Impact of Legislation Raising the Drinking
Age...

5. a number of newspaper articles on raising the drinking age
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
RESEARCH AGENCY

April 2, 1982
MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Ramona Barnes
r

FROM: Felicity Watt, Research Staf”

RE: Dispensing Alcohol to Minors
Research Request No. 82-80

Dave Stancliff of your office recently asked us to survey other states”
laws as they pertain to dispensing alcohol to minors. He noted that you
are particularly interested in those states that have harsher penalties
than Alaska®s. To obtain information on this subject we contacted six
national alcoholic beverage organizations, three university research
groups, and five alcoholism and"drug abuse agencies 1in Alaska and the
Alcohol Beverage Control Board. Jody Buckley of the Distilled Spirits
Council of the United States provided us with much of the information
that specifically addresses this request. For your information, the
attached appendix includes a list of the addresses and telephone numbers
of the organizations we contacted.

Alaska Law

Furnishing alcohol to minors. The legal minimum drinking age in Alaska
is 19. Furnishing alcohol to minors is addressed in AS 04.16.052 which
states that licensees (bar or package store owners) are prohibited from
allowing another person to sell, barter, or give an alcoholic beverage
to a person under 19. Licensees are also prohibited on their licensed
premises from allowing any person under 19 to enter and remain on the
premises, or to consume an alcoholic beverage, or to sell or serve al-—
coholic beverages. - J

The offense of ordering an alcoholic beverage for the purpose of fur—
nishing it to a minor is addressed in AS U4.16.060, which also prohibits
a person from misrepresenting that another person is over 19 years of
age for the purposes of obtaining entrance to a licensed premise, or
to pretend to have obtained parental consent to escort a person under
19 years of age.

A person who furnishes an alcoholic beverage to a minor 1is considered
guilty of the offense of contributing to the delinquency of that minor.
AS 11.51.130, which addresses contributing to the delinquency of a minor
who is under 18 years of age, includes a prohibition against aiding,
inducing or encouraging a minor to violate a State law.
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The penalties for dispensing alcohol to minors in these eight states
are listed below. - O . -\
uf.—ni>- TwW 1
CONNECTICUT (CT Law, Sec. 30-86 & 30-113)r\ iVtoV

N

fine of not more than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than one
year or bothr

fine of
years iin the House of Correction, or jail, or both fine and im—
prisonment ;" .er-\ on..

ro; (3] i i hd
MISSOURI (MO Law, Sec. 311.310 & 311.760) £ ni H ¥,

- . . T )
fine of not less than $100, nor more than $1,000, or imprison-"-

ment 1in the county jail for not less than 30 days or more than 1
year; or by both fine and imprisonment e %

MONTANA (Mo Code Annotated 16.06.305)
. e . "ol 5 om

fine not to exceed $1,500 .and 1imprisonment for up to one year

NORTH DAKOTA (ND Law, Title 5, Chap 5-01, Sec.5-01-09) "

v j€ 3 F .
fine of up to $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than one year or
both. - o,

LIPS - e-ll e

TEXAS  (TXLaw, Chap 106, Sec. 106.03)

. [ u r;,
fine of notless than $5000rconfinement injail for not more
thanone year, or both.
- L
VERMONT (VT Law, Chap 21, Sec. 658) .7

fine of not more than $200 or imprisonment for not more than one
year,, : . .. <

o omFEmmm — \ r. 1
VIRGINIA (VA Law, Title 3.1, Chap 20, Sec. 4-62 & 4.92)

fine not exceeding $500 or confinement 1in jail not exceeding

12 months, or both in the discretion of the jury or trial justice or
the court trying the case without a jury.

In our conversations with state legal counsel in both North Dakota and
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mt3 V:m' : '

debate, usually centering on the public health consequences of different
minimum drinking ages. We spoke with Alexander Wagenaar-of the Highway
Safety Research Institute at the University of Michigan, who had com—
piled the .most recent information we have found on the Ilegal minimum
drinking ages of the states. Table 1, showing each state®s minimum
legal drinking age, is attached in the appendix. . v

Thirty states, 1including Alaska,-lowered their legal minimum drinking

age as part of a nationwide trend in the 1970"s to Ilower, the age .of
majority. However, between 1976 and 1981, fifteen "ofthose thirty _
states reversed their previous actions and raised their minimum drinking STV
ages (although not necessarily to the same ages as before), These fif—

teen states are shown in Table 2 of the appendix. LY; =

Mr. Garrity, of the legal division cif the Montana Department of Revenue,
suggested that we make a written request to his office for more informa—
tion regarding his state"s laws. We would be happy to make such a re—
quest of Montana and other states if you wish. If you have any questions
or we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact

us. C m—
Y
5*
FWl/bf _
Attachments: Appendix A T 0= °
_"A;;Gp@.- w w - .illl
u * & - =
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Californ
Colorado

3.
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Connecticut
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District
Florida
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Idaho
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North Ca
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186
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21
19
186
21
19
20
21
20
19
21
18
18
21
18
18b
21
21
20
18
18
19
19
21
18
18c
21
18
18
19

19
19
19
21
21
21
18
20
18
19
19
18
19
21
21
19
21
21
18
20
18
20
21
19
21 =<
21
19
20
21
20
19
21
18
18
21
21
21
21
21
20
18
21
19
18
21
18
18c
21
18d
18
19

Highway Research

Light Fortified

19
19
19
21
21
21
18
20
18
19
19
18
19
21
21
19
21
21
18
20
18
20

19
186
21
19
20
21
20
19
21
18
18
21
21
21
21
21
20
18
21
19
18
21
18
21
21
18
18
19

Wine

y

Distil led

Spirits
19 19
19 19
.19 - 19
21 21
21 21

21. 21;
18 18
.20 20
...21 21
19 =K; 19
o JgTV) 1 _ 19

18 - o ) "
10- ~9

21 21 -
21 21
19 19
21 21
21 21
18 18
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21 21
20 20
21 21
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.21 21
21 21
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21 21
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18 21
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18 18
21 21
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18 18
18 18
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Institute (April 1982).
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© Florida.*...-_..
Georgia........

Itlinois..... ...

Massachusetts, .

Michigan.........
1 #
" Minnesota.......
Montana..... .
M 1
Nebraska........
&/ m N H hi
ﬂ; ew Hampshire..
New Jersey.....
Rhode Island...
Rhode Island...
Tennessee.......
%
V. TexasS..oeeeennan..
Virginia........
1 - #

&&mm

States That

-----. 18 to 19

18 to 19

m o\

18 to 19

18 to 20-

TABLE 2

all beverages

all beverages

all beverages

all beverayes

T e% e\

10/77

4/79

12/78

9/76

1/79

5780

5/79

1/80

7/80
7/81

6/79

9/81

7/81



Impact of Legislation Raising the Legal
Drinking Age in Massachusetts from 1s to 20

Ralph W. Hingson, ScD, Norman Scotch, PhD, Thomas Mangione, PhD,
Allan Meyers, PhD, Leonard Glantz,JD, Timothy Heeren, MS, Nan Lin, PhD,

Marc Mucatel, MA,

£. ]

Abstract: On April 16,1979, Massachusetts raised
its legal drinking age from 18 to 20 years. Massachu-
setts was compared with New York State, exclusive of
New York City and Nassau County. New York State
retained an 18-year-old drinking age. Random tele-
phone surveys with approximately 1,000 J6-19 year
olds in each state were undertaken prior to the law’s
enactment and twice at yearly intervals after the law to
assess the law's impact on teenage drinking, driving
after drinking, and non.fatal accident involvement.
Fatal crash data reported to the US Department of
Transportation by each state from April 16,1976-April
15, 1981 were also analyzed. After the law, although
the modes of procuring alcohol changed. No signifi-
cant changes were observed in Massachusetts relative

Introduction

From 1970 to 1975 at least one-half of the states,
including Massachusetts, passed laws which lowered their
legal drinking age.1When Massachusetts also lowered its
drinking age from 21 to 18 years of age in 1973, lively public
debate arose about whether this change increased the likeli-
hood of teenagers being iuvo’ved in fatal accidents.

Studies in other st'tlcs’-’ lowering their drinking ages
have suggested that reductions in the legal drinking age
produced increases in the 18-20 year old fatal traffic accident
rates, However, research results on the impact of lowering
the drinking age in Massachusetts have been contradicto-
ry.6* None of these studies compared Massachusetts with
control states that did not lower their drinking ages.

Between 1976 and 1981, 16 states reversed the prior

From the Boston University Schools of Medicine and Public
Health, Address reprint requests to Ralph W. Hingson, ScD.
Associate. Professor’ Depa tment of Socio-Medical SCiences and
Community Medicine. Boston University Medical Center, School of
Medicine, 80 E. Concord Street. Boston. MA 02118. This ga er
submitted to the Journal January 4, 1932, was revised and ac e;?ted
for publication July 26. 1982,
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to New York in the proportion of surveyed teenagers
who reported that they drank or in the volume of their
consumption. The proportion of teenagers who drove
after drinking heavily (six or more drinks at one time)
did not decline in Massachusetts relative to New
York. However, the frequency that teenagers reported
driving after any drinking declined significantly in
Massachusetts. Frequency of teenage driving after
marijuana use and non-fatal teenage accidents de-
clined at comparable rotes in both states. The numbers
of teenage nighttime single vehicle fatal accidents
declined more in Massachusetts than New York, inihe”
18-19 year age group. Overall fatal accident trends”
among 16-19 year olds in the two states were similar.
(Am J Public Health 1983; 73:163-170.)

trend by raising their legal drinking ages. Massachusetts did
so effective April 16, 1979.

An analysis comparing niir* states which raised their
legal drinking ages to states whose statutes were not changed
has concluded that states which raise their drinking age can
expect a 28 per cent reduction in nigtuime fatal accidents
among drivers targeted by such changes.0In Massachusetts
state officials reported 39 per cent fcwrr teenage alcohol-
related fatal accidents in 1980 compared o0 1978." However,
no comparison was made to a state where the drinking age
was not changed. Consequently, other factors which may be
responsible for declines were not considered, e.g., reduced
driving because of gasoline price increases and shortages,
changes in the types of vehicles driven, or enforcement of
other traffic safety laws.

This paper examines the impact of raising the drinking
age in Massachusetts dur g the initial two years after
enactment.

Methods and Materials

Data from Massachusetts arc compared with those fr(p -\
New York State, rxclusivc of New York City and Nassau
County. In New York Sute, the legal drinking age remained
at 18 New York City and Nassau County were excluded

n .t a q n : u
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TABLE 1—Response Rates In Ranaom Digit
Drinking Age Study

Before

(1878)

Competed Interviews (N) 1023

Response Rale (%) 80
Non-Inlerview

Refusals (%) 9

Never Contacted Houaoholds (%) 8

Othor Reasons (%) 3

g 5ft**a.
Dialing Telephone Surveys ot Teenagers In Legal*

Maiaachrreefta New York
After Beta* Altar
(1980) (1961) (1979) (1860) (1981)
1006 976 984 1007 »a9
87 84 83 82 85
t 7 3 3 3
5 3 11 12 9 . .r.
£ g 3 3 3

NOTE: "Before" end " Afier”’ refar to Mes8echuesttts raisirg s lecpl cHredng age fram 1B 1020 years

because of differences in urban density and age of driving
licensure. At the time Massachusetts raised its legal drinking
age from Ib to 20, the two states had similar laws regarding
age of driving licensure and penalties for driving while
intoxicated (see Appendix). Deing contiguous, the two state's
aliu have roughly similar weather patterns.

An anonymous random digit dialing telephone survey of
approximately 1,000 16-19 years olds was conducted in
Massachusetts prior to enactment of the 2w on April 16,
1979. Teenagers were asked about their personal character-
istics, drinking practices, procurement of alcohol, use of
psychoaotive drugs, driving after drinking, and non*fatal
accident involvement. A similar survey was conducted in
Upstate New York during April and May of 1979. Twice at

r\

yearly intervals following the law, these surveys were re-
peated in each state using the same sampling approach.
Interviews were attempted with all eligible teenagers in each
household contacted. Table | indicates response rates in the
six surveys. The demographic characteristics and driving
practices of respondents in each state were remarkably
similar before and after passage of the law (Table 2).

The survey samples were large enough that there would
be only a 1in 100 chance offailing to detect a 10 per cent post
law reduction in the numbers of Massachusetts teenagers
who drove after drinking and only a 1in 5 chance offailing to
detect a statewide reduction of 4 non-fatal accidents per 100
drivers in Massachusetts relative to New York.

Log-linear analysis was used on the survey data to test

TABLE 2—Comparison ot Respondent Demographic Characteristics In Massachusetts and

New York Surveys 1979-1981

Maetachueett™
Betor* After
(1878) (1980)
Demographic! (N - 1023) (N - 1006)
%
Age 16 25 27
17 30 29
18 23 25
19 21 19
Sex—Male 52 51
Student 81 79
Licensed 61 78
Married 3 3
Drove Last Year
Cat 87 85
Truck 19 23
Motorcycle 18 15
Miles Driven
None 17 20
100 36 30
100-500 29 33
500+ 19 17
Condition ol Cor
Poor-Fair 18 20

164

New York
Balora After
(1981) (1879) (1980) (1981)
(N » 976) (N - 984) (N - 1007) (N- 89P)

% % % *A
28 31 32 30
31 29 26 26
22 23 22 23
1) 17 - 20 . 21
41) 48 51 51
82 81 Tu 83
70 81 78 79

1 2 2 2
86 87 84 85
20 30 30 30
17 21 20 19
18 17 20 20
3E 34 31 34
33 32 33 29
14 17 16 16
16 19 19 19

AJPK February 1983, Vol. 73, No. 2
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RAISING LEGAL DRINKING AGE IN MASSACHUSETTS

TABLE 3—Teenage Reported Drinking anJ Alcohol Procurement, Legal Drinking Age St'Jdy A
Massachusetts New York
Before After Before Affor

(1879) (1960)  (.361)  (1979)  (1930) (1981)
(N- 1023) (N- 1006) (N- 976) (N- 984) (N- 1007) (N- 999)

Average Drinks Dally % * % %
Nona T 10 7 9 9 9
.01- .99 59 61 64 61 63 62
1-1.99 10 10 6 11 10 9 Ve
2-2.99 13 10 11 10 10 10 =
3-3.99 4 4 4 4 3 4 W‘;
4-499 o 2 2 2 2 2 2
5+ £ 4 H 4 4 4
Where Most Often Obtains Alcohol
Liquor Store/Grocery* M 31 27 31 29 30
Bara-Clubs-Reataurantn® 19 7 6 23 22 22
Hornet 7 12 11 12 11 11
Others Buy* 21 39 43 19 23 20
Parties-Friends" Homes 9 10 12 15 15 16
Drank Last Month 5+ Times
Parties* 15 13 1B 11 12 11
Car 1B 17 16 14 16 14
Bar vl 9 7 20 16 20
For those who drank in past year
Bought liquor last month* 50 30 24 43 40 43
Has Fake ID 7 6 7 8 7 8

Never Asked Ago at Liquor
Store/Attempted to
Purchase Liquor 27 35 35 33 32 28
;p < %15 ! V.
<. ) . . .
(1pest|ng t>e hypothesis that reductions were greater in Massachusetts than New York atie-the law.)

whether the lav/ had any impact on the dependent variables to the post-law surveys, adjusting for possible initial differ-
in Tables 3, 4, and 5. The analysis compares Massachusetts cnces between the states on the dependent variable. Rela-
to New York with respect to changes in the dependent tions arc cited as significant if p < .05.

variable, say driving after drinking, from the pre-law survey In addition, data from the US Department of Transpor-

TABLE 4—r.c»pondont<i Who Drlvo After Drinking or Drug Use In the Last Month, Logoi
Urinking Age Study

Messechusotts New York -
Before After Before Ai.r
w51979) (1980) (1661) (1979) (1980) (1981)
Dross After (N- 843) (N-809) (N- 795 (N- 817) (N- 799 (N-791
o % % % It % %
Any Drinking* 51 42 40 39 39 41
Drinking 6+ drinks at
one time™ 11 12 1 8 B 10
Smoking Marijuana 29 25 21 20 18 16
Drinking and Smoking
Marijuana 18 15 12 13 11 10
Using Other PsychoaeUvo
Drugs 6 1> 4 3 4 4
Drinking and Using Other
Psychoactive Drugs 4 4 3 2 3 3
p< .01

to the matt recent occasion teenagers drove after drinking.

AJPH February 19B3. Vol. 73. No. 2 165
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FIGURE ,1—Sin9|e Vehicle Nighttime Fatal Accidents According to
Age or Driver, State, and Year

chusetUi teenagers said someone had purchased liquor for
them in the previous month; two-thirds of these purchasers
were <ver age 20 (not shown in Table).

The average daily consumption of alcohol in the 16-19
year old age group during the two years after the law did not
decline in Massachusetts compared to New York. Nor did
teenagers report shifts to the use of other psychoactive
drugs. Consistent with trends nationwide, both states experi-
enced significant reductions in the use of marijuana (not
shown fin Table).

Table 4 indicates the proportion of respondents who
drove after drinking, psychoactive drug use, or drinking and
drug use in combination during the month preceding the
interview. After the law, the proportion of teenagers who
reported driving after drinking heavily (six or more drinks)
did not decline in either state. However, the frequency that
teenagers reported they drove after any drinking declined
significantly more in Massachusetts. Both states experi-
enced comparable declines in the percentages of teenagers
who drove after marijuana use.

In both states, the incidence of non-fatal accidents
reported by 16-19 year old drivers dropped after the law
(Table 5).* The decrease was not significantly greater in
Massachusetts compared to Upstate New York.

Prior to the enactment of the law, somr legislators
indicated doubts about whether the law would reduce drink-

*Rites of accidents icporied by respondents who drove moior
vehicles during the year preceding the surveys exceeded the rates
calculated from Registry of Motor Vehicle data per licensed leena ;e
driver in each state. Neither Massachusetts nor New York requi x
all non-ifatal accidents to be reponed to t!. police or registry.

AJPH Fibruary 1983. Vol. 73. No. 2
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ing and accidents among 18 and 19 yean olds who had
previously been entitled to drink. However, they anticipated
that 16 and 17 years olds would find alcohol oven more
difficult to obtain because they would become even further
removed from the legal drinking age. Analyses of survey
data on drinking, driving after drinking, and non-fatal acci-
dents did not identify a significantly greater impact ofthe law
on 16 and 17 year olJs compared to Ic>and 19 year olds.
(Data available on request from the authors)

Fatal Accidents

Analyses which focused on teenage single vehicle night-
time fatal accidents (Figure 1) revealed n 5 per cent drop in
?uch accidents in Massachusetts during the two years after
the law compared to the preceding three years. In New
York, such accidents rose 19 per cent after the law. it should
be noted that single vehicle nighttime fatal accidents among
drivers above age 20 also rose at a 7 per cent higher rate in
New York than in Massachusetts after the law even though it
Js unlikely that non-teenafe drivers in single vehicle acci-
dents would be affected by the drinking age change.

Three separate statistical procedures tested whether
these ‘ccnage accident trends in Massrrhusetts were signifi-
cantly different from the trends in New York. The accident
totals for each age group and each year were fitted to a log-
linear model using the methods of Bishop, Fienberg and
Holland.5The data were also fitted to a regular analysis”®/
variance model with log number of accidents as the depen-
dent variable and age group, year, and state as factors.
Finally, the data were fitted to an analysis of covariance
mood with log number ofacciden.s in Massachusetts as the
dependent variable and log number cif accidents in New
York as an independent variable. The teenage single vehicle
nighttime fatal accident changes in Massachusetts relative to
New York did not achieve statistical! significance when
tested using log linear analysis (p > .1) but were significant
when tested by analysis of variance and covariance (p <
.05).

Analyses were repeated separately for 18to 19 year olds
and for 16 to 17 year olds. Among 18 to 19 year olds in
Massachusetts, single vehicle nighttime crashes dropped 15
per cent after the law, whereas in New York they rose 16 per
cent (p < .05 bused on analysis of variance and covariance).
However, after the law such accidents among 16 to 17 year
olds in both states actually rose by 20 per cent-30 per cent.
(Data arc available upon request from the authors.)

Figure 2 shows the total numbers of fatal accidents in
Massachusetts and New York according to the age of the
youngest driver. In both states, teenage accident totals were
the highest during the last year before the law. When the
average of teenage fatal accidents during the three years
preceding the law was compared to the average of the two
years following the law, Massachusetts dropped | per cent
while New York rose 5 per cent. The three methods of
statistical analysis indicated no significant difference be-,
tween the two slates in the overall teenage fatal accident
trends. The results were tbe same when 16-17 year olds and
18-19 year olds were analyzed separately.

To control for possible confounding effects which might

£E)
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be produced by Massachusetts teenagers crossing the border
into New York in search of alcohol and then having acci-
dents in New York, the analyses were repeated for 16-19
year olds excluding all New Yoi and Massachusetts coun-
ties along their common border. Since less than 2 per cent
teenage fatal accidents in those border counties involved
driver, from the neighboring stale, there was still no signifi-
cant difference between overall teenage fatal accident trends
in Massachusetts and New York..

Police and Enforcement of the Law

Arrest data and interviews with law enforcement offi-
cers in Massachusetts suggest possible explanations for
these modest effects. Although most officers supported the
new law, inspection of uniform crime reports (UCR) re-
vealed that the frequency with which tecnageis were arrest-
ed for driving under the influence did not significantly
change in Massachusetts during the first year after the law
compared to the previous two years. In New York, driving
under the influence arrests for teenagers showed a steady
increase over time throughout the study.

Predictably during the first year after ".ne law when it
became illegal for not just 16 and 17 ye*. olds, but also 18
and 19 year olds no purchase alcohol in Massachusetts,
arrests in that state among 16-19 year olds for all other
alcohol-related offenses such as illegal purchase, possession,
or public intoxication rose over 150 per cent. However, the
intensity of enforcement varied widely from community to
community. In 1980, the Massachusetts communities with
over 100,000 inhabitants, recorded fewer than 10 arrests per
every 1,000 teenage residents whereas more than 20 arrests

per 1,000 teenagers were recorded ir-th*cVc'sfofthe state. /

The police interviews revealed that in somejurisdictions
the police actively patrolled areas near liquor outlets and
arrested observed violators of the law. In many other
communities, however, officers used the law primarily in
response to neighborhood complaints about public drinking
by teenagers. Charges were not uniformly levied against
teenage offenders. Often the teenagers' alcohol was either
confiscated! by the police for later disposal or disposed of
while the violators watched. Frequently, violators were sent
or taken home by the police with a warning only, or brought
to police stations lo be met by parents but not arrested.
Arrests were generally reserved for known repeat viclators,
those who engaged in other law violations while drinking,
teenagers who were abusive or uncooperative, or persons
the police wished Ir arrest on other charges but lacked
sufficient evidence. arrest.

The reasons most often cited for the variability in
enforcement of the law among communities across the state
was the lack of personnel and competing priorities, particu-
larly in some high crime inner-city jurisdictions. Moreover,
many officers did not perceive teenage purchasing of alcohol
or drinking per se as a sufficiently serious crime to stigmatize
juveniles by putting an arTcst on their records. Parenthetical-
ly, several officers said they had behaved the same way
whin they were teenagers.

Finally, there were sometimes political deterrents to
uniform enforcement. In at least one community, systematic
enforcement of the law was abandoned and a sp;cial enr
forcement group was dissolved in response to complaints'
from other police officers, and town officials, whose children
were arrested.

Enforcement of the law focusing on the sellers was
minimal and sporadic. The year the law went into effectr.the
ABCC had only 24 inspectors to patrol the more than 12,000
liquor outlets statewide. Only three inspectors operated at
night. Random checks of liquor outlets at night were discon-
tinued during 1979 and inspections were made only ir
response to complaints (usually filed by competing liquoi
outlets or neighbors). The frequency of license revocation!
by the state did not increase after the law. Licenses wen
.suspended only after a pattern of violations had been identi
fied. Even then, a standard ABCC compromise proccdun
enabled the violating liquor outlets to remain open if 15 pe
cent of their daily profits were paid to the state during wha
would have been the suspension period.

D kcuision

Sescral features of our study should be considered i
interpreting these results. First, the study examined the fir
two ycBrs following enactment of the law. During this tin
period, ;;he 18and 19 year old age groups who had previous
been allowed to drink had that privilege revoked. One cou
hypothesize that the previous drinking habits of this grot
would be resistant to change. Data from subsequent yea
may indicate whether people who were never allowed
drink will be more strongly affected by the law as they cnt
into the 18-20 year old age groups.

AJPH ~bruary 1W3, Vol. 73. No



Second, one must be cautious about reports ordnnkmg

a tMvehoactive substance use based on survey self-re-
A However, consistencies between the survey data and
O ccident data favor the validity of the survey results. To
fllustrate according to the surveys,-both Massachusetts and
New York teenagers 'rove less frequently after drinking and
after marijuana use during the two years after compared to
the year before the law. Predictably, both states experienced
declines in teenage single vehicle nighttime fata] accidents
and overall fatal accidents during that period. Also, when
Massachusetts and New York were compared, both the
surrey data and the accident data identified greater declines
in Massachusetts on only some of these outcomes.

.. Third, whenever the null hypothesis is confirmed the
likelihood of a type Il error must be considered. Power
calculations indicate that there is only a 13 per cent chance
offailing'to identify a IS per cent reduction in the likelihood
of overall teenage fatal accidents in Massachusetts relative
to New York using a .05 level test. These calculations are
based on the availability of two complete years of post-law
fatal leenage accident data. Moreover, our current survey
samples are sufficiently large that we have even greater
confidence that there was no reduction in overall teenage
drinking and non-fatal accidents in Massachusetts compared
to New York after the law.

The results suggest that raising the drinking age reduced
single vehicle nighttime but not overall fatal accidents in
Massachusetts relative to New York among 18 and 19 year
olds. We did not detect an impact on 16 and 17 year olds.

The state’s law provides a symbolic statement to teen-
agers that its citizens disapprove of their drinking, and fears
the accidents they may cause when they drive after drinking.
The study results prompt us to ask whether the law could
have had a greater impuct among all Massachusetts teen-
agers if enforcement efforts were more consistent in all
communities and if greater attention were paid to preventing
the common practices of non-iecnagers purchasing alcohol
for teenagers or liquor outlets not requiring age identifica-
tion? Without sufficient resources and coordination of en-
forcement efforts, those police who actively strive to enforce
the law in one community may find their efforts negated by
minimal enforcement in the next. Under these circum-
stances, will 16-19 year olds be offored an opportunity at &
young age to Icam that at least some laws can be violated or
circumvented with little risk of apprehension, convicrion. or
punishment?

It is ironic that comparably high rates of final accidents
have been consistently reported among persons in their early
twenties, a group whose drinking privileges were not re-
voked. Moreover, because 18 and 19 year olds are involved
in only a small fraction of alcohol-related uccidcnls, even if
the change in the legal drinking age had a greater impact on
this age group, the tragedy of automobile injuries and
fatalities caused by adults as well as 16 and 17 year olds who
drink and drive would remain substantially unaltered.

Lack of community resources and variable willingness
to enforce laws focused on teenagers raise questions about
whether alternative strategies such as increased enforcement
of the drunk driving and traffic safety laws aimed at all
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drivers, or requirements for safer cars and improved rti
design would, yield greater reductions in nonfatal and fatal
accidents both among teenagers and non-teenagers.

The resulls of this study and others11~" suggest that
raising the legal drinking age may hold some promise of
accident reductions. However, the impact of those legal
changes may be diluted without intensive, publicly support-
ed, coordinated enforcement efforts in all communities.
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APPENDIX

Competitor* of Relevant Statutory Provlalona In Massachusetts and New York* au of April 18,1879

Legal Drinking Age

Legal Driving Age

Penatty-aelling or giving alcohol to rrvnora

Pen&lly-minoi’ buying aloohol (indudes
fraudulent ID)

Blood aloohol content proving Intoxication

Driving deemed consent to blood alcohol test

Refusal to consent to blood alcohol test

Penalty-driving while intoxicated
Licenso revocation tor driving while
intoxicated

Possibility of legally d'Mng wnlle in alcoholic
rehabilitation

Massachusetts

20

16
$200 fine and/or 6 mos in prison
$300 fine

10
Y«s
Loss of license (or 90 days. Refusal not
admissible in court proceedings

. * - i

*é' em

Fine ot S35-S100 and/or 2 wks-2 yrs In
prison

First oflense—mandatory revocation at least
1 yr. Second oflense—n 6 yrs, 5 yrs
revocation. Il a death results, at least 10
yrs revocation

Yes. judge may continue case, dismiss
Charges after successful completion

New "ot

18
16
Up to $500 fine and/or 3 months in prison
Mandatory probation no more than 1 year,
fine up to $10
Yes
6 mos revocation; if under 21 revocation lor
6 mos or until 21, whichever is longer.
Evidence of refusal Is admissible in court
proceedings
Fine up to SS00 and/or up to 1 year In prison

First oflense-mandatory revocation at least 6
mos, second oltense or when personal
injury results mandatory permanent
revocation

May be given "CI* jltlonaf license lor limited
purposes and  *e. may apply for a
"restricted use" license Il necessary tor
employment

Liquor dealer's license may be suspended or Yes Yes
revoked lor sale to minors
' Excluding Naiau County and Naw Yet* Clty.
If
I National Symposium on Genetic Disorders and Birih Defects |

A National Symposium entitled “ Genetic Disorders and Birth Defects in Families and Society:
Toward Interdisciplinaiy Understandingl will be held April 25-26, 1983 at the Baltimore Hyatt-
Rcgency. The symposium is sponsored by the Division or Medical Genetics and the Department of
Social Work, Johns Hopkins Medical Institutions and supported by the March of Dimes Birth Defects
Foundation, the Genetic Diseases Services Branch, Office of Maternal and Child Health, and the Mcad-

Johnson Company.

The purpose of this symposium is to heighten sensitivity to psychological and social implications of
genetic disorders and birth defects as they affeci individuals, families, and society.

For additional information, contact Program Coordinator, Office of Continuing Education, 720
Rutland Avenue, Turner 22, Baltimore, MP 21205. Telephone 301/955-6046.
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ABSTRACT

On July 1, 197*+, an amendment went into effect which lowered
Virginia™ legal drinking age for beer to 18 years; the minimum
drinking age for wine and hard liquor was kept at 21. This move
to extend adult drinking privileges to persons of military age
had already been made in one form or another in about 30 other
states. The most common practice among these states was to allow
the purchase of all alcoholic beverages at one particular age.
Virginia is the only state which discriminates between beer and
wine/hard liquor in its treatment of minimum ages. While it is
recognized that the possible effects )f lowering the legal drink—
ing age may be far reaching, the sole purpose of ths* research re—
ported here was to examine t.he effect of reducing the legal drinking

age on the highway safety environment in Virginia. This was accom—
plished through a review of the literature and an examination of
Virginia crash data. It was found that lowering the legal drinking

age resulted in increased alcohol-related accidents for young per —
sons , and it was concluded that a more protective stand should be
taken toward persons 18 to 20 years old "<ith regard to the legal
drinking age in Virginia.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It has been previously determined that young persons have
traditionally had the worst driving record of all age groups,
and that drinking even small amounts of alcohol drastically in—
creases their probability of being involved in a motor vehicle
accider+ (This is not the case among older drivers, who must
drink ,4jiderably more alcohol to increase their chances of
accident involvement as much.) Considering that young persons
are also more likely to combine alcohol with psychoactive drugs
such as marijuana thar are older drivers, it can be safely said
that substance abuse while driving was a potentially serious
problem for young pe~sons even before the legal drinking age was
lowered.

The actual effects of lowering the drinking age were then

examined. First, it was found that the purchase and consumption
of alcohol beverages increased for newly enfranchised persons 18
to 20 years old. This was especially true of draught beer con—

sumed in restaurants and taverns, which indicated that the young
persons would be more likely to drive after drinking than if they
were consuming the beverages at home. Increases in consumption of
alcohol were also noted among persons as young as 13, probably be—
cause their older schoolmates were legally purchasing the beverages
for them.

The ultimate impact of the r.aw drinking age law on highway
safety must be measured in terms of accidents. Significant in-—
creases in alcohol-related accident experiences associated with the
change in the drinking age have been noted, not only for persons 18
to 20 years old but also for persons 16 to 17 years old. These 1in—
creases have not been noted for non-alcohol-related accidents nor
for accidents involving older, and tnereby unaffected, drivers. Also,
increases have hot been noted in states that did not change their
drinking age laws. An analysis of Virginia crash data yielded simi—
lar results; there were significant increases ir alcohol-related
crashes for persons 16 to 19 years old subsequent to the lowering of
the legal drinking age. No significant increases were noted for non-—
alcohol-related teenage crashes. At the same time, both alcohol-
related and n> "-alcohol-related crashes .significantly decreased for
older drivers, srobably as a rer.ult of the 197U energy crisis.

It can be concluded from the examination of both the available
literature and Virginia accident statistics that lowering the legal
drinking age has had an adverse effect upon the accident experience
of young persons. From a purely safety standpoint, then, a more
protective public policy toward 18 to 20 year olds should be adopted.



RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Department of Transportation Safety
actively support legislation to raise the legal dr-., ;r>g age which
includes the following provisions.

1. That the legal drinking age be raised incremental”
for the next three years, so that the drinking age
for beer would become 19 years 1in 1981, 20 years 1in
1982, and 21 years in 198 3. In this way, no group
would be disenfranchised, 1i1.e., be permitted to
purchase and consume bear during one year and not
permitted to do so the next, and the most bene—
ficial step of returning the legal drinking age to
21 years would be assured without requiring subse—
quent legislative action.

2. That an evaluation of the effects of raising the
legal drinking age be required to determine whether
this change in age 1improves the highway safety environ-—
ment for young persons 18 to 20 in Virginia.

Alternately, should these provisions not be incorporated into pro—
posed legislation, it is recommended that the Department support
legislation raising the legal drinking age to 19, and then seek
additional "legislation in subsequent General Assembly sessions to
raise the legal drinking age to 21 years.



FINAL REPORT

THE EFFECTS OF LOWERING THE LEGAL DRINKING
AGE IN VIRGINIA

by

Cheryl Lynr!
Research Scientist

BACKGROUND

On April 7, 1974, the Virginia General Assembly passed a law
lowering the legal drinking age in the state. This legislation,
which allowed persons 18 years and older to legally buy beer, went
into effect July 1, 1974. Such an action came as the result of a
nationwide trend to extend adult privileges such as voting to per—
sons between the ages of 18 and 21. Prior to 1970, only New York
and Louisiana had drinking ages lower than 21. Between 1970 and
1973, half of the states amended their drinking laws to allow
younger persons to buy and consume various types of alcoholic bev—
erages. While several states have since raised their drinking
ages, reversals have still been relatively rare. As noted 1in
Table 1, at this writing 13 states allow the purchase of all alco—
holic beverages at 18 years, 9 states allow this privilege at 19
years, 4 allow it at 20 years,-and 21 allow it at 21 years. Four
states differentiate between types of alcoholic beverages 1in setting
drinking ages. Maryland, North Carolina, and South Carolina allow
persons 18 years old to drink both beer and wine, while drinking
hard liquor 1is reserved until 21. Virginia is the only state to
allow beer drinking at 18 but to require a perron to be 21 before
being allowed to drink both wine and hard liquor.

The trend toward lowering legal drinking ages was probably an
indirect result of the participation of then minors 1in the Viet Nam
conflict in that it was felt that persons who were old enough to
serve in the armed forces were old enough to drink. This same
trend was responsible for the enfranchisement of 18 year olds as
part of recognizing their already adult role in military action over —
seas. In that this trend reflects both that persons at 18 are ca-—
pable of responsibleness 1in drinking, which may not be the case,
and increased availability of alcohol to the young driver, it can
theoretically be expected to produce changes in various types of
alcohol-related behaviors within this group. (1*2,3,4)



Scare

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Conneccicuc
Delaware

D. C.
Florida *
Georgia 2
Hawalni
Idaho
Illinois ©
Indiana
lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts 4
Michigan 5
Minnesota *V;
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

.. Nevada r

New Hampshire
New Jersey

. New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennoylv.-mia
Phoda Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessue
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Virginia

OR

Lowered from 21

Raised to 21 from

U WN R

Raised to 20 from 18
Raised to 21 from 18
Raised to 20 from 18

TABLE 1

CURRENT MINIMUM DRINKING AGES

Beer

19
19
19
21
21
21
18
20
18
18
19 18,
18
19
21
21
18
21
21
18
20
18
20
21
18
21
21
19

in 1978.
Lowered to 19 as c* 9/1/80; will be

on January 1,
in 1979.
in 1978.
in 1979.

7/1/81) 19

Wine

19
19
19
21
21
21
18
20
18
18
(18, 7/1/81)
18

19

21

21

18

21

21

18

20

18

20

21

18

21

21

lowered to 18 on 7/1/81.
1980.

(1s,

7/1/18)

3.2 Beer

18

18

18



PURPOSE AND SCOPE

It is clear that there is more potential for change as a
result of changing the drinking age than just in the area of high-—
way safety; other aspects of the behavior of young persons could
be affected, such as educational and school-related activities,
parental and peer relations, vocational interests, and sexual or
criminal activities, all of which should be examined to determine
the impact of lowerinr “he drinking age. It is the sole purpose
of this report, howevti®, to discuss only the highway safety implica—
tions of this change in drinking laws both in Virginia and in other
states. This will be done through a review of the literature con—
cerning drinking among young persons and through an analysis of
crash data for Virginia teenagers.

RESULTS
Literature Review

Based upon this analysis, a number of issues relating to the
impact of lower, ng the drinking age were addressed, including
(1) the suscept: 1ility of young persons to the effects of alcohol
and drug usage, 2) the impact of lowering the legal drinking age
on the purchase < :d consumption of alcoholic beverages, (3) the
effect of lowering the drinking age on accidents among persons 18
to 20 years old as well as its impact on persons 16 to 17, and
(4) changes in the highway safety environment in Virginia con—
current with lowering the legal drinking age for beer to 18 years.

In previous studies it has been well documented that persons
aged 16 to 20 years are more susceptible to having traffic accidents
than are persons 1in any other age group.(5) Indeed, they tended to
havE the worst driving records of all age groups even before alcohol
was h.ade more readily available to them. Persons 18 and 19 years
old traditionally incur the most traffic violations and have the
highest accident rates. At one time it was believed that this
abnormally high accident rate resulted from a lack of driving ex—
perience. However, this peak 1in accidents at 18 or 19 occurred
not only among new drivers but also among those who had begun
driving at 15 or 16, and who thus had several years®™ experience.”6>7)
This would indicate that there 1is something associated with being
18 or 19 that 1is also associated with or causes an increase 1in
accidents. It has been hypothesized that these extremely high acci—
dent rates may result from stress caused by significant life changes
and pressure to make and be responsible for various types if deci—
sions, such as high school graduation, concern over vocational
choices, pressure to be accepted at a good college, entry into the



working world, concern over personal problems, possible marital
choices, sexual anxiety, and concern over military service. (8)
In any case, the increased susceptibility to stress and distrac-
tion at this age also makes this group a possible target for
alcohol problems, especially when the choice of whether or not
to drink is added to their other decisions.(5/ For all these
reasons, young persons would be expected to have an unusually
high rate of involvement in alcohol-related traffic crashes.

Thir high rate of involvement 1in drinking and driving
crashes his been, clearly demonstrated through rigorous study.
Alcohol-impaired drivers at 18 or 19 are about twenty times more
likely to die ir. a motor vehicle crash than the average non—
repaired driver, and about twice as likely to die in a crash as
the impaired adult driver. (8) Even more serious is the fact that
young people having had only one or two drinks (and thus not con—
sidered to be impaired) are still significantly more likely to
have accidents. Low concentrations of alcohol in the blood are
significantly associated with crash involvement for young people,
but not for older drivers.(9) Two explanations for this are
hyr/thesized: some researchers attribute this sensitivity to a
lack of experience in coping with the effects of alcohol, while
others feei that" young persons may simply be more sensitive to
the toxic effects of alcohol.”~10»11) In any case, it appears to
take less alcohol to significantly increase the probability of
accident involvement for young drivers than for older ones. (5)

Compounding this problem is the marked preference toward
drug usage among young persons. It has been shown that combining
psychoactive drugs with alcohol always results 1in impairment and
that the effects can often be additive or synergistic.(12) Young
drivers mix psychoactive drugs and alcohol more often than do
their older counterparts, and this leads them into increased im—
paired driving and drug related collisions. >15>16) In one
study of college age students (18-20), over half had used marijuana,
and of these, 60% had combined alcohol and marijuana at least occa—
sionally. About 39% combined the two half of the time and 14% used
alcohol and marijuana together at least once a week. Of the im—
paired driving done by thesi students, 25% was done under the 1in-—
fluence of both alcohol and marijuana. (17) Since these figures
are now several years old and since they represent self-reported
admissions of illegal behavior, it is likely that they underestimate
the marijuana/Zalcohol problem. Additionally, there is little in—
formation concerning the actual use of alcohol and other psycho-
active drugs such as amphetamines, barbiturates, and cocaine that
may have become more available in the last few years.



From the preceding discussion, it is clear that tl mproblem
of impaired driving by young persons was already an increasingly
serious one even when the purchase of any type of alcoholic bev—
erage was illegal until age 21. Increasing the availability of
alcohol for teenagers can accelerate the rising trends in drinking
and driving, if it results in increased consumption of alcoholic
beverages. In areas where drinking ages have been lowered, com—
mensurate increases in alcohol purchases have been noted, (17 )
often bringing consumption by young people to the same level as
that of the adult population.(19) While off-premise sales have
increased somewhat, on-premise purchases by young persons 1in res—
taurants and taverns have been most affected.(20J21) This increase
is most marked with regard to the purchase of draught beer. (21)
These increases in beer purchases are especially significant in
that (1) beer is the most popular alcoholic beverage among persons
18-20, accounting for 70% of all alcohol consumed by this group;
(2) beer drinking plays "a large role in youthful crash fatal —
ities”"; (22) and (3) all of the currently amended drinking laws, in—
cluding Virginia®s, have made it legal to drink beer at a lowered
age.

Increases in the consumption of alcoholic beverages, however, _

are not limited to 18 to 20 year olds. There have also been dramatic
increases 1in consumption by persons as young as 13 found in a study
of students 1in the 7th, 9th, 11th, and 13th grades.. In another

study, 1increases in alcohol consumption concurrent with changing
drinking laws were found to be greater for persons 16 to 17 years
old than for persons 18 to 20 years old.(-8" This effect is common-ly

referred to as "spillover", and it applies not only to the consump-;
tion of alcohol but also to increased involvement in motor vehicle
accidents for 16 to 17 year olds. The spillover in drinking is

thought to be caused by newly enfranchised 18 year olds, usually
high school seniors, purchasing alcoholic beverages for their
younger cohorts, or by underage individuals passing for 18, when
previously it would have been impossible for them to pass for 21.
In any case, it must be recognized that the potential impact of
reduced drinking ages is not limited to those who are permitted to
drink but also to this much younger group.

The ultimate measure of the highway safety impact of changing
the legal drinking age on driving is accident involvement, particu—
larly alcohol-related accident involvement of young persons. There
have been significant increases for.both the 18-to-20-year old group
and the 16-to-17-year-old group.(23) Many of the earliest studies
of this phenomenon were conducted in Michigan, where the legal drink—
ing age was lowered to 18 in 1972. Subsequent to this change, blood-
alcohol concentrations (the standard measure of alcohol in the blood—
stream) 1increased significantly among teenage drivers as measured 1in



af)
random roadside surveys. Concurrent with this increase 1in

youthful drinking and driving, alcohol-related crashes among

persons 18 to 20 rose 119%, while for older drivers they rose

only 14%. (~ Also,, young drivers experienced an 88% increase

in alcohol-related fatal crashes compared to an 8% to 9% in—
crease fTor older drivers. (24) Later studies in Michigan noted

that significant increases in alcohol-related crash involvement

were found for 17 year olds. It also was noted that increases

in alcohol-related crash rates for 18 to 20 year olds were more
pronounced Chan the increase normally experienced by 21 year olds
when they were allowed alcohol and the effects did not wear off

as they had with persons who were 21.(25,23) From these data,

it would appear that drinking and driving behavior among persons

18 to 20 approximates and sometimes surpasses that for older drivers
and does not decline over time.""D Similar findings have been noted
in other states, such as Illinois,(27) Wisconsin, (28) Massachu—
setts, where vehicle "operation after drinking”” fatalities increased
75% after passage of the drinking age amendment and where this legis
lative change accounted for 5 additional fatalities per mcnth for
18-1"0-20-year-old drivers. (1¥,29)* Only one study found less sig—
nificant increases in crash rates after enfranchisement. In an

area where the drinking privileges for young persons were extended
from only beer to all alcoholic beverages, alcohol-related fatal —
ities increased in proportion to all crash experiences for persons
18 to 20, while no increases were found for older drivers. (31) it
was hypothesized that this effect was subtle because the major
impact of lowering the drinking age had already been experienced.

Increases 1in crash rates for young persons attributable to
changes in the legal drinking age have also been noted in other
countries, 1in particular in Ontario, Canada, (23,32) where there was
as much as a fourfold increase in the alcohol-related crash involve—
ment of 18 year olds after the enactment of legislation. (3" These

results are presented in Table 2. The 1largest increases in alcohol-
related crashes occurred for persons 18 and 19 years old, followed
by those for persons who were 16 or 17. No such dramatic increase

was noted for the control group, which was made up of 24 year olds.
There appeared to be considerable "spillover””of the effect of re—
ducing the drinking age from persons 18 to 20 to those who were

younger. Fatal crashes 1increased significantly for persons 16 to

17, and arrests for driving under the influence increased more for

persons under 18 years than for persons 18 to 20. Finally, it was
o e ]_-' ..

*It is interesting to note that in 1978 the Michigan legislature
raised the legal drinking age to 21 years, based in part on studies
confirming the effect on teenage drinking, driving, and collision
involvement. Political attacks have thus far failed to result in
a re-lowering of the Michigan drinking age. (30"



TABLE 2

VENTAGE INCREASES IN "RASH INVOLVEMENT AFTER REDUCING
THE LEGAL DRINKING AGE - ONTARI0, CANADA

Age Groups

16-17 18 19 20 24
Increase in Alcohol 304 469 445 137 64
Crash Involvement
Increase in Proportion @ v e WAL - cm o -
of Alcohol-Related
Crashes 172 20
Source: Reference 1.

noted that this trend involving underage drinking tends to become
more severe Tfor the first several years after passage of legisla-
tion as the effects "filter down" to this younger age gro"iy.-

These studies 1indicate that lowering the legal drinking age
has resulted in serious accident problems for young persons. How —
ever,- it has been argued that these deleterious effects are actually
a manifestation of some previously existing trend or are caused by =«
some aspect of the highway safety environment other than the lowered

drinking age. This question has been extensively studied by com—
paring crash trends in states where drinking ages were reduced to -
trends for similar states where they were not. Theoretically, since

these states are more or less equivalent in aspects other than drink—
ing age, any differences 1in crash rates and trends could be attri—
butable to the lowered drinking age. Several studies have documented
such differences. Douglass et al., in a number of studies of various
aspects of the drinking age problem, found consistent increases in
alcohol-related crash involvement for newly legalized 18 to 20 year
olds in states where drinking laws were changed, but not for older
drivers and not for young drivers in states where the drinking Ages
were not changed."21,33,34,35,36) (The only exception to this in

the Douglass studies was the state of Vermont, where no significant

increase in crashes was noted. It was speculated that since Vermont
was a border state to three states that previously had lowered
their legal drinking ages, including New York, where drinking had

always been legal at 18, it experienced a change in.drinking habits
prior to the time 1its drinking age law was amended.t33)) Through
interpolation, Douglass projected that the changes in drinking age



were responsible for 4-,600 more crashes and 89 more fatal crashes
resulting iri one or more deaths between 1972 and .1975.(21) 1in m
Illinois, where the drinking age was lowered to 19, personsl19 to ®
20 years old were involved in 62% more crashes than persons 1in

states where drinking ages had not been reduced. Researchers
hypothesized that the change in the drinking law contributed to

an increase of 41 alcohol-related crashes and 44- fatalities in
1975.(27) Williams discovered similar trends in Ontario, Wisconsin,
and Michigan in comparing their crash rates to those for states

where drinking ages remained unchanged.(28” Also, Williams noted
that crash rates increased for 15 to 17 year olds in reduced-
drinking-age states but not in others, again confirming theexist—
ence and validity of the spillover effect.

A number of conclusions can be drawn from these studies. First,
they have demonstrated that reducing the minimum legal drinking age
has had dn adverse effect on the crash involvement and accident-
related death rate for young persons through increased consumption
of alcohol (primarily beer) and increases 1in the incidence of drink—

ing and driving. Second, this adverse effect on crash involvement
extends to children as young as 15 years old, while the increased
consumption of alcohol extends to children as young as 13. Third,

through application of these study findings to Virginia, it would
be expected that increases in both alcohol consumption and crash
involvement would have occurred in Virginia as a result of lowering
the legal drinking age for beer to 18.

Analysis of Virginia Data

To test the above stated hypothesis,, Virginia crash data for
the period from 1969 to 1979 were examined. These data were derived
from the Virginia State Police crash tape and were broken down by
whether the crash was alcohol-related and by the age of the driver.
With regard to age, the classifications used were not 1ideal; age
groups were (1) less than 16 years, (2) 16 to 19 years, and (3) 25
years and older (the 20-to-24-year-old group was omitted because
it contained persons 21 and older who were *ble to drink both before
and after the age change). While this * oreakdown allowed for the
discrimination between yovng, newly enfnc.iised drivers and older
drivers, it did not allow the discrimination of persons 18 and over
who could purchase beer and those who were underage (16 to 17). Thus,
it was not possible to detect any spillover effects from lowering
the drinking age on this age group. It should also be recognized
that since the 16-to-19-year-old age group contained both persons who
could legally drink and those who could not, the effect of changing
the drinking age was underestimated in the analysis.



For each group, a time series analysis was conducted. His—
torical trends were generated based upon crash data from 1969 to
1973. This pre-reduced drinking age trend was then projected into
the period following the change in the drinking age to provide
some idea of what crash patterns would have existed had no change
been made. Significant differences between the projection of his—
torical trends from 1974 through 1979 and the actual crash patterns
for that period could be a result of lowering the drinking age. It
would also be expected, if the reduced drinking age had had an ef—
fect on traffic safety, that alcohol-related ciccidents for.teen—
agers would be found to have increased more than expected while non-
alcohol-related ones would not. _

s"\j -~ +e ;

As seen in Table 3, these hypotheses were borne out. Beginning
in 1974, at which time drinking beer at 18 was leg”l for half the
year, the numbers of alcohol-related crashes increased significantly
more than would have been expected based on previous trends. (These
increases in crashes for teenagers are especially serious in light
of the fact that alcohol-related crashes for their adult counter —
parts actually decreased significantly during this period.) Rather
than tapering off, these increases in alcohol-related crashes con—
tinued through 1979. The percentage of teenage crashes that were
alcohol-related also increased more dramatically than would have been
expected had the drinking age not been reduced, as did the percentage
of all accidents and all alcohol accidents incurred by this group.
All of thi-= information indicates that something which happened 1in
1974 significantly and consistently caused teenagers to experience
increased accident involvement.

A similar analysis was conducted for persons 15 years and under.
As seen in Table 4, only two significant increases were noted. The
percentage of all crashes involving persons less than 16 years old/
was significantly higher than expected in 1975, the first full year
of the reduced drinking age, as was the percentage of crashes for
this age group that were alcohol-related. Although these findings
are suggestive, it must be concluded that for the period studied
there was no consistent or significant effect of reducing the drink—
ing age on drivers under 16.

Similar crash statistics for persons 25 years and older appear
in Table 5. In 1974 and 1975, the numbers of both alcohol-related
and non-alcohol-related crashes decreased significantly compared®""to
pre-1974 trends. This most likely occurred due to the energy .risis.
It is interesting to rote that while the energy crisis reduced the
numbers of crashes among older drivers, it did not prevent the dra-—
matic increase in alcohol-related crashes among teenagers. It is
also possible that had there been no energy crisis in 1974-1974, the
increases in teenage alcohol-related crashes might have been much
greater. By 1978, the decreasing trends in the numbers of adult
crashes had reversed themselves, and there were more alcohol and
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non-alcohol-related crashes than would have been expected had
there been no energy crisis. The percentage of all adult crashes

that were alcohol-related increased slightly but significantly in
1974 and 1975, indicating that the energy crisis reduced non-
alcohol-related crashes more than alcohol-related ones. Why these
drinking and driving crashes proved so resistant to the beneficial
effect of the energy crisis is unknown.

Comparisons of adult and teenage accident statistics with
relation to the change in the legal drinking age are quite reveal —
ing» The absolute numbers of alcohol-related accidents for both
groups appear in Figure J Clearly, adult drivers had more drinking
and driving crashes; however, whereas the number of adult alcohol-
related accidents decreased about the time the drinking age was
lowered, the number of such crashes 1involving young persons began
increasing at a faster rate. With regard tc the percentage of all
crashes for each age group that were alcohol-related, Figure 2
shows that while a smaller percentage of accidents involving young
persons were alcohol-related before the change in the drinking age,
youths experienced a higher percentage of alcohol-related crashes
than did adults after the change. Young persons continue to have
a higher percentage of alcohol-related crashes than do their older
counterparts.

TABLE 3

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS 16 TO 20- YEARS OLD
1969-1979 (EXCLUDING 1977)

Year No. No. % Crashes i of All % of c
Alcohol-Related Non-Alcohol - Which Are Alcohol- All |
ﬂfrashes Related Alcohol - Related Crashes
Crashes Related Crashes
1969 < 1,535 16,492 8.51 10.88 0.693
-1970 1,1*06 17,226 7.55 10.09 0.607
1971 1,614- 20,145 7.43 11.14 0.659
1972 1,732 23,228 6. 94 11.39 0.6S2
1973 1,904 24,335 7.26 12.53 0.711
1974 r 2,603* 22 ,757 10.27* 16.43* 1.061*
1975 J2,970% 20,094 10.36%* 18.50%* 1.376*
1976 * %3,503% o 30,350 18.25%* 1.543%
1977 - 10,51* - -
1978 4,122%* 35,715 12.10* 18.04%* 1.775%*
1979 4,310* 31,307 14.43* 1.979%*

ASignificantl higher than expected iven revious trends, < .05
g y g p g p p
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TABLE 4

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS UNDER IS - 1969-1979
(EXCLUDING 1977)

Year Mo . No . % Crashes % of All % of
Alcohol-Rel .ted Non-Alcohol- Which Are Alcohol- Ail
Crashes Related Alcohol - Related Crashes
Crashes Related Crashes
1969 18 339 5.04 "0.128 0.8
1970 13 284 4.33 0. 093 0.6
1971 20 348 5.43 0.138 0.8
1972 37 552 6.28 0.243 1.4
1973 26 397 * 6.15 0.171 1.0
1974 46 656 6.65 0.270 1.9
1975 63 572 9.92* 0. 399 2.9%
1976 50 490 9.26 0.260 2.2
1977 - - - -
1978 52 769 6. 33 0. 319 2.6
1979 57 734 7.21 0.396 2.2

*Significantly higher than expected based on previous trends,
p < .05.

TABLE 5

CRASH STATISTICS FOR PERSONS 25 YEARS AND OLDER
1969-1979 (EXCLUDING 1977)

IMar No. No. % Crashes % of All * of
Alcohol-Related Non-Alcohol- Which Are Alcohol- All
Crashes Related Alcohol - Related Crashes
Crashes Related Crashes
19 69 8,964 66,005 11.96 65.54 4.045
1970 9,103 69,879 11.53 65.34 3.929
1971 9,344 75,725 10.98 65.49 3.816
1972 9,890 82,149 10.74 65.07 3.721
1973 9,781 82 ,254 10. 63 64. 36 3.657
1974 9,739*~ 73,90 * 11.64** 61.47* 3.971
1975 8,990~ 63,015*- 12.48** 56. 91*~ 4.164
1976 10 ,980 100,816 9.82 57.11 4.829
1977 — — — — —
1978 12,792*~* 121,418** 9,53 56.36 5. 508
1979 12,971* * 113,368** 10.27** 55.01 5.956

*Significantly lower than expected based on previous trends,
p < .05.

**Significantly higher than expected based on previous trends,
p < .05.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, the adverse impact on driving of reducing the
drinking ago has been well documented in both the United States
and Canada. The consumption of alcohol * particularly the con—
sumption of draught beer, has risen significantly among the newly
enfrar.cised drinkers and among their younger cohorts. Further,
these beverages are most often being censumed at restaurants and
taverns, which indicates that young person*- are most likely driving
to and from these drinking spots These young drivers, because of
curfews which still apply to them, "do not have the advantage of
staying out until the alcohol has been eliminated from their sys-—
tems . ... [Also] the younger the drinker, the less likely he or
..he is to be able to recognize personal limits, and the uore likaly
they are to be drinking in situations where peer pressure leads to
excess.) Since it takes very little alcohol to increase a
young person®s chance of being killed in a motor vehicle accident,
and since young persons tend to mix psychoactive drugs and alcohol
more often than do adults, these increases in alcohol consumption
and driving are indicators of a serious problem.

Serious 1increases in alcohol-related motor vehicle accident
involvement as well as increases in teenage fatalities have been
noted for young persons in states where drinking ages have been re-
duced. No increases have been noted for older drivers, who are un-
affected by the legislative change, nor in states that have not
lowered their drinking ages. In Virginia alone, the reduced drink-
ing age contributed to an increase of over 600 alcohol-related
crashes among drivers 16 to 19 years old during the first six months
that the new legislation was in effect, and during the next two
years the reduced drinking age contributed to an increase of about
2,900 alcohol-related crashes for this group. It is not known how
many of these crashes were fatal, but it can be safely said that
each crash resulted in some sort of emotional or financial hardship
to the teenagers involved or to their parents.

It is clear from this analysis that from the safety standpoint
alone, a more protective stand toward 18 to 20 year olds, and their
underage cohorts, should be taken. The most protective stance, of
course, would be to raise the legal drinking age to 21 as soon as
possible; this, however, would involve disenfranchising young persons
who currently have the right to purchase beer in the Commonwealth,
and may be politically infeasible.

In a discussion of the social implications of youthful drinking,
Whitehead et al. address the overall problem with several interesting
legislative suggestions, including the lowering of the presumptive
limit to a blood-alcohol concentration of 0.04% for youthful drivers
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in light of the low tolerance levels of young people and the
increasing use cf marijuana with alcohol. With specific refer—
ence to the change in the legal drinking age, it has been sug—
gested that the most acceptable solution is to

raise the drinking age in area3d where it has
already been lowered and to retain the current
legal age in areas where it remains unchanged.
Raising it to age 19 for the time being would

be less disruptive and perhaps more effective
than reverting to age 21 immediately. This
approach would virtually eliminate legal drink—
ing among secondary school students and hence
the effect of their drinking behavior on their
underage schoolmates. Further increases, if
desired, could be staged in single-year incre—
ments to make the change more palatable to
members of the target group. Both fairness and
the appearance of fairness would be enhanced. (5)

What is to be expected from such a change in the legal drinking
age? Intuitively, it would be expected that raising the legal drink—
ing age in yearly iror"i"ents would result in stepwise decreases 1in -
alcohol-related acc*" ii.es. In Michigan, which raised its legal drink—
ing age first to 19 and then to 21 in 1978, significant improvements
in the crash experiences of young persons were noted after the drink—
ing ages were raised.(38) However, raising the legal drinking age
cannot be expected to solve all the alcohol-related safety problems
of this age group. Many factors that affect drinking behavior have
changed during the six years since the drinking age was lowered, as
is evidenced by the increase in alcohol-related accidents for adult's
in 1978 and 197 9. While it has been shown that lowering the legal-1-
drinking age in 1974 was responsible for increases 1in the youth
crash problem at that time, changes in the economy, which may be
correlated with the drinking behavior of adults; changes in the
pressures on young persons; and changes in drug use patterns are
only three of many factors that have since compounded this problem.
Additionally, it may be impossible to reverse the poor drinking habits
learned through early access to alcohol which exist among adults who
are enfranchised at 18, since crash rates for these persons tend to
increase at 18 and to stay at those higher levels. In any case, it
is expected that raising the legal drinking age will result in a
dramatic reduction in the involvement of young persons in alcohol-
related crashes, but it is not expected that the rates of involve —
ment will return to pre-1974 levels for persons 18 to 20.



RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon this analysis, it is recommended that the Depart- A
ment of Transportation Safety support legislation to raise the
legal drinking age in Virginia. Still in question, however, 1is
what particular type of legislation is preferred. House Bills
Nos. 18C and 133 (see Appendix), which were introduced during
the last session of the General Assembly and were carried over
for consideration this session, would raise the legal drinking
age to 19, and 21, respectively. While these bills are more than
adequate from a legal standpoint, both have drawbacks. While
immediately raising the legal drinking age to 21 represents the
ultimate safety goal with regard to this problem and would do the
most to protect young persons, if would involve disenfranchising
a large number of young voters. However, raising the legal drink—
ing age to 19 this year would still require legislative action
in subsequent General Assembly sessions to bring it up to 21 years.
In addition, neither bill stipulates that the effect of raising
the legal drinking age be evaluated, an important step in justifying
this action. Ideally, the Department of Transportation Safety
should most strongly support the amendment of proposed legislation
to include the following provisions:

1. That the legal drinking age be raised
incrementally in July of each of the
next three years, so that the drinking
age would become 19 years 1in 1921. 20 .
years in-1982, and 21 years in 1983. A
In this way, no group would be dis—
enfranchised and the ultimate goal of
returning the legal drinking age to 21
would be assured.

2. That an evaluation of the effects of
raising the legal drinking age be re-
........ quired to ensure that this move
accomplishes the purpose of improving
the highway safety environment for young
persons.

IT at all possible, this type of legislation should be most actively
pursued. However, should these suggestions not be incorporated into
currant legislation, it is recommended that the Department support
legislation raising the legal drinking age to 19 years in 1981, and
then encourage additional legislative action in subsequent General
Assembly sessions to raise the legal drinking age to 21 years.
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

April 5, 1983

This section contains:

1. a report titled, "Is High School Education Necessary..."

2. a report titled, "We Have The Answer to Your Curriculum Needs."

3. a response to the question concerning the effects of High School
driver®s education.

4. a newspaper article on the effects of driver"s education

5. conclusions concerning Driver®s education from Conneticut DMV.



these older facilities. Not a week goes by but
there are new victims of the unforgiving road.

The two bus disasters in Texas and New
Mexico, caused by narrow dilapidated bridges
could be repeated in a'<notit any community in
the country. These dangerous facilities must be
put into condition to handle today’s traffic
demcnds.

The car too plays an important role in the
total traffic safety picture. *if your youngster is
planning to take the family c?~ out for an even-
ing. you should work up a check list, just like an
airplane pilot, to-make sure it isin top condition.
Pay particular attention -to the tread depth and
tire pressure; clean the-xp&ti.film from the head-
lights; replace worn'windshield wiper blades;
check for fan belt slippage. Sure it takes time,
but isn’t your youngsters’safety worth it?

You are failing your responsibility as parents
if you don’t give more personal attention to your
youngsters' driving skills, the vehicles they
drive, and the* roads they will travel. Not only
are you failing your responsibility, you are
courting disaster and heartbreak.fi>

(UNDERLINES ADDED FOR EMPHASIS.)

distributed as a public service
by your local Automobile Club

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION
Sill Gatehouse Road
Falls Church, Virginia 22042

3388

IS HIGH SCHOOL
DRIVER EDUCATION
NECESSARY,

OR IS "PASSING A ROAD
TEST" ENOUGH?

“Why driver education? Do vie need it? Should it
be taught in schools? Does it really work? Do the
teachers do more than merely ride around in cars all dny?”

Parents, administrators, students and community leaders
are asking these and other probing questions in a mood of
accountability and dollars and cents effectiveness. Many of
these same people are wondering--could commercial driving
instructors adequately train students? Should driver ed be
dropped to keep school taxes down?

. Driver education does work, primarily because the
responsible, qualified school professionals who teach it
demand much more of their students than the ability to
“pass a road test.” These dedicated teachers recognke their
student’s urgent “need” to get a license, and liarness that
interest to achieve a learning experience unique in the high
school setting. Students acquire not only knowledge of
rules of the road and basic driving skills, but leant also to
survive in modern traffic through the use of sophisticated
perceptual and decision/making methods, emergency driv-
ing techniques, and a heightened awareness of their own
limitations, as well as those of other highway users.

High school driver education goes well beyond the
simplistic “pass the road test” approach used in other
courses. Far from being a frill, it Is the single most Impor-
tant course a high school student can take, and the one
most immediately useful.

The following reprinted article, written by Highway User
Regional Editor John T. Newman, is a moving statement

advocating intensified driver education courses, and in*
creased parental involvement in those courses. We hope

you’ll not only agree, but do something about it.



Sample Computations Showing Rates for Male and Female C/ivers age 16, 17, and 18; Principal
or Occasional Operators; With and Without Driver Training, (Applicable for Industrial Indemny
Company, Kemper and Great American Insurance Companies. Nationwide Insurance®"Company, State
Farm and Insurance Company or Nf>rth America give a 10% discount for driver education for

high school students.

Al - Underage Female Bl r Underage Male Cl - Underage Male
Principal or Occasional Occasional Operator Principal Operator
Without Driver Training Without Driver Training Without Drivei Training
Age 16 - 17 (1.79) Age Ib - 17 (2,70) Age 16 - 17 (3.50)
Bodily Injury 25/50 147 BI 25/50 227 BI 25/50 294
Property Damage 10 * 4 PD 10 238 PD 10 308
Uninsured Motorist UM 11 UM 11
H 476 613
Age 18 (1.60) Age 18 (2.50) Age 18 (3.30)
BI 25750 134 BI 25/50 210 BI 25/50 277
PD 10 141 PD "10 220 FD .10 290
UM 11 UM 11 UM 11
286 441 578
A2 - With Drivei Training B2* - With Driver Training C2 - Principal Operator With
Age 16 - 17 (1,60) Age 16 - 17 (2.25) Age 16 -17 (3.10)
BI 25/50 134 El 25/50 189 BI 25/50 260
PD 10 141 PD 10 198 PD * 10 273
UM u UM 11 um 11
286 398 544
Age 18 (1.50) \1* Age 18 (2.10) Age 18 (2.90)
BI 25/50 126 * Bl 25/50 176 BI 25/50 244
PD 10 132 PD 10 185 PD 10 255
UM 11 UM 11 UM 11

269 372 510



743raS0O West Fifth Avenue < Anchorage, Alaska 99510 « Phone (907) 276-9236, 276-2223
Enter 455 H Street - Mail to P.0. Box 2315, Anchorage, Alaska 99510

February 25, 1981

Mr. Ronald W. Kosh

Director, Field Operations

AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION

8111 Gatehouse Road

Falls Church, Virginia 22047 Re: Driver Education

De&i rv'. Kosh,
Thank you. for your recent letter. 1 will now ask a favor of you.

We have attempted -to-convince the Anchorage school administration they should
provide behind the wheel driver education in our city. So far, we have failed.
We work with Mr. Tom Bibeau, Safety Office for the District. Tom sent us the
enclosed this past week. He and the District Planning and Development Division
have picked-up on this old Yale University research.

Do your driver education people havt some answers to refute those conclusions?

Maybe we should prove shop courses are dangerous by citing the number of young
people who are injured by table saws, etc.

If you would kindly refer this to your driver education people, we will be
most grateful for anything they might provide.

Cordially,

/ X o f -
mRobert M. Scott
cc: Ray Coxe
Vern Smith
Dave Anderson
Uay M. Smith -

P.S. For your driver education people: We have Highway Users "Driver Education
Support Handbook®"; ADTSEA publications and have ordered the AAA books from
Rand-McNally. Enclosed is notice of HUFA campaign at Alaska State level
to promote statewide funding for driver education. At present, Anchorage
is the only major community in Alaska not providing behind the wheel train—
ing. And, we probably need it the most.

Added cc: Bill Cushman

. . BOARD OF DIRECTORS: \ .
James E. Johnson, Chairman; Robert M. Scott, President; Frank A. Seymour, Secretary/Treasurer; Ervin L. Brody, Executive Committee.
Members: connel L. Murray; fJOTHfrramiBHtflJdnmai John V, Munroe; C.R. "Steve" Hafling; Robert E. Baer; pipe D. Blackard; lasflJramBtnmramaMnm



Ten Frequently
Asked Questions
About High Scho J

Driver Education

By Gerald Bsstarachue,
Highway Users Federation

*Editor’s Note: This article was
released by the Highway Users’
Federation in the spring of 1979 when
Dr e Education was under severe
attack nationwide.

About four mii’von American teen-
agers will reach driver licensing age
this year, and r.icst will begin to
experience the pleasures and re-
sponsibilities of driving a car. If a
teenager is going to drive, concerned
parents begin aslcing questions about
what sort of H_re;iara.tion their-cvpildren
ought to get.™ -~ T i

The Highway Users Federation,
with the help of the American Driver
and Traffic Safety Education Associ-
ation. has supplied answers to the
following frequently asked.questions
about driver education.

1. Is driver education taught in every

high school?
No. But it is taught in about
17,000 high schools fround the

country, four out of every five.

2. Is high school the best place to
teach young drivers?

They can pay for private lessons
offered by commercial driving
schools, or, for better or worse, be
taught by parents cr friends. But in
most cases, modem, well-equipped
high schools offer the best combina-
tion of competent staff, administrative
capacity, materials and facilities for
quality courses. The public agrees.
A recent survey found that three of
four people think that high school is
the best place to teach young people
how to drive safely.

3. Couldn't I teach my children to
drive as well as a professional
Instructor could?

Sure, if you are well-schooled in
how to teach beginning drivers safe
and fuel-efficient driving techniques,
traffic laws, signs, signals and mark-
ings, motorists responsibilities, ve-
hicle handling characteristics, vehicle
maintenance, hazard perception and

Page 8- October. 1979- The IDEA

decision-making skills, and are willing
to put in the necessary time and
effort. Remember, learning how to
drive safely involves more than
mastering the mechanics of operating
a car. You may also have a bad-
driving habit or two that your child
could pick up.

4. How much does high school
drivers education cost the public?’
An average of $90 per student,
which covers instructors’ salaries,
textbooks, films, cars, and other
teaching equipment.

/Etna's natural interest in traffic safety has led to the
development of a full line of effective, e-.n&ibly-
priced software. /tins can meet all your program
curriculum needs.

K-2 PEDESTRIAN SAFETY PROGRAM: 9
modularized filmsmps, tape cassettes and instruc-
tor's manual.

PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE SAFETY PRO-
GRAM (Grades 3-5): 7 modularized filmstrips,
tape cassettes and instructor's manual.

IPDE STUDENT RESPONSE SERIES: 20 units

ofclassroom instruction in filmstrip/cassette format,
plus instructor's manual.

5. Where do they get the cars?

The majority are provided by local
new car dealers at little or no cost to
schools, students or taxpayers. Dur-
ing the 1977-78 school year, out of
44,780 motor vehicles used in high
school drivers education, more than
37,000 were dealer-loaned.

6. Couldn't we save a lot of gasoline
by abolishing these courses, or
at least the practice driving
involved?

On the contrary, abolishing driver
education would actually INCREASE

Continued on page 9

MULTIMEDIA SERIES: IB coordinated pro-
grams; films, lilimstripsandprogrammedaudiotapes,
plus instructor's manual.

SIMULATION FILMS: 20 coordinated classroom,
laboratory IPDE based films. Series includes 4 neu
film titles produced ki 1978.

SCHOOL BUS DRIVER PROGRAM: Three
16mm films concentrating on bus dnvmg techniques
and pupil management.

ADULT DRIVER IMPROVEMENT PRO -
GRAMS: Complete set of eight films concentrating
on defensive skills and improving driver behavior.

Program selecnon and Impleme.itaiion assistance is available. For lurther Information
contact Robert L McDaniel. Driver Education Services. /Etna Technical Services. Inc.
2111 W Plum St.. Aurora. Illinois 605116. Tel: (3121S59-6S56
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FUEL MANAGEMENT INSIGHTS QUESTIONS ABOUT HIGH.
Taken from Driver Education Newsletter - SCHOOL. DRIVER EDUCATION
Chicago Public Schools Continued from page 8

our use of gasoline. Fuel-saving
techniques which last a lifetime are

Like all programs, the Chicago Public — tgnt in anver educaton. one
Schools are very conscious of the amount 0f  racticed e fuel-saving measures
fuel consumption for Driver Education. — tasnti sih school driver educa-
Below are some figures which_indicate the  percent reauction i gasoiine use.
progress heing made. A similar stud){ fOr  Ster how 1o rive in the family car

our local program might be revealing, o sesoine ton e e

The Editors are interested in compiling the  nish school ariver education classes in
results, so If you have data, please SENd It et S me o oo

to US ) highway fuel used in the country, a
very small investment for saving lives

AND fuel.
Chicago Public High School Drivei Education Fuel Management Statistics /- Doesn’t high school driver educa-

tion enccurage youngsters who

Two consecutive-months: _ ee  May 1979 Jiane 1979 . . :
Total miles driven . s.,.-.” .- *«-'61,114 miles '<1,772 miles g'r%ht not otherwise drive to get a
Total gallons used 5,963 gallons V.-913 gallons ' .
. No more thal teaching home-
Average miles per gallon 10.2 mpg 11.5 lup* . .
. economics encourages house-buving.
Average cost per gallon trend 7.1c increase from May through June  pyiver education h a “survival”
Same month, different years: June 1974 June 1979 course. Eight ou American
Total miles driven.......... 116,969 miles 51,772 miles adults are licensei , and the
Total gallons used 13,790 gallons 7,913 gallons percentage is grow..b  dost young
Average miles per gallon ... 8.5 mpg 11.5 mpg people want to drive, and many
Average cost per gallon trend 17.9c higher this June than in 1978 NEED to for occupational or other
Two consecutive years: 1977-78 1978-79 Difference reasons. Driver education teaches
Total miles driven............ 1,096,863 ml. 952,973 mi. -143,890 mi. them how to do properly what they
Total gallons used ................ 129,089 gals. 99.029 gals. -30,060 gals. ~ are likely to do anyway. _
Average miles per gallon .... 8.4 mpg 9.6 mpg +1.2 mpg. 8. Docs high school driver education
i ay off?
Average cost per gallon trend ... 7.9c increase over last year P&y )
The evidence says yes. Youths who
GAS WATCHER’S MATCHING QUIZ [Chicago Driver Education) have completed driver education
Write the letters of the CASUAL FACTORS before the appropriate EFFECT. courses are cited for fewer moving
(Answers at bottom cfpage) violations and are involved in fewer
Causa] Factor EFFECT accidents than those without instruc-
a. Ir reased emphasis in fuel 1. Decrease in the number of tion. That’s why many insurance
management techniques lallons used. companies offer reduced premiums to
b. Increased empbhasisin fuel 2. Increase in the average driver education graduates. In many
efficient driving perform- n imber of miles per gal. states, 16 or 17 year-olds cannot get a
ANCE et eeeeee et eeeeeeeee et eeee aeenneees Decrease in the number of regular driver’s license unless they
c. Increase in simulation r riles driven, complete i\ driver education course,.
mode 4. Increase in the average cost 9. How are those clasp,as organized?
d. Reduction in range mode per gallon. In most schools, classes begin in
e. Increase in traffic mode the tenth grade. They are a combi-
f. Declining enroliment nation of classroom and laboratory
g. Winterof’79 instruction. Ir the classroom, text-
h. Decrease in available num- books and oihc r materials are used to
herofdriver education vehicles supplement Jtcturec, study, and
i. Domestic fuel production discussions as with any academic
K ‘]ﬁﬁc subject. The aboratory part is
“practice drivin/;,” in which the
*f* (h) “4 *8 ') *0 (O is ‘P ‘g ‘rs(£) :q '3 ‘j *p ‘0o *q *u ([) student gains actual driving experi-
:zjnj) 3ujgDjop\j soj) oj siOMSuy Continued on page 10
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TEN FREQUENTLY ASKED
QUESTIONS ABOUT HIGH
SCHOOL DRIVER EDUCATION

Continued frcra page 9

ence under the guidance of the

instructor. Some schools also use

driving simulators in the classroom

for additional "life-like” experience.

10. How can | help my teenager
become a better driver?

Insist on a quality driver education
course taught by qualified instructors
using up-to-date materials and equip-
ment. You can set a good example,
particularly in driving courtesy and
attitude. And, you can supplement
your child's practice drivingv by
allowing him or her to gain experience
under your guidance in night driving,
or under various weather and traffic
conditions which might not be possi-
ble in the school’s program.

For further information on high
school driver education, and what you
car. do-to help,, write the Highway
Users Federation, "1776 Massachu-
setts Ave., NW, Washington, D. C,

20036, for the free booklet. “Who
Needs Driver Education?" The
Federation is a national, nonprofit

organization promoting traffic safety
and highway transportation efficiency.
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CHICAGO MOTOR CLUB :

ExecutiveComnrittee Are School

Summer Meeting
Highlights

—The IHSCDEA will work in cooper-
ation with the 10E to co-sponsor the
activities for thn Illinois Youth -
Traffic Safety Conference for the
1979-80 year. Ed O’Farrel. was
appointed to represent the IHSC
DEA to work with Jim (Churchill of
IOE. o e

—The 1980 Annual Spring Conference
will be held April 23-25, 1980 at
the Peoria Hilton in Peoria. The
e-management will set aside 50
rooms for Wednesday (4/25) and
another 100 fo; Thursday (4/24).
New parking facilities will be avail-
able across the street.

—AlIl new legislation related to Driver
Education appeared to have been
defeated. An exception is a motor-
cycle law allowing 16 year olds
to operate any size motorcycle
is still in the legislation process.

—The IHCSDEA has been a mem-
ber of the Illinois Conference of
Women Leaders for Traffic Safety.
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Childre
Really Safe?

By Jane E. Berthold

Jane E. Berthold is a graduate
student at Illinois State Uni-
versity in the Traffic Safety
Department. She  previous-
ly taught three years in the
Springfield School district.

A terrible menace prowls e
streets and by-ways, taking the li
of thousands of children each yc
This menace will continue to thrca-
the well-being of our children if wr
not band together and lake action
prevent its growth.

I'm not speaking of crime, e\
though this is a major concern to m
of us. | am referring to the threat
injury and death brought about
lack of traffic safety awareness a
responsibility. Absence of the
skills and attitudes can result in i
necessary risk-taking and accidt
involvement. Our children as
falling prey to situations that frightc
mamc. and kill them. Many of the
accidents occur because children la
the skills, education, and experien
that could help them avoid dangers.

Safety experts state that traf;
accidents are the leading cause
death among children three throuj
fourteen. This tragic fact often
overlooked unconciously. Too mai
people, adults as well $s childre
think of a traffic crash as somethii
Chat happens to someone else. Hov
ever, the sad fact is that no one
immune to traffic accidents. Furth
the risk posed by these accidents
greatest for those children who ha\
little knowledge of traffic to help
decision-making.

If safety records of children are
improve, traffic safety education mu
begin whn the wvery young an

Continued on page 11
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June 26,

1981

The following statement was forwarded to ADTSEA today (at our request)

by the Public Affairs Office of NHTSA.

Officials a't the Office

inform

us that the statement has been released (verbally) to the Associated

Press and

The response relates to the story "Driver Training Found Not to Cut

to United Press International.

RESPONSE _TO__IN

fUIRLES_ON DRIVER_EDUCATION._STORY

The reporter draws conclusions that our data do moil; sup-,

port. Contrary to the reporter®s conclusion that the

study "Indicates that drivers®l education does not pre—

vent or reduce the incidence of traffic accidents at
all,” the NHTSA project director Mr, Hall told him
specifically that the "data available so far are very
tentative and may change, and that therefore no con-
cl usiori."should be drawn ai this tiru- as to program
effectiveness or noneffectiveness.™

As a matter of fact, Mr. Hall told the reporter that -
although the figures are statistically insignificant,

if anything there has been a modest trend in favor of
driver education.

Mr. Hall did not say that he expects "the preliminary
numbers to be born (sic) out in the rest of the study.
He hes no basis on which to make any judgment
the data may show at the end of three more years.

in the

June 25

as to what

Auto
edition

Accidentsllwritten by Phillip J.
(page one) of the WASHINGTON POST.

The story, under various headlines appeared
countryon June 20, among them the
NEWS, and the ATLANTA JOURNAL.

in all
WASHINGTON POST.

In some cases

Hilts and appearing

KANSAS CITY STAR,

that have come to our attention to date,

in other newspapers across the
the SAN JOSEMERCURY
it was lightly edited but
It was attributed to the

Today, July 26, the story was carried on page one of the WALL STREET

JOURNAL.

Also today,
two:

In yesterday®s edition,
with the National Safety Council,
quoted as being critical
cation made by the National
Administration; his critical

the WASHINGTON POST printed the following correction on page

a traffic safety specialist
Ray Burneson,
of a study on driver®"s edu—
Highway Traffic Safety
remarks were directed at

war

a study made by Leon Robertson of Yale University.
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i By Philip J. Hilts

r WtihlIniionPotiaudWdUr

For years the mito Insurance Indus-
try has given Uuge insurance disoounts
for children who take drivers” educe-

® tion courses, because statistics show
that they have fewer accidents.

Found Not to Curb

DRIVERS, From Al
thcoe who have no drivora” education at dl.

Theso results back controversial studies that show
driven® education not or.jy does not decrease acci—
dents among 10 to 18 year olds, but actually may
causo thousands of additional traffic deaths every
year, acoording to Leon Robertson, a Yolo Univer-

' THE WASHINGTON POST

e em\ 1 CTZ "o~
TAurjrfoy, /u/i# 25, J9£/

17 In Uio $4.2 million NHTSA study, students who

volunteered for drivers” education were divided into
threo groups; those who would get no formal drivers”
education, those who would get the common courss
and thcso who would get a special, ir-tesivo 72-unit
coumo including training on a special driving track.

The director of the NHTSA study, Ciay Hall,
said itshowed "'no statistically significant « fference =
in accident figures among al the groups alter three
years of Uie study § six-year nn. He said he expect—
ed the preliminary numbers t be bom out in tho

t rest of tho study, but that the interim report would
aidraw no final conclusions.

Robertson®s study has bcon attacked by a number

; Tho preliminary results of a now
m o study, however, indicate that
e diwas education docs not prevent or

. 8ity ressarder.
Ho did a study of 10 Connecticut towns that

: of groups, including Uio professional association of !
; drivers™ education teadhers, as u,".sound statistically.
m Ray Burneson, traffic safety secialist with the

reduce tho incidonco of traffic acci-
donts at dl.

Many researchers concludo that
drivers *ducation students havo lower
accident rates not because of treir

. training but because tho sort of chil-
1 dren who volunteer for it havo differ—
ent social backgrounds and upbringing
« from tha3o who dn"t. One study, for
« oxamplo, shows that students who got
. high grade3 havo fewor occidonts than

those who don™t.

In a study of about 17,500 cliildren
in DeKitlb County (Atlatta), Ga:, Uio
National Highway Traffic Snfety Ad —
ministration finds no diffcronco in the
numbor of accidents and traffic vio-
lotias between children who take tho

"e standard high school drivers™ cduca-
¢ tin ocwurse, or its equivalent, and
v Sec DRIVERS, All, Col. 1

eliminated drivers” education from their schools
which showed Unit "about 75 percent of tho 16-17

. year olds who could bo expected to havo been S+ wl

censed if thoy hod taken High school driver educa-
tion waited util they were 18 or older to bo li—
censed whon high school training was no longer
aaildle.”

Tiro result, of iiaving fewer licensad cliildren on

« tho road, according to Robertson, was a largp de-

crcaso in the "number of serious accidents in Uioso
Connecticut towns.

Tho Roboilaoa etiidy has begun to havo somo ef—
fect on drivers "education around Uio country, and
at lesst bno community -- Fannington, Conn. — has
eliminated tho courso largely on the besis of Rob—
ertson§ work, according to Fomiingion school au-
porintendent William Stioich.

"Wo were oncourogi.ng (teen-egers) to drivo by of —
fering tho coursa . high schools. By not offering it

wo may discourago it and pootpnno licoeuro,”
Strcich said.

National Safety Council,, criticizd tho study, saying

; Uint itwas a product of a group (NHTSA) that was
; run by pcoplo who believe "Umt you can T do any-

thing to train drivers. You can only improve medical
fedilities and build stronger cars for when the ac—
cidents happen.... Tliis knocks Uio wholo philoe*
ophy of educalon."

Hall said tho study would note tho “favorable
trend” that children in tho special course are getting
16 porcent fewer traffic tidets than thoc-o who ha—
ven T token a drivers “education course. Ho said this
shows that drivers *ducation can have a pcsitivo ef—
fect, ono that may in later Iifo even have a pooitivs
effect on accident rates.

Tho training part of the program ks now finished <

and tho period in which tho records of tho children
aro folloed hi regular highway driving liss begun.
The interim report is duo out next we™k and tin
firal report ks planned for 1933.



CONNECTICUT STATE DEPAE3SMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES
m\lethersfield, Connecticut :

This study, which covers the period from June, 1962, through to October 1, 1963,

a total of 15 months, pertains to the motor vehicle violation involvement of
48,628 provisional license holders who participated in one of the threa driver
training programs permitted under Connecticut Statutes; i.e., parent training,
commercial school training and secondary school training, -which training is a
prerequisite for obtaining a Connecticut operator®s_license for applicants between
I16"and 18 years of age.

The purpose of conducting this study was to determine whether or not the involve—
ment of the youngt.ers differed depending upon the type of training received.

I. SECONDARY SCHOOL TRAINED

Male operators Violators - male 553 8 3
"Female operators Violators female 107
£55
1. PARENT TRAINED 1.
Male operators 13,158 Violators - male 1,517 11.53
Femall operators  _| jfe Violators - female 154  1.9%
21,143 IAT1 T9°7?

IH. COMMERCIAL SCHOOL TRAINED

Male operators 8,566 Violators - male 1,111 12.9#
Female operators 5-085 Violators - female 9" 1.9%
13,651 17201 “578%

Also, approximately nine per cent of these 1*8,628 operators were involved in
accidents during the first nine months of 1963; and it is to be noted that
youngsters who participated in the training in the secondary schools were
involved in less of the so-called "serious type violations™ than those young
sters participating in the other two phases of driver training, as the
following tabulation indicates;

Secondary school 1.1s%
Parent training 2.1%
Commercial school 2.1%

To broad*,, this study, the records of all provisional licenses weie checke": to
determine their involvement during this same period; i.e., June, 1762, through

to October 1, 1963, it vas determined that of the sum total of ,\87,408 pro—
visional licensees, approximately 10.6 per cent were involved in some type of
motor vehicle violation in this period.

It is to be noted that provisional licensees represent approximately 11 per cent
of the driving population in Connecticut; and further that of these 187,41)8 pro—
visional license holders, in the vicinity of 130,00 obtained their licenses since
1958 and, thus, participated in. one of the three phases of training.

January, 1964



Il1linois Study Shows Value of Driver -Education

Illinois teenagers who have studied driver education are involved in only
half as many accidents and convicted of only one-third as many violations
as those who have not taken the course, according to a recent study made
by Charles F. Carpentier, Illinois Secretary of State.

1
Using an electronic data processing system, Carpentier screened the records
of 516,776 of the state ™ licensed drivers, aged 16-20. Data on traffic
violations included convictions for moving offenses only, which state courts
are required to report to the Secretary. Accident data was obtained from
the state"s Division of Highways, which receives reports of all accidents
involving death, personal- injury or property dsmage of more than £100.

Of the half-million licensed minors surveyed, 176,832 had studied driver
education. This group showed a rate of 171 convictions per 1,000 drivers
as compared with a rate of convictions for the non-driver-educated
group. Driver-educated youngsters were involved in accidents at a rate
of 56 per 1,000, while non-driver-educated youngsters had an accident
rate of 111 per 1,000.

The records of drivers in the 21-26 age group were also run through the
electronic brains. It was found that the traffic offense conviction rate
for non-driver-educated motorists increased more sharply with age than it
did far those vho had the course.

New York Study Shows Value of Driver Education

New York State youngsters who have ..passed full high school driver education
courses have fewer accidents and traffic violations than untrained young
drivers. This is the finding of the Department of Motor Vehicles .in a
survey of the accident and violation records of 1,920 high school graduates
of 1939 1960. Half of them had taken driver training courses while in
school. Their records for the i8-month period between January, 1961, and
June, 1962, were checked by the Department"s Division of Research.

The DMV said the study.showed untrained drivers had 22 per cent more acci—
dents and 50 per cent more driving violations than those who had taken
driver education. It turned out that academic standing played a signifi—
cant role in traffic safety; those in the upper half of their classes,

both trained and untrained, had fewer violations than did those in the
lower half. Strikingly, women without training in the upper half of their
class were less prone to violations than a y group of men - with or without
training. The statistics indicate that men are involved in from three to
five times as many accidents as women. "It is reasonably assumed that
exposure to accidents is greater with the men," the DMV said. "It is
probable that they drive more miles under more severe weather conditions
and hence suffer from greater fatigue."

Students from 20 secondary schools throughout the state were checked.
Twelve of the schools are located in urban areas and the other eight in
rural areas. Each of d;* main groups involved included 1*93 young women
and **65 young men.

National Safety Council, March, 1961*
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A REPORT TO THE COPXIGRESS

July 1975

U.S. Department of Transportation
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration



THE DRIVER EUDCATION EVALUATION PROGRAM (DEEP) STUDY
Report to the Congress, July, 1975

U.S. Department of Transportation

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

i*

p. 85:

The NHTSA has taken the-position that an HSDE progrnni-.that
is 10-15 percent effective in reducing the crash involvement
probability of persons exposed to it is feasible and represents
a reso.nable expectation.

NHTSA believes that HSDE offers as much behavior modification
and crash reduction potential as any other form of short-term
intervention. . .It probably offers more potential than most
programs becuase it intervenes earlier and involves more time
than most other approaches,

February, 1981/ADTSEA



LICENSE PROVISIONS

April 5, 1983

This section contains:

1. an article on license suspensions and revocations

2. a pamphlet on Administrative license revocation

more information on license provisions is available through Sen.

Fischer®s office
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EFFECTIVENESS OF LICENSE SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION FOR DRIVERS
CONVICTED OF MULTIPLE DRIVING UNDER
THE INFLUENCE OFFENSES-AN OVERVIEW OF THREE STUDIES

Roger E. Hagen, Rickey L. Williams, end Edward J. McConnell
State of California Department of Motor Vehicles

Note

This paper 1Is a condensation of a paper
presented by the authors at the Symposium
on Traffic Safety Effectiveness (Impact)
Evaluation Projects, May 19-21, 1981. The
unabridged version is published in the
Symposium Proceedings available from the

National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis—

tration.
Abstract
Three studies of the effects of licensing

action on multiple DUl offenders are
reported. The first two assessed the impact

of license suspension or revocation com—

pared to no licensing action or participation
in an alcohol abuse treatment program. The
third study dealt with the effects of
licensing action on the DUl offender. The

results showed that licensing action for mul —

tiple DUl offenders had a more positive
traffic safety effect than either no licensing
action or treatment programs. Both the
magnitude and the duration of this effect
are documented,

Introduction

In California, new legislation has made it
possible for drivers convicted of multiple
driving under the influence (DUl) offenses to
receive treatment as an alternative to
license suspension or revocation. Pre—
viously, the laws of the State required a 12-
month Hlicense suspension for a driver’s se—
cond DUl conviction in 5 years and a 3-year
license revocation for a third DUl con—
viction in 7 years. The new alternative
offers drivers the opportunity to participate
in a 12-month State-approved alcohol abuse
treatment program. Drivers convicted of
DUI while participating in the program may
be dismissed from treatment and subjected

to the licensing action (suspension or revo—

cation) for which the treatment was an
alternative.

N A

Three studies of the effects of licensing
action on multiple DUl offenders are
reported here. The first two assessed the
=traffic safety impact of license suspension
or revocation compared to no licensing ac—
tion or participation in a 12-month treat—
ment program. The third study addressed
the effects of license suspension or revoca—
tion on the DUI offender.

Method

The following sections describe the method—
ologies used in the three studies.

I.  Siispension/revocation vs. no licensing
action.

In the first study, all drivers convicted of
second or subsequent DUl offenses during
the first 6 months of 1970 were identified.
Of these, approximately 10,000 drivers had
their licenses suspended or revoked, while
anothe: 1650 had similar convictions but
received no [licensing action (I) because
their previous convictions v/ere declared
unconstitutional. A subject-for-subject
matching procedure (Epperson, Harano, and
Peck, 1975) was used to pair drivers from
the suspended/revoked group with drivers in
the second group. A total of 1501 matched
pairs of drivers was included in the analysis.

Driver record data for these subjects were
secured from the California Department of
Motor Vehicles. Each driver®s history was
collected for 5 years prior to the 1970
project entry date and 6 years subsequent to
it

Analysis of covariance was used to control
for potential between-group differences not
accounted for in the matching process.
Covariates included age, residence change,

" Both groups of drivers received standard
fines and/or jail sentences.

A -\ »a- 1 iran
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A Bfcnatched well

Aaccidents,
~dents,

and the prior 5-year driving history vari—
ables of (1) accidents, (2) had been drinking
ccidents, (3 DUl convictions, and (4) im-
lied consent actions. A separate analysis
was conducted for each subsequent driving
history variable. No analysis was conducted
if the data did not meet the basic analysis
of covariance assumption of equality of
slopes.

Survival curve analyses were used to assess
the duration of license suspension/revoca—
tion treatment effect on subsequent acci—
dents and DUI violations. Statistical tests
of the survival curve data were conducted
annually during the 6-year follow-up period.

2. Suspension/revocation vs. alcohol treatment.

In this study, four alcohol abuse treatment

program demonstration counties were se—
lected through a.competitive bid process. A

comparison county for each demonstration

county was selected using a structured

three-phase  approach (McDonald and

McIntire, 1977). Counties with active alco—
hol treatment programs were not selected

as comparison counties, even if they

in other characteristics. The

demonstration counties and their respective
comparison counties were: Kern/San

Joaquin, Santa Clara/San Bernardino, Ven—
tura/Monterey, and Yuba/Nevada.

The sample comprised drivers in eight
counties who had a second or subsequent
DUl conviction between January |1, 1976,
and February 28, 1977. As a result of this
conviction, 2874 drivers in the comparison
counties and 2442 drivers in the demonstra—
tion counties had their licenses suspended or
revoked. Another 2571 drivers in the de—
monstration counties participated in alcohol
treatment programs in lieu of licensing ac—
tion.

Each driver’s records were obtained from
the California Department of Motor Vehi—
cles for 3 years prior to the above DUI
conviction and for .12 months subsequent to
it.  Analysis of covariance was used to
analyze the subsequent driving record data.
Covariates were age at conviction and the
prior 3-year driving history variables of (1)
(@ nighttime (2100-0300) acci-
(@) drunk driving convictions, (%)
reckless driving convictions, (b) "one-count”
convictions (speeding, illegal turn, etc.), and
(®) implied consent actions. A separate
analysis was conducted for each variable
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during the 12-month follow-up period. No
analysis was conducted if the data did not
meet the basic analysis of covariance as—
sumption of equality of slopes.

Three sequences of covariance analyses

were conducted. The first assessed the

impact of the alcohol treatment program vs.

suspension/revocation and compared the fol—
lowing three driver groups: (1) demonstra—
tion county treatment program participants,

(2) demonstration county suspended/revoked

drivero, and (3) comparison county sus—
pend .-d/revoked drivers. This analysis also
assessed the impact of including or ex—
cluding 388 drivers who dropped out of the

treatment program for various reasons and

then had their licenses susoended or re—
voked.

The second series of analyses compared the
overall DUl program in the demonstration
counties with that in the comparison coun—
ties. This sequence involved two driver
groups: (1) all demonstration county multi—
ple DUI drivers (treatment program, Sus—
pended/revoked, and program dropouts) and
(2) comparison county suspended/revoked
drivers.

The third series of analyses was conducted
because one pair of counties (Santa
Clara/San Bernardino) constituted over 50%
of the sample. In order to (I) assure that
any effects were not solely attributable to
differences between these two counties and
(2 obtain results that could be more readily
generalized to the urban areas in the State,
the analyses described above were repeated
using only the Santa Clara/San Bernardino
data. Because sample sizes in the three
remaining pairs of counties were too small
for individual analysis, they were analyzed
similarly as a group.

Survival curve analyses were used to assess
the duration of effect of the treatment
program compared to suspension/revocation.
Proportional tests were conducted quarterly
during the 12-month follow-up period to
insure that any differences were not due to
chance variation.

3. Effects of suspension/revocation.

The third study analyzed the effects of
suspension/revocation and the incidence of
driving while under licensing action using (I)
survival rates for accidents and DU! convic—
tions and (2) drivers® self-reports.



For the survival rate analysis, a 10% random
sample (N=4488) was selected from among
all drivers having a first, second, or third-
plus DUl conviction in 1974. A third offen—
der was one whose. 1974 offense was the
third or more in the 7 years prior to and
including 1974; a second offender was one
whose 1974 offense was the second in 5
years; and a first offender was one who had
no DUI convictions during the 5- or 7-year
periods.

To be included in the analysis, a third offen—
der had to have received a 36-month license-
revocation, a second offender a 12-month
suspension, and a first offender no licensing
action.

The following data were obtained for each
sample driver for the 4-year period subse—
quent to the 1.974 conviction: (I) number of
days until next DUl convic"ion, (2) number
of days until next reported c :cident, and (3)
number of days until next driver record
update (accident, conviction, FTA, or FTP).

Ti assess further the incidence of driving
wh it under licensing action, a survey was
conducted of 2500 drivers whose licenses
were being reinstated after suspension oi
revocation for multiple DUl offenses. These
drivers _/fere selected iIn January through
March of 1980 and were not the same
drivers used in the survival rate analyses.

Two waves of questionnaires were sent 10
days apart with both the initial and follow-
up waves going to all 2500 drivers. Each
wave contained two questionnaires— one to
be completed by drivers who admitted
driving under license suspension/revocation,
the other by drivers who denied doing so.
Response anonymity was guaranteed.

Respondents who completed both question—
naires were eliminated from the analysis. If
it could be determined that a driver had
responded to both waves, the wave 2 ques—
tionnaire of that driver was eliminated.

Questionnaires were color-coded to distin—
guish suspended drivers from revoked
drivers and drivers with record updates (see
above) during their suspension/revocation
period from those with no updates. This
permitted an assessment of the incidence of
driving while suspended/revoked on the basis
of self-reports and driver records, as well as
a comparison of the two approaches.
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Resulits and Disaussion

I Suspension/revocation vs. no licensing
action.

Analysis of covariance was used to assess
the traffic safety impact of licensing action
versus no licensing action on the post-con—
viction driving record of the drivers in Study
I. Nine driving history variables for the 6
years following project entry conviction
were analyzed: (D DUl convictions, (@
reckless driving convictions, (3) one-count
convictions, (4 two-count convictions, (5)
total countable convictions, (6) accidents,
(7) had-been-drinking accidents, (8) injury
and fatal accidents, and (9) single-vehicle
accidents.

Drivers whose licenses were suspended or
revoked had significantly (p A .01) fewer
subsequent reckless driving convictions,
one-count convictions, total countable con—
victions, accidents, and personal injury and
fatal accidents than did drivers not sub-
jected to licensing action. Further, the
reported frequencies of convictions or acci—

dents for the no-licensing-action group were
C minimum ot 30% greater than for the
suspended/revoked group.

It is apparent from these results that the
imposition of licensi g controls reduces the
driving exposure of drivers convicted of
multiple DUl offenses and is thus justified
as a traffic safety countermeasure. The
duration of this effect is addressed in the
following survival curve analysis.

Figure |1 shows the survival curves of the
suspended/revoked drivers and the no-licen-
sing-action drivers for the 6 years following
project entry. As can be seen, drivers
whose licenses were suspended or revoked
had fewer subsequent DUI convictions than
did drivers not receiving licensing action.
Statistical anrlysis showed the differences
in annual survival rates to be significant for
each of the 6 follow-up years. In addition,
inspection of the survival curves suggests
that the treatment effect existed until 42
months (14 quarters) after project entry. At
this point, the two curves become parallel,
indicating that the impact of license suspen—
sion/revocation has ended.

Similar survival curves were plotted for
accident involvement with similar signifi—
cant differences in annual survival rates.



FIGURE 1

Survival Curve for Multiple DUI Offenders Not Receiving A

Subsequent DUI Violation after Project Entry
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The suspension/revocation treatment effect
on accidents appeared to diminish “d"out 48
mcnths after project entry.

The 42 and 48-month treatment effects of
suspension/revocation on subsequent DUI
and accident involvement approximate the
36-month revocation period. Although it
was not possible to determine the exact
proportion of study drivers who received a
36-month revocation as opposed to a 12-
month suspension, we would not expect it to
exceed 30%. Since the treatment effects
actually exceeded the 36-month revocation
period, these effects could not have been
simply due to no driving or reduced driving
during the suspension/revocation period.
The many drivers who drove with sus-

nded/revoked [licenses probably did so

re carefully and less often to avoid de-
ection. These patterns may have
generalized beyond the suspension/revoca—
tion period ar.d accounted for the positive
effects of licensing action.

2. Suspension/revocation vs. alcohol

treatment.

The second study wused analysis of
covariance to assess the traffic safety im—
pact of licensing action versus alcohol abu®e
treatment on 12-month post-convictio

driving records, J; The subsequent driving
record variables *analyzed were: M all
reported accidents, (2) law-enforcement-re—
ported accidents, (3) had-been-drinking
accidents, (4) personal injury and fatal acci—
dents, (b) accidents (2100-0300 hours), (6)
accidents (1800-0600 hours), (/) DUl con
victions, (8) reckless driving convictions, (9)
one-count convictions, (10) two-count con—
victions, (II) total countable convictions,
ond (12) implied consent actions. When
these variables met the equality of slopes
criterion and F values were significant,
pair-wise comparisons were conducted to
determine the nature of the differs® nee.



The first sequence of analyses compared ()
demonstration county treatment program
participants, (2) demonstration county sus—
pended/revoked drivers, and (3) comparison
county suspended/revoked drivers, with the
388 treatment program dropouts excluded.
Significant (p”~ .05) differences were found
among the tfiree groups for the following:

1. Demonstration county program
participants had significantly
more law-enforcement-reported
accidents than did comparison
county drivers. Demonstration
county suspended/revoked
drivers were not significantly
different from either of the
other two groups.

2. Both demonstration county
driver groups had significantly
more personal injury and fatal
accidents than did the compari—
son county group.

3. Demonstration county suspended/
revoked drivers had significantly
more 2100-0300 hours accidents
than did comparison county driv-
ers. Demonstration county pro—
gram participants did not differ
significantly from either of the
other groups.

A. Both demonstration county
driver groups hud significantly
more 1800-0600 hours accidents

=than did the comparison group.

The second sequence of analyses compared
all demonstration county multiple DUl driv—
ers with comparison county suspended/re—
voked drivers. The demonstration county
drivers had significantly (p C .05) higher
involvement in all six accident variables
than did the comparison county drivers.

The preceeding two sequences of analyses
were repeated separately from Santa Clara
/San Bernardino Counties and for the re—
maining three pairs of counties. When pro—
gram participants, demonstration coun:;

suspended/revoked drivers, and comparison
county drivers were compared, the following
significant (p (.05) differences were found:

I. . Program participants in Santa
Clara County had significantly
more low-enforcement-reported

accidents and personal and fatal
injury accidents than did the San
Bernardino suspended/revoked
drivers.

2. = Both Santa Clara County driver
groups had significantly more
2100-0300 hours accidents than
did the San Bernardino group.

3. Suspended/revoked drivers in the

other three demonstration coun—
ties had significantly more im—
plied consent actions than either
demonstration county program
participants or comparison coun—
ty drivers.

When all multiple DUI drivers in Santa Clara
County were compared with suspended/re—
voked drivers in San Bernardino, the results
virtually duplicated those of the previous
all-county comparison. The only exceptions
were had-been-drinking accidents, which
were not significant in the two-county com —
parison, and implied consent actions, which
were significantly greater for San Eernar-
dino but had no significant difference in the
overall comparison. For the remaining
three pairs of counties, there was only one
significant difference- drivers in the de—
monstration counties had more total count—
able convictions than those in the compari—
son counties.

These results indicate that, as a traffic
safety countermeasure, the sentencing
strategy employed in the demonstrjtion

counties is not as effective as license sus—
pension/revocation alone.  This does not
mean that the alcohol abuse treatment ap—
proach is totally ineffective; it is simply
less effective in its current format then
traditionally imposed licensing controls.

It has been suggested that avoiding licensing

acTion is the principal motive for program

participation and that this lack of personal

commitment by the driver thus renders the

treatment program ineffective. An alterna—
tive might be to impose stringent licensing

controls at the beginning of the treatment

program and to relax them as treatment

progressed successfully, thus providing an

incentive to complete the program.

The data from the demonstration and com—
parison counties were also assessed in a sur—
vival curve analysis. Figure 2 shows the



FIGURE 2

Accident Survival Curves For Multiple DUl Offenders

In Demonstration (Participant and Nonparticipant)

And Comparison Counties
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becoming accident-involved during the 12-
month follow-up period. As can be seen,
comparison county drivers had the fewest
post-conviction accidents and demonstration
county program participants the most.
Analysis of the quarterly survival rates
showed the differences between the com—
parison county drivers and the demonstra—
tion county program participants to be sig—
nificant (p <.05) throughout the follow-up

period.  Significant differences were also
found between the demonstration county
treatment program participants and the
demonstration county suspended/revoked
drivers, but only for the first 6 months of
fol low-up.
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A similar analysis was conducted for post—
conviction DUl involvement. The results
again favored the comparison county drivers
as opposed to drivers participating in the
treatment program.

3. E ffects of suspension/revocation.

In the third study, a survival analysis was

conducted of the subsequent 4-year driving
records of first, second, and third-plus DUI

offenders convicted in 1974. Of the 4488

drivers in the sample, 1769 were firsl offen—
ders who received no licensing action, 1808
were second offenders who received a 12-
month license suspension, and 9>! were

third offenders who received a 3-yeu. revo—
cation.



TABLE 1

Percentage of Drivers Not Being Involved ina
Subsequent DUI, by Year and Offender Group, and Z-Scores
on Tests of Differences in Survival Ftates Between Groups

Offender qroup Year
1 -2 .3 4
First offender 81.9 76.2 70.8 67.9
Second offender 88.3 = 78 .73 70.7 66.0
Third or subsequent offender 84.2 73.1 66.0 60.7
] *
Z-Scores -
L«el *
First vs. second -5.40* 1.43 0.02 1.21
Second vs. third 3.02* 3.00* 2.54* 2.71*
First vs. third -1.48 1.79 2.55* 3.71*
+p”_05.
TABLE 2
Annual Percentage of Drivers in Original Group Being
Involved in a Subsequent DUl by Offender Group
Offender group Year
- 1 2 3 4
First offender 18.1 5.7 5.4 2.9
Second offender 11.7 10.0 7.6 4.7
Third or subsequent offender 15.b 1.1 7.1 5.3
TABLE 3

Driving Admission Percentages
for Each Driver Group

»

Total Percentage

Group Driving of Driving

Admisrions Admissions
Suspension with update 219 75.5
Revocation with update 134 84.3
Suspension no update 253 55.5
Revocation no update 120 58.3
Total 726 65.3



As Table 1 shows, the first offenders had
the lowest DUl survival rate during the first
year, while the survival rate for the second
Offenders was significantly higher than that
of the other two groups. By the third year,
however, rates for the first and second
offenders were virtually identical, with the
third offenders having a significantly lower
survival rate despite the fact that their
licenses were revoked. This trend continued
through the end of the 4-year period.

The better record for second offenders
during the first year suggests that they
either did not drive, drove less, or drove
more carefully during tho 12-month suspen—
sion. After the suspension, their survival
rate was similar to that of first offenders.

Table 2 shows that the trend over the 4-year
period was for fewer drivers to become
recidivists iIn each successive year. This
suggests that there may be a high-risk sub—
group of DUl drivers who quickly repeat
their offense. These drivers may be a
potential target group for countermeasures.

iThe survival rate analysis was repeated fcr
accidents. First offenders had significantly
lower survival rates than second or third
offenders throughout the 4-year period.
Most of this difference occurred in the first
year, however, when both other driver
groups were under licensing action. The
annual percentages of drivers becoming
accident-involved were virtually constant
after the first year.

The third study also analyzed the incidence
of driving while under licensing action. The
time from conviction to first driver record
update was calculated for drivers in the
1974 sample. The results showed that
nearly 32% of second offenders had at least
one record update (.".ring their 12-month
suspension and 61 percent of third offenders
had an update during their 3-year revoca—
tion. Since this represents only drivers who
were caught, clearly large numbers of
drivers are on the road while their licenses
are suspended or revoke".

The questionnaire responses were also used
~o determine the incidence of driving with a
"uspended/revoked license. Table 3 shows
the rates of admission to such driving by the
various driver groups.

Finally, th questionnaire responses pro—
vided some information about the Kinds of

driving done, the transportation alternatives

used under licensing action,, and the drivers"®

perceptions concerning suspension/revoca—
tion.

There are few differences in terms of alter—
native transportation or types of driving,
among the four subgroups responding to the
questionnaire. Most relied on public trans—
portation, friends or family members to go
to work and on family members for shop—
ping. Drivers who admitted driving did so
frequently, although over 65% reported
some decrease in their amount of driving.
Most of the driving was done to and from
work on city streets during the day, and
most drivers reported driving more carefully
under licensing action than they had pre—
viously.

Generally, the majority of suspended/re—
voked drivers in all categories perceived
their licensing action as fair. In terms of
penalties for driving with a suspended/re—
voked license, most respondents perceived
the jail sentence to be more severe than it
actually is. It appeared that drivers who
reported not driving during their suspen—
sion/revocation perceived the penalties as
being more severe than did drivers who
admitted driving.

Conclusions

The results of these studies demonstrate

that license suspension/revocation for mul —
tiple DUl offenders has a more positive
effect on traffic safety than either no

licensing action or treatment for alcohol

abuse. Both the magnitude and the duration

of the treatment effect associated with

licensing action are documented. Analyses

of lhe effects of licensing action indicate
that drivers who drive ur.der suspension/re—
vocation generally do so less frequently and

more carefully.
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Administrative
Revocation
Tor Drunk Driving

Public indignation continues to grow. Citizens have made it
clear lo lawmakers and public officials that they are no longer
willing to tolerate the highway carnage caused by drunk
drivers.

In 1982 this grass roots sentiment, widely expressed across
the country, resulted in the appointment of the Presidential
Commission on Drunk Driving. The Commission’s interim
report was issued in December 1962 so that states could act on
its recommendations during 1983 legislative sessions.

Those recommendations cover a wide range of topics, includ-
ing changes in state drunk driving laws. The Commission
recommends enactment of a “per se offense” at .v0O% BAC,
and a presumption of guilt at .08% BAC. It also supports rais-
ing the drinking age to 21 and adopting a system for adminis-
trative revocation of drivers' licenses.

Otherrecommendations pertain to minimum jail sentences and
legal sanctions against drunk driving. Legal penalties, how-
ever, require county attorneys willing to prosecute and judges
willing to hand down the sentences mandated by the legisla-
tures. Unfortunately, some county attorneys grant deferred
prosecution, allowing those apprehended by police to continue
driving. Those who are tried and convicted, orwho plead guilty,
often given deferred sentences by the judge.

all but a handful of states, drivers’ licenses are only sus-
pended or revokod after court conviction, so those charged
with drunk driving may keep their licenses (or months after
being apprehended. One of the Presidential Commission's
recommendations addresses that problem.

Administrative Revocation, pioneered in Minnesota in 1976 and
adopted by lowa in 1982. means that the driver's license Is con-
fiscated by the arresting officeron behalf of the Department of
Transportation. Hearing officers are empowered to grant work
permits in some cases. Under the “implied consent" portion of
the law, licenses are revoked for refusal to take the chemical
test, as well as for test failure.

Under this “two-track" system the loss of driving privilege
extends to all those apprehended with a blood alcohol level of
.10%, regardless of court action or lack of it. Administrative
Revocation accc mplishes the most important task in the fight
against drunk driving. It takes drunk drivers off the road imme-
diately, and serves as a strong deterrent to others.

Because, in almost every state, prosecution and santencling
vary considerably from one county to another, Administrative
Revocation is the only predictable penalty for drunk driving.
The American Council on Alcohol Problems has produced an
18-minute video tape documentary on Administrative Revoca-
tion in lowa. Below are quotations from the video presentation:

the time that bill reached the floor of the House it was
tty clear from sentiment in the Capitol that they had to vote

\L3ut something. They had to do something in Ihe way of legisla-

tion on drunk driving that year because of the clear public sen-
timent favoring that, and the national trend in that direction—
There was massive bipartisan sentiment. Thb first vote in the
House was 97-0, and the first vote in the Senate was 45-0."
Don Mason, Attorney
Prosecuting Attorney’s Counsel

“11hink that the administrative revocation of a drivers’ license

forall persons above .10 BAC is extremely important.... | think
it puts the responsibility for putting people back out on the
road back where it balongs — that's back with the state

agencies. Since they do the issuing of driver’'s licenses, they
should be responsible for who's out on the road. That's not
really a judicial responsibility."

Sven Sterner

Governor's Highway Safety Office

“This is the first time in the history of this ASAP program that
people have actually, realistically lost their drivers’ licenses
when they were arrested for OMVI. ... We’'re the ones that
initiate the revocation. We take the license right on the spot.”

Roger Sanders, Patrolman

Alcohol Safety Action Program

Des Moines Police Department

“In the four and a half months since the law took effect there
have been 5,685 drivers’ licenses revoked in lowa."

Bill Kendall, Director

Driver Licensing, DOT

“In the first four months that this law has been on the books
there have been 59 fewer alcohol-related fatalities.... In that
period there were 189 total highway fatalities — 29% of that
189 were alcohol-related. Overthe same period ayearago, that
percentage was 46% The sanctions that are applied gener-
ally — the fine, community service, some hours in jail — do not
carry the deterrent effect on the drinking driver that the sure,
immediate loss of their license has.”

Gordon Sweitzer, Director

Motor Vehicle Division, DOT

‘The one advantage we do have in the acronym game in lowa
with MADD and SADD is that we have GLADD. Now we have
Good Laws Against the Drunken Driver.”

Col. Frank Metzger, Director

lowa Highway Patrol

To order a copy of the video tape documentary on Administra-
tive Revocation, complete the order form below and mail to the
American Council on Alcohol Problems.

Please send me a copy of the ACAP video documentary
on Administrative Revocation.

Check vi Ji'o format:
54-It'ch “U-Matlc" cassette
ift-iroh “Beta" cassette
Vi-inth “VHS" cassette

I've enclosed i imittance for:

two-wei k rental ($10.00)

Purchase of cassette ($50.00) vox
Mail to:
American Council on Alcohol Problems

2908 Patricia Drive
Des Moines, IA 50322

name

address

city state zip



COMMUNITY SERVICE

April 5, 1983

This section contains: . i\

1. testimony to the Presidential Commission on Drunk Driving on
community service
2. a letter outlining the costs of Community service programs for

counties in California



«alifornia League of A Iternative S ervice R coiams
RESOURCE CENTER AND RESEARCH PROJECT

Testimony to the Presidential Commission on Drunk Driving
Public Hearing August 11, 1982
Denver, Colorado
By Crestienne Van Keulen, Coordinator
CLASP Resource Center & Research Project

Good afternoon, my name is Crestienne Van Keulen, and I am here today
to bring your attention to the use of community'service sentences for
drunk drivers. I represent the California League of Alternative Ser—
vice Programs, more commonly known as CLASP. CLItii is a grassroots
non-profit consortium of community service sentencing programs
throughout California. Our job is to interview, place., monitor and
report on offenders who have arranged with the courts to perform un—
compensated service to the community, most often in lieu of a fine or
jail sentence. Drunk drivers compose an enormous segment of our case—

## loads - when preparing our 1980 Annual Report we found over 75,000
offenders 1including 35,000 traffic offenders were ordered to perform
4 million hours of work that year. Currently there are 77 community
service programs in 56 of California®s 57 counties.

Many states like California have or will soon adopt new drunkdriving
laws designed to impact this horrendous problem. As you all know,
drunk driving is a problem of incredible scope and depth that touches
every segment of our society without warning and without mercy. Forty
to fifty percent of all fatal accidents are alcohol related and sume
25,000 alcohol related traffic deaths occur yearly. Like no other
single offense it i1s a crime against society because of the enormous
danger the drunk driver puts the community into. Selection of victims
IS random and tragic and nobody 1is spared. We are all susceptible and
we are all responsible for change because drunk driving; 1isfirst and
foremost a social offense.

BAHIA CORNER 3255 KERNER BOULEVARD, SUITE 2 . SAN RAFAEL, CALIFORNIA 94901 415/459-2234
FUNDED BY THE NATIONAL H1CHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
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of those ordered to community service do more hours than are required.
There 1is something going on here we need to pay attention to.

Community Service is fair. Many of these new drunk driving laws, such
as California™, unequally penalize those with lower incomes thus vio—
lating a very basic premise of American justice. In California, under
the new law which became effective January 1st, judges theoretically
have three sentencing choices encompassing four sanctions 1in various
combinations: Fine, Drinking Driver School, Driver®s License suspen—

sion or restriction, and Jail.

Fines may very well be effective punishment for some drunk drivers -
those without sufficient income to pay easily, but with enough income
to pay at all. Drinking Driver School may also be a very effective
sanction - if the offender is fortunate enough to have the $600 tui-—
tion handy. But seeing how scholarships aren®t offered, the lower
income citizen is unable to participate and thus goes to jail. Jail
is great punishment for some drunk drivers - those with a fear of au—
thority, a distaste, for confinement, and the opportunity to serve
their sentence in a safe jail. But those of us who have spent time
in and around jails can tell you that this is rarely the case - jail
is not often a safe deterrant, it is a very risky deterrant because
jails are not nice places. People get hurt in jails, every day, by
each other and by their keepers. People who are in for just an hour
or two, people who are in for just a day or two. Jails are oftc.n
overcrowded, jailers are overworked, jails are often uncontrollable
environments and 1 cannot believe that to be assaulted and humiliated
is fair punishment for drunk driving. Besides which jails are
counterpx-oductive - they do nothing to instill the positive or to
integrate those on the fringes of society back into society and the
community. And only when people feel a part of their community will
they obey the laws of their community. Driver®s license suspension

(3)
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CS 1is suitable for all socio-economic groups end levels of society
as social consciousness remains undeveloped on all levels.

Is most suitable for those lacking self-esteem and a social con—
scious as i1t can provide them with an opportunity for personal
growth and community integration.

CS is not suitable for those not acknowledging guilt or wrongdoing
because this attitude i1s too frequently reflected in the quality of
their community work.

The alcoholic, the addicted, the physically and emotionally dis—
abled are generally not suitable for community service. Although
we frequently are able to work with many of these people, community
service programs must not be dumping grounds for the courts. As—
signments for those with special problems should occur only after
consultation with the program as placement opportunities vary
widely from community to community.

The offender®s skills, interests, available time, transportation and
family circumstances are always taken into consideration by tNe inter—
viewer before placement. Pre-sentence investigation reports including
psycho-social histories and prior criminal record are invaluable tools
that must be routinely available to programs for the protection of

both the community and the integrity of the program.

I am here today not only to bring this valuable sentencing option to
your attention, but to call upon you to help. Comprehensive legisla—
tion is needed authorizing and institutionalizing this sanction to
limit abuses and mis-uses. We need guidelines defining judge®s au—
thority, offender®s rights and local government"s responsibility to
develop these programs. We are concerned that community service as—
signments too cften contingent upon whim and not reason, and we
are concerned that these workers recieve proper accident insurance
coverage. Community service is not for all drunk drivers, and neither
Is any other sanction. But it deserves your further consideration and
support so that as part of an effective drunk driving combatment plan,
drunk drivers can be as raie iIn this country as a budget surplus iIn a
Federal agency. Thank you.

¢5)



February 4,1983

Jane Beatty, Executive Diorector
Volunteer Bureau of Contra. Conta County
1116 North Main Street. Suite E

Walnut Creek, CA 94596

RE: Court Referral “Togiram

Dear Ms. Beatty;

In response to your request for information on local program®s
cost-per-client, | contacted six community service sentencing
programs in the Bay Area counties. (Napa prograr unable to
provide figures).

Thtir cost-per-client (CFC) 1s as follows. Unless otherwise
indicated, the figure was calculated by dividing the total
p-ogram cost for one year by the number of referrals served.

(1) Alameda, Community Service Alternatives program, Volunteer
Bureau of Alameda County CPC * $37. Based on 1982-83 program
cost of $203,000, with 5,500 total anticipated referrals.

(2) Marin. Alternative Sentence Program, Marin County Probation
Department. CPC > $27. Based on 1981-82 budget. Does not
include the Tollowing costs: Office rent, photocopying,
printing, and some Unit Supervisor ™ and clerical supporc
time.

(3) Santa Clara, Court Referral Program, Voluntary Action Center
ot linrth Santa Clara County. CPC « $73. Based on program
cost of $51,000 and 700 referrals.

(4) Santa Clara, Sentencing Alternatives Program, Volunteer Center
ot Santa Clara County. CPC = $39. Program cost minimally
estimated to be $178,000" for 1982-83, with 4,600 referrals
anticipated.

(5) Santa Cruz, Community Options Inc.. CPC. $47. Based on $75,000
program cost and 1,600 referrals annually.

(6) Sonoma, Court Referral Program, Volunteer Center of Sonoma
County. CPC « $27, program cost is $43,000 with 1,600 referrals.

BAHIA CORNER 3255 KERNER BOULEVARD. SUITE 2 o SAN RAFAEL. CALIFORNIA 94501 415/459-2234

FUNDED BY THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION



ROADBLOCKS, OR SOBRIETY THECKPOINTS

April 5, .1983

—'oa__./']__ -

This section contains:

1. a Maryland Special Order on the implementation of Sobriety

checkpoints

2. a Maryland "Advise of Council™ on Sobriety Checkpoints

3. an implementation approval from Maryland®"s AG"s office on the
implementation of Sobriety Checkpoints

4. selection criteria for checkpoint site

5. letter from the Governor of Maryland on Sobriety checkpoints



MARYLAND STATE POLICE
WILLIAM M. UNTON

HARRY HUGHES PIKESVILLE. MARYLAND 21208-38&9
QCPLTTY SECRETARY
GOVERNOR AREA CODE 301 486-3101 .
Hog LT TTY FOP DEAF AREA CODE 301 486-0677
SERRETARY COLONELW T IRAVIHS. JR
PUBLIC SAFETY AND SUPERMTENOEN
CORRECTIONAL SERVICES December 6. 1982

SPECIAL ORDER NO. 01-82-399

TO: Troop, Installation and Unit Commanders
SUBJECT: D.W.I. Enforcement -Sobriety Checkpoints

In mi effort to reduce the number of motor vehicle
accidents bn Maryland highways in which alcohol has been
identified as a contributing factor, a pilot project has
been authorized to use sobriety checkpoints to aid in the
detection and apprehension of drivers who are intoxicated or
under the influence of alcohol. It 1s anticipated that a
beneficial result of this enforcement strategy will be that
it will serve as a deterrent to potential drunk drivers.
During the term of the pilot project only the Chief of the
Field Operations Bureau will have the authority to authorize
specific highway sobriety checkpoints at specific locations
for a specific time period. The use of this enforcement
strategy shall be in conformance with the procedures set
forth in this Special Order.

Sobriety checkpoints may be conducted at selected
highway locations to monitor traffic for driver sobriety.
The selection of highway locations will be based on standard
selective enforcement criteria .considering the -time of day,
day of week, location, and the number of fatal and other
alcohol related accidents. The relative safety of a particular
location for citizens as well as Agency personnel will be a
primary consideration when selecting the location. Sites
selected shall have a safe area for stopping of motorists and
must afford oncoming traffic sufficient sight distance for
the driver to safely stop upon sighting the stopping team.
The location selected must be approved by the Chief of the
Field Operations Bureau.

A Commissioned Officer will be assigned to each
sobriety checkpoint operation and shall be on-the-scene to
supervise and direct the enforcement activities. Each site
will be manned by a sufficient number of uniformed troopers
to maintain a safe and effective operation. Troopers will
wear Agency issued reflectorized safety vests while engaged
in the checkpoint assignment and will be responsible for



STATE UF MARYLAND
MRALAD SIAIE ROICE

SPECIAL ORDER NO. 01-82-399 (Continued)

traffic direction and observing traffic conditions. Traffic
direction will be conducted by troopers utilizing traffic
wands attached to their flashlights. Flares and/or reflectors
shall be used to illuminate the site and as an aid to traffic
direction. Barricades will not be used to block oncoming
traffic. Warning signs designed to give advance notice of

the impending stop will be conspicuously displayed. A record
will be maintained at each checkpoint of traffic volume
passing through the checkpoint.

All traffic approaching the checkpoint will .be
stopped as long as traffic congestion does not occur. The
trooper will approach each motorist and state, "I am Trooper
(John Doe) of the Maryland State Police. You have been
stopped at a sobriety checkpoint set up to identify drunk
drivers.”" 1f there 1s no immediate evidence of intoxication,
a traffic safety brochure developed specifically for this
enforcement strategy will be given to the motorist. The
trooper will suggest to the motorist that he read the bro—
chure at a later time for a more complete explanation of the
stop. The motorist will then be assisted to safely proceed.

During the brief stop the trooper will look Ifor
articulable facts such as an odor of alcoholic beverage
about the driver, slurred speech, the general appearance,
and/or other behavior normally associated with D.W.I. vio—
lators. A combination of these factors may rive sufficient
probable cause to believe the person is driving under the
influence or intoxicated. In these cases the driver will be
detained and required to present his motor vehicle operator®"s
license and vehicle registration. The driver may then be
requested to perform certain pysco-motor coordination tests
and/or 1f he consents submit to a preliminary breath test.
IT sufficient evidence of intoxication is tien developed,
the driver will be arrested.

As a rule, no action should be taken i1f a motorist
approaching the checkpoint turns around or turns off the high—
way before approaching the checkpoint.

Generally, sobriety checkpoints will be maintained
for a one hour period unless the checkpoint causes significant
traffic congestion at the site or circumstances arise that
would warrant cancellation of the assignment as determined by
the on-scene Commissioned Officer. The location of scheduled
checkpoints will be kept confidential but tho date, and use
of this enforcement strategy should be widely publicized to
serve as a deterrent to potential drunk drivers.



STATE OF MARYLANO
MARMLAND SIAIE ROICE

SPECIAL ORDER NO. 08-82-399 (Continued)

Prior to. the use of this enforcement strategy, the
Chief of the Field Operations Bureau will consult with the
local State"s Attorney regarding this procedure. Information
used as the basis for the selection of specific checkpoint
sites shall be recorded and filed for. use should the enforce—
ment strategy be challenged in -court. A record of all check—
point assignments will be maintained by initiating a Complaint
Control Card under the A.1.R.S. coding for Traffic Detail #81.
ITf a D.W.I. arrest is effected as a result of this initiative,
an additional CC Card will be initiated under A.1.R.S. Code
#85 D.W.l. arrest.

During the term of the pilot project all available
traffic safety information will be collected and used to
evaluate the effectiveness of sobriety checkpoints as an
enforcement countermeasure against drunk driving. An Incident
Report will be completed for each sobriety checkpoint operation
and will include the number of man hours, number of D.W.I.
arrests, the number and type of other violations, and all other
information relevant to the assignment. The brochure designed
for use in this project also will include a citizen survey
that will be used to measure public reaction to the use of
sobriety checkpoints. The evaluation will also include an
analysis of all relevant motor vehicle accident data prior
to, during, and after the use of sobriety checkpoints.

By Order Of,

CUO. \

Superintendent



®»1A It LAW DEPARTMEI -
MARYLAND STATE POLICE

Maryland S tate Police Headquarter™
PiRanviLLE. Maryland 2120S

0011 480-3101

DATED 2-22-82

MEMO RAN DU M

FILE NOo: 03-82-008-10P
Lt. Col. J. G. Lough

TO: Field Operations
FROM: James J. Doyle, 111 'm £m

SUBJECT: Checkpoints for Intoxicated Drivers

You have asked for my opinion of a proposal that
the Maryland State Police adopt highway roadblocks/checkpoints
as an enforcement technique to aid in the arrest and detec—

tion of drunk drivers.

You have provided me with an informal legal opinion
prepared by Bruce Sherman, Assistant County Attorney for
Montgomery County. I agree with his conclusion that such

roadblocks or checkpoints may be used.

In Delaware v. Prouse, 440 U.S. 648 (1979) , the
Court considered a situation where a police officer stopped
an automobile, smelled marijuana, and then seized that sub—
stance which was 1in plain view on the car"s floor. The
officer had testified at trial that prior to stopping the
vehicle, he had observed neither traffic or equiment viola-
tion, nor any suspicious activity, and that he made the stop

only 1in order to check the driver®s license and registration.

LAW .a (REV 3 71*



The Court concluded that there was a violation of
the Fourth Amendment, holding that:

Except in those situations in which there
is at least articulable and reasonable sus—
picion that a motorist is unlicensed or that
an automobile 1s not registered, or that either
the vehicle or an occupant is otherwise sub—
ject to seizure for violations of law, stopping
an automobile and detaining the driver in order
to check his driverls license and the registra—
tion of the automobile are unreasonable .under
the Fourth Amendment.

The Court, however, continued:

This holding does not preclude the State
of Delaware or other states from developing
methods for spot checks that involve less in—
trusion or that do not involve the unconstrained
exercise of discretion. Questioning of all on—

coming traffic at roadblock type stops is onti
possible alternative.

One Federal Court has relied on Prouse to uphold a
search and seizure of eighty-six pounds of cocaine from a
Ford Bronco as the result of a Nhw Mexico State Police road-
block on an interstate highway. Uﬁited States v. Pritchard,
645 F.2d 854 (10th Cir. 1981). The purpose of the roadblock
in Pritchard, was to conduct routine license and registration
checks. The Court quoted the language from Prouse which
suggested roadblock type stops as a permissible police practice
The Court then stated:

In our view, the roadblock stop of the Ford
Bronco does not run afoul of the rule of Prouse.

While this may not have been a 100 per cent road—
block® of the type referred to in Prouse, it 1is



nonetheless a long way from the selective,
single car stop denounced in Prouse. 1In
the i1nstant case, the New Mexico state
police were attempting to stop all west
bound traffic on a interstate highway, in—
sofar as was humanly possible. The decision
not to stop trucks was reasonable under the
circumstances, because, presumably, they
had all been stopped at a port of entry.
The purpose of the roadblock, 1.e., to check
driver®s licenses and car registration, was
legitimate one. If, in the process of so
doing, the officers saw evidence of other -~
crimes, they had the right to take reasonable
Investigative steps and were not required to
close their eyes. Furthermore, allowing all
these stopped cars through when traffic be—
came congested was also reasonable and, 1in
our view, non-violative of the rule of Prouce.
In sum, the roadblock stop of the Ford Bronco
war, under the described cirumstances, con-

A Maryland Court of Special Appeiils*decision announced
shortly before Prouse, Good v. State, 398 A.2d 801 (197S), held

that the random stopping a single vehicle by police for a routine
« i ! L * jiS. - . L
check without reasonable suspicion that some violation of law
\
had occurred would be violative of the motorist"s constitutional

right. However, 1in a footnote, the Court of Special Appeals

stated:

In holding that the selective stopping
of a single motor vehicle i1s unconstitutional,
we do not imply that the non-discriminatory
stopping of vehicles at a roadblock i1s pro—
hibited. Where every motorist who p” ses a
given location is stopped, that detention has
been sanctioned.

In Prouse, the Court explained that the essential

purpose of proscription in the Fourth Amendment is to impose



a standard of reasonableness upon the exercise of discretion
by government officials. The Court focused on bhe degree of
intrusion created by the particular law enforcement practice,
as well as the amount of ditcretion vested in the law en-
forceraent officers in the field;ﬁ om L
A checkpoint stop, the Court reasoned, intrudes far
less upon a motorist®s Fourth Amendment interests than roving
patrol stops of single cars. At traffic checkpoints, the
motorist can see that all other vehicles are being stopped,
he can see visible sxgns of the officer®s authority and he 1s,
therefore, much less likely to be frightened or annoyed by tham
. Cox K igaer e o |4 "He
intrusion. For this reason, | feel that itlis importantithat
any roadblock/cher-:points be set up in such a manner that a
motorist will realize that he is not being gingled Qyt, but is
being stopped briefly along with éll oiher.véhicles. -
Thus, 1n State v. Hilleshiem, 291 N.W.2d 814 (lowa
1980), the Court disapproved of the actions of two police
officers who decided to stop cars at night entering a city park
where vandalism had been a problem] The Court suggested minimal
standards for setting up a roadblock, including (1) a checkpoint
location selected for i1ts safety and visibility to oncoming
traffic, (2) adequate advance warning signs, illuminated at
night, timely informing t:ie approaching motorist of the nature
of the impending intrusion, and (3) uniformed officers and
official vehicles in sufficient quantity and visibility to

sliow the police power of the community. Of course, the intru—

sion should also be brief and courteous. A brief statement



should be made to each motorist explaining the reason for the
checkpoint. The motorist should then be allowed -to proceed
unless the trooper observes evidence that -the motorist Is in—
toxicated or ha3 committed come other violation of law. |
note that the draft Special Orde}.on MgryiéHJﬁState Police chéck:
points incorporates most of these elements. | would, however.

| . -
a motorist realizes iIn advance that he 1s being stepped at a
safety checkpoint, and is not being stopped for a traffic vio-
latio.t. The cite should also be well 1lluminated by flares
at night, again to dispel any fears of oncoming motorists.
Incorporating these features would, 1 believe, further minimize
the intrusion.

In addition to considering the nature of the intru-
sion, the Prouse court also considered the amount of discretion
vested in the law enforcement officer in the field. The Court
was concerned with "standardlcss" and Hunconstrained" discre—
tion. See State v. Hilleshiem, supra, where the Court recom—
mended a pre-determination by policy-making administrative
officers of the roadblockc* location, time, and procedures to
be employed.

What we certainly want to avoid is authorizing our
field personnel to set up roadblocks whenever and wherever they
wish. I believe that the Special Order should be c-tended to
provide for selection of the .eckpoint and its time of opera—
tion and other procedures, to be made by a policy making admin—

istrative officer, £-2*e the barrack commander. The criteria



to be considered by him in authorizing 3 checkpoint should
also be spelled out in the Special Order. His decision
should be clear as to the location and time of the check—
point. No unauthorized checkpoints should be permitted. All
vehicles passing the checkpoint should be st pped;

If these suggested changes are .incorporated, 1 feel
* o IRV KR \fia T @ e M
that the checkpoint procedure would be legal. OF course/

w (1] ° *

there are also polic§ concerns, such as success rates, q?n—
hours used in making a DWI arrest, public reaction, etc.,
that also need to be considered. Before anx decision i1s made,
I think that it would be wise to look into the success, or
lack of it, of the Montgomery County xoad/blockcheckpo.. vt

program.

. & " . . . R # «
James J. Doyle, 111

Assistant Attorney General
Counsel, Maryland State Police

ADVICE OF CC"r,",SEL, NOT AN OPINION OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
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MEMORANDUM 19-9-82
FILE NOi 03-82-008-10P - * n* *
Colonel W. T. Travers, Jr.
TO: kiI?t. Col, J. G, Lough
FROM: James J. Doyle, Tt

SUBJECT: Sobriety Checkpoints Special Order
No, 01-P *399

I have reviewed this and believe -that 1t conforms
with all the guidelines previously given and, therefore,
approve its implementation.

m)JD VT *
Vi wiv
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SOBRIETY CHECKPOINT SITE SELECTION CRITERIA CONSIDERATION

ACCIDENT DATA/ANALYSIS I1SSDES

Statewide Administration Summary - MAARS Data trends
for 2 years

County Administration Summary - MAARS Data trends for
2 years

~ Population death rate per county
Registered vehicle death rate per
Mileage death rate per county

Current fatal accident experience (as evidenced by
ledger at CARD)

State Highway high EWI roadway locations
Day and time for implementation
SAFETY ISSUES *
Roadway conditions
Site safety concerns for public and agency personnel
Traffic volumes on site road
Weather
LOGISTICAL ISSUES

Conventional enforcement; strategies effectiveness 1in
dealing with problem

Manpower/mileage
Local installation concerns and MBO plans regarding,
1) DWI arrests, and 2) <«lcoho.l related accident
experience

POLITICAL ISSUES

Jurisdictional overlap concerns (county agreements)

Acceptability of Sobriety Checkpoints by local govern—
mental agencies (courts, S/A, etc.)



MOTORIST SURVEY - SOBRIETY CHECKPOINTS

DATE OE REPORT 1/27/03
OUECTION HI - BCI)BRJEIE’)SOBRIEI'Y CHECKPOINT CAUSE A SIGNIFICANT OELAY TO YoUR

ASER g 9 Mk 8

OUCSTION M2 - DO YOU DELIEVE SOBRIETY CHECKPOINTS WILL DETER SOME PEOPLE FROM
DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED?

ANSWER. .- YES. . ... 70 NO. . ._... 0
PERCENT... 93  PERCENT... I

OUEBTION M3 - THAT SOBRIETY CHECKPOINTQ WILL INCREASE A ORUNK
8 %I\Y/QHSBE%IS%VEOF BEING DETECTED AND ARRESTED?

ANSMER  VE9. ... 0 NO. _...... -
PERCENT... 9 PERCENT. .. 0

QUESTION M* - OF SOBRIETY CHECKPOINTS AS A MARYLAND IITATE POLICE
EﬁFgggEﬁE URE 70 DETECT AND nEMOVE DRUNK DRIVERS FROM THE
HIGHWAY?
.. 112
ASIER WS, @ Breer B
OUESTION M3 - 00 YOU NAVE ANY COMMENTS ABOUT SOBRIETY CHECKPOINTS?

ANSIER SEE ATTACHVENT.

NO. OF RESPONDENTS MALE...... 300 NO._OF BROCHURES
DISTRIBUTED. ... *030
FEMALE . 201
PERCENT RETURNED
* TOTAL. .. 2

DATE DISTRIBUTED NUMBER DISTRIBUTED NUMBER RETURNED  PERCENT RETURNED
12/17/02 76? 130 17
At s i 3
| I%S 701 3l

*o* 20

%55062;% 216

1721/03 %g Al
TOTAL *030 MAI 21
REPORT PREPARED 5Y THE MARYLAND STATE POLICE TRAFFIC PROGRAM PLANNING UNIT.



e
YOU GUYS ARE DOING A GREAT JOB

88N§T EROAB(E,AgT (L,Eé%g M‘%NNFIN ORDER TO HITCR DRUNK DRIVING

IQEE L!II:DEA C UR’\EOU"AND EFFICIENT. A WELL RUN OPERATION.
(ML U U. PROTECT MVOEWT 01—

GREAT ~IDCXMEOULN USE THEUFTEN.

A
N%REOEEI%H %Y CAUOE A BIGNIPICANT LO8BO TO THE EVENING BUSINEDn CAPITAL F MIGHTCLUB9 AND RESTAURANTS.

TOO VISIBLE.

S é%}lA.?T P TIME .
?OW EOBH HERIC:) MU&d HNE EEEFNYAT LEAST 90 TROOPERS THERE. BIO WASTE OP MONEY. TWO OR TMnEK WOULD HAVE BEEN PLP.Ntv.
NEED MORE PRODAOLE CAUSE.TIME STOPPED 19* SECONDS.

EXCELLENT. SHOULD BE MADE A LAW
KEEP UP THE QOO0 WOKK. OFPECEAB VERV COURTEQUS.

POLITELY. Vi*"PESSIONALLY DONE.

IP ONLY THE PACT THAT PEOPLE KNOW YOU RE QUI THERE WILL RTOP THEIR RRINKIHO.

EVEN THOUGH 1| AGREE_UITM THIS ACTION IT CEEHB TO UE UNCONSTITUTIONAL.

I THINK 1T _IS A WASTE QP TAXPAYERS *MONEY AND POLICEMEN =TIME_THAT COULD BE OPENT ON THE ROAD.

I THINK THERE S A DIG CHANCE OF AN ACCIDENT OCCURRING AND THAT THE DELAY COULD PROVE EXTRAHEADACHES.
SOMETHING HAS TO BE DONE TO GET THE BRUNK DRIVERS OFF THE nOAD, THE NON-DRINKER MAD MORE OP A RIBWT TO FIAFEIV.

T THINK 1t3 A GREAT t0OeA.

00 MORE OFTEN. . - - som'll e
THIS IS THE BEST THING THAT MAS HAPPENED IN HARFORD COUNtY,

VALIANT EFFORT AT A TOUGH PROBLEM.

THIS IS A GREAT

FOCA.
TROJPERO_VERY COURTEQUS MADE PEOPLE AWARE OP PROBLEM.
KEEP_UP_THE_000D_UORK.

DON T STOP TRYING. GET RID OP QOLRICUFI BYSTANDERS. tHCY ARE A MATARB. W vt
o e [\pe - @

THREAT OPTHECHECKPOINT _ ALONE_CAUSED ME TOOTOP UoLIOA*  DRINKING AtMAtY ONE AND ONt-HALP HOURB fefRLY.
THEY SHOULD BE USED MORE PREOUEHTLV, 1

e AN ACCIDENT. NEEOS MORELIGHTS  AND ADVANCENGTICE. b

b A/ 2 ok o, « "



counts should og hos |ngent could UE pe witneosing tiic establlshment or a rOLHct stAtc

unconstitutional™ | N rivacy, mould not btand u |n
?NTS IN"MAL! GERMANY. E ONGER PENALITIES.
I_AM CONCERNED | OOULD A|!|T3THE BREATH TEST EVEN THOUGH MY ORIVING IS NOT IMPAIRED.

| 0 ANSWER .
THIS PRAC.riCE IS OUESTIONABLE IN A FREE SOCIETY.

unconstitutional and a warte Or taxpayers money.
QUESTION «3
COMMENT:

S
| STRONGLY TAVOR THESE  CHECKPOIHtN.
the SYSTEM SEEMS EPPICIENT AND WELL PLANNED.
THE CHECKPOINTS ARE AN INCONVIENCE TO THE DRUNK ORIVER ONLY.
CHECK W«R _ORIEF AND_OPriCER9 COURTEQUS.
I_THINK IT"S WORTH TRYING EVEN IF IT ONLY SAVEQ ONE PERSON S LIFE

ARTY WE WERE AT_EVERYONE WAS TALKING ABOUT IT ANO WAS VERY CAREFUL ABOUT THEIR ORENKINO.

D0 PEOPLE TRY TO AVOID THU CHECKPOINTT
IT 1B INCONVIENT POR THOSE WHO DO NOT DRINK.
1 HOPE THE LAW WILL_SUPPORT YOU.

PLAX A STOP SIGN AT THE POIHT YOU DEBtRE THE MOTORIST TO nTOP.

WE"RE ALL FOR |T.

IDEA.
38%8 CHECK FOR DnUGS. PICK UP TRASH ON BIDE OF nOAD FROM FLARES.
IT"S A GREAT DETERRENT.

TRl TR 3Rl W e oravanes.

A DEFINITE DETERRENT
VERY GO00." COURTEOUS

TPl BE- B . vems rowvo.

ORUG OR ALCOHOL IMPAIRMENT ONLY.

T.
1 WOULD LIKE_TO BEE YOU CHECK FOS DRUG users as WEMJ..
CERTAIN LIMITATTIONB BIOUD BE EXERCISED

GOOD  IDEA.

EXCELLENT IDEA. NOTE THEY CONTINUE WITH It.
BOBRIETY CHECKPOINTS SHOULD CDNT INUE

S %%F%W%ﬂ%&o@ﬁ > STOFPED-

VERY_NICELY HANDLED.
GREAT IDEA. CONTINUE YEAR R(]JND

. VA 1



STATE OF MARYLAND
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

TIl, wt'C 1 :i> MANVLAND 214G-»

November 30, 1982

S* fHir
e I tefe
me °Ef EE ccco"m

Col. Wilbert T. Travers, Jr.
Superintendent

Maryland State Police

1200 Reisterstown Road
P"kesville, Maryland 21208

Dear Colonel Travers:

I have reviewed the proposal submitted to me by the State Police on
sobriety checkpoints. Although we are presently experiencing the greatest
decline 1in traffic deaths in our history, | believe that all lawful andpro—
ductive means should Dbe employed to identify and remove drunken driversfrom
our highways.

I realize that the use of sobriety checkpoints has been the cause of
some concern, but I believe we need to test this technique to determine if it
can help to further improve our traffic safety record.

Accordingly, I authorize you to initiate a pilot sobriety checkpoint
program on a limitedand selective basis, making sure that the public*s con—
venience and safety are guaranteed. You are to immediately discontinue on-road
enforcement activities if operational problems are encountered and until such
time as the pruDiems can be resolved.

The pilot program should become operational the week of December 12, to
coincide with "National Drunk and Drugged Driving Awareness Week,"™ and should
continue for approximately three months. Based on a program evaluation, a
decision should then be made on whether to authorize the use of sobriety check—
points on a continuing basis.

~incerely//

e RECEIVE

i/ uUtLC

SDPERIMTEHDtHTS |



HABITUAL OFFENDERS

This section contains:

1.

an article on license revocatio,.

offenders

April 5, 1983
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*d alcohol treatment for habitual
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License Revocation and AlcoholismTreatment Programs
for Habitual Traffic Offenders

Philip M. Salzberg, Ph.D., Richard Hauser, & Carl L. Klingberg, Ph.D,

Research and Technology Division,

Abstract

The Washington Habitual Traffic Offender
Act was evaluated to determine its effec—
tiveness in reducing traffic violations and
accidents. The law requires a 5-year license
revocation for drivers who have accumu—
lated three or more major traffic convic—
tions or 20 or more total convictions. The
aw also permits a stay of the revocation for
alcoholic drivers who have undertaken an
approved alcoholism treatment program.
The study was designed to assess the subse—
qguent driving performance of revoked dri—
vers and stayed drivers compared to control
groups of drivers who were eligible for but
did not receive the/ie sanctions. It was
found that revoked arivers had significant
reductions in mc\.ng violation convictions
and accidents compared to rontrol group
drivers. Stay of revocation, however, had
no impact on subsequent driving perfor—
mance. The data were consistent with the
possibility that revoked drivers continue to
drive during the license denial period but
may drive more cautiously in an atten 7 to
avoid detection. The stayed drivers, in
contrast, apparently did not modify their
driving behavior compared to control group
drivers.

Introduction

The Washington Habitual Traffic Offenders
Act affirms that it is the policy of the State
of Washington to "provide maximum safety
for all persons who travel or otherwise use
the public highways of this State"” by
denying the "privilege of operating motor
vehicles on such highways to persons who by
their conduct and record have demonstrated
their indifference for the safety and welfare
of others...” (RCW 46.65.010). The Act
defines an habitual offender as a dnver who
has accumulated in a 5-year period three or
more convictions for driving while intoxi—
cated (DWI), driving while suspended or re—
voked, negligent homicide, or a hit and run
accident resulting in injury or death. (Reck—

Department of Licensing, Olympia,

Washington

less driving, eluding a police officer, and
being in physical control of a motor vehicle
while under the influence of intoxicants
were added in the 1979 and 1981 revisions of
the law.) In addition, drivers who accumu—
late 20 or more moving traffic convictions
in a 5-year period are also subject to habi—
tual offender action.

When a driver®s record classifies him or her

as an habitual offender, the Department of
Licensing (DOL), following a hearing, may

revoke the person®s driving privilege for 5

years. Some drivers, however, may qualify
for a "stay of revocation.”" If the hearing-
officer determines that alcoholism isa ma —
jor contributing factor to the driver's re—
cord, and if the driver has undertaken an

approved alcoholism treatment, program,

then the hearing officer may stay (for up to
5 years) the effective date of the revoca—
tion, unless the driver is subsequently con—
victed of one of the major offenses listed
above.

At the end of 2 years an habitual traffic

offc. Her may petition for early reinstate—
ment. If it is determined through a hearing

that the driver has taken positive steps to
corruct his or her driving behavior, the DOL

may authorize reinstatement, imposing such

conditions and restrictions as are appro—
priate.

Prior to the 1979 revision of the law (which

transferred administrative responsibility to

the DOL>, and during the time of the pre—
sent study, the law was administered by the

courts. When a driver met the habitual

offender criteria, the DOL sent a copy of

his or her driving record to the prosecuting

attorney of the person®s county of residence.

The determination of habitual offender

status was made by the court, and the judge

then either directed the DOL to revoke the

person®s licence, stayed the revocation in
the case of alcoholism, or dismissed the
proceedings if there were errors in the dri—
ver's record or if the record was that of
another person.



The intent of the Habitual Traffic Offenders
Act is to discourage the repetition of traffic
violations and accidents by individuals who
have shown gross disregard for the safety of
others using the highways. The law
specifies two mechanisms to accomplish this
objective. The primary mechcnism 1is
revocation of the driving privilege. The
second s participation in an alcoholism
treatment program. It is presumed that
successful participation in treatment will
lead to a reduction in subsequent violations
ond accidents.

The extent to which the objective of the
Habitual Traffic Offenders Act has been
accomplished has not been quantitatively
evaluated. Since the law has a clearly
defined intent, it would seem desirable to
assess whether its implementation has re—
duced violations and accidents among habi—
tual offenders. A study of the North Caro—
lina Habitual Offender Law (Li & Waller,
1976) did not find improvements in the sub—
sequent driving records of revoked drivers.
In the absence of empirical support demon—
strating its effectiveness, questions re—
garding revision or elimination of the law
can be legitimately raised.

The purpose of this study is to provide an
empirical evaluation of the Washington
Habitual Offender Law. The two major
components of the law (revocation and stay
of revocation) are assessed for their impact
on subsequent driving performance. The
driving records of subjects who received
these sanctions are compared to control
groups of other subjects who met the habi—
tual offender criteria but, for various rea—
sons, did not receive the mandated sanc—
tions. These control groups consisted of:
(I) subjects who had been selected for
habitual offender prosecution, but for whom
apparently no further judicial action was
token; (2) subjects the courts could not
locate; and (2) subjects who had the court
proceedings dismissed.

Specifically, the study sought to determine
whether habitual offenders who received
one of the sanctions mandated by law were
significantly different from the control
group drivers in numbers of: (1) alcohol-
related traffic violations, (2) accidents, Q)
moving violations, (4) nonmovinc violations
and () major violations.
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Method

%
Subjects. The subjects in this study were
drivers who met the habitual traffic offen—
der selection criteria during 1974. These
criteria were three or more convictions for
DWI, driving while suspended/revoked, hit
and run, or negligent homicide, or 20 or
more total convictions. All driver records
in the State of Washington as of January
1975 were searched, and all records that had

an entry of "pending habitual offender”
during 1974" were selected. Abstracts of
these records were printed. The driver

license numbers of these individuals were
then compared with all driver records on
file as of October -*979. When a match
occurred, a second driver record abstract
was printed.

A total of 1140 subjects were thus identi—
fied. Of these, 39 (3.4%) were fTemale
drivers. Because of this small percentage,
it was decided to exclude females from
further study. The resulting sample thus
comprised 1101 male drivers that the DOL
had classified as habitual offenders during
1974. An average 10.8-year driving history
was available for each subject covering a
time period from January 1969 1 trough
October 1979.

Procedure. The action taken by the courts,
reported to the DOL, and entered on the
driver record determined the group assign—
ment for each subject. There were five
groups in the study: (1) subjects who had
their licenses Revoked; (2) subjects who
received a Stay of revocation and treatment
for alcoholism; (3) those who had the action
Dismissed; (4) subjects for whom the courts
reported "Cannot Locate™; and (5) subjects
for whom No Court Action was indicated on
the record® Figure 1 graphically represents
the system process that determined these
five groups..

The data elements coded for each subject
included group, county, sex, birth date, ha—
bitual offender pending date, action date,
and frequency counts of violations and acci—
dents. The violation frequency counts were
made separately for DWI, driving while sus—
pended or revoked, -moving violations, non—
moving violations, physical control, hit and
run, and negligent homicide. Each uf the
frequency counts were broken down into
three time periods? (I) prior to the pending
date; (2) between th< pending and action



FIGURE

Habitual Offender System Flow Resulting InFive

Compar ison Groups (Sample Sizes in Parentheses)

dates; and (3) subsequent to the action date.
The "action date" for the No Action group
was arbitrarily chosen as 7 months after the
pending date, based on an inspection of
abstracts from the other four groups.

Some violation and accident dates on the
driving record abstracts were partially mis—
sing (e.g-, the month and day fields con—
tained zeros). Unless these incidents could
be unambiguously assigned to either the
prior, pending, or post time period, they
were not counted. The missing date in—
cidents that were excluded accounled for
less Jhan 3 % of all violations and accidents,
however.

Results

Sample characteristics. The majority of
subjects in the sample (94%) were classified
as habitual offenders because they accumu—
lated three or more major violations during
the 5 years prior to the pending date. The
sample had a mean of 3.47 major violations.
Six percent of the sample had 20 or more
total violatiors, and 6% of the subjects met
both selection criteria.

Most subjects (87%) had at least one DWI
conviction on their records: 22% had only
one; 28% had two; 33% had three; and 4%
had four or more. The mean number of DWI

convictions was 1.89 for the sample as a
whole. Subjects typically had either three
DWI convictions, or one or two DWI convic—
tions plus driving while suspended/revoked
convictions (mean of 1.54).

Negligent homicide and hit and run convic—
tions were rare (mean of 0.03). Subjects
averaged 3.34 moving violations, 2.21 non—
moving violations, and 0.73 accidents prior
to habitual offender selection. Convictions
for being in .physical control of a motor
vehicle while intoxicated averaged 0.12.
The mean age of the sample was 35.4 years.

The duration of the tracking interval varied
among subjects due to differences in the
pending and action dates.. The mean
tracking period prior to the pending date
was 5.37 venrs (SD = 0.43); the mean
duration of the pending-action time period
was 0.53 years (SD = 0.49); and the mean
post-action tracking interval was 4.82 years
(D = 0.53). This substantial variability in
tracking interval precluded the use of
simple frequency counts (of violations and
accidents) in the data analysis. Thus, -the
individual violation and accident counts
were conditionalized on tracking interval
duration. The resulting dependent measures
are expressed as mean number of events per
100 drivers per year.



GROUP

Revoked Stayed Dismissed Cannot Locate No Action

Measure (N=186) (N=248) (N=114) AN=161) (N=392) 2
Age 33.0 39.3 "34.6 35.1 34.4 iI'<£.06
DWI 35 44 31 33 32 <=05
Driving while

suspended/revolced 29 19 29 36 32 <.05
Moving violations 73 51 . 66 61 63 <.05
Nonmoving violations 48 . 24 45 50 44 N 05
Accidents . 14 14 12 13 13 NS
Hit & run & Negligent

homicide 0.7 0.6 - 0.3 - 0.1 0.8 NS

Note: Driving performance isexpressed as the mean number of events per 100 drivers per year.

TABLE 2

Mean Age and IPre-habitual Offender Driving Performance
for the Five Study Groups

GROUP
Revoked Stayed Dismissed Lannot Locale No Action

Measure (N=186) (N=248) (N=114) . (N=161) (N=392) 2
DWWl 9 9 ] 7 9 NS
Driving while

suspended/revoked 17 12 8 9. 9 < .05
Moving violations 14 33 41 33 37 <.05
Nonmoving violations 15 18 20 17 16 NS
Accidents 5 10 10 12 9 <.05
Hit & run & Negligent

homicide 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 NS

Note: Driving performance is expressed as the mean number of events per 100 drivers per yecr.
The data have been adjusted to remove covariate effects.
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Study group characteristics. In order to
determine the comparability of the five
study groups prior to habitual offender se—
lection, an analysis of group composition
was conducted. The analysis indicated that

numerous between-group differences
existed. These data are summarized in
Table 1.

The mean age of the subjects differed
significantly among groups (F(4,109) =
9.10). The Revoked group was significantly
younger and the Stayed group significantly
older than the Dismissed, Cannot Locate,
and No Action groups, which did not differ
from one another.

The mean number of DWI convictions prior
to the habitual offender action exhibited an
overall significant difference (F(4,1096) =
16.35). The three control groups did not
differ, while both the Revoked and Stayed
groups had significantly more DWI convic—
tions than the combined control groups. In
addition, the Stayed group had significantly
more DWI conviclions than the Revoked
group. The inclusion of convictions for
physical control exhibited the same pattern.

Convictions for driving while suspended or
revoked differed significantly among the
study groups (F(4,1096) = 11.47). This dif—
ference was attributable to significantly
fewer convictions in the Stayed group; none
of the other four groups differed.

Convictions for moving violations showed
significant between-group variability
(F(4,1096) = 4.42). The Revoked group had
significantly more and the Stayed group
significantly fewer such convictions than
the control groups which did not differ.
Nonmoving violation convictions exhibited a
significant overall difference (F(4,1096) =
10.77), which was attributable to signifi—
cantly fewer convictions in the Stayed
group; the other four groups did not differ.
There were no overall differences in either
accident involvement (F< I) or hit and run
and negligent homicide convictions
<£(4,109) = 1.40).

Given these between-groups differences in
age and pre-habitual offender driving per—
formance, the analysis of post-habitual
offender performance was adjusted to cor—
rect for these effects. The statistical tech—

nique used was Analysis of Covariance. In
the analysis, post-treatment study group
differences were tested only after
controlling for the covariate effects of age
and prior driving performance.

Post-habitual offender driving performance.
Violation and accident measures Tor the 4.8-
year post-habitual offender period are sum—
marized in Table 2. These data have been
adjusted to remove the covariate effects of
age and prior driving performance.. The
unadjusted data are shown in Appendix A.

There were no group differences in DWI
convictions (F < 1I). All groups averaged
about nine DWI convictions per 100 driivers
per year. The same result was obtained
when physical control convictions were
added to DWI convictions (F_(4,1094) = 1.08).
Each group had a mean of two physical
control convictions per 100 drivers per year.

Convictions for driving while suspended or
revoked were significantly different among
groups (F(4,1094) = 5.54). The Dismissed,
Cannot Locate, and No Action groups did
not differ, while both the Revoked and
Stayed groups had significantly more con—
victions than the combined control groups.
In addition, the Revoked group had signi—
ficantly more convictions than did the
Stayed group.

Moving violation convictions were signifi—
cant (F(4,1094) = 13.91), with the Revoked
group having the fewest such convictions.
The Stayed group did not differ from the
combined control groups, nor did the control
groups differ from one another. The
Revoked group had less than half as many
moving violations as the Stayed and Control
groups. Nonmoving violation convictions
showed no differences among groups (F< I).

.The pattern of group differences in acci—

dents was the same as moving violations.
There was an overall significant difference
(F(4,1094) = 4.47), which was attributable to
significantly fewer accidents in the Revoked
group than the other four groups. The
control groups did not differ, nor did the
Stayed group differ from the controls.
Again, the Revoked group was involved in
half as many accidents as the other groups.
Finally, hit and run and negligent homicide
convictions did not differ (FI).

Additional analyses were conducted on a
subgroup of 55 subjects in the Revoked



group who received an early reinstatement
of their"licenses. These subjects were re—
voked for an average of 3.16 years and had
been reinstated for an average of 1.70
years. During the period of reinstatement,

driving performance did not change signifi—
cantly compared to the period of revoca—
tion, with the exception that moving viola—
tion convictions increased from 8 to 38 per
100 drivers per year (F(1,54) = 6.21). DWI

convictions were 4 and 13, nonmoving viola—
tions 14 and 27, accidents 4 and 18, and
driving while suspended/revoked 18 and 1l

for the revocation and reinstatement
periods, respectively. None of these dif—
ferences was statistically greater vhan
might be expected based on chance alone,,
but the consistent absolute differences for
all offenses except driving while
suspended/revoked suggest that driving
performance deteriorated * upon

reinstatement.

There were 65 subjects in the Stayed group
who received a subsequent revocation for
violating the conditions of the stay. These
subjects received a revocation an average of
1.45 years after their stay and were under
revoked status for 3.42 years of the tracking
period. During the period the stay was in
effect these subjects had exceptionally poor
driving records: 83 DWi convictions, 76
driving while suspended/revoked, 80 moving
violations, 39 nonmoving violations, and 26
accidents per 100 drivers per year. This
extremely poor driving performance may be
causally related to the subsequent license
revocation. In contrast, during the revoca—
tion period these subjects™ records improved
significantly and were similar to the
Revoked group: 9 DWI convictions, 25
driving while suspended/revoked, 14 moving
violations, 19 nonmoving violations, and 6
accidents per 100 drivers per year.

Discussion

The results of this study provide support for
license revocation as an effective traffic
safety countermeasure. Revocation was as—
sociated with significant improvements in
particular measures of driving performance.

In contrast, the data have failed to provide
support for a stay of revocation and con-

commitant treatment for alcoholism as
effective countermeasures.

The driving performance results for the
Stayed group replicate a previous finding

(Salzberg & Klingberg, 1981) that diversion
of DWI offenders to treatment (deferred
prosecution) did not produce a positive
effect on DWI recidivism and, in fact, may
have had a negative effect. In addition, a
California study (Hagen, Williams,
McConnell, & Fleming, 1978) found long—
term (12-month) alcohol abuse treatment to
be inferior to license suspension or
revocation in reducing subsequent accidents
and DWI recidivism.

The present results along with the findings
of 5alizberg and Klingberg (1981) and Hagen
et al. (1978) suggest that the potential
benefits from diversion of DW1 offenders to
alcoholism treatment programs are not
being realized. There are at least three
plausible interpretations of this result.

First, it is possible that current alcoholism

treatment may not be providing the kinds of
services required to change drinking and

driving behavior. It is, of course, likely that
some treatment approaches are successful

while others fail to accomplish their goals.

Nevertheless, when considered in the aggre—
gate, the overall net effect of these pro—
grams seems inadequate.

Second, the type of individual who petitions
for diversion to treatment and/or the type
of individual who is selected for participa—
tion may be simply "going through the mo —
tions.” Diversion to treatment may be per—
ceived by such individuals as a means of
avoiding legal sanctions.

Finally, it ispossible that the "coerciveness"
of legal sanctions may detract from a
potentially positive impact of treatment.
Monitoring of treatment by the courts
and/or government agencies may be antithe—

tical to voluntary participation in treatment

that would facilitate a positive outcome.
Although a definite interpretation cannot be
made, the data do suggest that a stay of
revocation, while the driver undergoes
alcohol abuse treatment, does not produce
the desired traffic safety impact.

The other major finding of the study was
that license revocation was effective in
reducing accidents and moving violation
convictions®compared to both the Stayed
and control groups. An additional suppor—
tive finding was that subjects in the Stayed
group whose licenses were subsequently



revoked exhibited driving records similar to
the Revoked group during the revocation
period.

Other research studies have reported similar

effects of license revocation. Hagen (1977)

found that multiple DWI offenders who re—
ceived license suspensions or revocations (of
I or 3 years® duration), iIn addition to jail

and/or fines, had better subsequent accident
and DWI recidivism records than subjects
who received only the jail and/or fine sanc—
tions. Hagen et al. (1978) reported that
drivers who received l-year suspensions or
3-year revocations had better subsequent
accident and DWI records than drivers who

participated in long-term alcohol abuse
treatment program in lieu of suspension/re—
vocation. Hagen, McConnell, and Williams
(1980) compared the subsequent driving
records of first and second DWI offenders.

Second offenders who received a I-year
license suspension had fewer accidents and
DWI reconvictions than did first offenders
who were not suspended. Finally, Homel

(1977) found a positive effect for license
denial .

There are two possible reasons for the posi—
tive effect of license revocation. During
the period of revocation, there may be re—
duced driving exposure or individuals may
continue to drive but may be more cautious.
Hagen et al. (1980) reported that 65 percent
of the suspended drivers admitted to driving
during the period that their licenses were
denied. Most of the drivers reported that
they decreased the amount of their driving,
however. Additional evidence consistent
with reduced exposure was reported by
Hagen et al. (1978). They found a stronger
relationship between prior and subsequent
driving records for nonsuspended/non-
revoked drivers than for drivers who re—
ceived these license actions, it was argued
that reduced exposure during the license
denial period would tend to decrease the
relationship between prior and subsequent
records. Thus, Hagen et al. (1978) attri—
buted the positive effect of suspension/re—
vocation to a general decrease in the
amount of driving. In contrast, other
studies (Finkelstein and McGuire, 1971; Li
and Waller, 1976; Paulsrude and Klingberg,
1976) reported high levels of traffic convic—
tions during the period of suspension or
revocation as evidence tor continued
driving.

Although previous data tend to favor a re—
duced driving exposure hypothesis rather
than a cautious driving hypothesis, the pre—
sent results are more consistent with the
latter. If there was a generalized reduction

in the amount of driving, then reductions
should be observed in all measures of driving
performance. In the present study, the
Revoked group should have exhibited a de—
creased probability of conviction for DWI

violations and nonmoving violations, as well

as for moving violations. This result was

not obtained; the Revoked group did not
differ from the other groups in either DWI

or nonmoving violation convictions. In addi—
tion, the significantly greater number of
convictions for driving while suspended/re—
voked does not suggest a decrease in
driving. This effect, however, is probably
related to the fact that subjects in the
Revoked group were denied their licenses to
a much greater extent than the other
groups.

The present data are consistent with the
possibility that the revoked subjects con—
tinued to drive during the revocation, but
may have driven more cautiously. If these
subjects moderated their driving behavior to
avoid attracting the attention of law en—
forcement, a reduction in moving violations
would be expected. In addition, such driving
behavior could also produce a decreased
probability of accident occurrence. This
increased caution in driving seems not to
have influenced the likelihood of driving
after drinking, however.

License revocation appears to be associated

with improvements in driving performance.

An important question®is whether this effect

occurs only during the revocation period or
continues after the driver's license has been

reinstated. The evidence pertinent to this,
issued is equivocal. Hagen (1977) found that
the effect lasted at least two and one half
years beyond a I-year license suspension. In
contrast, Finkelstein and McGuire"s (1971)
data show increases in conviction and acci—
dent rates following the period of suspension
or revocation for second and third DWI

offenders. The present data for the
Revoked-Reinstated subjects show similar
(but nonsignificant) trends for most of the
driving performance measures, although
moving violations did increase significantly,

suggesting the absence of a carry-over
effect. The small sample size (N = 55)
precludes a definite interpretation of these



data, however. Additional research is re
quired to resolve this issue.

The Habitual Traffic Offender Act was in—
tended to improve the safety of persons
using the highways by denying the driving
privilege to drivers who have shown gross
disregard for traffic laws. The present
study was designed to assess the effective—
ness of the law. The data lead to the

conclusion that the law 1is, in part, effec—
tive. Diversion of habitual offenders to
alcoholism treatment programs has not pro—
duced improvements in driving behavior
compared to dismissal or no action. In
contrast, revocation of the driving privilege
was associated with significant improve—
ments in driving. These improvements,
however, may be related to continued but
more cautious driving rather than a general
reduction in the amount of driving.

Ry Y. -
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ABBERDYY A

Unadjusted Post-habitual Offender Driving Performance
for the Five Study Groups

GROUP
Revoked Stayed Dismissed Cannot Locate No Action
Measure (N= 186) (N=248) (N=114) (N=161> (N=392) E
DWI 9 10 . 10 7 9 NS
Driving Whiie ) ir vV e
Suspended/Revoked 18. | 10 10 4 .05
R ERVAN | # T <
Moving Violations 19 28 43 33 38 <=05
Nonmoving Violations 17 14 21 19 17 NS
Accidents 6 10 10 12 9 .05
1
Hit & run & Negligent
homicide 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.6 ns

Note: Driving performance is expressed as the mean number of events per 100 drivers per year.
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IMPOUNDMENTS AND FORFEITURES

April 5, 1983

This section contains:

1. a memo on the constitutionality of impoundments and forfeitures

2. a newi=oaper article on impoundments
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Impoundment and forfeiture
(CSHB 6 (State Affairs))

TO: Representative Mitchell E. Abood, Jr.
Chairman, House State Affairs Committee

FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Legislative Counsel””

You have asked whether sec. 28.35.036 providing for the
impoundment of motor vehicles under certain circumstances 1is
constitutional. Since there is no provision similar to this
in the statutes and the court has not considered the question,
it iIs impossible to say with certainty that the section will
bp upheld. It 1s clear that a person may not be deprived of
property by the state unless due process requirements are
met. I believe that the provisions in subsection (0) for a
hearing after impoundment and in subsection (d) for the
release of certain vehicles that are impounded satisfies
minimum due process requirements and that the section 1is
probably constitutional.

In general it is recognized that impoundment of a motor
vehicle 1s proper and may be necessary when a driver 1is
arrested. South Dakota v. Operman, 428 U.S. 364,
40 L.Ed.2d 1000 (1976), 96 S.Ct. 3092, on remand 247 N.W.2d
673 (South Dakota 1976); Brantley v, State, Cr. ; 548 P.,2d
675 (Oklahoma 1976); People v. Roddy, 532 P.2d 958 (Colorado
1975); Harper v. State, 296 S.E.2d 782 (Georgia 1982).
Statutes that provide““for the impoundment of motor vehicles
are intended as a means of enforcing the motor vehicle act
and may be used in that way. Graham v. State, 184 P.2d 984
(Oklahoma 1947); Serenko v. Bright, 70 Cal. Rptr. 1 (Cali—
fornia 1968); People v. Ortiz, 305 P.2d 145 (California
1956) . In California,, for example, vehicles driven by
certain persons convicted of driving while intoxicated may
be 1mpounded for 30 days under section 23102(a) of the
eVehicle Code.,



Representative
Page 2

You have also asked whether sec. 28.35.037 providing for the
forfeiture of motor vehicles under some circumstances 1is
constitutional. It appears to be constitutional to provide
for the forfeiture of vehicles that have been used in the
commission of the offense of driving while intoxicated or
refusal to submit to a chemical test for sobriety..

. The law of forfeiture is basically statutory in nature.

Some statutes provide for the forfeiture of property which

is i1tself unlawful to possess and other provide for the for—
feiture of property that is used In connection with an unlaw—
ful act. 40 U.S.C. 781 - 789 provide for the forfeiture of
vessels, vehicles or aircraft used to transport or conceal
certain contraband articles including narcotics. With some
exceptions, a motor vehicle is subject to forfeiture regard—
less of the i1nnocence of the owner, who may apply to the
Secretary of Transportation for remission or mitigation.
Motor vehicles used in violation of federal liquor laws are
subject to forfeiture, with provision for remission or miti—
gation made under 18 U.S.C. 3617. (For an analysis of cases
deal Vig with this provision, see 14 ALR3d 128.)

There 1s no constitutional objection to enforcement of a
penalty by forfeiture of an offending article. Calero-
Toleo v. Pearson Yacht .Leasing Co., 416 U.S. 663, 40 L.Ed.2d
452, 94 S.ct 2080, rehearing denied 417 U.S. 977, 41 L.Ed.2d
1148, 94 S.Ct. 3187 (1974); United States v. Marathon Pipe
Line Co., 589 F.2d 1305 (CA7 Illinois 1978); 36 Am. Jur.2d
Forfeitures and Penalties; sec.. 15 et seq. The doctrine
that property used 1in the;" commission of an offense may be
forfeited applies to actions of states and other local
governments, as well as the federal government. Van

Osier v. Kansas, 272 U.S. 465, 71 L.Ed. 354, 47 S.Ct 133
(1926); Lindsa~y v. Cincinnati, 174 N.E.2d 96 (Ohio 1961)
e(see 14 A.L.R.3d 221 on state forfeiture of motor vehicles
used in the violation of liquor laws and 50 A.L.R.3d 172 on
state forfeiture of motor vehicles used in violation of nar—
cotics laws). On the other hand, forfeitures are not
favored in the law and statutes providing for forfeiture are
strictly construed. 36 Am JUr.2d Forfeitures and Penalties,
sec. 8. Even this limitation may not apply if the statute
relates to public safety, as that contained in CSRB 6 (State
Affairs) arguably does. If the statute providing for for—
feiture i1s considered remedial as well as penal, it will be
construed to promote the .Legislative policy behind the
.enactment of the statute. Arthur v. TlIndel, D6 N.W.2d 208
(Nebraska 1959)).



Representative Mitchell E. Abood, Jr.
Page 3

While the Alaska Supreme Court has not approved a specific
statutory scheme providing for *forfeiture, it has considered
the general question. The standards of due process under

the state and federal constitution require that deprivation
of property be accompanied by notice and opportunity for a
hearing at a meaningful time. No notice or hearing is
necessary prior to seizure of property used illegally. How-—
ever, when seized property is used by the owner in earning a
livelihood, notice and opportunity to contest the reasons

for the seizure most follow seizure " . .. within days, 1if
not hours . . " F/V American Eagle v. StateV 620 P.2d 6.57
(Alaska 1980). Under CSHB 6 (State Affairs) a motor vehicle
may be forfeited only after conviction of an offense. This ..
would appear to provide adequate notice and hearing pro—
cedures. It should be noted that F/V American Eagle, supra,
upheld forfeiture of the catch and a bond posted on a fishing
vessel where the owners were, 1in fact, afforded due process
despite possible constitutional inadequacies iIn the statute
involved. The Court refused to consider the constitu—
tionality of that statute. v~ 7~

In State v. Rice,, 626 P.2d 104 (Alaska 1981), the Court con—
sidered the forfeiture of an airplane used in the violation
of a wildlife statute. In that case the Court determined =«
that a remission procedure® _is mandated under the Alaska
Constitution to.protect innocent owners and security holders.
An opportunity for remission is provided under sec. 29.35.038
contained in. CSHB 6-. (State Affairs).- Under (b) of that
section-the court is required to order remission upon a
showing of i1nnocence on the part of the petitioner. The
power of the court to grant relief in those cases may be

left discretionary and still satisfy due process require—
ments. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania v. One 1962 Chrysler
Hardtop Sedan, 193 A,2d 636 (Pennsylvania 1968).

It has been recognized that specific notice, hearing, or
seizure procedures may vary as a function .of the nature of
the ownership interest and governmental interest involved
and the risk that the property may be removed beyond the
reach of the government. Alyeska Pipeline v. The Bay Ridge,
509 F. Supp. 1115 (D. Alaska 1981). Since the Supreme Court
in Alaska has not specifically approved any procedure
involving impoundment or forfeiture, 1t cannot be determined
with certainty that the procedures established in CSHB 6
(State Affairs) satisfy due process requirements, although
they appear to satisfy those requirements articulated by thee
Court to date.
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ANCHORAGE. ALASKA, SATURDAY. APRIL 2, 1983

City seizes 1stvehicle

By LARRY CAMPBELL - v
Dally News reporter

An Anchorage man with a history of drunken
driving convictions lost his car Friday in the first
application of Anchorage's new drunk driving ordi-
nance that allows the city to confiscate offenders
vehicles.

At the city’s request, District Court Judge Elaine
Andrews ordered Victor Jackson, 52, to permanently

relinquish his 1969 Dodge van to the city after,

Jackson pleaded no contest"to charges of driving
while intoxicated and driving with a revoked
license.Y

Andrhw” also ordered Jackson, who had fiv<
drunken driving convictions in 1981 and twice ha

. his driver’s license revoked, to serve a total of one

year and three months in jail.
His license also was revoked for another five

ears.
Y Andrews fui-the* ordered that Jacksor undergo
alcohol treatment while incarcerated, and.she or-
dered a review of his treatment plan in August.
\ The decision marks the first time a driver has
been forced to give up his vehicle to ,the city Under
the new ordinance passed in November. .
Because Jackson.pleaded no contest to the
charges, he is limited to appealing the sentence only
on grounds that it is excessive, said Municipal

Prosecutor Jim Wolf. 1
Neither Jackson nor his attorney, Susan Orlari-

|—m 1 .e

.show Jackson as the registered owner,

I
PRICE 25 CENTS

sky, could be'reachedlFriday to comment *on a

possible appeal. .
The city had askeq .the court to |mpose the

confiscation ordinance/at a hearing March 11 An-

drews delayed action,/ however, until questions of
the vehicle’s ownershtip'were cleared up.
Department of Motor Vehicle records did not
although
Jackson had previously admitted to buying the van.'-
"We navel-really did get that cleared up,’! Wolf
said. J'Wa contacted orte owner who gave it to his
son, then He sold it io ah employee of his'whose last
address Was in Quebec. Then, Jackson turned up

r=x1. YJ J . Se0 Back pafle MUNICIPALITY
N

X

Ccnlinued Irom Page A-1

witn It in Anchorage.”
Jackson’s acknowledge-

ment that he owned the yah

lwas finally considered suffi-

*

cient for Andrews to bring'

down her ruling.
roble

for theNI h })?CVM ne eis

comes along saying the van
be_ldongs to, them,” Andrews
said.

What the city will do with
wWa . 1? "Ow.,

"l suppose the police de-
partment could use it, If thev
wanted It. .Or'any other muU-

.. f®]1 Office that laid claim
to It, Wolf said. "I
we could do, Wlth

’ 22.Dodge vnn, though'’
The mumcrpal ordlnance
ellows judges to Impound for
° than 30 days the
automo'ér[ oF a perso tw?ce
convicted of drunken driving.
Upon the-third conviction, a
Judge could order the,cab irm
pounded tot not less Ithcn 00

days:

-A fourth conviction allows
judges to order nn,offender to

i BPRE LR

can be permanent at the
Judge s discretion.

dhri't my
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REQUEST 11. FISCAL DETAIL

Bi 11/Resolution No.:CSHB17(Jud)am Agency Affected: REvenue

Title: Age of majority ror aicononc oeverages Program Category Affected:Public Protection
Sponsor: House Judiciary 3RU, Program of Subprogram!s) Affected:-
P.equastor: Senate State Affairs Comm Alcoholic Beverage Control Board

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands of Dollars)
R "By 83 ™ FY 84 FY 8 1 FY 8 ! FY 87 i FY 38 1
OPERATING 1 1

100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
AGO COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND h STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC

-
-—— S e

e el Y T

«

TOTAL OPERATING SN —_— H}_: N P —_
CAPITAL
REVENUE

FUNDING:  (Thousands of Oollars)
GENERAL FUND J I
FEDERAL FUNDS 1
OTHER (Specify Source)

POSITIONS: n . T
lg< ;ruTl I :fime -------------------
PART-TIME 1 1
TEMPORARY 1 1

)
- A

I11. SOURCE OF FUNDS TO OFFSET FISCAL IMPACT OF BILL:

IV. ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page for any Analysis

t.Covri (\ s » V3% A-
Prepared By:" Patrick L. Sharrock, Director Phone: 277-8638
Division: Alcoholic Beverage Control Board / > ~P Date: /- ../>

Distribution:
Original to Legislative Finance
Copy to Office of ManageilLsnt and Budget (for Legislature introduced bills)
Copy to Department (for Gevernor introduced bills)
Copy to Sponsor
—$ Copy to Requestor (if different from Sponsor) 3/5/82



Fiscal Note
CSB17(d)an

The following items are noted for possible further clarification:

1. Referencing page 4, line 26, one could conclude that parental
consent was intended *o0 be provided in AS 04.16.049(a)(2) at page 2, line
5. However, parental consent is not required in AS 04.16.049(a)(2) but

is required in AS 04.16.049(a)(3) at page 2, line 8. OR: page 4, line 26
and 28 could be changed to read "...age of 16..." and "AS 04.16.049(a)(3)"
respectively.

2. Page 3, line 8 - "restaurant or eating place" refers to a specific
type of license under AS 04.11.100. IT it is intended that persons 19
years of age or older be employed 1in restaurant premises which might also
be "beverage dispensary”™ (AS 04.11.090) licenses premises, line 8 could
be changed to read "premises of a hotel or premises designated as a
restaurant for the purpose of this section, may enter and remain"

3. Page 6, line 18 - it would seem appropriate to add "and
AS 04.16.049(d)."

4. It has been traditional under law that the "local governing body"
defined at AS 04.21.080(a)(10) participate in approving "designated"
restaurant prerises referred to at lir.es 5 and 8, page 2, and noted in (2)
above.
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June 23, 1983
Backup for HB 17

Four amendments have been introduced on the floor for HB 17.
Amendment /1 is Josephson®s wind-in amendment adopted by the

Senate June 21, 1983

Amendment #2 1s being proposed by Tim Kelly * -enable those over

the age of 19 to work in alcohol establishements.

Amendment //Z3 (Fahrenkamp) would allow 19 and 20 year olds to
purchase and consume alcohol on premises, but not purchase

alcohol from package stores.

Amendment //A (Fahrenkamp) would enable 19 and 20 year olds to
work in licensed premises serving, mixing, delivering, or

dispensing alcohol.

Attached 1s: An explanation of Fahrenkamp®s amendments.
A marked copy of the bill.

A copy of each of the amendments.



AMENDMENT , MATE CS FOR CS FOR HB NO. 17 (JUD)

Offered by
Senator Fahrenkamp

d .
The amendment will allow 19 and 20 yearolds to purchase and
consume alcoholic beverages on licensedpremises excluding
package stores and other take-out types of premises.

The rationale 1is that the compelling concern with a 19 year old
drinking age law is that it places alcohol closer to younger

people. The amendment recognizes this very real concern by
restricting the taking of alcoholic beverages from licensed
premises by 19 and 20 year olds. If you can"t take it away,

you can"t give it to your younger Tfriends.

It would leave in place the criminal affectsfor furnishing
alcohol to minors under the age of 19.

1
A second logical conforming amendment will allow 19 and 20 year
olds to work in licensed premises and enable them to serve,
mix, deliver or dispense.

The.current Judiciary version does not allow this. However, if
Amendment #1 1is adopted, it becomes ludicrous to allow 19 and
20 year olds to drink on the licensed premises but not be aole
to sell drinks.

All references to 21 have been dropped as the drinking age is
effectively 19 except for the purpose of purchasing to take—
away .

It continues all criminal penalties for furnishing liquor to
those under 21 by package store licensees

DMgt\JT ~ 3



Offered: 6/9/03
Referred: Rules

Original sponsors: Martin, M.W.Millsr,
M.M_Miller, et al

1 IN THE HOUSE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

2 SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (Judiciary)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

5 A BILL

6 For an Act entitled: "An Act authorizing an advisory vote on the drinking

7 age; raising the drinking age to 21; allowing employ-

8 ment of certain minors in licensed premises? and

9 amending other provisions of law relating to the

10 drinking age."

11 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE

12 :tion 1. AS"04.11.090(f) i3 amended to read:

13 The area designatedas the licensed premises under “mFbeveii

14 license issued to a bowling alley may~Mfhclude tl

15 Econcourse or lA&ne areas of the bowling alley. Notwithstanding AS 04.J

16 board T&ay, upon application, authorj””-~access by persot

17 lunder 21 [12.] years o"f*gge tothe concours8,p$fc “lane areas designate

18 Nlicensed prgjirfses during hours when

19 alcoholic being"~.gld*jijerved, or consumed.

20 I(g) is amioftfei, to read:

21 (g) Notwithstanding AS" 04.16 .049~the board may authorize acces

22 by persons under 21 [ 19 years of age to a%club"s licensed premise

23 during hours whe.i”o alcoholic beverages are

24 sumed.

25 Sec. 3. ~S-()4.11.460(c) 1is amended to read:

26 1 For the purposes of this section, "permanent r”~~dent" mear

27

28 -place of abode.

% Sec., x .

29 ™_GecT 4, AS 04.16.049(a) is repealed and reenacted to read: t

amek/o0”bt\/t 3 .cPAhHisA/tsAMp; /w 1/Jo*uy)

-1- SC3 CSHB 17 (Jud)
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10
11

12

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

29

Qaf

3

(a) A person under the age of -2-1 years may not knowingly enter

or remain in premises licensed under this title unless

(1) accompanied by a parent, guardian or spouse who has
attained the age of3j/3ears;

(2) the person is at least 16 years of age, the premises
are designated by the board as a restaurant for the purposes of this

section, and the person enters and remains only for dining; or

(3) the person is under the age of 16 years, is accompanied

19
by a person over the age of -2-1-years, the parent or guardian of

the

underaged person consents, the premises are designated by the board as

a restaurant for the purposes of this section, and the person enters

and remains only for dining.

(b]r*))jp.cwithstanding (a) of this section, a licenp&alr®or an [
HIS] agent [,] o(fe«mployee of the licensee maa™"refuse entry to
person unde rQ; -TQ-f~JHgM9 ] yeajcjpfflrochat part of licensed prem
isos in which alcoholic bey®wragwfe”re sold, served, or consumed, ma;
refuse service erson under the ai years
require rson under the age ov 21 [19] years .ve the portio
ed. or consumed.

m*5EC. 2.
* jeer A S 04.16.049(c) 1is amended to r. ad:

(c) Notwithstanding any other p:ovision in this section, a
person between 16 and 19 years of age may enter and remain within the
licensed premises of a hotel, restaurant, or eating place in "che
course of [HIS] employment if (1) the employment does not involve the
serving, mixing, delivering, or dispensing of alcoholic beverages; (2)
the person has the written consent of a parent or guardian; and (3)
an exemption from the prohibition of AS 23.10.355 i? granted by the

SCS CSHB 17(Jud) I



Department of Labor. The board, with the approval of the governing

body having jurisdiction and at the licensee"s request, shall desig—

nate which premises are hotels, restaurants™, or eating places for the

purposes of th".s subsection.

-f-sec-3

Soot—r AS 04.16.049 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision in this section, a
0e.20
person I~years of age or older may be employed within the Jlicensed
premises of a hotel, restaurant or eating place, may enter and _ivTain
r Aido u\rly
within those premises for the purpose of employment.jbut---may - mot] in

the course of employment, sell, serve, deliver or dispense alcoholic

beverages.

04.16.050. POSSESSION OR CONSUMPTION BY PERSONS U
A person under the age of 21
Nowin~ly conSfone, possess, or control alcoholi
hose furnished pwffcsons under AS 04.16.051 (b)
is amended to r
SHING OF m<HjCOHOLIC BEVERAGES TO PERSONS
UNDER THE AGE OF 21 [19] person may not furnish an alcoholic
beverage to a person under the
amended tVyjread
Sec. 04.16.052,/-"FURNISHING OF AEGOHOLIC BEVERAGES TO PERSONS;
UNDER THE AGE UFggl [19] BY LICENSEES. A"~Licensee or an ,[, HIS] ageif
[,] or employee of the licensee may not with"feriminal negligence
allow another person to s”lIl, bar®
holic beverage to a person under the age of 21 withi
licotiSed premises;
(2) allow a person under the age of 21 [19] yeari&to ente

and remain within licensed premises except as provided ij

SCS CSHB 17 (Jud)



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

26
27

28

29

k (3) allow a person under the age of 21 [19] years"™ to coii2

Il sume anra&coholic beverag;e within licensed premises;

p <£j4) allow a person under the age of 21 [19] y*rsi*s” to sell-

I or serve alaKSplic beverages. JP
|* Sec. 11. AS 04fV.16.060 is amended to read:
| Sec. 04.16.U60. PURCHASE BY PERSONS UNDER .THE AGE OF 21[19#

(a) A person unuer%he age of 21 [19] years majy" not purchase alcdj-

p holic beverages or sofceit another to purchase alcoholic beverages fag

the person under the aRe"taf 21 [ON HIS BEHALF].
I (b) A~”personjjrtcy”otMBjnfluence thjpsale. gift, orservice of
g alcoholic to a persdp under ,Jjne age of 21 [19] years, tff
8 misrepresenting the age of tharijoersdri.
D (c) A person may not orderjor. receive an alcoholic beverage fro
» a licensee, an [HIU] agent or"fe*] employee of the licensee, or anothei*;
& person, for the purpose of ~JTLing, g:feing, or serving it to a perso”
1 under the age of 21 [19] JfMFs.
B (d) A person under/the age of 21. [193&years may not enter li/
p censed premises where ,-$1coholie beverages arc sold and offer or pre$i

sent to a licensee or"an [, HIS] agent [,] or en\ployee of the license £~
Ha birth certifica”A™ or other written evidence of age, chat [WHICH] i\
|i fraudulent or false or that [WHICH] 1is not actually the personls [HIS |
Il own, or otherwise misrepresent the person"s [HIS] age”%or the purposS-
B of induci”p”the licensee or an [, HIS] agent [,] or employee of thft»

17.Q.9n-IgJ to sell, give, serve, or”~furr.iah alcohol

N 'fa o4 1(j-0(t0 AMENDED TO ££1r.
(e) A peison [WHO HAS ATTAINED THE AGE OF 19 YEARS ACCOMPANYING
A PERSON] under the age of 2}—9 [19] who 1is seeking to enter and remain

in a licenced premises under AS 04.16.049(a)(2) or (3) may not

S (I8 17@d) 4



1 misrepresent the person®"s age or having obtained the consent of the

2 parent or guardian rogi.ii.red by that section [OF THE PERSON UNDER THE
3 AGE OF 19 YEARS].

* Sec. 5. AS 04.16 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 04.16.065. AGE LIMIT FO.v  PACKAGE STORE SALES. Notwith—
standing any other provision of this title, a package store licensee
FFiOM licensed under AS 04.11.150 or an agent or employee of the licensee

may not sell alcoholic beverages toa personunder the age of 21 years
nor may a person under the age of 21 years purchase alcoholic bever—
ages from a package store.

Sec. 04.J6.067. PURCHASE BY PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF 21. Except
for a package store licensee licensed under AS 04.11.150, a licensee
under AS 04.11 not otherwise prohibited from selling alcoholic bever—
ages to the public, or an agent or employee of that licensee, may seil
alcoholic beverages to a person 19 or 20 years of age only for con—
sumption on the licensed premises.

Sec. 04.16.068. ENFORCEMENT OF AGE LIMITS. For purposes of
enforcement of AS 04.16.065 and AS 04.16.067, in the provisions of
this title and regulations adopted under them relating to age, proof

NN 2 T ame or consent of a parent orguardian, the age of 21 issubsti-

— H5c737AM

Luted for age 19.

25 otherwise procuring or attempting to procure alcoholic beverages, has
IVOor2l AS APPeoPL.iAre,

26 attained the age of~” [La] years,”or is entering without consent in

27 violation of AS 04.16.069(a)(3) and has not attained the age of 16

28 years, that licensee, ager:, or employee shall require the person to

29 furnish proof of age acceptable under (b) of this sectionor proof of

5 S 3B 17(L0d)



consent in a form determined by the board. |If the person questioned
does not furnish proof of age acceptable under (b) of this section, or
if a licensee, agent, or employee questions or has reason to question
the validity of the proof of age furnished, the licensee, employee, or
agent shall require the person to sign a statement that the person
J or 2

[HE] 1is over the age 191 vyears as appropriate. This
statement shall be made on X form prepared by and furnished to the
licensee by the board.

i el _

v &cc-— Ilkr. AS 0A.21.050(c) 1is amended to read:

(©) A licensee, or an agent or employee of the licensee, may not
be charged for a violation of AS 0A.16.051 - O0A.16.052 if a signed
statement as provided in (a) of this section is secured in good faith,
or a valid driver"s license or identification card is presented indi—
cating that the owner and possessor of the presented driver®s license

) o (o, )3 0(&2-1
or identification card is frl ui 16 smlA} years of age or over as appro-
priate.
« ﬁrﬁe-gpﬂ AS 23.10.355 is amended to read: jg
19
Sec. 23.10.355. PERSONS UNDEE&E=h#09t. No person underﬁjiy [ Riif]

Page 6, followin% line 22 inc-ro-*- - ) Averages or to
m.,q .. * Insei-t a new section to read:

JANUARYON FQ8gg" OSE 19 YEARS OF AGE OR <“LDER AS OF -

Notwithstanding any other provision of this

age limitations, any person born on or before Decen,ber

this title and a therwi.se allowed under
- n .- or
1964 otherwise sHowed unde! 31-
7z - /"TTnS /c, THg
Renumber subsemmnt e . WiMp_-/M
sequent section accordingly. AOE>P7&Y) -y—r/At7—



delivery of alcoholic-beverages. The question shall appear on the ballot

in the following form:

Shall the~dr-;tfkiftB-*g« be at age 19 or age 217

Leave at age 21 [ 1] Lower to agr 19 [ f<ZEM *ers =

7 S (I8 17(QL0)



AMENDMEN T=/7/ ft*'

SENATORS ZIEGLER,
Offered in the SENATE; By IJOSEPHSON and PF.TTV-T.fiUN
Jo* AMEND SENATE BILL No.

HOUSE BILL No. scs cshb 17 (Jud)

Page: 6 Line: 2 J

Page 6, following line 22, insert a new section to read:

M*Sec. 18. EXCEPTION FOR THOSE 19 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER AS OF
JANUARY 1, 1984.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this -feirtrte regarding
age limitations, any person born on or before December 31, 1964
may be present upon licensed premises and may possess, consume,
receive or purchase alcoholic beverages otherwise allowed under
this title, and a person may serve, deliver, dispense, furnish or
sell alcoholic beverages to a person bornon or before December 31,
1964 otherwise allowed under this Sd“t"Te"." N

Renumber subsequent section accordingly.
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To:

SENATE
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AMENDMENT

L

SENATE BILL No.
HOUSE BILL No.

Page:

3 Line:

/ < ? /yet

p deU
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or. dd zc




Page A, following line 26:
Insert: "* Sec. A. AS 0A.16.060(e) 1is amended to read:"

Page A, line 28:
rv ~ _ noin m ti 3 j__ Trt£ 1
it

PEj.5



A M E N D M E N T
Offered in the Senate By Fahrenkamp
lo: Senate CS for CS for House Bill No. 17 (Judiciary)

Page 1, lines 12 through 28:

Delete sections 1 - 3 iIn their entirety

Page 1, line 29, delete "* Sec. 4." and insert "* Section 1."

Page 2, line 1:

Delete: "21" and insert '"19"

Page 2, line 4:

Delete: "21" and insert "19"

Prge 2, line 9:

Delete: "21" and insert "19"

Page 2, lines 13 - 21:

Delete section 5 In its entirety

Renumber succeeding sections accordingly

Page 3, line 12 - page 4, line 26:

Delete all material

6/22/83



Page 5, lines 4 - 20

e Delete all material
Renumber succeeding sections accordingly

Page 5, line 26:
«
Delete: "21 [19]”
® Insert; "19 or 21"

g After "years™ insert ", as appro ~iate,"

Page 6, line 6:
Dedete: "21 or 16 [19]t

® insert: "16, 19 or 21"

Page 6, line 15:
> Delete: "21 or 16 [19]"

i Insert: ™w, 19 or 21"

Page f line 18:

Delete: "21 [19]" and insert "19" 1in both places

Page 6, line 2.7, following "age™":
Delete: "of majority”
Insert: For the purchase of alcoholic beverages at a package store

or for consumption off-prcmises™

-3- 6/22/83



Page 6, line 27, following "lower":
Delete: "the"

Insert: "that"

Page 6, line 28, following "age":

Delete: "of majority”

Page 6, line 28, following "years":

Delete;* remainder of sentence except -

Page 7, line 4:
Delete: "drinking age"
Insert: "age for purchasing alcoholic beverages at a package store or

for consumption off-premises™

-4- 6/22/83



AMENDMENT
Offered in the Senate By Fahrenkamp
To: Senate CS for CS for House Bill 17 (Judiciary)

Page 3, line 9:
Delete: "but,may not™

Insert: Mand may"

QtJ &ILL*

-1 6/22/83



HE 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 416- 2 3/17/83

<CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUEO am) by the Judiciary Committee,
ent illed*

"An Act authorising an advisory
vote on the dr ink ing age5 rais irig
the dr inki ng age to 215 all aw ing
emp loyment of certain minors in
licensed premi ses5 and amendi ng
other provisions of law relating
to ttie dr ink ing age."

was read the first time and referred to the State Affairs
Committee and the Judiciary Committee.

HB 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 1018- 2 5/18/83

The State Affairs Committee considered <CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO.>

<17 <JUD) am) (authorizing an advisory vote on the drinking ageb5
raising the drinking age to 2.5 allowing employment of certain

minors in iicensed premises5 and amending other provisions of
law relating to the drinking age). Senator Vic Fischer, Chair-
man, signed "do not pass”. Senators Kelly and Sturgulewski

signed "do pass".
The commiltee atmched a zero fiscal note.

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. ;L7 (JUEO am was referred to the Judiciary
Commi ttee.

HB 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 1248- 2 6/ 9/83

The Judiciary Committee considered (CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17)
<(JUD) am) (authorizing an advisory vote on the drinking ageb

raising the drinking age to 215 allowing employment of certain
minors in lieensed premises5 and amending o ther provisions

of law relaXing to the drinking age) and recommended it be
replaced with

SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL
NO. 17 (JUEO

with a majority "do pass 1if amended™. Senator Ray, Chairman,
signed "do not pass until advisory vote indicales public
approval.”™ Senator Ziegler signed "do pass, tut only if

furlher amended to fgrandfathery 19- to 21 -year olds."
Sendtors PetlyJohn and El iason signed "do pass if amended.”



CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am was referred to the Rules
Comm ittee.

HB 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 1415- 2 6/21/83

<CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUB) am> (authorizing an advisory
vote on the drinking age5 raising the drinking age to 21?

allowing employment of certain minors on licensed premises?
and amend ing other provi sions of law rel ating to the drinking
age) was read the second time.

Senator Ray moved and asked unanimous consent for the adoption
of the Judiciary Senate Committee Substitute offered on page
1248. Without objection, (SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO.)
<17 (JUD)> was adopted.

SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) was read the
second time.

Senators Ziegler? Josephson, Pellyjohn and Eliason offered
the foliowi ng Amendment No. 1»

Page 6, following line 22« insert new section to reads
:*Sec. 1B, EXCEPTION FOR THOSE 19 YEARS OF AGE OR
OLDER AS OF JANUARY 1, 1984. Notwithstanding any other

provision of this title regarding age limitations? any
person born on or before December 31, 1964 may be present

upon licensed premises and may possess? conSume, rece ive
or purchase alconolic beverages as oZlherwise allowed

under this title? and a person may serve? deliver? dis™
Pense, furnish or sel> alcohol ic beverages to a person

HD 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 14i16- J 6/21/83

born on or before December 317? 1964 as otkerwise all owed
under this title."

Renumber subsequent sect ion accord ingly
Senator Ziegler inoved that AmendmenX No. 1 be adopted.
Senator Fahrenkamp requested a ruling on the title under

Rule 41. President Kerttula ruled that the title 1is broad
enough to accept the amendment.

Senator Gilman moved and asked unanimous consent that he be
allowed to absIain fron voting. Senator Benn =t obJected.

Senator Josephson offered the following amendment to Amend—
ment No. JU



Page 6; line 23: Delete "title"
on first line of Amendment No.
Delete "as" and insert "if" on
o™ Amendment No.. ;L.

and 1insert "chapter-"

1
line

line 6 and last

Senator Josephson moved and asked unanimous consent for the

adoption of the amendment to Amendment No.
jection? the amendment to Amendment No.

1. Without ob—
i was adopted.

HB 17 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 1-117- 1
The question now beings "Shall Amendment. No. 1 as amended
be adopted?™ The roll was taken with the following results
SCS CSHB 17 JUD AM 1
Yeas: 12 Eliason? Ferguson? Gilman? Halford?
Josephison? Kelly? Mu lc ahy ? Pe iityJohn?
Rodey ? Sacke 11 ? Sturgulewsk: i?
Zieg ler
Nayss 8 Bennett? Fahrenkamp? Faiks?
Fischer Paul? Fischer Vic? Ker 11l ul a?
Moss? Ray
ancl so? A.endmenl No. 1 as amended was adopted.
Senator Ray moved and asked unhanimous consent that <SENATE CS>
<FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S> be considered en
grossed? advanced to third reading and placed on final pas-
s'age» Without obJect ion? it was so ordered.
SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL. NO. 17 <JUubD) am S was read
the third time.
Senator Ray moved and itsked wunariirnous consent L1hat hie be
allowed to abstain fram wvoting. Senators Josephson? Bennetl
cirid Sacke Lt objected.
The question being: "Shall SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BIIl L
NO. 17 (JuD) am S (authorising an advisory vote on the drink-
ing age? raising the drinking age to 217 allowing employment
of certain minors in licenseid premises ? and ameriding otlier
provisions of law relating to the drinking age) pass the
Senate?"” The roll was taken with the following results
SCSCSHB 17 JUuD AM S 3RD
Ye as a 12 Eli ason? Faiks ? Ferguson?
Fischer Paul? Gilman? Halford?

6/21/83



Josephson? Kel ly? PellyJohn? Sackett?
Sturgulewski? Ziegler

Nays - 8 Bennett? Fahrenkamp ? Fischer- Vic?
Kerttula? Hass? Hulcahy? Ray? Rodey

and so? SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S
passed the Senate.

Senator Ziegler gave notice of" recons iderat ion on SENATE CS
FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S.



scapegoat for c.k drunk driving problem.

Possible the worst result of raising the drinking age will the the loss
of respect for tho low by a majority of Alaskans. Many honest people
may not obey laws that the believe are hypocritical and unjust. Ten
years ago, the full rights of adult citizenship were extended to 18, 19,
and 20 year olds. They were given the right to vote, ent"jr into
contracts, marry, die in defense of thericountry, sit on a jury, be
jailed, and in some states, put to death fortheir own actions.

IT we raise the drinking age to2l, a personwho is 19 will not be
allowed tc drink at thc-ir own wedding.

Car wrecks produce more new quadraplegics and paraplegics than all other
causes together. Two-thirds of the severelyinjured could have walked
away ‘rom a crash with minor orno injuries if they had worn a seatbelt.

Florida did the right thing by joining 20 other states that require car
restraints for children.

The National safety council estimatfs that 40,000 lives have been saved
since the 55mph speed limit was enacted in 1973. If the state of Alaska
lowered its speed limit to 50mph, we could probably save many lives.

Automoblies without alcohol are more dangerous than alcohol without
automobiles. We should design our automobile safety pol®cy arourd
trying to make cars safer.

Alaska OMVI booking statistics for FY 81:
by age

20-24 year olds 322 (21.7%;

25-29 year olds 302 20.4%)

30-34 year olds 231 (15.6%;

35-39 year olds 159 (10.7%)

8y sex
rale 1369 (92.3%)
female 115 7.7%

A scapegoat has been found by the older generation and a class of
seperate but unequal citizens created.

Having the drinking age at 19 is already a compromise. The drinking age
really should be 18 to comply with the age of majority.

Raising the drinking age is an unprincipled proposal where "The ends
justify the means."

Many feel that if just one life is savedthan this bill is worth it.
Would the reduction of speed limits to a25 mph maximum be worth the
saving of one life? Why don"t we raise the drinking age to 31? Why not
require that all passar.gers and drivers wear helmits? All of the above
propositions would save many lives. But they are politically unpopular.



So instead we are proposing to punish the innocent, because of their
political weakness.

Child safety restraints would prevent 90% of the infant car deaths in
our state, yet we are not moving on that bill.

The highway safety research center states the wearing of tie safety belt
is the single most cost effective remedy for highway deaths. Recent
research shows, however,, that less than 11 percent of the American
driving population regularly use their safety belt.

Mandating these two provisions would save more than just one life.

In 1982, there were 51 alcohol related accidents in Alaska. Seven of
these accidents involved persons 19 and 20 years old. Those
individuals may not have’even been driving, and they may not have caused
the accident.

Alcohol related accident involvment by age group

(State of Alaska DPS)

19-24  17.2%

25-29 17.5%

30-34 16.5%

35-39 12.3%

40-44 8.8%

45-49 6.7%

50-54 b.6%

55-59 4.5%

60-64 3.0%

65-69 1.7%
1.

70+ 2%

For many years, the United States has known well the price of freedom.
The freedoms, rights and privileges we all enjoy cost. But with years
passing and well being for many acbeived, we are less willing to pay the
price. Valuing our system less and less, we increasingly accept the
erosion of those freedoms— often willing to restrict a whole class for
the injustices done by a few members of that class.

HB 17 would forbid over 20,000 (check figure) from consuming alcohol
because 7 of those 20,000 were involved in alcohol related accidents in
1979.

Are we willing to accept the cost of allowing freedoms, rights and
privileges to be subjugated for the greater good-- whatever that may be?
HB 17 would also increase unemployment for persons under the age of

21— especially women.

Women are for all intents and purposes excluded from the construction
field- another first job for many.



The bill states that persons "under age™ woulvl still be allowed to serve
alcoholic beverages. But in reality, most bar owners would not hire
many under age because of the fear that they would serve persons under

age (their friends etc...). This possible first job would become harder
to get.
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COMMITTEE REPORT

e
SENATE
3/17/83
FURTHER: JUDICIARY.
Date: ° o8
Mr. President:
The Committee on STATE AFFAIRS has had csue 17 (Jud) am

Authorizing an advisory vote on the drinking age; raising the drinking
age to 21; allowing employement of certain minors in licensed premises;
and amer ing other provisions of law relating to the drinking age

under consideration arid (a majority of the committee) (the committee)
; 1t back with the following recommendations:

do pass [ ] do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)
I ] same titl
[ 1 replacewith CS for [ 1 new title
and recommends
[ 1 AND attaches a "Letter of Intent” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
[ 1 reports it back without recommendation

referred to the Commi ttee
[ 1

MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



T SENATE BILL N*.
T>»: HSUSE BILL Nt.

Page: 3 Line: 3



AMEKDMENT
Offered in the Senate By Fahrenkamp

To: Senate CS for CS for House Bill No. 17 (Judiciary)

Page 1, lines 12 through 28:

Delete sections 1 - 3 in their entirety

Page 1, line 29, delete "* Sec. 4." and insert "* Section 1."

Page 2, line 1:

Delete: "21" and insert "19"

Page 2, line 4:

Delete: "zI" and insert "19"
Page 2, line 9
Delete: "21" and"insert "19"

Page 2, lines 33 - 21:

Delete section 5 in its entirety

Renumber succeeding sections accordingly

Page 3, line 12 - page N, line 26:

Delete all material

-1- 6/22/83



Thge A, following lino 26:

Insert;: "* Sec. A. AS OA. 16.060(e) 1is amended to read:"

Page A, line 28:

Delete "21 [19]" and insert "19"

Page 5, following line 3:
Insert a new bill section to read:
" * Sec. 5. AS 0A.16 i1s amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. O0A.16.065. AGE LIMIT FOR PACKAGE STORE SALES. Notwith-—
standing any other provision of this title, a package store licensee
licensed under AS OA.11.150 or an agent or employee of the licensee
may not sell alccholic beverages to a person under the age of 21 years
nor may a person under the age of 21 years purchase alcoholic bever—
ages from a package store.

Sec. OA.16.067. PURCHASE BY PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF 21. Except
for a package store licensee licensed under AS O0A.11.150, a licensee
u-"der AS 0A.11 not otherwise prohibited from selling alcoholic bever—
ages to the public, or an agent or employee of that licensee, may sell
alcoholic beverages to a person 19 or 20 years of age only for con—
sumption on the licensed premises.

Sec. 0A.16.068. ENFORCEMENT OF AGE LIMITS. For purposes of
enforcement of AS O0A.16.065 and AS O0A.16.067, 1in the provisions of
this title and regulations adopted under them relating to age, proof

of age, or consent of a parent or guardian, the age of 21 1is substi—

tuted for age 19.

-2- 6/22/5



Page 5, lines A - 20:

Delete all material

Renumber succeeding sections accordingly

Page 5, line 26:
Delete: "21 [19]"
Insert: "19 or 21"

After "years"™ insert ", as appropriate,”

Page 6, line 6:
Delete: "21 or 16 [19]"

Insert: "16, 19 or 21"

Page 6, line 15:
Delete: "21 or 16 [19]"
Insert:"16, 19 or 21"

Page 6, line 18:

Delete: "21 [19]" and insert "19" 1in both places

Page 6, line 27, following "age":

Delete: "of majority"

Insert: "For the purchase of alcoholic beverages at a package store

or for consumption off-premises”

-3- 6/22/S3



Jc? [/

Page 6, line 27, following "lower™": f7
Delete: "the"
Insert: "that”

Page 6, line 28, following "age":

Delete: "of majority"

Page 6, line 2S, following "years":

Delete: remainder of sentence except

Page 7, line A:
Delete: "drinking age"

Insert: "age for purchasing alcoholic beverages at a package store

for consumption off-premises”

-4~ 6/22/83



AhENDMENT

Offered in the Senate '

To: Senate CS for CS for House Bill 17 (Judiciary)
Page 3, line 9:

Delete: "but may not™

Insert: "and raav"

3v Fahrenkants

6/22/S3



Josephson» Kelly, Pettyjohn* Sackett,
Sturgu lewsk 1» Z ieg ler-

Nayss 8 Bennet Lr Fahrenkamp, Fischer Uic,
Kerttula, Moss* Hulcahy, Pay, Rodey

and so, SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S
passed the Senate.

Senalor Ziegler gave notice of recdnsideiatirm on SENATE (S
FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S.

HD 3.7 SENATE JOURNAL - PAGE 1446-- 1 6/22/83

Senalor Ray requested tliit the recons iderat ion on <SENATE CS>
(FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL MO. 17 (JuD) am S) (authorising an
advisory vote on the drinking age? raising the drinking age

to 23.? allowing employment of certain minors 1in licensed
premises, and amending other provisions of law relating to

the drinking age) be taken up.

HOUSE BILLS IN THIRD READING

SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 3.7 (.JuD) am S was before
the Senale On recons ideration.

Senator Ray moved and asked unanimous consent Hat SENATE CS
FOR CS FOR HOUSE DILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S be held one legisla—
tive day. Senator Kelly objected, then withdrew his objection.
There being no further objection, 1t was so ordered and the
bill will appear on the June 23 calendar 1in third reading.

HB 3.7 SENATE JOURNAL wm=PAGE 1467- 1 6/23/83

(SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JuD) am S> (authoriz—
ing an advisory vote on the drinking age? raising the drinking
age to 23.? allowing employment of certain minors 1in licensed
premises? and amending other provisions of law relating to the
drinking age) which was held from Jvne 22 was before the

Senate on recons idera tion.

Senator Ray moved and asked unanimous consent that SENATE CS
FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 17 (JUD) am S be held or.e legisla—
tive day. Without objection, it was so ordered and the bill

will appear on the June 24 calendar 1in third reading.



AMENDMENT

SENATORS ZIEGLER,

Offered in the SENATE: BY:.iog«:PHsoN and pf.tty..tdhn
To: amend SENATE BILLN 0.
HOUSE BILL No. scS cshb 17 (Jud)
Page: 6 Line: 23

Page 6, follow:"ng line 22, insert a new section to read:

"*Sec. 13. EXCEPTION FOR THOSE 19 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER AS OF
JANUARY 1, 1984.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this@u3&le regarding
age limitations, any person born on or before December 31, 1964
may be present upon licensed premises and may possess, consume,
receive or purchase alcoholic beverages otherwise allowed under
this title, and a person may serve, deliver, dispense, furnish or
sell alcoholic beverages to a person born on or before December 31,
1964 otherwise allowed under this title."

(

Renumber subsequent section accordingly.



FROM:  Suzanne
DATE: June 21, 1983
RE: HB 17

The amendment introduced by Pettyjohn in Senate Jundiciary is exactly
the same as section 19 from the CS we had drafted in State Affairs.

I assume the amendment introduced on the floor will be the same.
(see attached amendment.)

The memo from Legal Services addresses Section 19 from the State Affairs
proposed CS. (See paragraph 3 of the attached memo.)

They cannot put on an effective date under any circumstances.

.The amendment without an effective date would actually lower the
I/drinking age to 18 between the time the Governor signed the bill, and
/( January 1, 1984.



POUCH Y - STATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
Tocof o0 d b e [ L ~ ¥ Q f 1.~ 907-465-3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM Mav 17. 1QR3
SUBJECT: Drinking age (SCS CSHB 17 (State Affairs)
version dated May 5, 1983)

TO: Senator Vic Fischer
FROM: Russ Josephson

Legislative Counsel

You have asked for an opinion whether secs, 19 and 20 of
this version of HB 17 come within the scope of the title of
HB 17 as it passed the House. I do not believe they do.

Section 20 is the easier of the two sections to address.
The title of CSHB 17 (Judiciary) am, the version of HB 17
that passed the House, did not include a reference to an
effective date. Therefore, this section clearly does not
fit under that title.

Section 19 presents a closer question. Sec. 19 provides a
"grandfather clause” for those age 19 as of January 1, 1984.
The title of CSHB 17 (Judiciary) am does not include such a
clause. Had the title been broad, this section would not
present a problem. However, the title 1s in a "string
title” style; it mentions each of the main points of the
bill. It 1s my feeling that the '"grandfather clause™ 1s a
significant part of the bill and that the title ought to
mention it. Accordingly, I do not feel that sec. 19 fits
under the title of the bill as it passed the House.

The problem here, of course, 1is that under Rule 41(b) of the
Uniform Rules of the Alaska State Legislature, one house may
not amend the title of a bill introduced in the other house,
except for a clerical or technical change. In drafting the
committee substitute, 1 overlooked this restriction. You
may want to use a committee bill to accomplish the scheme
desired by the committee.

RJI:1jb
20/012



POUCH 6-650

M UniCipaIity ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502-0650
Of (907) 264-6730
A nChorage '\:i’:\(‘é;NOWLES,

COMMISSION ON YOUTH
325 L Street

June 13, 1983

Senator Vic Fischer
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Fischer:

The Anchorage Commission on Youth after studying House Bill 17 to raise the
drinking age from 19 to 21 years old, took the position not to support this
legislation.

The concensus of the Commission is that this bill unfairly penalizes 19 and 20
years olds for the wide spread alcohol abuse in Alaska and penalizes the
majority of 19 and 20 year olds for the alcohol abuse of a few in this age
group.

The Anchorage Commission on Youth recognizes the alcohol and other substance
abuse problems in Anchorage as well as Alaska, however, other solutions which
are directed to the abusers should be found; e.g., penalties for bartenders and
bar owner®"s who serve intoxicated patrons and stiffer penalties for drunk
drivers.

We hope you will consider the Commissions position when you are voting on House
Bill 17.

Thank you,

f& CUAZ C fsfX JL -
Dave Carneggie, Chaidmman
Education Standing Committee

WW/DC/ej

Lh«\miss/Q?
cc: Mayor Tony Knowles

“YOUNG PEOPLE HELPING YOUTH =0 YOIV~



ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502-065U

of (907) 264-6730
TONY KNOWLES.
Anchorage
COMMISSION ON YOUTH
823 L Street
June 13, 1983 JUNI1I 2?2 m 3

Senator Bill Ray

Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V (MS 3100)
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Ray:

The Anchorage Commission on Youth after studying House Bill 17 to raise the
drinking age from 19 to 21 years old, took the position not to support this
legislation.

The concensus of the Commission is that this bill unfairly penalizes 19 and 20
years olds for the wide spread alcohol abuse in Alaska and penalizes the
majority of 19 and 20 year olds for the alcohol abuse of a few in this age
group.

The Anchorage Commission on Youth recognizes the alcohol and other substance
abuse problems in Anchorage as well as Alaska, however, other solutions which
are directed to the abusers should be found; e.g., penalties for bartenders and
bar owner®s who serve intoxicated patrons and stiffer penalties for drunk
drivers.

We hope you will consider the Commissions position when you are voting on House
Bill 17.

Thank you,

William Wood, Chairman
Anchorage Commission on Youth

D.
Education Standing Committee

WW/DC/ej

Lr ~  sS/Q/?
cc: Mayor Tony Knowles

YOUNG PEOPLE HELPING YOUTH yov) "



I wrecks produce more new quadraplegics and paraplegics than all other
causes together. Two-thirds of the severely injured could have walked
away from a crash with minor or no injuries if they had worn a seatbelt.

The decline in fatal accidents in Mass. was only 1% when statistics from
3 years before and 2 years after the new legal drinking age was
compared. The long term effect of raising the drinking on automobile
related traffic fatalities is negligible.

The average daily consumption for those in Mass. between 16 and 19 did
not decline after the minimum drinking age was raised.

employmen;

Alcohol rtTTafed accidents are primarity a male driving problem at every
age. Young women of Alaska do not deserve to have their rights
restricted becauseDf a driving problem overwhelmingly caused by men.

Indeed, if statistics are to set policy, then females should be allowed
to drink at 18, and males of all ages should be refused legal booze
after dark— if they are not accompanied by a woman. They statistically
cause more alcohol related fatalities than women in any age group.

OMVI Booking Statistics for FY 81
By sex

male 1369 (92.3%)

female 115 7.7%

Young women are being punished for a problem caused and perpetuated
almost totally by men.

MB 17 would also increase unemployment for persons under the age of
21--especially women.

Many young people are working their way throught college and vocational
school because of economic necessity. One of the lucrative summer jobs
is working in bar or restaurant because of the tips from tourists.

The bill states that persons "under age" would still be allowed ;0 rerve
alcoholic beverages. But in reality, bar owners would not hire many
under age because of they fear that the under age emplyees would serve
persons under age (their friends etc...). This possible First job would
become harder to get.

Another serious result/of raising the drinking age will the the loss of
respect for the lgw by a majority of Alaskans. Many honest people may
not obey laws that the believe are hypocritical and unjust. Ten years
ago, the full rights of adult citizenship were extended to 19, and 20
yc-ar olds. They were given the right to vote, en\er into contracts,
marry, die in defense of thericountry, sit on a juy, be . iled, and in
some states, put to death for their own actions.






IT we raise the drinking age to 21, a person who is 19 will not be
allowed to drink at their own wedding.

The 19 and 20 eyear old drivers in Alaska are not involved in the
highest percentage of alcohol related accidents. They are simply the
weakest politically.

Studies cited by proponenets as supposed justification for a law
discriminating by age, make no attempt to con,pare drivers under 21 with
their older counterparts.

DECREASING AUTOMOBILE FATALITIES

Yesterday we passed one of the stiffest pieces of anti-drunk driving
legislation in the U.S..

M

with other measures which would have a tremendous affect on decreasing
traffic deaths and injuries, such as mandatory seat belts and automatic
child safety restraints.

The most hard reliable data on alcohol related traffic fatalities
indicates that 18, 19 and 20 year old drivers are less blameworthy than
21-44 year old drivers. For older drivers to censor young drivers is
unjustified.

When Florida®s drinking age was raised to 19 in 1980; fatalities of 18
year olds when when they were legal to drink--20, fatalities in 1981
when 10 was illegal- 19. One less, not "hundreds™ as proponents say.

Many feel that if just one life is saved than raising the drinking age
is worth it. Would the reduction of speed limits to a 25 mph maximum be
worth the saving of one life? Why don"t we raise the drinking age to 3172
Why not require that all passangers and drivers wear helmets? All of
the above propositions would save many lives. But they are politically
unpopular. They are an unjustified suppressing of freedoms.

Child safety restraints would prevent 90% of tne infant car deaths in
our state, yet we are not moving on that bill.

The highway safety research center states the wearing of the safety belt
is the single most cost effective remedy for highway deaths. Recent
research shows, however, that less than 11 percent of the American
driving population regularly use their safety belt.



PUNISHING A CLASS FOR THE INJUSTICES OF A FEW

For many years, the United States has known well the price of freedom.
The freedoms, rights and privileges we all enjoy cost. But with years
passing and well being for many acheived, weare less willing to pay the
price. Valuing our system less and less, we increasingly acceptthe
erosion of those freedoms-- often willing torestrict a wholeclass for
the injustices done by a few members of that class.

In 1982, there were 53 alcohol related SooTdonw- in Alaska. Sever; of
these accidents involved persons 19 and 20 years old. /Those 19 and 20
year old residents may not have.even been driving® and they may not have
caused the accident.—

HB 17 would forbid over 15,000 from consuming alcohol because 7 of those
15,000 were involved in alcohol related accidents in 1982.

Are we willing to accept the cost of allowing freedoms, rights and
privileges of over 15,000 Alaskans to be suppressed because of the
alleged actions of seven?

Whatever lives are saved by raising the drinking age to 21, more than
double that number could be saved by going on and raising it to 25, or
30. The statistical case for that is every bit as strong as for coming
down on 18-21 year olds. The main difference is that the latter
proposition would be politically riskier.

Alcohol related accident involvment by age group g.
(State of Alaska DPS)-

19-24 17 . 20> *x**

25-29 17 . SYp**x*x*

30-34 16.5%

35-39 12.3%

40-44 8.8%

45-49 6.7%
50-54 5.6%
55-59 4._5%
60-64 3.0%
65-69 1.7%
70+ 1.2%

Alaskii OMVI booki ng statisti
by age

20-24 yevr olds 322 [21.7%)
25-29 year olds 302 [20.4%)
30-34 year olds 231 7115.6%)
35-39 year olds 159 J10.7%)

A scapegoat has been found by the older generation and a class of
seperate but unequal citizens created.

We are proposing to punish the innocent, because of their political
weakness.



POUCHY . SIATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99611

W | I |_ O T 18 907.Aii.3800
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

M E M O R A N D U M March 21, 1983
SUBJECT: Drinking agel
(CSHB 17 (Judiciary) am)
TO: Senator Vic Fischer
FROM: Russ Josephson
EB Legislative Counsel

You have asked for a sectional analysis of CSHB 17
(Judiciary) am, which follows.

Please note, as well, that therewere someomissions in the
floor amendments to CSHB 17 (Judiciary). Primarily, they
were phrases and references that appeared in CSHB 17
(Finance) and should have been included when sections of
that bill were substituted into CSHB 17 (Judiciary). A cony
of CSHB 17 (Judiciary) am withthenecessary changes inti-
cared, has been enclosed.

Section 1. Changes the age reference in AS 04.11.090(f),
pertaining to bowling alleys, from 19 to 21.

Section 2. Changes the age reference in AS 04.11.110(9),
pertaining to access to clubs during times when no alcoholic
beverages are sold, from 19 to 21.

Section 3. Changes the age reference InAS 04.11.460(c),
pertaining to prior public approval of new or transferred
liquor licenses, from 19 to 21.

Section 4 Repeals and reenacts AS 04.16.049(a), pertaining
to access of underaged persons to licensed premises*. Para-
graph (1) of the existing law, allowing access i1f accom-
panied by a parent, guardian or spouse, 1is changed only in
the age reference, from 19 to 21

Paragraph () in this bill will allow a person 16 years of
age or older to enter a licensed premise designated as a
restaurant for purposes of dining only. The present law, by



Senator Vic Fii
Page 2
March 21, 1983

contrast, specifies no age limiter for the underaged person
but requires the underaged person to be accompanied by a
person over the age of 19 years and to have the consent of a
parent or guardian.

Paragraph (3) provides for access to a restaurant by a per—
son under the age of 16 years, 1if accompanied by a person
over the age of 21 years, if the parent or guardian of the
underaged person consents, and if the underaged person
enters and remains only for dining. It is similar to
existing paragraph (2) except for the specification of the
age of 16.

Section 5. Amends AS 04.15.049(b) to clarify that the
employee referred to in the provision that allows refusal of
entry to underaged persons is the employee of the licensee.
Makes the age change as well.

Section 6. Amends AS 04.16.049(c), pertaining to the access
of underaged persons to licensed premises, to adjust to the

other changes in AS 04.16.049. (The access here 1s for work
not involving serving, mixing, delivering, or dispensing of

alcoho™ic beverages.)

Section 7. Adds a new subsection (@ to AS 04.16.049 to
allow a person 19 years of age or older to be employed in a
licensed premise and to Service, deliver or dispense alco—
holic beverages. (Incidentally, both this subsection and
subsection (¢) ought to include the word "sell"™, as that
word 1s used specifically in AS 23.10.355, which refers to
AS 04.16.049.)

Section 8. Amends AS 04.16.050, pertaining to the pcs-
session or consumption, of alcoholic beverages by an under—
aged person, by changing the age reference from age 19 to
21

Section 9. Amends AS 04.16.051, pertaining to furnishing-
alcoholic beverages to underaged persons, Dby changing the
age reference from age 19 to 21.

Section 10. Amends AS 04.16.052, pertaining to furnishing
alcoholic beverages to underaged persons by licensees.
Makes the wording sex neutral and changes the age reference
itom 19 to 21. Paragraph (@) of this section should have
txie phrase "except as provided in AS 04.16.049(a)" added at
the end (page 4, line 4, following "beverages™").



Senator Vic Fischer
Page 3
.March 21, 1933

Section 11. Amends AS 04.36.060, pertaining to the purchase
of alcoholic beverages by an underaged person, by making the
language sex neutral and changing the age reference from 19
to 21. Note that subsection (e), pertaining to misrepresen—
tation of age or .consent of a parent or guardian, needs some
amendments to make sense and to reflect the provisions of

AS 04.16.049 as they appear in this bill. The changes are
noted on page 4, lines 28 and 29, of the bill.

Sections 12 and 13. Amend AS 04.16.200, pertaining to unli—
censed persons, by changing the age reference from 19 to 21.

Section 14. Amends AS 04.21.020, pertaining to civil
liability of persons providing alcoholic beverages to another,
by changing the age reference from 19 to 21.

Sections 15 and 16. Amend AS 04.21.050, pertaining to proof
of age, by changing the age reference from 19 to 21, by
making references to the new provisions in AS 04.16.C49
(secs. 4 through 7 of the bill) , and by providing for the
Alcoholic Beverage Control. Board to de" rmine what form the
consent required by AS 04.16.049 should take.

Allows the licensee or the agent or employee of the licensee
to request not only proof of age, as at present, but to
request proof of consent when required by AS 04.16.049.

Note that there are two consents required iIn that section
for two different purposes, one in subsection (a)(3) and one
in subsection (c).

Please note that some phrases required in this section by
the other amendments to this bill were not amended into this
bill. These overlooked phrases are noted on the bill at
pages 5 and 6 (page 5, line 25; page 6, lines 3 and 4).

Section 17. Amends AS 23.10.355, pertaining to employment
of underaged persons to sell or serve alcoholic beverages or
to work on a licensed premise. Changes the aje reference
from 19 to 21 and simplifies the language referring to
licensed premises. Please note that the reference on page 6,
line 18, ought to be to AS 04.16.049 rather than to

AS 04.16.049(c). This reference change was missed when -the
bill was amended on the House floor but is necessary beccuse
subsection (c¢) is not the only subsection of AS 04.16.049
with a provision relating to AS 23.10.355. As was mentioned
above, because of the wording of this section, the wording
of AS 04.16.049 ought to be amended to include the word
"sell™.
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Section 18. Calls for an advisory vote at the next state—
wide election to indicate a preference for maintaining the
drinking age at 21 or for a return to age 19.

RJ:1jb

Enclosure
10/027



ACE VALE %(1) FEMALE 0%(1) TOTAL 9%(2)

14-10 8,367 60.6 5,431 39.4 13,790 5.1
19-24 25,822 55.0 21,111 45.0 46,933 17.2
25-29 25,395 53.3 22,202 46.7 47.677 17.5
30-34 24,950 55.4 20,121, 44.6 45,071 16.5
35-39 10,601 55.9 14,753 44.1 33,434 12.3
40-44 13,721 57.4 10,164 42.6 23,885 8.8
45-49 10,500 50.2 7,610 41.8 18,198 6.7
50-54 9,114 59.3 6,252 40.7 15,366 5.6
55-59 7,211 59.3 4,943 40.7 12,154 4.5
60-64 4,922 60.2 3,254 39.8 0,176. 3.0
65-69 2,772 61.5 1,738 38.5 4,510 1.7
70 + 2,093 65.1 1,120 34.9 3,213 1.2
Unknown K%} 59.6 23 40.4 57

TOTAL 153,670 56.4 110,802 43.6 272,472 100.0

(1) Percentage of that ago group.
(2) Percentage of total licensed drivers.

MOTCR VEHICLE TRAIT1C FATALITY ACCIDENTS

During tho years 1976-1970 the rate of alcohol-related fatal accidents occurring in the state appears to
have remained fairly constant: approximately one-half of all fatal accidents were alcohol-related. A
departure from this trend was reported in 1979 when the race of alcohol involvement increased to 70% in

fatal accidents.
There is some indication that improved reporting of alcohci involvement contributed to this apparent

increase. However, alcohol involvement in highway crashes is the state's most serious and enduring
problem and has been assigned the highest priority for treatment in the FY1983 highway safety program.

ALCOHOL

The following table reflects tho distribution of alcohol/driver by age group. Accidents in which alcohol
involvement wa3 not stated or was unknown have been removed from tho calculations.



Overall, by over a 2:1 ratio, Alaskans support raising

the legal drinking age to 21...

"Currently, the drinking age in Alaska 1is 19.
Some people feel the drinking age should be
lowered to 18, while other people feel it
should be raised to 21. What do you think...
should the drinking age be lowered to 18, left
at 19 or raised to 21?"

Lowered t0 18 ... o, 6%
Left at 19 . ... e eaaa 27%
Raised t0 21 ... e e 66%

The different constituencies are as follows..

Lower Leave Raise
Reaton th _18 at 19 to 21
Rural ............. 20% 76%
Central ._.......... 33% 58%
Southcentral ..... 34% 63%
Anchorage........ 24% 66%
Southeast........ 30% 69%
Lower Leave Raise
ASE 4d_JL6 at 19 to 21
18-24 ... ..... 35% 57%
25-40 ... ... 27% 67%
41-55 ... ...... 26% 68%
BBt . 15% 76%
Lower Leave Raise
23X to 18 at.l19. to 21
Male............... 27% 63%
Female........... ... . 3% 26% 70%
Lower Leave Raise
Time iIn Alaska to 18 at 19 to 21
up to 4 years... ... 9% 21% 69%
I A 33% 60%
8-13 .. ... 21% 73%
T4-19 ... .- 5% 32% 61%
20+ ... 31% 64%

DITTMAK1RESEARCH CORPOI ATION



Overall, by over a 2:1 ratio, Alaskans support raisin
the legal érlnkmg age to 21... PP .

"Currently, the drinking age in Alaska 1is 19.
Some people feel the drinking age should be
lowered to 18, while other people feel it
should be raised to 21. What do you think...
should the drinking age be lowered to 18, left
at 19 or raised to 217"

Lowered t0 18....ciciomeeeiiaaann- 6%
Left at 19 ... .. aaa. 27%
Raised TOo 21 ... ceaaaan 66%

The different constituencies are as follows...

Lower Leave Raise
Rf.gi.on to 18 a.t.1? ) 21
Rural ............ ; 20% 76%
Central .......... . 33% 58%
Southcentral. 34% 63%
Anchorage....... .... 8% 24% 66%
Southeast....... .... 1% 30% 69%
Lower Leave Raise
Age JQ 18 St..19 t0. 21
18-24 .. e ... 7% 35% 57%
25-40 ..., ; 27% 67%
41-55 . e .. . 5% 26% 68%
BBt - ) 15% 76%
Lower Leave Raise
Ren Q.18 at 19
Male... . .. ..... ; 27% 63%
Female ... ... _._.... ... . 3% 26% 70%
Lower Leave Raise
Time in Alaska to 18 at 19 tQ_21
up to 4 years..., 21% 69%
R A . 5% 33% 60%
8-13 ... 21% 73%
14-19 ... .... ) 32% 61%
20+ ... ; 31% 64%

DITTMAN RESEARCH CORPORATION



Lower Leave Raise

V?ork _Far to Ifi at ,19 1S5..21
Federal gov1l.... 16% 72%
State aov"t...... 29% 71%
Local aov™"t...... . 4% 32% 64%
Private industry. 7% 29% 64%
Not in workforce. . 6% 25% 66%
Lower Leave Raise
Income to 18 a.t_15. to 21
up to 520,000.... 27% 63%
520-45,000....... 30% 63%
545-60,000....... 25% 7 2%
560,000+ . ......... 26% 67%
Lower Leave Raise
Politics to 18 at 19 to 21
Democrat.......... 27% 67%
Republican....... 23% 72%
Non-partisan..... 27% 65%
Not registered... 31% 58%

DITTMAN RESEARCH CORPORATION
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JOINT COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATIVE MANAGEMENT  *

CaRl 0 Frantz OFF'CE OF LEG'SLAT'VE RESEARCH legislative office building
DIRECTOR 1B?0 TRINITY STREET
HARTFORD. CONNECTICUT 06US
(°08) 566 6400
Kay 16, 1980
FROM: Office of Legislative Research
John Kasprak, Research Attorney
RE: Drinking Age - Arguments for and Against Raising the

Age; Statistical Data ; Impact on Traffic Fatalities

Following i1s a review of arguments both for and against raising
the drinking age, based on the experiences of other states,
specifically New Jersey. Additionally, information is provided
on studies addressing tbe 1issue of the drinking ageas related
to traffic fatalities.

SUMMITRY
Major arguments for raising the drinking age are the prevalance

of alcohol iIn the schools today; the serious problem# of drink—
ing and driving by the young; and the lack of maturity by some

young citizens in handling alcohol. Opponents of raising the
drinking age claim that legislating a higher drinking age does
not address the problem of youthful drinking. Rather than raise

the age, emphasis should be placed on alcoholism education and
counseling in the schools; penalties for selling to minors or
possession of alcohol by minors, and better 1identification pro—
grams for the purchase of alcohol it 1is argued.

Tolls taken®™ in New Jersey last year and Connecticut this year
favor a raised drinking age. Sixty-three percent of those
polled in New Jersey favored raising the state®"s drinking age to
21 (it was eventually raised to 19) while 477» favored that age
in Connecticut.

Sthdiek attempting to identify relationships between the lowering
at tipt drinking ngo «nd nn Incrocca in traffic fatalities are, at
best, .inconclusive. A number of studies, particularly the Univer-
1/1 sity of Michigan study, have® found a connection between a lowered
c/ drinking age and more fatalities among the 18-20 year-old driver.
Oilier studies indicate no such connection and in fact, attribute
increases (if any) in fatalities to normal year-to-year fluctua—
tions. Being cognizant of the various reporting procedures used

in the compilation of _data_ for these studies 1is important for a
satisfactory and meaningful review.
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A . The New Jersey Experience

The experience in New Jersey with raising the drinking age last

year parallels Connecticut®"s attempts and concerns in this regard.

Proponents of raising the drinking age in New Jersey cited the
increased use and abuse of alcohol in the schools; problems with
mixing drinking anc® driving; and out of state youth coming 1into
New Jersey to drink. Proponents of raising the drinking age also
addressed the need for:

1) alcoholism education and counseling in the schools;

2) increased penalties for i1llegal possession or con—
sumption; and

3) 1dentification programs (e.g. driver"s license
photo program).

The New Jersey Poll, taken for tha Gannett News Service, was con—
ducted in January 1979 and surveyed 1,001 registered voters on

the drinking age. Sixty-three percent of those polled said

they wanted the legal drinking age returned to 21. Only 167.
favored a legislative proposal to raise the age from 18 to 19

( the proposal that eventually became law). Nineteen percent
favored keeping the age at 18; 27. had no opinion. Raising the
age to 21 was popular 1in most parts of New Jersey. Also, 387.

of those polled between the ages of 18 and 24 favored raising
the age to 21. Among those between 25 an d 34, 547. advocated
raising the drinking age to 21. ,*

The legislator sponsoring the measure to raise the drinking age
was opposed to a 21 year-old age. He felt that an age that N
high would only encourage more driving into neighboring New York
with its 18 year-old drinking age”; aiTd"TrcstrltZin an increased
amount of fatalities. Returning the age to 21 was the least
popular alternative with residents of northern New Jersey suburbs.
Apparently, Pennsylvania officials (where the drinking age 1s 21)
were happy with a 19 year-old drinking age for New Jersey,
believing that i1t would reduce somewhat the number of Pennsylvania
youth driving to and from New Jersey.

Opponents of a raised drinking age in New Jersey werd concerned
about encouraging more driving to New Ymk and increasing the
chances of accidents. Others did not believe that raising the
age vnuld have any impact on liquor use and availability in the
schools. Calitiornia was given as an example of a state with a
drinking age of 21, Imt nevertheless having a problem with a

i high incidence of alcohol use in the schools. School officials

N



and parents must take responsibility, according to opponents of
raising the age, before legislation to raise the age will make
any difference.

Some New Jersey officials said that no statistics conclusively
showed that a higher drinking age reduces teenage drinking.

A Catholic University (Washington, B.C.) study was cited which
suggested that alcoholism may be worse 1in states with 21 as the
drinking age, because drinking then becomes the "forbidden fruit."
\A Rutgers tiniversity profes_st>r_statad th_at the legal_drinking

lage has_little -relation_to_when__the young actually begin to

Yrink. But, Dr _Arthur-Yaeger—-(Physicians-ror.-Auto Jlafety) said
that~siri"cL~ 1972,. fatal, accidents _have...decrjeased markedlyfor ——
| those "over 21, but have remained high for those"under 21

Many experts believe th-t- the real need is for education and
alcoholism prevention programs rather than a higher drinking

age. Some .view raising the age as a "futile gesture that will
only take attention away from needed edudation and prevention
programs." ("Experts differ on effect of raising the drinking

age, Sunday Star-Ledger, February 11, 1979).

The package of legislation on the drinking age passed in New
Jersey does the fallowing:

1) requires alcoholism instruction and counseling
in public schools}

2) requires a minimum fine of $100 and allows a 30-day
driver"s licpnse suspension for anyone entering a bar
or liquor store to buy alcohol for anyone under age;

3) applies the same penalties to anyone under age who
possesses or consumes alcohol in a motor vehicle or
public plac™; and

4) "establishes a driver > license photo progranm.

Some of the stronger and provoking arguments against raising the
drinking age were raised in a commentary in the Atlantic City
Press of January 7, 1979. The author considered the drinking

age and its implications for adulthood. Raising the age, while
continuing to have a lower driving a:d voting age, has "important
effects on the concept of .adulthood. Raising the drinking age
certifies the i1mportance of alcohol consumption.™ The commentator
continued, "we could interpret these ages as saying that the”
"right" to consume alcohol 1s much more important than the right
to wee or the right to drive... the “"right® to drive is so basic,
and fundamental, one need not wait for adulthood to obtain it."
Thus, the state has put itself in "the position of encouraging
18-year olds to drink and drive."” The author believes that the
IS-year old is >n a "no-win" situation -s/he 1i1s given the right



to drive and 1i1s being encouraged to believe "that a -bottle of
beer means adulthood.™

B. Connecticut Foil

"The Connecticut Poll,” conducted by the Institute for Social
Inquiry at the University of Connecticut, recently addressed
the 1ssue of the drinking age. Those polled were asked i1f the
drinking age should remain at 18, be raised to 19, be raised to
20, or be raised to 21. The poll was taken between January 31
and February 6 of this year anc) consisted of a randum telephone
sample of 500 individuals 18-years of age and older. The
sampling covered the entire state and was representative*” age,
race and sex. The error factor was plus or minus 57/.. The
results were as follows:

Remain at 18 - 277.
Raise to 19 - 7I.
Raise to 20 - 177.
Raise to 21 - AT7I.
Didn X Know 21.

Respondents were -sked why they favored a raised drinking age 1in
Connecticut. The responses were classified. Thirty percent of

the total sample felt; that 18-year olds were too young to handle
liquor; 117. were concerned about highway safety; 107. were worried
about younger children obtaining liquor, particularly in the
schools, because of the 18-year old drinking age; 177. were classi—
fied as 1i1diosyncratic responses (e.g. disapproving of alcohol
altogether); 271 had no response; and 297. weren @ asked (these

were the 277. who didn"t want the age raised plus the 27. who

didn*t have an answer _for the original question).

1. HAS LOWERING THE DRINKING AGE LED TO AN INCREASE IN TRAFFIC
FATALITIES AND ACCIDENTS FOR THOSE UNDER 21-YEARS OF AGE

An "insurance backgrounder™* report addressed this question and
presented arguments and statistics on both sides of the question.

‘qinsurance Backgrounder, "Does Lowering the Drinking Age Lead to
More Highway Crashes?7. Published by the Public Relations Depart- " *
ment of the State Farm Insurance Companies.



A . Yes It Has Led to An Incrcase

Those who argue that a lowered drinking age has indeed resulted
in an increase in traffic fatalities 1involving 18-to 20-year
olds can cite a number of reports in support of their position.
Foremost among them is the University of Michigan®s Highway
Safety Research Institute Study. Their study compared fatal
accidents 1involving 18-to~20 year old drivers in the four

year period®(1968-71) before Michigan®s drinking age was lowered
from 21 with those in the five-year period. (1972-76 after the
lav; was changed to 18.

1In the 1968-71 period, 26.97. of the 18-to0-20 year old drivers
"involved 1in fatal accidents were reported by police to have
Ibcen drinking. for the 1972-76 period, the figure was 41.37. -
;ar._Increase of 53.5%" This increase 1is further highlighted by
the fact tHafTno Significant increases were found iIn other age
groups except for the 15 to" 17 .age group. For that troup,

the percentage rose from 157. in the 1968-71 period tt >7. for
the later period, almost a 507. increase.

It should be noted that chanp.es in police reporting procedures
had an effect on the data. The changes occurred 1inJiichigan®-s
reporting procedures and at the federal level. In 1971, Michi—
gan reduced from five to two the number cf options given

police officers for reporting alcohol 1involvement iIn a crash.
The options were "had been drinking"™ or "had not been drinking."
Eliminated were "unknown"™ options. The federal change w”s the
"Fatal Accident Recording System,”™ 1introduced in 1974

by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.- As with
the new Michigan procedure, this system minimized missing data
on motor vehicle accidents, 1including data on drinking.

Statistics from othef states are also cited to support the view
that the lowering of the drinking age has led to increased
traffic fatalities for the under 21 age group. The Medical
Director for the Kemper Insurance group noted lowa and New Jersey
In lowa, 124 teenagers died in accidents involving alcohol be—
tween 1970 and 1973. Between 1974 and 1977, after lowa lowered
its drinking age, the number 1increased to 194, a 56.57. iIncrease.

New Jersey had a similar experience. The percentage of 18-20
year old drivers either drunk or impaired involved invfatal
accidents increased after the lowering of the age of majority
in 1973:



YEAR: 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978

Total Fatal Accidents

(T8-20-year olds): 227 189 216 212 222 230
Drunk Drivers

(1.8720-year olds): 16 33 29 32 56 54
IraDdirad Drivers

(1fe-20-yoar olds): 21 19 34 23 16
Drivers Who Had Been

Drinking

(18-20-year olds): =20 20 21 19 5 29

These observations should be noted:

/ 1. The percentage of 18-20-year old drivers mho
were either drunk or i1mpaired has 1increased since
the lowering of the age of majority 1in 1973.

2. Those v> were drunk or impaired increased:*from
8.9% in 1972 to 16.3% 1in 1973; to 27.5% in 1974;

to 29.2% in 1975; decreased -0 25.97. in 1976;
increased to 32. AT, in 1977; decreased to 23.47. in
1978. (Due to a change 1in law, as of July 1, 1977,
all iinpaireo drivers are carried as drunk drivers.)

(SOURCE: "The Age of Majority As It Relates to the Drinking
Diiver in New Jersey”™ - From a New Jersey State Pal"icc Report:
Fatal Motor Vehicle Accident Comp™r_a tj.ve_Data Report 1978.)

The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (1IHS) compared fatal
crash involvement of drivers under 21 in two states and one
.province where the drinking age was 18, with fatal crashes among
under 2l1-year old drivers 1iIn three adjacent states where the

age was 21. (Michigan was compared with Indiana, Ontario with
Minnesota, and Wisconsin with I1l1linois.)

1111S concluded that "there can bo little doubt,., that reducing
the legal minimum drinking age 1i1s a social polI:y that carries
a price 1in incrQ.ased.-.fajt,aLmotor...vehicle collisions.”™ But, the
study also cautioned that: v

"The effect found in the present study is important,
but is not nearly as large as reported increases of
greater than 50% in alcohol-related fatal crashes
involving 13-20-year old drivers in some states that
lowered the minimum drinking age, based on at least
partially subjective.jppQri-s. The number of 15-20-
old viriMcr* *"volvod vms only about 5/. greater



a -chan a properly calculated expected number 1in e
states that changed the law. Apparently, the
law change affected the perception and/or the
reporting of alcohol involvement by the police \
more than it affected the fatal crash rate.’*

B. No Significant Impact on Accidents

Several studies have concluded that lowering the drinking age

has no significant impact on accidents involving 18-20-year olds.
The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services examined
alcohol, involvement of 18-to 20-year olds killed in accidents
before and after the lowering of Wisconsin ™ drinking age to 18
in 1972. The study was not based cm police reports that are
utilized in other state studies because Wisconsin require

bjood alcohol testing of all drivers killed in accidents. This
would"seem to remove, 1t Is argued; some"of the-subjectivity
found In those studies based on police reports.

The Wisconsin- study found no significant increase 1in alcohol
involved fatalities among youthful drivers “turing the years of
1968-73 which included two years of legal drinking at age 18.
Approximately 607. of all tested driver fatalities aged 18 to 20
had =ppreciable blood alcohol concentrations”” (0,57. or more).
Interestingly, the percentage in 1973 (62.77,), the first year of
18-year old drinking, was exceeded in two earlier years when
the legal age was 21 (1969-64.27.; 1970-66.17.). Actually, the
percentage of alcohol involvement was higher for ine age groups
21-24 and 25-44 than for the 18-20-year old Pv./up.

The results of the Wisconsin study are somewhat limited by the
fact. that prior to 1972, I1Sj*Lq 20-vear olds could purchase beer
where local governments in the state allowed it. "the change

in the drinking age merely made it legal for this age group to
also buy wine and hard liquor. Another study apparently showed
that beer drinking played a large part in teenage crash
fatalities.

The Rutgers University (N.J.) Center of Alcohol Studies examined
youth-traffic fatalities related to the drinking ages 1In
elassachusetts and Maine. Their conclusion .was that what appeared
z0 be sizeable increases in fatalities in the year or two after
he change of law Are ™ctually normal year-to-year fluctyations.””
"he report also concluded that more fatalities should have been
xpected given the rapid increases”™ in_the number of 18-20 licensed
riversT "

Insurance Backgrounder, p. 4



In Maine, fatal accidents among 18- and 19-year old drivers rose
237. 1n 1972 (the year of the lowering of the drinking age) , and
487* 1n 1973. However, there were 1increases of 777. in 1965 and 277.
in 1966. A researcher for the Rutgers Center observed that
"largc-percentage year-to-year changes are common in all age

groups.”

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration sponsored a
nationwide™ survey of teenage drinking practices. The legal
drinking age apparently made no difference in drinking practices -
the same proportion of high school students were fcund to be
drinkers in states where the legal drinking age was 21 as 1in

states "where it was 18 or 19.

I11. EFFECTS OF RAISING THE DRINKING AGE - IMPACT ON TRAFFIC
FATALITIES -

Massachusetts Statistics

A number of states have raised their respective drinking ages 1in
recent years. In the Northeast, these include Massachusetts which
raised i1ts age from 18 to 20 in April 1979; New Jersey which

raised its age of majority from 18 to 19, effective January 1, 1980;
and New Hampshire which raised its drinking age from 18 to 20,
effective January 1, 1980.

As stated by a New Jersey Transportation Department official,

nit 1s too early to make any realistic estimates concerning
raising the drinking age from 18 to 19 and 1ts i1mpact on fatal
accidents.” The same® would seem to apply to New Hampshire which
has had a raised drinking age for only a few months.

Massachusetts has had a 20-year old drinking age for approximately
one year. Initial data on "Alcohol Related Fatal Accidents,
Operators 19 and under™ has been compiled. It should be cautioned !
eth.it the -data-—is jnconclusive for a number of reasons 1including |
the small number of accidents, the period of~time covered,

normal year-to-year fluctuations, and possible increase in the ]
number of licensed drivers.

Il The figures attempt to compare the number of alcohol related

Il accidents for those under 19 from May to December 1978 (when
the drinking age was 18) with M*y through December 1979 (when
the drinking age was 20. For those urvdex 18 , alcohbl related
fatalities rose from 19 to 23, an 1increase of 21.17.. For those
18, the number of fatalities increased from 16 to 31, or 93.87.. ,
For those 19, alcohol related fatalities decreased from 29 to -

21, er a 27.67. drop.

* >



Here 1i1s a summary 1in table form:

MAY-DEC. 1978 (18-year HAY-DEC 1979 Percent of

AGE old drinking age) (20-yr old) Change
Under 18 19 23 + 21.17.

18 16 31 + 93.8JU

19 29 21 - 27.67.
TOTAL 64 75 + 17.27.

JK:ssc



UNDUPLICATED OMVI BOOKINGS FOR YEAR = FY81 03/13/82 PAGE 52
ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE OMVI OFFENDERS
FILE CORRECTI (CREATION DATE = 03/13/82) FACILITY ADMISSIONS - MPD)

mrrmrT X Xx Xxrrnx » | C*R~0“5_5 TnrirunrS_n -Ilj** “DT XX K X'"X'™'" X x x Xx x x"x x x kM
SEX SEX BY OMVisS TOTAL NUMBER OF OMVI BOOKINGS
X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X PAGE 1 OF 2
OFVIS®
COUNT
RO*.J PCT ROW
coL PCT  ________ 271 . .
TOT PCT - B 1 i 5.1 6.1 7. 8. 9.1 10.1 11.
SEX )
1. 780 1 277 1 138 79 1 35 1 22 19 10 1 8 1 3 1369
MALE 57.0 1 20.2 1 10.1 5.9 1 2.6 1 1.6 1.0 0.7 1 0.6 1 0.9 92.3
90.4 1 93.9 I 93.2 96.1 1 100.0 1 95.7 100.0 100.0 1 100.0 1 100.0
52.6 1 18.7 1 9.3 5.0 1 2.9 1 1.5 0.9 0.7 1 0.5 1 0.3
2. 83 1 18 | 10 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 115
FEM"ACTT" 72.2 I T5.7 | 577 2.6 1 0.0 1 0.9 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 7.7
9.6 1 6.1 1 6.8 3.9 1 0.0 | 9.3 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0
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*
TOTAL 58.2 19.9 10.0 5.2 2 .A 1.5 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.3 100.0
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UNDUPLICATED OMVI BOOKINGS FOR

ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE OMVI OFFENDERS
FILE CORRECTI (CREATION DATE = 03/13/82)
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TESTIMONY OF

GERALD L. HOOD
8500 Pioneer Drive
Ancho"?ge, AK 99504
(9" H333-6589

Before The

SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Regarding
SENATE BILL NO. 61

"AN ACT RELATING TO DRIVING A MOTOR VEHICLE"



AT LONG LAST IT APPEARS THE LEGISLATURE IS ATTEMPTING

TO RECTIFY A DREADFUL WRONG WHICH HAS BEEN ALLOWED

TO EXIST FOR ALL TOO MANY YEARS: LEGALIZED MURDER IN

THE STATE OF ALASKA - OVER  STATED - OVER

DRAMATIC - TOTAL FALSEHOOD - ITHINK NOT.

IF | WISHED TO ELIMINATE ANYONE IN THIS ROOM TODAY

(WHICH BY THE WAY 1 DO NOT) ALL IWwWOULD HAVE TO DO IS

GO TO THE CORNER BAR - DOWN A COUPLE OF STIFF
ONES - THEN RUN THEM DOWN IN MY CAR - SEEMINGLY -
AT WORST THE PROBABLE OUTCOME FOR ME - 72 HOURS IN

JAIL AND A $250.00 FINE.



HEINOUS CRIMES BECAUSE ALCOHOL IS INVOLVED - GRANTED

THE MURDERS I SPEAK OF ARE NOT PREMEDITATED - BUT
"ACCIDENTS"™. THE WEAPON IS NOT A GUN OR KNIFE - BUT
A VEHICLE. THE RESULTS ARE THE SAME - THE LOSS OF

HUMAN LIFE - AND WHAT PRICE DO WE PLACE ON THAT.

BEFORE I GO ON - LET ME EXPLAIN THE REASON FOR MY

PRESENCE HERE TODAY. I AM A VICTIM OF A DRINKING

DRIVER. MY FAMILY HAS BEEN A VICTIM THREE TIMES IN

THE LAST THIRTEEN YEARS. | AM HERE TO LITERALLY BEG

YOU TO STRENGTHEN OUR DRUNK DRIVING LAWS SO THAT THE

LIFE OF MY DAUGHTER, WIFE, AND OTHERS MIGHT BE SPARED

FROM THIS NEEDLESS SLAUGHTER ON OUR ROADS AND

HIGHWAYS.



MY TWENTY YEAR OLD NEPHEW DIED, OR MORE ACCURATELY

WAS KILLED, AT THE HANDSOF A DRINKING DRIVER IN

ANCHORAGE RECENTLY. JUSTSO YOU"LL KNOW - HE WAS

DRIVING DOWN THE STREET MINDING HIS OWN BUSINESS

OBEYING ALL TRAFFIC LAWS - AND HE HAD NOT BEEN

DRINKING. HE WAS RUN DOWN BY A CAR DRAG RACING ON

ONE OF OUR CITIES BUSIEST STREETS. RECORDS INDICATE

ALCOHOL WAS INVOLVED BUT THAT THE DRIVER WAS NOT

LEGALLY DRUNK.

MY NEPHF.W WAS HIT WITH SUCH FORCE THAT HIS VEHICLE WAS

DEMOLISHED. HIS NEAR LIFELESS BODY HAD TO BE REMOVED

FROM THE PASSENGER"S SIDEOF THE WRECKAGE BECAUSE

ACCESS FROM THE DRIVER®"S SIDE WAS IMPOSSIBLE.



FOURTEEN HOURS AFTER THE ACCIDENT HIS PARENTS WERE

TAKEN INTO THE OPERATING ROOM TO SEE THEIR CHILD WHO

WAS SO CRITICAL HE COULD NOT BE MOVED. I TRULY HOPE

NONE OF YOU WILL EVER HAVE TO KNOW THE AGONY OF

HOLDING YOUR CHILDS HAND AND BE TOLD THERE IS HO

BRAIN ACTIVITY AND ABSOLUTELY NO HOPE FOR SURVIVAL AS

SEAN’S PARENTS DID. THIS BECAUSE OF A DRINKING DRIVER

WHO WAS DRAG RACING!

WE ARE ANGRY - AND 1 THINK RIGHTFULLY SO. IT IS NOW

TWO MONTHS AFTER THE ACCIDENT AND THAT DRINKING

DRIVER IS STILL ~REE AND PROBABLY STILL DRINKING AND

DRIVING. THE POTENTIAL FOR HIM TO KILL AGAIN ALBEIT

UNINTENTIONAL” STAGGERS THE MIND.



MY NEPHEW IS GONE. HE DIED SO VIOLENTLY - SO

NEEDLESSLY. WE ARE A CLOSE FAMILY, WE LOVED HIM

DEARLY, AND NOTHING WILL FILL THE VOID HIS DEATH HAS

CAUSED.
WHEN SUCH THINGS HAPPEN WE ALWAYS ASK - WHY? |
THINK I KNOW WHY - THE LACK OF AND ENFORCEMENT OF

ADEQUATE DRUNK DRIVING LAWS.

MAY 1 POINT OUT TO YOU - AS I'M SURE OTHERS HAVE

BEFORE ME, AND THOSE WHO FOLLOW WILL ALSO - THAT AS

RECENTLY AS LAST WEEKEND A YOUNG LAD OF TWENTY-SIX

WAS MURDERED BY A DRUNKEN DRIVER HERE IN ANCHORAGE.

IN AND BY ITSELF THAT ISNT TOO ASTONISHING IF YOU LOOK

AT THE STATISTICS - IT HAPPENS ALL THE TIME.



IF YOU LOOK A LITTLE DEEPER YOU SHOULD BE SHOCKED AND

HORRIFIED - AND YOU SHOULD BE MOTIVATED TO RIGHT

THIS WRONG.

THE DRIVER IN THIS FATAL ACCIDENT WAS CONVICTED IN 1979

FOR DRUNKEN DRIVING, A MARCH 14 CONVICTION FOR

LEAVING THE SCENE OF AN ACCIDENT, AND A PENDING

CHARGE OF DRIVING WHILE DRUNK ON MARCH 10. BY THE

WAY, THE DRIVER"S BLOOD ALCOHOL CONTENT WAS .34 WHEN

IT WAS TESTED AT A LOCAL HOSPITAL AFTER THE FATAL

ACCIDENT. ACCORDING TO PHYSICIANS 1I°VE TALKED TO THE

DRIVER SHOULD HAVE BEEN UNCONSCIENCE. THE DRIVER®S

WIFE HAD CALLED POLICE EARLIER THE DAY OF THE ACCIDENT

TO HAVE HIM PICKED UP BECAUSE HE WAS OUT DRIVING

DRUNK. THE POLICE COULDN’'T FIND HIM.



IN ADDITION THE POLICE HAD A WARRANT OUT FOR HIS

ARREST FOR FAILING TO APPEAR IN COURT ON THE MARCH 10

DRUNK DRIVING CHARGE. YET, TO MY KNOWLEDGE HE WAS

NOT ARRESTED AT THE SCENE OF THE ACCIDENT ON THIS

WARRANT . HE WAS TREATED AND RELEASED AT A LOCAL

HOSPITAL - BASICALLY, GIVEN HIS CAR KEYS - FREE TO

GO KILL AGAIN. ONLY UPON THE INSISTANCE OF HIS WIFE

WAS HE ARRESTED ON THE OQUTSTANDING WARRANT.

HE SPENT THE REMAINDER OF THE NIGHT IN JAIL. HOWEVER,

ON SUNDAY AFTER THE ACCIDENT, DUE TO A MONUMENTAL

SCREW-UP IN A SYSTEM THAT QUITE LITERALLY STINKS AND

IS PRESENTLY GEARED TO PROTECT THE CRIMINAL MORE THAN

THE VICTIM, THE DRIVER WAS ARRAIGNED BEFORE A

MAGISTRATE AND RELEASED ON HIS OWN RECOGNIZANCE.



HE WAS WARNED NOT TO DRIVE WITHIN EIGHT HOURS OF

DRINKING - THANK GOD - I FEEL MUCH SAFER KNOWING

THAT! THREE DAYS AFTER THE FATAL ACCIDENT THE DRIVER

WAS JAILED WITH A $10,000 CASH ONLY BAIL WHICH HE COULD

EASILY RAISE ACCORDING TO HIS WIFE WHO WAS QUOTED IN

THE NEWSPAPER AS SAYING, "I THINK NOW HE KNOWS HE

NEEDS HELP. ITS TOO BAD SOMEONE HAD TO DIE." HOW

MANY MORE PEOPLE COULD HAVE DIED IN THOSE THREE DAYS

THIS DRUNK DRIVER WAS FREE?

IT"S TOO BAD SOMEONE HAD TO DIE.

THEREIN LIES THE FALLACY. ITS NOT THE DRUNKEN DRIVER

WHO NEEDS HELP - IT"S US - THE VICTIMS - THE

CITIZENS OF THIS STATE WHO NEED HELP.



WE NEED PROPER AND ADEQUATE PROTECTION FROM THIS

CARNAGE, AND WE ARE HERE TODAY DEMANDING IT - YES,

DEMANDING IT - ENOUGH IS ENOUGH - A STIFF SENTENCE

FOR A THREE TIME OFFENDER WHO JUST HAPPENS TO KILL

SOMEONE THE FOURTH TIME AROUND IS A TRAVESTY!

I WANT YOU TO KNOW I SUPPORT THE CONCEPTS OF SENATE

BILL 61.

LET ME JUST SAY THAT THE STRONGER PENALTIES SET FORTH

IN HOUSE BILL 6 SHOULD BE ADHERED TO. MY REAL FEAR IS

THAT YOU WILL DEBILITATE THIS LEGISLATION BY WEAKENING

AMENDMENTS AND THUS RENDER IT MEANINGLESS. THE

PENALTIES YOU ULTIMATELY SET FORTH IN THE LEGISLATION

YOU PASS SHOULD NOT BE SUBJECT TO ALTERATION BY THE

JUDICIAL SYSTEM.



MANDATORY SENTENONGIS ADETERRENT

THERE ARE TWO OTHER AREAS I STRONGLY URGE YOU TO

STRENGTHEN IN THIS BILL - AND THOSE ARE THE ABILITY

FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REVOCATION OF A DRIVER’S LICENSE AT

THE TIME OF ARREST OR ACCIDENT INVOLVING A DRUNK

DRIVER - AND MOST IMPORTANTLY THE BLOOD ALCOHOL

CONTENT DETERMINED TO BE LEGALLY DRUNK SHOULD BE

REDUCED FROM .10 TO .08.

THERE ARE WILD EYED LIBERALS AMONG US WHO WILL SCREAM

THAT WE SHOULD REHABILITATE THE DRUNKEN DRIVER -

THAT THE STATE SHOULD ADDRESS TREATMENT AND

PREVENTION AS WELL AS IMPRISONMENT.



TO THAT I SAY - YOU REHABILITATE MY NEPHEW, THE

GERRISH EOYS AND COUNTLESS OTHERS FROM THE DEAD AND

THE OUTRAGED PUBLIC I'M A PART OF WILL GIVE SERIOUS

CONSIDERATION AS TO WHETHER DRUNK DRIVERS WHO KILL

AND MAIM DESERVE REHABILITATION.

ANOTHER RED HERRING BEING RAISED IN AN EFFORT TO

REDUCE PENALTIES IN YOUR LEGISLATION IS THE PRESENT

OVER CROWDING OF OUR CORRECTION SYSTEM AND THE

BURDEN OF INCREASED COST THE [INCARCERATION OF THESE

CRIMINALS WOULD CAUSE. AGAIN I ASK YOU - WHAT IS

THE VALUE OF A HUMAN LIFE?

ACCOMPLISH THESE THINGS, INADEQUATE AS | FEEL THEM TO

BE - AND YOU WILL BE TAKING A STEP IN THE RIGHT

DIRECTION IN MAKING THE STATE OF ALASKA A SAFER PLACE

TO LIVE.



Il THANK YOU FOR THE TIME ALLOWED ME TO TESTIFY TODAY
AND FOR YOUR UNDERSTANDING IN WHAT IS AN EMOTIONAL

ISSUE FOR MY FAMILY AND ME.

REMEMBER THAT ONLY UNTIL YOU RESPONSIBLY ENACT
ADEQUATE, ENFORCEABLE LEGISLATION - DEATHS LIKE THAT

OF MY NEPHEW WILL CONTINUE TO OCCUR.

THE LIVES AND SAFETY OF ALL ALASKANS ARE IN YOUR

HANDS .



April

April

April

April

April

SENATE STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
MEETING SCHEDULE
(3/31/83)

5, Tuesday 3:00pm (Butrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)
SB 27 Toll-free telephone calls
SB 115 Individual rights of peace officers
SB 153 Citizens who assist peace officers
SB 218 Disclosure of information

SJR 13 Urging repeal of the Jones Act

7, Thursday 3:00pm (Eutrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving and related issues (SB 61, HB 17, and SB 226)
Invited testimony only. See attached agenda for details.

TELECONFERENCE (Listening only):
South Central, Southeast, and Fairbanks.
9, Saturday 9:00am - 4:00pm (AST) (Anchorage Municipal Assembly

Chambers, 3500 E. Tudor)

Drunk driving and related issues (S3 61, HB17, and SB 226)
See attached agenda for details.

11, Monday 7:3Jpm (PST) (Butrovich Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving and related issues (SB 61, HB 17, and SB 226). *
See attached agenda for details.

TELCONFERENCE:
South Central (except Anchorage), Southeast and Interior.
12, Tuesday 1:30pm (PST) (Senate Finance Room, Capitol Bldg.)

Drunk driving and related issues (SB 61, HB 17, and SB 226).
Invited testimony only. See attached agenda for details.

TELECONFERENCE (Listening only):
South Central, Southeast, and Fairbanks.



SENATE STATE AFFAILIRS COMMITTEE

AGENDA FOR DRUNK DRIVING HEARINGS

APRIL 7, 1983 3:00pm Butrovich room
I. DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE: AN OVERVIEW OF THE
PROBLEM IN ALASKA
A. a statistical look at the situation

B. Legal examination of Title 28, Motor Vehiclc-s

Il. THE SYSTEM FROM APPREHENSION TO THE SANCTIONING
OF DRUNK DRIVERS IN ALASKA

A. current enforcement practices

B. court procedings; conviction rates, and penalties
issued in court =

C. actual penalties served, incarceration arid treatment
. INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE
A. SB 61, An act related to driving a motor vehicle
B. CSHB 17 (Jud) am, Raising the Dn"nking Age

C. SB 226, Training and licensing o." di ivers

APRIL 9, 1983 in ANCHORAGE AT THE MUNICIPAL ASSEMBLY
CHAMBERS from 9:00am--12:00, 1:00pm- 4:00pm

I. INTRODUCTION



Il. PREVENTION OF DWI AND AUTO RELATED ACCIDENTS
A_ the importance of public awareness as a deterrent
B. curfew licenses for drivers under 18 years of age
C. raising the drinking age
D. the use of roadblocks as a deterrent
D. educational programs
E. licensing procedures as sanctions and deterrents
1. suspensions
2. revocations
3. limited licenses
Il TREATMENT
A. different kinds of alcohol treatment
B. success of mandatory treatment as a sanction
C. the Al_aska A"cohol Safety Action Program (AASAP)
screening procram
I CCURT/DMV RECORD SYSTEMS
A_ problems with state "ecord systems related to DWI

B. National Driver"s Register as a record system

Public testimony will be heard

April 11, MONDAY at 7:30pm (PST) Butrovich room

TtLECONFERENCE for Southeast, South Central (except
Anchorage), and Interior portions of the state on drunk
driving, related issues, SB 61, CSHB 17(Jud) am, and
SB 226.



Aril 12, Tuesday 1:30pm Senate Finance room

EXPERT TESTiMONY WILL BE HEARD FROM H."L. ROSS

I. INTRODUCTION

Il. PENALTIES
A. the use of fines as a sanction
B. automobile impoundments .nd forfeitures.
C. the effectiveness of inc”-ceration
D. community service
E. other

Il. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES FOR DETERRING THE

DRINKING/DRIVING BEHAVIOR
A. limiting the circulation of alcohol
B. transportation alternatives to and from
drinking establishments
IV. ENFORCEMENT

A. public perception of size of police force as a
deterrent

B. mandatory breathalizer test for all persons pulled
over for a moving violation

V. SPECIFIC PROBLEM AREAS CONCERNING DRUNK DRIVING
A. the habitual offender

B. the effect, of mandatory penalties when they are toe
severe



VI.

VII.

ROAD SAFETY MEASURES TO DECREASE ACCIDENT
FATALITY RISK

A. increased amount of street lights to decrease
accidents

B. child restraints

C. use of road signs designed to mitigate the injuries
received from accidents

D. mandatory seat belt use

CONCLUSIONS
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