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US DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
ANNUAL CORE APPORTIONMENTS AND POTENTIAL PENALTIES UNDER SEC. 163(a)

FOR FY 2004 AND THEREAFTER*
(Assuming Various Rates of Penalty)

.08 BAC

IM/ STP/ NHS  adopted as 2% 4% 6% 8%
State Toi.al Leaal Standard Penalty Penalty Penalty Penalty

Alaska 179,048,339 - 3,580,967 7,161,934 10,742,900 14,323,867
Washington 297,631,829 X 0 0 0 0
Oregon 221,819,579 X 0 0 0 0
ldaho 140,668,319 X 0 0 0 0

Wyoming 156,383,521 - 3,127,670 6,255,341 9,383,011 12,510,682

Based on estimated FY 2003 apportionments, after distribution of Minimum Guarantee funds

Alaska Highway Safety Office, ADOT&PF 01/01
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

0oTOj iMi 1), 200(1
Mr. VVoOF introduced tin: following hill; which \\\s rtiforml to tho Coimiitt.co
on Appropriations

A B IL L

IVBking- appropriations for tho Department of Transportation
and related agencies for tho fiscal voav ending September
30, 2001, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives ofthe United States ofAmerica in (Jongriss assembled,
3 That tho folloming sums are appropriated, out. of any
4 money in the Treasury not otherwse appropriated, for the
5 Department of Transportation and related agencies for
6 the fiscal year ending Soptomhor 30, 2001, and for other
7 purposes, namely:
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1 TITLE |

2 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

3 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

4 SaljARIES AND E xi'BNHKS

5 For necessary expenses of tho ( )tTicc of the Secretary,
6 $68,245,000: Provided, Tlurt. not more than 02 percent
7 of the funds made available under this heading shall he
8 obligated and not more than 224 full time equivalent staff
9 years funded through the end of the second quarter of fix-
10 eal year 2001: Provided further, That funds in excess of
11 52 percent and 224 full time equivalent staff years shall
12 he available only if the Secretary transmits a request, to
13 the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations for
14 these additional funds: Provided further, That, not to ex-
15 eeed $60,000 for allocation within the Department for of-
16 fieial reception and representation expenses as the Sec-
17 rotary may determing: Provided further, That not more
18 than $15,000 of the official reception and representation
19 funds shall be available for obligation prior to January 20,
20 2001.
21 Ofpioe of Civil Rkiiits

22 For necessary expenses of the Office of Civil Rights,
23 $8,140,000.

HR 5394 EH
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That all information submitted in such reports shall ho

current, as of the last, day of the preceding; quarter.

Sue. 351. Notwithstanding; any other provision of
law, beginning: in fiscal your 2004. the Secretary shall
withhold 2 percent of the amount required to he appor-
tinned for Federal-aid highways to any State uiuler each
of paragraphs (1), (3), and (4) of section 104(b) of title
23, United States Code, if a State has not enacted and
is not enforcing a provision described in seetion 163(a)
of chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, in fiscal year
2005, the Secretary shall withhold 4 percent of tho
amount required to be apportioned for Federal-aid high-
ways to any State under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and
(4) of section 104(b) of title 23, United States Code, if
a State has not enacted and is not enforcing a provision
described in section 163(a) of title 28, United States Code;
in fiscal year 2006. the Secretary shall withhold 6 percent
of the amount required to be apportioned for Federal-aid
highways to any State under each of paragraphs (1), (3),
and (4) of section 104(h) of title 28, United States Code,
if a State has not enacted and is not enforcing a provision
described in section 163(a) of title 23, United States Code;
and beginning- in fiscal year 2007, and in each fiscal year
thereafter, the. Secretary shall withhold 8 percent of the
amount required to be apportioned for Federal-aid high-

HR 53% IH
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ways to any State under each of paragraphs (1), (3), and
(4) of section 104(b) of title 23, United States Code, if
a State has not enacted and is not enforcing a provision
described in section 103(a) of title 23, United States Code.
If within four years from the date the apportionment for
any State is reduced in accordance with this section tho
Secretary determines that such State has enacted and is
enforcing- a provision described in section ~ ,*
ter 1 of title 23, United States Code, the apportionment
of such State shall be increased by an amount equal to
such reduction. If at the end of such four-year period, any
State has not enacted and is not enforcing a provision do-
scribed in section 163(a) of title 23, United States Code,
any amounts so withheld shall lapse.

Sec. 332. (a) In General.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, including the Surplus Property Act
of 1944 (38 Slat. 765, chapter 471); 50 U.S.0. App. 1622
et. seq.), the Secretary of Transportation (or tho appro-
pHate Federal officer) may waive, without, charge, any of
the terms contained in any deed of conveyance described
in subsection (b) that restrict the use of any land do-
scribed in such a deed that, as of the date of enactment
of this Act, is not being used for the operation of an air-
port or for air traffic. A waiver made under the preceding

HR 5384 IH
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Highways  feDERAL-Aro Highways 23 USCS § 164

't obligated at the end of 't protect the scenic, historical, recreational, cultural/inatural,” and archaeological ‘integrity of a

o . highway and adjacent areas. IR A ) (ay "~

is withheld under subsccj e) Savings clause. The Secretary shall not withhold rny ?rant or impose any. requirement on a

hul??ef paragraph (1), the] -State as a condition of providinga grant or technical assistance for ang/ scenlc.bg/wa{unless the

alll 1apse. * “requirement is ponstyent with the authority provided in.lbis chapter [25 USCS .88 1Q1jet seq.j. *

June'9, 1998, P. L. 1053 T/q Federal share. The.Federal share of the.cost of carrying out a project-under this section shall
MgO 7percent, except that, in die case of any scenic bywaP/ project along a public road that provides
occe6? tO:or .within,Federal or Indian land, a.Federal land aanagemeni agency may use funds

B authorized for use hy the agency as the non-Federal share. LV e
parscrapts (), @ waddeaJune 9, 1998. P. L .1.05-J78, Title.!, Subtitle B, s 1219(a), 112 Stat.219.)..."; :
ﬁ%- SRR 163." .Safety Incentives to preyent operation of jngjotor vehicles bjnMtoxicated persons

ga)GeneraI authority. JjTie Secretary shall make a grant, in accordance with this section.-to any
tate that has enacted and is enforcing a law that provides that any person with a blood alcohol
concentration of 0.08 percent or greater.while ope_ratmg?]_a motor” vehicle in the State shall be
Ldkerrled to have committed a per se offense of driving while intoxicated (or an equivalent per se

M'fes?*’ S Ke o Lo AT
, . ?6] Grants! For each fiscal year, funds authorized to.carry out this section shall be apportioned to
a national scenic byways — wieach.'State that has enacted and is enforcing .a law meeting the requirements of subsection (a) in
nral, natural, recreatlonal,l amount determined by mu|t|p|y|ng_ | '* o 0 .
Scenic Byways gr All-f g (i the amount authorized to carry out this section for the fiscal year; by ;. .
.' .3 -~,(2) the ratio that the amount of funds apportioned to each such Slate under section 402 for such
tnder the national scenic; ;> “fiscal year bears to.the total amount of funds apportioned to all such States,under section 402
_ . tfevfor such fiscal year- _ TR -
nominated by a State or* |f(c)'Use of grants,. A State may obligate funds apportioned under subsection (bj for any project
State scenic byway or, ini Eligible for assistance under thist i d e . .. C Pt
:ncybyway.’.” . M f(d% Federal share. The Federal share of the cost of a project funded under this section shall be
make grants'and provides u-100percent. o T
LoV e ?rfe) Authorization of appropriations. (1) In general. There are authorized to be, appropriated out
Iways or All-American! 106" of the nghway Trust Fund .Egother, than the Mass Transit Account% to cany out this section
I 15 $55,000,000. for' fiscal year 1.998, $65,000,000 for fiscal year 1999, $80,000,000 for fiscal year
F:~00 r98900,000 ¥or fistal year 2601, $100,000,000 for fiscal year'2002;"and $£i0,0661000
_ IfftoFdfistal year 2003.";; . " 1 . ol
?sst beecv ides;&rgatceoorlr?dsg ,5Vc/\?t))!Avte_1iIabHit of funds." [\Ilot\Nithst;ilqging se%ltiolnI ./118(]3)@), the fundsi'wtl_horized by this
; ection shall remain a expended. o'/, AT oo
f_’#h{/' tﬂ‘t it :ﬁa’ ??[A?a Jne ,]’.3 §Tff, Kﬁi%y.hﬂe;l,.@u%t»tle“;§,| .-
F development OI\%V.ISS“Ch-gtA e Minimum penaes for repeat offenders for driving'while intoxcated or driving
on & a National Scenic (@) Definitions. In this section, the following definitions apply:" "
)f 5 '§>tv?/tee ggg%\r/ 5|§//\\//vvna(§/ . # 0) Alcohol cgchrdcrélt;grk T(p% treerrEhoéhloceoP% 80|r|1tceepg\r/9t orrgaﬂqweans gram's oil alcohol per 100
- , i« V.rJ@ Driving while intoxicated; driving ‘under the influence! Tht terms”*'driving while intoxi-
fal assistance under chis : "cated” "an hf‘(ljrivik??'urr]]de_r‘the inl‘llueme” mean dr_iying'bqr beir?g in.ai_tuholI ohysical conglr_olhog
scenichyway'prégram.J gyn.weoatgﬁ \é(tea tlé) e while having an alcoho concentraﬂoni’:a oys the permitted limit ?sesta ishe

:E(OS ?ﬁ”ﬁ%gﬁcgfﬁg&ﬂ :fr.(3) License suspension.'Thelterm "license suspension” means the suspension’of all driving
entaof rglra'tAeﬁi&eglrlltégsr\]ﬁ "> (4) Motof vehicle. The'tenh “motor vehicle” means a vehicle driven or drawn’hy mechanical
th .. 0f d traff dJ' v.,'t, power and manufactured primarily for use <h public highways, but does, not include a vehicle
e o Gantoe -operated solely on a rail line or & commercial vehicle.” / " ‘im ~ """,
- gesignation as-a State (5) Repeat intoxicated driver law. The term "'repeat intoxicated driver law" means a State law
d bicvelists. rer that provides, as a minimum penalg, that an individual convicted of a second or subsequent
na picyclists, r 't area, § offense for driving while intoxicated or driving under the influence after a previous conviction
rpretive facility.! [ mi for'that offense shall—',  * VAR .
Srea _f0f the purpose of. o ]e 2A; receive a driver’s license suspension for not less than 1 year; .
\QHI : [3 \ = " (B) be subject to:the,impoundment o? [minobilizatipn :of each of the. individual’e motor
rchagological” resources:! vehl(%s, instaUation. f an ignition interlock system on each of themotor vehicles;
: - = (C).receive an assessment of the.individual's™ degree, of.abuse of alcohpl ;?rjd treatment as
including interprctive] 4St * appropriate; and m " S VA .
LRt receive— . VIR k| N | S
{fram.. s (" g icrtbu(i) in the gase of. die secand offense — X7 P

anv nrniw ‘i rhaflunnM



fy ijn DoT*

Responses to Statements Regarding .08 BAC Laws

Statement. Most state legislatures have looked at the research evidence and have concluded
that .08 laws are not effective. In New Jersey, for example, a Task Force concluded that there is
no evidence that .08 laws result in reductions in alcohol-related fatalities.

Response: The research with regard to the effectiveness of 08 BAC laws is consistent and
persuasive. At least eight studies have indicated that these laws are associated with reductions in
alcohol-related crashes, fatalities, and injuries, particularly in conjunction with administrative
license revocation (ALR) laws.

The New Jersey Task Force reviewed only four early studies of the effects of .08 BAC laws and
concluded that the results were “mixed.” Since that time, four additional comprehensive studies
have been conducted. Together with the four original studies, these studies provide consistent
and even more persuasive evidence of the effectiveness of .08 BAC laws, both alone and in
conjunction with other laws and activities.

A 1999 GAO review of seven of these eight studies concluded that there are “strong indications
that .08 BAC laws in combination with other drank driving laws... can save lives” (p2). GAO
also stated that ~ we and DOT reach essentially the same conclusion regarding the effectiveness
0f.08 BAC laws, both by themselves and in combination with other measures” (p24).

While the studies of effectiveness have been persuasive, effectiveness is not the primary basis for
supporting a .08 BAC law. The primary reasons for supporting such a law are that, at .08
BAC, virtually everyone is impaired in important skills related to driving and their risk of
being involved in a fatal crash is greatly increased. Several states have recognized this. In
New Mexico, for example, a State Task Force carefully reviewed only the evidence of
impairment and crash risk at .08 BAC. Following this review, New Mexico chose to enact a .08

BAC law.

Statement. The Government Accounting Office (GAO) has .ecently conducted a critical
review of the .08 studies and has concluded that these laws are not effective in reducing alcohol-

related fatalities.

Response: This statement is not correct! The GAO report stated that there are “strong
indications that .08 BAC laws in combination with other drunk driving laws (particularly license
revocation laws), sustainedpublic education and information efforts, and vigorous and
consistent enforcement can save lives” (p2).

Statement: The GAO study concluded that “the evidence does not conclusively establish that



08 Ihaws, by themselves, result in reductions in the number and severity of alcohol-related
crashes.

Response: No research is ever conclusive in an “unequivocal” sense. Neither are laws ever
implemented “by themselves.” The combination of strong laws, highly visible enforcement, and
strong public information is the key to reducing alcohol-related fatalities. NHTSA has
maintained that the evidence of the effectiveness of.08 BAC laws is consistent and persuasive,
particularly in conjunction with the administrative license revocation (ALR) laws, already
enacted in 40 states.

The GAO report confirms this relationship and further states that *'although we characterize the
strength ofthe study results differently, we and DOT reach essentially the same conclusion
regarding the effectiveness of.08 BAC laws, both by themselves and in combination with other
measures " (p24).

Statement: We keep hearing that enactment of .08 BAC laws in all states would result in 500
lives being saved every year. The GAO report looked at the study that made this estimate and
found it to be groundless.

Response: At the time of the GAO study, two studies had independently formulated estimates
of lives saved. A Boston University study estimated that 500-600 additional lives would be saved
ifall states adopted .08 BAC laws. An NHTSA (50-state) study used a more detailed analysis
and estimated that 590 lives would be saved —a very similar estimate. While GAO criticized the
Boston University Study for not describing how it arrived at its estimate, GAO did not criticize
the elaborate and detailed methodology of the NHTSA 50-state study.

Further, a new Boston University study was recently published. This study evaluated the
effectiveness of .08 BAC laws enacted in six states in 1993 and 1994 and concluded that, overall,
these states experienced a 5-6 percent greater decline in measures of alcohol-related crashes,
compared with six nearby states that did not lower their BAC limits. This study estimated that, if
all states adopted a .08 BAC law, 400-500 fewer fatalities would occur annually.

Advocates of .08 BAC laws have used the mid-point of these three estimates and have projected
that, if all states were to adopt .08 BAC laws, an additional 500 lives would be saved each year.
This estimate of 500 lives saved is well within the confidence boundaries ofall of the estimates

made to date.

Statement; .08 BAC laws make criminals out of normal social drinkers.

Response: Impairment and crash risk are the issues - not how many drinks it may take to get to
.08 BAC. Scores of studies have been conducted which indicate that, at .08 BAC virtually
everyone is impaired in important skills related to driving and that, at that level, the risk of being
involved in a fatal crash is many times greater than at .00 BAC.



Statement: “.08 BAC legislation will not affect problem drinker drivers who have high BAC
levels.”

Response: The research shows that .08 laws not only reduce the incidence of impaired driving
at lower BACs, they also reduce the incidence of impaired driving at higher BACs (i.e., over
10). A .08 law serves as a general deterrent to drinking and driving. It sends a message that the
state is getting tougher on impaired driving, and it makes many people think twice about getting
behind the wheel after they've had too much to drink. A .08 BAC law is a key component of an
overall program to reduce impaired driving. While problem drinkers do account for a significant
part of the problem, most fatally injured drinking drivers (70-80%) have no prior alcohol-related

offenses.

A comprehensive anti-DWI program must use all available laws and programs to reduce
fatalities.

Statement: “.08 isjust the first step toward even lower BACs and eventually another attempt at
prohibition.”

Response: The notion that safety organizations seek a return to prohibition is

unfounded. Although there is strong research evidence that driving-related skills begin to
deteriorate below .08 BAC, most safety advocates have adopted .08 BAC as a reasonable and
acceptable compromise that will save lives, prevent injuries and reduce costs to society.



Federal Highway Funding and State DWI Laws

Prepared for Representative Norman Rokeberg

By Patricia Young, Legislative Analyst
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You asked for an explanation of the connection between federal highway dollars and a state’s
drinking and driving laws. Specifically, you asked whether Alaska has foregone federal funding
opportunities as a result of not having enacted certain provisions regarding open containers and
repeat offenders. If so, you wished to know how long the state has foregone such revenue and
the amount of funding that has been “lost.” Additionally, you asked for an explanation of the
funding consequences of the recent federal requirement concerning a blood alcohol

concentration standard of 0.08 percent.

For purposes of this report, we focus on measures relating to driving while intoxicated (DWI)
addressed by Congress in the Transportation Equity Act for the 214 Century, the current federal
authorization for surface transportation programs. After a brief summary, we address each
provision, and its impact on transportation and highway safety funding in Alaska, individually. We

consolidate the data in Table One.

907-465-399! Alaska Legislature State Capitol
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Summary

In order to encourage states to adopt and enforce specific rnti-drunk driving laws, Congress
authorized two incentive grant programs and two transfer pro' isions as part of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 1998.1 These provisions are in effect from federal
fiscal year 1998 through 2003. More recently, President Clinton signed into law a sanction
provision to take effect in federal fiscal year 2004, for states that fail to adopt and enforce a 0.08
percent blood alcohol concentration (BAC) standard by that time.

Under the two incentive programs authorized by TEA-21, grant funds are available to states that
have enacted specific drunk driving countermeasures (Section 410) and to states that have
enacted a 0.08 percent BAC standard (Section 163). The countermeasures incentive under
Section 410—with different eligibility criteria—was available under ISTEA, the predecessor of
TEA-21. Alaska qualified for funding under the ISTEA version of the program, and because of a
delayed effective date, received approximately $200,500 during 1998. With the change in
requirements, however, the state no longer qualifies, and as a result, “lost" approximately
$127,000 in 1999. Section 410 is a broad program with numerous eligibility requirements and
several variables in the funding formula. According to Mary Moran, director of the state's highway
safety program, qualification demands more staff resources than are presently available. Thus,
even if the state were to qualify, she would not apply with the program’s current staffing level.

Potential funding under the Section 163 incentive program is significantly more substantial than
that available under Section 410. Because Alaska has not implemented the 0.08 BAC standard
needed to qualify for funding under this section, since 1998, the state has foregone approximately
$2.3 million that could have been used for any transportation project eligible for federal
assistance. The state will continue to “lose" approximately $700,000 to $800,000 during each
year through 2003 unless lawmakers choose to lower the BAC from 0.10 percent to 0.08.

The transfer provisions require states to implement specific provisions regarding open containers
(Section 154) and minimum penalties for repeat offenders (Section 164) by October of 2000.
Because Alaska's laws do not conform precisely to the federal requirements of either provision,
1.5 percent of the state's highway construction funds will be transferred to the highway safety
program for each of the provisions during FY 2001—a combined total of approximately $5.2
million. Another 1.5 percent for each provision will be transferred fcr fiscal year 2002 if the state
has not complied with the federal requirements; the transferred amounts double to three percent
for each provision during fiscal year 2003 and each year thereafter that the state has not

complied.

Lastly, beginning with federal fiscal year 2004, the U.S. Department of Transportation will begin to
withhold a percentage of the highway funds apportioned to states that continue to resist
implementing the 0.08 BAC standard for per se DWI (Section 163[a]). According to federal
estimates, if Alaska has not implemented such a standard by FY 2004, the state will lose 2

1The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), enacted June 9, 1998, as Public Law 105-178,
authorized federal surface transportation programs for the six-year period of 1998-2003. The Act reauthorized existing
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration programs, including the DWI countermeasures incentive grant program
under Section 410. Additionally, TEA-21 created the incentive grant program for 0.08 BAC under Section 163. The TEA-
21 conferees also agreed upon two provisions for transfer of a portion of a state's highway construction funds to its
highway safety program if the state fails to establish and enforce minimum penalties for repeat drunk driving (Section 164)
and for open containers in the passenger compartment of a vehicle (Section 154). These two initiatives, omitted from the
conference report, wore restored to TEA-21 by the TEA-21 Restoration Act, on July 22,1998, as Public Law 105-206.
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percent, or approximately $3.6 million of its 2004 funding. The annual penalty would rise by an
additional 2 percent each year to an estimated $14.3 million by FY 2007. States that implement
the standard before the end of FY 2007, however, will recover the withheld funding.

Incentive Grant—AlcoholHmpaired Driving Countermeasures
Section 410

As part of the Transportation Equity Act for the 214 Century, Congress authorized approximately
$220 million for grants under Section 410, to encourage states to adopt and implement programs
to reduce traffic safety problems resulting from individuals driving under the influence of alcohol.2
The program includes two basic grant options. States may qualify for both basic grants, and those
that qualify for either can also apply for supplemental grants.

The Section 410 program was in place under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act of 1991 (ISTEA). Congress reauthorized the program with TEA-21 but amended the eligibility
requirements and delayed the effective date until FY 1999. According to Mary Moron, director of
the Alaska Highway Safety Office, the amendments, to a large extent, reversed the eligibility
requirements for the basic and the supplemental grants. As a result, although Alaska qualified
under ISTEA, the state no longer does so.

Prior to the eligibility change, Alaska qualified for basic grant funding because criteria such as
videotaping of drunk drivers by police, an on-going DWI-prevention program, and the use of
passive alcohol sensors (breath tests) by police were in place. Because the shift did not become
effective until 1999, Alaska received approximately $200,500 during 1998. Since the shift,
however, those criteria pertain to the supplemental grants, rather than to the basic ones.
Because a state must qualify for a basic grant to apply for a supplemental grant, Alaska is
currently ineligible for all Section 410 funding. Had Alaska qualified, the state would have
received approximately $127,000 in 1999 to support anti-drunk driving programs. Because of the
high number of variables involved in Section 410 funding, Ms. Moran is unable to estimate the
amount that Alaska "lost" in 2000. Specific details of the current Section 410 program follow.3

Section 410 Eligibility. States have two options for qualifying for the basic
Section 410 grant funding. States that qualify for a basic grant may apply for
supplemental grants:

Basic Grant A—implement at least 5 of the following 7 c.iteria:
+ Administrative license revocation;

¢ A program to prevent drivers under age 21 from obtaining alcoholic
beverages;

¢ A program for intensive impaired driving law enforcement;

223 USC 410, Alcohol-Impaired Driving Counlermeasures.

3 Federal Highway Administration. "TEA-21 Fact Sheet: AIcoho'I-Im aired Dnving Countermeasures Incentive
Grants," September 14,1998; available at h|tF7A,VWW.thW&.d0t.gOV. teaZ1/factsheets n_410.htm (accessed 10/10/2000).
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A graduated licensing law with nighttime driving restrictions and zero
tolerance;

¢ A program to target drivers with high BAC;

¢ Young adult drinking programs to reduce impaired driving by individuals age
21 through 34;

¢ An effective system for increasing the rate for BAC of drivers in fatal
accidents—beginning in FY2001, the testing ratemustbe above thenational

average.
Basic Grant B—demonstrate both of the following:

¢ A reduction in the percentage of fatally injured drivers with 0.10 BAC or
greater, in each of the last 3 years; and

¢ A percentage of fatally injured drivers with 0.10 BAC or greater that is lower
than the national average for each of the last 3 years.

Supplemental Grants—implement any of the following:

¢ Videotaping of drunk drivers by police;

¢ A self-sustaining impaired driving prevention program;
¢+ Laws to reduce driving with suspended license;

¢ Use of passive alcohol sensors by police;

¢ Effective system for tracking information on drtink drivers;

¢ Other innovative programs.

Distribution of Funds: Beginning in FY 1999, qualifying states receive up to 25%
of their FY 1997 Section 402 apportionment for each basic grant; supplemental
grants may not exceed 10% of funding made available for Section 410.

Program Administration: The federal share for Section 410 shall not exceed 75%
in the 14 and 2rd years in which a state receives a grant, 50% in the 3rdand 4lh
years, and 25% in the 5lhand 6(years. States may use Section 410 grant funds
only to implement and enforce impaired driving programs.

At present, Alaska meets at least two of the seven program criteria for basic grant A. The state
must meet at least five in order to qualify for funding. According to Ms. Moran, Alaska's eligibility
in regard to some criteria is debatable: the state might qualify, for example, in regard to programs
for reducing alcohol-impaired driving by young adults. Similarly, the state might qualify in regard
to the rate of BAC testing of drivers involved in fatal crashes if the rate is above the national
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average.4 Alaska's DWI countermeasures scheme does riot qualify in regard to the following
basic grant A criteria:

Administrative license revocation. Alaska qualified in regard to this criterion until
state lawmakers reduced the duration of license revocation for minors driving
after consuming alcohol from 90 days, one year, and three years for first, second,
and third or subsequent revocations to 30 days, 60 days, 90 days, and one year
for first, second, third, and fourth or subsequent revocations, respectively.5
Although other provisions still qualify, the revocation scheme as a whole now
does not.

Graduated licensing law with nighttime restrictions and zero tolerance. Although
the state has a graduated licensing system in place and an absolute zero
tolerance law (rather than the federally required 0.02 BAC), Alaska’s system
does not satisfy the federal requirements in the following ways:

¢ Program eligibility requires that all occupants must be properly restrained.
Alaska law refers only to proper restraint of children under the age of 16.6

¢+ Program eligibility requires that, absent a state-approved exception, a person
authorized to drive under a learner's permit or an intermediate driver's
license may not drive during some period of the night unless a licensed driver
who is 21 years of age or older is in the vehicle. Alaska law has no nighttime

restriction.

¢ Program eligibility requires that holders of learner's permits and intermediate
licenses must remain crash and conviction free. In addition to the revocation
provisions noted above, Alaska law addresses license revocation for minors
between the ages of 13 and 17 who are convicted of or adjudicated as
delinquent for misconduct involving a controlled substance, or for offenses
involving the illegal use or possession of a firearm.8

Program targeting drivers with high BAC (a system of graduated sanctions for
DWI offenders with higher than average BAC).

In regard to basic grant B, according to Ms. Moran, the state is close to qualifying for both criteria.
She notes, however, that applying for and monitoring either of the Section 410 grant possibilities
require a substantial amount of effort. Even if the state could qualify today, she concludes, she
would not apply because she lacks sufficient staff to handle the paperwork.

4 Testing the BAC of all drivers Involved in crashes that result in fatalities—regardless of whether the drivers
survive—would provide highly useful data, according to Ms. Moran.

5AS 28.15.183(d), Administrative Revocation of License to Drive: changed by Chapter 88, SLA 1999.
6 AS 28.05.095, Use of Seat Belt and Child Safety Devices Required.
7AS 28.15.051-055, Instruction Permits and Provisional Driver's License.

8AS 28.15.185, Court Revocation of a Minor's License to Drive.
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Incentive Grant—0.08 BAC (Section 163)

Along with the reauthorization of Section 410 funding, Congress authorized a new incentive
program under Section 163.9 Section 163 provides a total of $500 million in incentive grant funds
for states that enact and enforce laws providing that any person with a BAC of 0.08 percent or
greater while operating a motor vehicle will be deemed to have committed a per se offense of
driving while intoxicated. These funds may be used for highway safety or highway construction—
any project eligible for assistance under Title 23 U.S.C. No matching state dollars are required.
Program particulars follow.'0

Section 163 Eligibility: Any state that has in effect and is enforcing a 0.08 BAC
law, before the end of the fiscal year, is eligible to receive incentive funds for that
fiscal year. To be eligible, a state’s law must meet six basic elements:

¢ It must apply to all drivers;
¢ It must set a BAC level of no more than 0.08;
¢ It must establish driving at 0.08 BAC as an offense that is illegal perse;

¢ It must provide for primary enforcement of the law (rather than requiring
probable cause that another violation has been committed before allowing
enforcement of the 0.08 BAC law);

¢ It must apply to the criminal code and, in states with administrative license
revocation (ALR) laws, to the ALR law as well; and

¢ It must be deemed to be equivalent to the state's standard DWI offense.

Distribution of Funds: Available funding each year is apportioned among all
eligible states. According to the Section 402 formula—

¢ 75 % based on the ratio of the state’s population in the latest federal census
to the total population in all states.

¢ 25 % based on the ratio of the public road miles in the state to the total public
road miles in all states.

The apportionment to each state is no less than one-half of one percent.

Program Administration: The federal share of a project funded under Section
163 is 100 percent. States may use Section 163 grant funds for any project
eligible for federal funding under Title 23.

s 23 USC 163. Safety Incentives to Prevent Operation of Motor Vehicles by Intoxicated Persons.

,0 Federal Highway Administration, "TEA-21 Fact Sheet: Safety Incentives to Prevent Operation of Motor Vehicles
by Intoxicated Persons," September 14,1998; available at httpy/WWW.(hwa.dot.gov/tea21/factsheets/n_163.htm

(accessed 10/10/2000).
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Because Alaska's BAC standard is 0.10 percent, Alaska has not qualified for Section 163
incentive funding. Had Alaska lawmakers lowered the BAC limit to 0.08 and had that law been in
effect before the end of 1998, Alaska would have received approximately $762,500 for that year.
Had the state qualified in 1999 or 2000, the funding received would have been approximately the
same. As Ms. Moran notes, although federal authorization for the program has increased slightly
each year, the number of states that qualify has also increased. Nevertheless, at this point, the
state has foregone roughly $2.3 million in funding that could have been used for any project
eligible for assistance under Title 23. If the state certifies with the U.S. Department of
Transportation before the end of September, 2001, that Alaska has enacted and is enforcing a
conforming law, Alaska could receive an estimated $700,000 to $800,000 a year in Section 163
funds for federal fiscal years 2001 through 2003.11

Transfer Programs—Open Container (Sections 154) and Repeat
Offender (Section 164

In addition to the incentive funding programs, Congress authorized two new programs in which a
percentage of a state’s highway construction funds (National Highway System, Surface
Transportation Program, and Interstate Maintenance) will be transferred to its highway safety
program if that state has not enacted or does not enforce specific provisions to counter alcohol-
impaired driving by October 1, 2000.12 These programs have identical funding consequences.
The penalty for each is transfer of 1.5 percent of a state’s construction funds for FY 2001 and
2002, and 3 percent for each year thereafter. The funds transferred to the safety program must
be used for alcohol-impaired driving countermeasures, for DWI law enforcement, or for hazard
elimination programs. Projects funded with the transferred funds do not require state matching

funds.

Section 154— Open Container Requirements

For the purposes of Section 154, a state must have in effect a law that prohibits the possession of
any open alcoholic beverage container, or the consumption of any alcoholic beverage, in the
passenger area of any motor vehicle on a public highway or the right-of-way of a public highway

in the state.13

U.S. Department of Transportation officials deem Alaska's open container law as nonconforming
because of ambiguous wording in regard to motor cycles. The problematic portion of AS
28.35.029 reads as follows:

(b)... a person may transport an open bottle, can or other receptacle containing
an alcoholic beverage

11 Mary Moran, director, Alaska Highway Safety Office, (907) 465-4374.

1223 USC 154. Open Container Requirements; and 23 USC 164, Minimum Penalties for Repeat Offenders (or DWI
or DUI.

1B Federal Highway Administration, “TEA-21 Fact Sheet: Open Container Requirements," September 14,1998;
available at http://c\)/vww.Ihwa.dol.gov/taa21/|actshaats/n_ 15-/.htm (accessed 10/25/2000).
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(1) in the trunk of a motor vehicle;

(2) on a motor driven cycle, or behind the last upriyiit seat in a motor home,
station wagon, hatchback, or similar trunkless vehicle, if the open bottle, can, or
other receptacle is enclosed within another container. ...

State officials have attempted to persuade federal officials that the provision was intended to
mean—and is enforced as meaning—that a person may transport an open bottle on a motor
cycle only if it is enclosed within another container. Federal officials maintain, however, that the
provision could be interpreted to mean that a person may transport an open bottle on a motor
cycle. Under this view, the phrase "if the open bottle ... is enclosed . ." could have been
intended—and could be interpreted—to refer to "motor home, station wagon, hatchback, or
similar trunkless vehicle" without also referring to "motor cycle." As a result, federal officials
conclude that Alaska law does not meet Section 154 requirements.

Section 164— Minimum Penalties for Repeat DWI Offenders

To meet the requirements of Section 164, a state must have in effect a law that provides, as a
minimum penalty, that an individual convicted of a second or subsequent DWI offense shall be
subject to the following penalties. 4

¢ License suspension for not less than one year;

¢ Impoundment or immobilization of each of the individual’s motor vehicles, or
installation of an ignition interlock system on each of the individual's motor
vehicles;

¢ Assessment of the individual’'s degree of alcohol abuse and treatment as
appropriate; and

¢ Receiving, for a 2rdoffense, assignment of not less than 30 days community
service, or not less than 5 days imprisonment; and for a 3rd or subsequent
offense, an assignment of not less than 60 days of community service, or not
less than 10 days imprisonment.

Alaska's statutory provisions meet Section 164 requirements except in regard to impoundment
and immobilization of a repeat offender’s vehicles and the installation of ignition interlock devices.
Alaska law provides that the state may order the forfeiture of a vehicle involved in a DWI offense,
but forfeiture is not mandatory, and it applies only in third or subsequent offences. Further, the
sanction applies only to the vehicle used in the offense, rather than to all vehicles owned by the
offender.15 As with vehicle forfeiture, the installation of ignition interlock devices is authorized but
not mandatory and would not be required in all vehicles owned by an offender. Additionally,
installation of such devices applies only in cases wherein the offender receives probation.16

l4Federal Highway Administration, "TEA-21 Fact Sheet: Minimum Penalties for Repeat Offenders for DWI or DUI,"
September 14,1998; available at httpyAWW.thwa.dot.gov/tea21/factsheets/n_164.htm (accessed 10/10/2000).

15AS 28.35.036, Forfeiture of Vehicle or Aircraft.

AS 12.55.102, Alcohol Related Offenses.
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As noted earlier, in order to avoid transfer of highway construction funds, states must have met
the requirements by October 1, 2000, the beginning of federal fiscal year 2001. As a result of not
meeting the requirements for Sections 154 and 164, a total of approximately $5.2 million in funds
that would have gone for highway construction in Alaska will be transferred to the state’s safety
program. The same percentage will be transferred for fiscal year 2002 if the state has not
complied with the federal provisions; the transferred amounts double to three percent for fiscal
years 2003 and each year thereafter that the state has not complied.

Sanction-0.08 BAC [Section 163(a))

As you know, on October 23, 2000, President Clinton signed into law a national standard for
drunk driving. The act requires states to implement laws providing that any person driving with a
blood alcohol concentration of 0.08 percent or greater is deemed to have committed a per se
offense of driving while intoxicated. Currently, 31 states, including Alaska, define per se drunken
driving at 0.10 percent BAC.

Under the act, states have until October 1, 2003, to pass a 0.08 BAC perse law. Those that do
not will face the withholding of 2 percent of their highway construction funds in federal fiscal year
2004, with the penalty increasing by an additional 2 percent each year for a total of 8 percent in
FY 2007. States that implement the standard by 2007 will recoup the withheld funding. Based on
estimated FY 2003 apportionments, the U.S. Department of Transportation foresees the
possibility of up to approximately $36 million withheld from Alaska by the end of FY 2007 if the
state does not pass a conforming BAC law.

We consolidate data and information on each of the TEA-21alcohol-related programs—
incentives, transfers, and sanctions—in Table One, "Federal Highway Funding and Alcohol

Related Program."

I hope this information is useful to you. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have questions
or need additional information.
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SECTION 1

Introduction

Overview of the Prablem

Impaired driving is the most frequently
committed violent crime in America. Every 33
minutes, someone in this country dies in an
alcohol-related crash. In the time it takes you
to read this booklet, someone else will die
needlessly.

For many years, we were making good progress.
Due to the tireless efforts of many organizations
and citizens around the country, alcohol-related
traffic deaths decreased significantly. In the last
decade, alcohol-related fatalities dropped from
23,630 in 1988 to 15,935 in 1998, according
to the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA).

This 33% drop in alcohol-related deaths is gen-
erally attributed to:

STRONGER LAWS,
TOUGHER ENFORCEMENT, AND

GOOD CONSUMER EDUCATION.

Americans better understand the impaired
driving problem, fewer are driving after drinking,
and more are getting caught when they do.

While alcohol-related fatalities have decreased
the past three years (after an increase in 1995),

alcohol involvement is still the single greatest
factor in motor vehicle deaths and injuries. Only
about 5% of all crashes involve the use of alco-
hol, but 38% of fatal crashes do.

15,935 deaths in one year is 15,935 grieving
families too many. But the carnage doesn't end
there. In addition to these tragic deaths, another
one million people are injured in alcohol-related
traffic crashes annually. And these crashes cost
society over $45 hillion every year for things like:

EMERGENCY AND ACUTE HEALTH CARE COSTS,
LONG-TERM CARE AND REHABILITATION,
POLICE AND JUDICIAL SERVICES,

INSURANCE,

DISABILITY AND WORKERS' COMPENSATION,
LOST PRODUCTIVITY, AND

SOCIAL SERVICES FOR THOSE WHO CANNOT
RETURN TO WORK AND SUPPORT

THEIR FAMILIES.

Just one alcohol-related fatality is estimated to
cost society $950,000. Each alcohol-related
injury averages $20,000. Eventually, we all bear
the costs of these deadly actions, through tax-
payer supported services and programs, higher
insurance costs and even higher prices on goods
and services, since employers pick up about half
the costs associated with motor vehicle crashes.
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W\B Know What Works

We know what works to reduce the incidence of
impaired driving-a combination of:

EFFECTIVE LAWS,
STRONG ENFORCEMENT, AND
HIGHLY VISIBLE PUBLIC INFORMATION AND

EDUCATION.

The successes of the past two decades can be
attributed to all of these factors combining to
change people's behavior. We've made some
real progress, thanks to grassroots organizations,
citizen activists, national highway safety and
public health groups, concerned legislators and
other elected leaders, involved industries and
millions of people with plain old common sense.

'‘One for the road' used to be the standard and
the antics of a drunk used to be considered
funny. Now we've made some changes in the
way we look at impairment. Many of us have
changed our behavior as well, either by moder-
ating our drinking if we must drive or designat-
ing a driver before alcohol is consumed. Party
hosts are more nutious and guests look out for
one another. And the hospitality industry has
made a commitment to training servers to
recognize the signs of impairment.

Impaired driving has been reduced since the
early 80's, but it is still an enormous problem.
There is more we can do, and it all begins witli

effective laws.

Key Laws That Every State Needs

There are four key laws that have been proven
effective in the fight against impaired driving
(see chart, ""State Anti-Impaired Driving Laws,"
page 6). It is important to understand what each
is and how it works, both alone and together
with other lawns.

Illegal per se - An illegal per se law makes it
illegal in and of itself to drive with an alcohol
concentration measured at or above the

established illegal level. Forty-eight states have
established a perse law (the exceptions are
Massachucetts and South Carolina). In 31 of
those stales, the legal limit is .10% blood
alcohol concentration (BAC) per se. That means
it is against the law to drive a motor vehicle

if you have a BAC of .10 or more, whether or
not you exhibit visible signs of intoxication.
Seventeen other states and DC have established
.08 BAC as the legal limit (see chart, "States
with BAC Per Se Laws," page 4).

Administrative license revocation (ALR) - An
ALR law gives state officials the authority to sus-
pend administratively the license of any driver
who fails or refuses to take a BAC test. Notice of
the suspension is given immediately, although a
temporary permit is usually issued. The permit is
valid from 7-45 days, depending on the state.
During that time, the accused person can appeal
through administrative channels. If no appeal is
filed, the license is then automatically suspend-
ed for a prescribed period of time. Suspensions
range from seven days to six months for first-
time offenders, again depending on the state,
and are longer for repeat offenders. ALR laws do
not replace criminal prosecution, and their
constitutionality has been consistently upheld
whenever challenged. As of late 1999,40 states
had ALR lawns.

Zero tolerance - Zero tolerance laws make it
illegal for drivers under age 21 to drive with any
measurable amount of alcohol in their system,
regardless of the BAC limit for older drivers.
Since it is illegal in every state for those under
21 to purchase or publicly possess alcoholic
beverages, mat"- tilat no amount of
alcoho' » ... uj uleiuu.u ,_r drivers under
that age. Many states have set the limit for
underage drivers at .02 BAC. This helps reduce
legal challenges that claim mouthwash, gum or
cold medicine are somehow responsible for a
positive but very low BAC reading (there is

no evidence that such substances affect the
standard breath analysis tests when they are



conducted properly or that other challenges
about the accuracy of alcohol detection equip-
ment are valid). As of late 1999, all 50 states
plus DC had zero tolerance laws for youth.
States that did not have zero tolerance laws for
youth by 1998 faced a federal sanction of the
withholding of highway construction funds.

.08 BAC- .08 establishes a lower limit to define
intoxication for all drivers. Lowering the BAC
limit to .08 sets the illegal limit at a point at
which driving skills are proven to be compro-
mised. At .08 BAC, all drivers, even experienced
ones, show impairment in driving ability. For the
great majority, there is serious deterioration in
driving performance at .08. Although virtually all
highway safety groups and transportation safety
agencies support .08, only 17 states, plus DC
have adopted such laws as of late 1999. Some
organizations in the alcohol and hospitality
industries vigorously oppose .08 legislation
whenever it is proposed.

In addition to these four key laws, the National
Safety Council and the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (along with many other
organizations and agencies) encourage other
anti-impaired driving steps such as:

THE USE OF SOERIETY CHECKPOINTS AND
SATURATION PATROLS BY LAW ENFORCEMENT
AGENCIES COUPLED WITH HIGH LEVELS OF
publicity;

INCREASED ENFORCEMENT FOR UNDERAGED
DRINKING AND DRIVING,*

GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING PROGRAMS
FOR NEW, YOUNG DRIVERS*

THE USE OF DESIGNATED DRIVER AND SAFE
RIDE PROGRAMS,*

RESPONSIBLE SERVER PROGRAMS,*

CONSUMER EDUCATION,* AND

CONTINUED RESEARCH TO FIND NEW AND

BETTER WAYS TO COMBAT IMPAIRED DRIVING.

, . States With BACper se taws|
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SECTION 2

What 1s .08?

l\/basuring |n‘pain’rent device carried by police officers. It is non-invasive "ADrink iS a
and can even be performed while the person is ™ ;
Tlie amount of alcohol in a person's body is L P ) be Drmk IS&DI’I
. . . still in his or her vehicle.
measured by the weight of the alcohol in a certain
volume of blood. Tliis is called the blood alcohol Evidentiary breath testing equipment is evaluated ) DRINKEQUALS .54 - W
concentration, or 'BAC." Because the volume of for precision and accuracy by NHTSA. Test instru- OQUNCES OF allcorol; -
blood vaiies with the size of a person, BAC establish- ments approved by NHTSA as conforming to speci- Thisis the
__~ . . APPFEOXIMATETAMOUNT
es an objective measure to deteimine levels of fications are accurate within plus or minus .005 of FOUND BE
impainnent the true BAC value. ~“CNE SHOTOf DISTILLED
; ; il PIRITS, OB ONE CAN — *
Hie measurement is based on grams per deciliter State BAC Levdls RO o
(g/dl), and in most states a person is considered a BEEI_ s e AASS

All states but two (Massachusetts and South
Carolina) have established BAC perse levels.
Seventeen of those states plus the District of

legally intoxicated if his or her BAC is .10 g/dl or
greater; that is alcohol makes up one-tenth of one

percent of the person's blood.

Columbia have set that level at .08 (Alabama,
A driver's BAC can be measured by testing the California, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, lllinois, Kansas,
blood, breath, urine or saliva. Breath testing is the Maine, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North
primaiy method used by law enforcement agen- Carolina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Vermont
deﬁ_' Prelir.n'nary brea.th testing can be performed and Washington). For more state-specific data, see
easily during a roadside stop using a hand-held the chart The State of the States” on next page.
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SECTION 3

Effect of BAC
on Traffic Crashes

The Effect of Alcohol on Ability

With each drink consumed, a person's blood
alcohol concentration increases. Although the
outward appearances vary, virtually all drivers are
substantially impaired at .08 BAC. Laboratory and
on-road research shows that the vast majority of
drivers, even experienced drivers, are significantly
impaired at .08 with regard to critical driving
tasks such as braking, steering, lane changing,
judgment and divided attention. In a recent study
of 168 drivers, every one was significantly
impaired with regard to at least one measure of
driving performance at .08 BAC. The majority of
drivers (60-94%) were impaired at .08 BAC in
any one given measure. This is regardless of age,
gender, or driving experience (see chart, "BAC
and Impairment,” at right).

The risk of being in a motor vehicle crash also
increases as the BAC level rises. The risk of
being in a crash rises gradually with each BAC
level, but then rises very rapidly after a

driver reaches or exceeds .08 BAC compared to
drivers with no alcohol in their system.

A recent study found that the risk of being killed
in a single vehicle crash at .08 to .099

BAC ranged from 11 times the risk at .00 BAC
for older drivers to 52 times the risk at .00 BAC
for young male drivers.

.08 Sats a Reasonable Limit

Setting the BAC limit at .08 is a reasonable
response to the problem of impaired driving. This
is not a couple of beers after work or a glass or
two of wine with dinner. At .08, everyone is
impaired to the point that driving skills are
degraded. Most states that have lowered their

BAC to .08 have found a measurable drop in
impaired driving crashes and fatalities, as have
many countries that have adopted .08 (see chart,
'BAC Levels in Other Countries,” on page 10).
.08 also serves to deter driving after drinking.
Crash statistics show that even heavy drinkers,
who account for a high percentage of DWI
arrests, are less likely to drink and drive because
of the general deterrent effect of .08. At the
same time, lowering the BAC limit to .08 makes
it possible to convict seriously impaired drivers
whose BAC levels are now considered marginal
because they are at or just over .10.

Setting the BAC
LIMIT AT .08 ISA
REASONABLE
RESPONSE TO THE

IMPAIRED
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SECTION4

The Case for
08 BAC Laws

.08 Laws Work

The effect of California's .08 law was analyzed
by NHTSA, which found that 81% of the driving
population knew that the BAC limit was stricter
(from a tremendously successful public educa-
tion effort). The state experienced a 12% reduc-
tion in alcohol-related fatalities, although some
of this can be credited to the new administrative
license revocation law. The state also experi-
enced an increase in DUI arrests.

The second multi-state analysis of the effect of
lowering BAC levels to .08 was conducted
recently by Ralph Hingson, Sc.D., a professor at
Boston University’s School of Public Health and
Chairman of the school's Social and Behavioral
Sciences Department, along with two other
researchers. The results of their study were
reported in the September 1996 issue of the
American Journal of Public Health, a
peer-reviewed journal.

Hingson compared the first five states to lower
their BAC limit to .08 (California, Maine, Oregon,
Utah and Vermont) with five nearby states that
retained the .10 limit. Overall, the .08 states
experienced a 16% reduction in the proportion
of fatal crashes with a fatally injured driver
whose BAC was .08 or higher, as well as an
18% reduction in such crashes with a fatally
injured driver whose BAC was .15 or higher.

The immediate significance of these findings is
that, not only did the .08 BAC laws reduce the
overall incidence of alcohol fatalities, but also
reduced fatalities at the higher BAC levels. The
eifect on extremely impaired drivers (the
‘problem drinking drivers') was even greater
than the overall affect.

The study concluded that if all states lowered
their BAC limits to .08, alcohol-related highway
deaths would decrease by 500-600 per year.

In a NHTSA analysis of these five states (Johnson
and Fell, 1995), significant reductions in alcohol-
related fatal crashes were found in 4 out of the
5 states ranging from 4% to 40% when com-
pared to the rest of the states with .10 BAC laws.

Inpaired Driving Affects Us All

About two out of every five Americans will be
involved in an alcohol-related crash at some
time in their lives, and many of them will be
innocent victims. There is no such thing as a
drunk driving accident. Virtually all crashes
involving alcohol could have been avoided if the
impaired person were sober.

As BAC levels rise, so does the risk of being
involved in a fatal crash. Recent research has
shown that, in single vehicle crashes, the relative
fatality risk for drivers with BACs between .08
and .099 is at least eleven times greater than
for drivers with a BAC of zero and is 52 times
greater for young males.
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States Have the Responsibility

In the United States, BAC limits are set by states.
The limit of .10 found in most states is the high-
est in the industrialized world (see chart, "BAC
Levels in Other Countries, on next page).

An eleven state study also examined the effects
of .08 BAC (and ALR) laws. It found that .08 BAC
legislation was associated with reductions in
alcohol-related fatalities, alone or in conjunction
with ALR laws, in seven of the eleven states
studied. In five of these states (VT, KS, NC, A,
NM), implementation of the .08 BAC law itself
was associated with significantly lower rates of
alcohol-related fatalities. These results take into
account any pre-existing downward trends the
states were already experiencing, due to other
factors such as the presence of other laws, use
of sobriety checkpoints, etc. In two states (CA
and VA), significant reductions were associated
with the combination of .08 BAC and ALR

laws, implemented within 6 months of each
other. This study also found evidence of
reduced alcohol (beer)

consumption in several

slates following implemen-

tation of .08 laws.

The third study analyzed
the effects of a .08 BAC
law implemented in 1993
in North Carolina, a state
which had already been
experiencing a s' irp
decline in alcohol-related
fatalities since 1987. This
study concluded that there
was little clear effect of the
lower BAC limit. Results
from various analyses sug-
gested that some portion

of the reductions may have been associated
with the law but the magnitude of these effects
was not sufficient to make this conclusion.

In aggregate, these three recent studies provide
additional support for the premise that .08 BAC
laws help to reduce alcohol-related fatalities,
particularly when they are implemented in
conjunction with other impaired driving laws
and programs. Nearly all of the findings of these
and previous studies show changes that suggest
that .08 BAC legislation (as well as.10 BAC laws
and ALR laws) have contributed to the trend
toward reduced alcohol-related crashes and
fatalities that have been experienced across

the nation.

NHTSA, the federal agency charged with the
safety of motor vehicles and our nation's
highway safety, has long supported .08 state
laws. In a 1992 Report to Congress, the agency
recommended that all states lower their illegal
per se limit to .08 for all drivers 21 years and



above. (NHTSA supports zero tolerance for driv-
ers under the legal drinking age - see Section 1
for more information.) Numerous other federal
agencies with an interest in public health and
safety issues, as well as dozens of private sector
organizations, support NHTSA's call for universal
.08 state laws (see box, 'Who Supports .08 BAC
laws?/ page 13).

Why Sore States Don't Have .08

As a public policy to deter impaired driving, .08
has lagged behind other countermeasures such
as JEISE, administrative license revocation and
zero tolerance for those under 21. Nearly all
states have PEI S€, the vast majority have ALR
and all have zero tolerance.

But the passage of new .08 laws have been few
and far between, despite consistent evidence
that they work, because some organizations in
the alcohol and hospitality industries oppose any
and all such proposals at the state level. This is
both sad and ironic, since these industries have
not only been strong supporters of many other
anti-impaired driving laws, but have also been
crucial partners in getting safety messages out
to hard-to-reach audiences.

Promotions such as designated driver programs
and sober ride/call-a-cab efforts showcase their
concern, generate enormous goodwill from the
general public and raise awareness. It is tragic
that some of the same companies and trade
associations that have launched excellent server
training programs, public information campaigns
and other efforts to reduce impaired driving so
vigorously oppose legislation when it comes to
.08 (see box, "What the Hospitality Industry Can
Do," on page 18).

A recently released report by the General
Accounting Office (GAO), which reviewed the
currently available .08 BAC studies stated that,
while the evidence of impact of .08 BAC laws is
not conclusive, 'there are...strong indications that

"WhoSuppgrts"08 BAC Lains?"
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.08 BAC laws, in combination with other drunk
driving laws (particularly license revocation
laws), sustained public education and informa-
tion efforts, and vigorous and consistent enforce-
ment, can save lives.'

We commend GAO for reaching the sound and
accurate conclusion that a .08 blood alcohol
concentration (.08 BAC) law can be an impor-
tant component of a state's overall highway
safety program. We agree that highway safety
research shows that the best countermeasure
against drunk driving is a combination of laws,
including .08 BAC, sustained public education,
and vigorous enforcement and we agree that
there are strong indications the .08 BAC laws,
when added to existing laws and programs, are
associated with reductions in alcohol-related
fatalities.

With regard to whether the studies are "conclu-
sive," it must be pointed out that all research is
equivocal and therefore, by that definition,

inconclusive. In context, however, particularly
with the addition of the recently released studies
conducted by NHTSA, the evidence is consistent
and convincing that, in most states where .08
BAC laws have been added to existing impaired
driver control efforts, they have been associated
with reductions in alcohol-related fatalities.

The Tine is Now

Recent research by NHTSA and past studies by
the Boston University School of Public Health
and the California Department of Motor Vehicles
have shown impaired driving reductions already
attributable to .08, as well as the potential for
saving additional lives if all states adopted .08
BAC laws. Not only would deaths and injuries
go down, but costs would as well. Alcohol-related
crashes cost society $45 billion every year, not
including pain, suffering and lost quality of life.
For more information on these enormous costs,
see the fact sheet "Economic Issues” in

the appendix.



SECTION 5

Myths about .08 BAC

Myths about .08 abound, many proliferated by
those who actively oppose .08 laws. Here are a
few of the commonly heard myths, countered
by research-based facts from the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, academic
and scientific institutions, and credible private
sector organizations such as Mothers Against
Drunk Driving.

MYTH:
"If you lower the BAC limit to .08, it means | can't
even have a couple of drinks with my dinner."

FACT: While there is no "safe’ amount of alcohol
for drivers, most people can drink moderately and
drive legally when the illegal perse limit is set at
.08. A 170-pound male typically would have to
consume more than four drinks in one hour on an
empty stomach to reach a BAC of .08. A 135
pound female typically would have to consume
three drinks in the same time frame.

MYTH:
"l know when I'm too drunk to drive' - 1don't
need to be concerned about my blood alcohol

concentration."

FACT: Your driving skills can be seriously
compromised even when your behavior is not
observably 'drunk." Alcohol causes impairment in
reaction time, attention, tracking, comprehension
and other skills essential for safe driving. Even
when attempting to drive carefully, an impaired
driver cannot compensate for those reduced
abilities. In addition, alcohol affects your ability to
judge whether or not you are impaired.

MYTH:

The American public does not support .08
because most people have no idea how much
alcohol it would take to putthem over the legal
limit"

FACT: According to several national surveys, most
Americans would not drive after having two or
three drinks in one hour, an amount that would
put them below .08. Most people know how much
alcohoal it takes to impair their driving ability and
they accept lower limits such as .08 for adults.

MYTH:
"".08 BAC legislation will not affect problem
drinker drivers who have high BAC levels."

FACT: The latest research shows that .08 laws
not only reduce the incidence of impaired driving
at lower BACs, they also reduce the incidence of
impaired driving at high BAG over .10 (Voas and
Tippetts, 1999). A .08 law serves as a general
deterrent to drinking and driving, sends a message
that the state is getting tougher on impaired driv-
ing, and makes people think twice about getting
behind the wheel after they've had too much to
drink. .08 is a key part of a complete package to
reduce impaired driving. While problem drinker
drivers do account for a significant part of the

DWI problem, most fatally injured drinking drivers
(70-80%) had no prior alcohol-related offenses.

A comprehensive anti-impaired driving program
must use all available laws and programs to
reduce DWI.

A .08 LAWSERVES
ASAGENERAL  /
DETERRENTTO  /
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MYTH:

"Lowering the BAC limit to .08 places an
unnecessary strain on the law enforcement
community by forcing officers to monitor the
behavior of currently legal drivers and pay less
attention to the real problem, repeat offenders
and those with high BACs."

FACT: Lowering the perse limit to .08 does not
place an unnecessary strain on police. Officers
still must have probable cause to stop and test
diivers to determine if they are impaired. A .08
law will actually make it easier for police to
arrest drivers at .10 or .11 BACs because these
are no longer "borderline™ cases.

MYTH:

"If you start arresting people driving with a .08
BAC you will clog up the court system."

FACT: In the largest state, California, the .08 law
has had little impact on the state's judicial
system. No increases have been reported in the
proportion of arrested drivers who plead guilty,
request jury trials or appeal convictions. .08 isa
deterrent to impaired driving, especially when
coupled with other effective anti-DWI measures.
Anything that reduces the incidence of DWI
reduces the overall burden on society,

including the judicial system.

MYTH:
.08 isjust the first step toward even lower BACs
and eventually another attempt at prohibition."

FACT: Widely accepted public health research has
identified .05 as the BAC level at which driving

skills begin to deteriorate. Because of this, some
organizations - most notably the American
Medical Association - officially support .05 as
the safest limit. However, safety professionals
generally do not believe such laws would have
any reasonable chance politically in this country.
Even those organizations that have adopted such
policies accept .08 as the best reasonable and
acceptable compromise that will save lives,
prevent injuries and reduce costs to society.

The notion that safety organizations seek a return
to prohibition is unfounded.

MYTH:
"The United States General Accounting Office
(GAO) says .08 BAC laws do not work."

FACT: The CAO report actually stated *he follow-
ing: "Overall, the evidence does not conclusively
establish that .08 BAC laws, by themselves, result
in reductions in the number or severity of alcohol-
related crashes.” They went on to say: There are,
however, strong indications that .08 BAC laws in
combination witli other drunk driving laws (partic-
ularly licence revocation laws), sustained public
education and information efforts, and vigorous
and consistant enforcement can save lives."

Of course, .08 BAC laws do not save lives by
“themselves". They must be publicized as
enforced and work in combination with the other
laws of the state. The evidence shows that, in
aggregate, when states adopt .08 BAC laws, they
can save lives, especially in combination with
administrative licence revocation laws which

40 states already have.



SECTIONG

Consumer Education
and Public Support

Palls SLm)rt Anti-DW Efforts Supporters of .08 have many allies and

) ) ) resources to call upon, both at the national level
The American public overwhelmingly supports and in the states. A list of resource organizations
legislation and programs to curb impaired is included in the appendix.
driving. In a poll conducted for Mothers Against
Drunk Driving (MADD), the Gallup Organization |_pr is Available

found that the vast majority ot the American
public considers drunk driving the number one
major highway safety problem and most
support tough laws and sanctions to reduce
impaired driving.

Federal and State Governments and several
private sector organizations hold workshops,
publish idea samplers and planners, and offer
other helpful organizing tools that may help .08
supporters achieve their public policy goals.

All of the approaches to deal with impaired
driving do well in public opinion poalls, but the
programs that have received more attention in
the media and other public forums - ALR, zero
tolerance, sobriety checkpoints and vehicle
confiscation for repeat offendeis - poll higher
than .08. The likely reason is that people do not
understand the technical aspects of how BACs
are determined and what .08 means in real
terms. When it comes to their own tolerance for
alcohol and their own abilities, however, the RESQJRCE section); ° -V
American public is certain: most say they would

not drive after consuming two or three drinks in

one hour.

.08 is a Public Health Policy
The challenge for .08 supporters is to help STATETO LONR THE BACUN"TJ

people make a connection between their own

common sense and the public policy that would THROUGH
define impaired driving as .08. Clearly, the

more people know about the problem and the ORGANIZATIONS, ETC.; COOPERATEWITH STATE Hl

Vilfhat You Can Do

who support adoption-of
your state:0... '

potential solutions, the more they support AGENCIES TO DRAW ATTENTION TO YOUR EFFORT;
changes to bring about those solutions. .08
is a key part of any public health initiative
that aims to reduce society's burden from
impaired driving.

EFFECTIVENESS OF ,08 LAWS IN SAVING LIVES AND TAXPAYER DOLLARS.
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Contact information on these and other organi-
zations is available in the appendix. Here are just
a few suggestions:

Campaign Safe and Sober - The National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration publishes
a quarterly planner with useful facts, tips and
suggestions for state and community-based
highway safety programs, particularly in the area
of impaired driving, occupant protection and
speed. For copies of past planners or to receive
future quarterly planners, contact your NHTSA
Regional Administrator.

Drunk and Drugged Driving (3D) Prevention
Month Program Planner - The annual 3D
planner is chock full of ideas and helpful
information on organizing grassroots efforts
around the December 3D Month as well as
other times of the year. The planner is produced
by NHTSA in cooperation with a national coali-
tion of anti-drunk driving organizations and is
available through your NHTSA Regional
Administrator.

Mothers Against Drunk Driving - MADD offers
many resources to local activists through
chapters in every state, including Impaired
Driving Issues Workshops, publications and
training materials, victim support services, and
community programs such as Project MADD
Ribbon, Operation Prom/Graduation and Team
Spirit. Contact your local MADD chapter or the
national office.

National Safety Belt Coalition - Although not
directly involved in impaired driving issues, the
Coalition and its parent organization, the
National Safety Council, have published several
useful books for local organizers, including
Patternsfor Partnerships - A Guide to Creating
and Nurturing Grassroots Coalitions and
Building Traffic Safety Partnerships - A Guide for
State Highway Safety Professionals to Work with
Local Government Associations.

plenty of incentives to.bring customers into
their establishments while.helping reduce the
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SECTION 7

Law Enforcement

Enforcing .08

One of the arguments used against .08 is the
impact on the law enforcement and judicial
system. However, when the largest state,
California, lowered the BAC limit to .08, there was
little impact on court administrators or judges.

The main impact in California has been on
prosecutors' decisions concerning whether or not
cases should be filed. Previously, those arrested
for DWI with BACs below .12 typically were
allowed to plea to reduced charges. Since the
limit was changed, this plea-bargain "cut off' has
dropped to about .10 BAC. No increases were
reported in the proportion of DWI defendants
pleading guilty, requesting jury trials, or
appealing convictions.

Quick and Easy Testing

Modern breath analysis equipment is easy to use
during a roadside stop, whether the legal limit is
.08 or any other limit. The devices are small
enough and inexpensive enough that every
patrol car on traffic duty can be equipped with
one. Law enforcement officers can administer the
test quickly and easily, without the driver even
leaving the car. If the preliminary breath test
shows the person is not impaired, motorists can
be on their way and police can continue their
duties. .08 does not change the fact that law
enforcement officers can conduct these roadside
tests quickly and easily.

Lawv Enforcenent Supports .08

.08 is supported by law enforcement organiza-
tions, including two of the largest: the
International Association of Chiefs of Police
and the National Sheriffs' Association. These
organizations and others like them would not
support a law that is unenforceable, ineffective
or burdensome on police officers.

Treatnent Can Help

Medical treatment programs for repeat offenders
- and sometimes even first time offenders -
have become an increasingly popular part of the
sentencing process. Some states require certain
treatments while others recommend but do not
require them.

This leads to concern that programs will be
overcrowded with long waiting lists. Most safety
organizations recommend that impaired driving
programs be self-supporting. Fines and fees paid
by offenders should cover the cost of all
sentencing, including treatment for alcoholism or
alcohol abuse. This reduces the burden on
taxpayers while helping to ensure that offenders
get the help they need.

Medical treatment for impaired drivers, whether
required by law or ordered at the discretion of a
judge, correctly positions impaired driving as a
public health problem. .08 laws do not con-
tribute to burdens on society but help to identify
those with a problem and get them into pro-
grams to reduce the chance they will eventually
kill or injure themselves or someone else.
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SECTION 8

Summary

.08 is Reasonable

.08 is a reasonable BAC level. A .08 BAC is not
reached with a couple of beers after work or

a glass or two of wine with dinner. The public
supports .08, and surveys show that most
people would not drive after consuming two or
three drinks.

.08 Works

As a public health initiative and a traffic safety
policy, .08 works and works well, especially in
combination with other laws and programs. A
.08 BACperse law will:

INCREASE THE ARREST AND CONVICTION
RATES FOR IMPAIRED DRIVERS AT .10 AND

above;

RAISE THE PERCEIVED RISK OF ARREST FOR

DRIVING AFTER DRINKING '

IMPROVE PUBLIC AWARENESS ABOUT HOW
MUCH ALCOHOL IT TAKES TO BE

DANGEROUSLY IMPAIRED,- AND

BRING THE U.S. CLOSER TO PERSE LIMITS OF

MOST INDUSTRIALIZED NATIONS.

.08 Could Save Your Life

If every state adopted a .08 perse law, hundreds
of lives could be saved every year, with
thousands of injuries prevented and millions of
dollars saved. But even more important would
be all the extra birthday candles that would get
blown out, the graduation ceremonies that
would be attended, the weddings that would be
celebrated and the millions of everyday smiles
that would be exchanged.

No (1 swill ever know if they or one of their
loved ones will be the next victim of impaired
driving, just as no one will ever know if they are
the one who was spared thanks to good public
policy. .08 is sensible, reasonable and effective.
It's time to adopt .08 in every state.

IF EVERY STATE

ADOPTED A o 5 5 ex
SE LAW, HUNDREDS
OF LMVES COULD BE
SAVED EVERY YEAR,
WITH THOUSANDS
OF INJURIES
PREVENTED AND
MILLIONS OF
DOLLARS SAVED.
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APPENDIX A

Facts on
The Impaired Driving Problem

According to the US Department of Transportation's
Fatality Analysis Reporting System and the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration's National
Center for Statistical Analysis:

* In 1998, 41,471 people were killed in highway
crashes. Another 3 million were injured. These
crashes cost society $150 billion every year.

« Of those killed on our highways in 1998,
15,935 died in alcohol-related crashes (38%).

 Approximately one million people are injured in
alcohol-related traffic crashes annually.

« Alcohol involvement is the single greatest factor
in motor vehicle deaths and injuries. While
about 5% of all crashes involve the use of
alcohol, 38% of fatal crashes do.

* Anti-impaired driving efforts work. From 1988
to 1998, alcohol-related fatalities dropped
33%. This drop is generally attributed to
stronger laws, tougher enforcement, and good
consumer education.

» Among all drivers involved in fatal crashes in
1998, 23% had been drinking.

» Many states now are lower’ng the BAC defining

impaired driving from .10 to .08. A BAC as low
as .02 has been shown to affect driving ability
and crash likelihood.

* The probability of a crash increases significant-
ly at .05 and even more rapidly at .08.

» Among drivers with BACs above .15 on
weekend nights, the likelihood of death in a
single-vehicle crash is more than 380 times
higher than it is for nondrinking drivers.

» The highest proportion of driver deaths
involving BACs at or above .08 in 1998
occurred in passenger vehicles. The group of
drivers with the lowest proportion was
tractor-trailer drivers.

« In 1998, 29 percent of all fatal crashes during
the week were were alcohol-related, compared
to 52 percent on weekends. For all crashes,
the alcohol involvement rate was 5 percent
during the week and 12 percent during the
weekend.

* The highest rates of drivers involved in fatal
crashes in 1998 with BACs at or above .10
were recorded for drivers 21-24 years old
(28 percent), followed by ages 25-34
(24 percent) and 35-44 (21 percent).
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Facts on the
Economic 1ssues

According io the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration:

*In 1998, 41,471 people were killed in highway
crashes. Another 3 million were injured.

« Motor vehicle crashes cost society $150 billion
each year in emergency and acute health care
costs, long-term care and rehabilitation, police
arid judicial services, insurance, disability and
workers compensation, lost productivity, and
social services for those who cannot return to
work and support their families.

« Alcohol-related crashes cost society over $45
billion every year. Just one alcohol-related
fatality is estimated to cost society about
$950,000. Each alcohol-related injury averages
about $20,000.

» Almost a quarter of first-year medical costs for
persons hospitalized as a result of a crash are
paid by tax dollars, about two-thirds through
Medicaid and one-third through Medicare.

» Employers pay for approximately half the cost
of motor vehicle crashes, through insurance,
disability, worker's compensation, and lost
productivity. Eventually, we all bear the costs
through tax-payer supported services and
programs, higher insurance costs, and higher
prices on goods and seivices.

According to a 1994 study by economist Ted R
Miller of the National Public Services Research
Institute:

« The indirect costs of alcohol-related crashes
(pain, suffering and lost quality of life) increase
the tollfor alcohol-related crashes to $134 billion
ayear.

« Alcohol-related crashes cost society $100 per
drink or $2.20 per ounce of alcohol consumed.
Thisfigure includes drinks consumed in the
home.

« Crash costs are $5.54 for every mile driven
drunk. This includes $2.34 to people other than
the drunk driver. By comparison, crash costs are
$.10 per mile driven while sobei.

* Alcohol-related crashes accountfor 19% of auto
insurance payments in 1993 (a decline from
26% in 1990).

* A drunk driving crash costs each innocent victim
$36,000. Comparable crime costs per victim are:
assault - $30,000; robbery - $16,000; motor
vehicle theft - $4,000. Y&, the drunk driving
crash is the only one of these crimes that is
often not considered a felony upon thefirst
offense.



The Facts About .08

« A law making .08 BAC the legal limit isa
reasonable, sensible approach io the problem
of impaired driving.

+ .08 laws increase the arrest and conviction
rates for impaired drivers at .10 and above
while raising the perceived risk of arrest for
driving after drinking.

« .08 laws raise public awareness about how much
alcohol it takes to be dangerously impaired.

* Most other industrial nations already set their
legal limit at .08 or lower.

« Supporters of .08 BAC laws include federal
and state agencies, consumer and victim's
organizations, highway safety groups, law
enforcement organizations, medical and public
health groups, insurance companies and other
business interests, and many others.

« According to a recent poll by the Gallup
Organization for Mothers Against Drunk

Driving, 97% of Americans believe drunk driv-
ing is a major highway safety problem.

* If every state had adopted a .08 perse law in
1997, instead of the 15 states that had .08
laws, an additional 590 lives could have been
saved, according to a recent study conducted
by researchers at the Pacific Institute for
Research and Evaluation.

« |t takes about 3-4 drinks in one hour on an
empty stomach to reach a .08 BAC. This does
not affect the casual, social drinker who may
have a couple of beers after work or a glass or
two of wine with dinner once in a while.

» On average, alcohol metabolizes in the body
and dissipates from the blood at a rate of
about .015 BAC per hour.

* At .08, virtually all drivers are impaired to the
point that critical driving skills such as reaction
time, attention, tracking ,and comprehension
are degraded.
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What You Can Do About
Impaired Driving

Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD) offers
the following suggestions to help fight impaired
driving:

* Your best defense against a drunk driver is to
wear your safety belt and be sure children are
properly secured in child safety seats.

* Be a responsible host. Servefood and have
non-alcoholic drinks available. Don't let your
guests drive after drinking alcohol and never
serve alcohol to someone under the age of 21.

« Write letters to the editor of local newspapers
expressing your concern over drunk driving
and underage drinking in your community.

* Never ride in a car operated by someone who
has been drinking - call a cab or ask afriend

to drive you home.

* Support measures to strengthen drunk driv-
ing and victims rights laws by contacting
elected officials.

* Report drunk drivers immediately to area law
enforcementfrom a car phone or pay phone
with the license plate number, description
of the vehicle, and the direction in which it
was traveling. Keep a safe distancefrom
anyone driving erratically and do not try to
intervene yourself.

If you or someone you love becomes the victim
of a drunk driving crash, call 800-GET-MADD or
your local MADD chapter for victim assistance
and support.



APPENDIX B

Resources

The Federal Govermnent

The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), an agency of the US
Department of Transportation, is responsible for
anti-impaired driving and other highway safety
programs. NHTSA maintains statistics and fact
sheets, and provides information to the media,
grassroots organizations, other government
agencies, and the general public. Check out their
homepage on the World Wide Web
(http:/AMmwwvv.nhtsa.dot.gov) for more information
about the agency's services and publications, as
well as highway safety facts.

NHTSA also has ten regional offices to serve the
safety community and the general public. The
NHTSA regional administrator that serves your
state is a great resource for those working to
fight impaired driving.

NHTSA Region |
(Gonrecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Harmpshire.
Rhode Island and Vermontl
Volpe National Transportation Systems Center
Kendall Square, Code 903
Cambridge, MA 02142
Phone 617/494-3427
Fax 617/494-3646

NHTSA Region Il
(New Jersey, New Yok, Puerto Rioco, Virgin Islands)
222 Mamaroneck Avenue, Suite 204
White Plains, NY 10605
Phone 914/682-6162
Fax 914/682-6239

NHTSA Region HI
(Delaware District of Columbia, Maryland, Pennsyivania,
Virginia, \&/ Mirginia)

10 South Howard Street, Suite 4000

Baltimore, MD 21201

Phone 410/962-0077

Fax 410/962-2770

NHTSA Region IV
(Alabama, Horida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mssissippi, North
Cardlina, South Cardling, Termessee)

Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, Suite 17730

Atlanta, CA 30303

Phone 404/562-3739

Fax 404/562-3763

NHTSA Region V
(linais, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Chio, Wisconsin)
19900 Governor Drive, Suite 201
Olympia Fields, IL 60461
Phone 708/503-8822
Fax 708/503-8991

NHTSA Region VI
(Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas,
Indian Nations)

819 Taylor Street, Room 8A38

Fort Worth, TX 76102

Phone 817/334-3653

Fax 817/334-8339

NHTSA Region VI
(lona, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska)
901 Locust Street
Kansas City, MO 64106
Phone 816/329-3900
Fax 816/329-3910

NHTSA Region VI
(Cdlorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Uah, VWyoming)

555 Zang Street, 4th Floor

Lakewood, CO 80228

Phone 303/969-6917

Fax 303/969-6294

NHTSA Region IX
(Arizona, Cdliforia, Hawaii, Nevada, American Samoa,
Guam, Northern Mariana Islands)

201 Mission Street, Suite 2230

San Francisco, CA 94105

Phone 415/744-3089

Fax 415/744-2532


http://wwvv.nhtsa.dot.gov
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NHTSA Region X
(Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington)
3140 Jackson Federal Building
915 Second Street
Seattle, WA 98174
Phone 206/220-7640
Fax 206/220-7651
Two other federal agencies are also good

sources of information:
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Each governor appoints a highway safety
representative to manage the state's highway
safety program, including administration of the
federal Highway Safety Community Grant program.
Tfie governor's representative also serves as a
liaison Detween the governor and the highway safe-
ty community. Tliese professionals and their staffs
are a great resource on all highway safety issues,
particularly impaired driving. The governor's repre-
sentatives have a national organization in
Washington:

N Aol Goeres Hg Sy

750 First Street, NE, Suite 720

Washington, DC 20002

Phone: 202/789-0942
Fax: 202/789-0946

The following are the offices of the governors
highway safety representatives:

Alabama Department of

Economic 8 Community Affairs

Law Enforcement/Traffic Safety Division
PO Box 5690

Department of Economic & Community Affairs
401 Adams Avenue, Suite 580

Montgomery, Al. 36103-5690

Phone: 334/242-5803

Fax: 334/242-0712

e s

PO Box 1086

Pago Pago, AS 96799
Phone: 011-684-633-1111
Fax: 011-684-633-5111

s CHiceof Conmunty
of Rlic Safety
3030 North Central, Suite 1550
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Phone: 602/255-3216
Fax: 502/255-1265

Pr%;Fm .
fansportation Depertvent
PO Box 2261

11300 Baseline Road
Uttle Rock, AR 72203
Phone: 501/569-2648
Fax: 501/569-2651

@ggf%c%faymifuﬂaaﬁimss Transporation
7000 FrRIin Boulevard, Suite 440
Sacramento, CA 95823

Phone: 916/262-0990
Fax: 916/262-2960

0 JCfﬁ&EPmeSafay

. UTEN Ion
Headquarters Complex

4201 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222

Phone: 303/757-9381

Fax: 303/757-9439

mof .
H\IAIS ACL Trargportation
2800 Berlin Turnpike

PO Box 317546

Newington, CT 06131-7546

Phone: 860/594-2363

Fax: 860/594-2374

(fieof .
m&eﬁ%@ﬁ*ﬁhmﬂy
PO Box 1321

Dover, DE 19903-1321

Phone: 302/739-3295
Fax: 302/739-5995
_ :

T Ry

2000 14th Street, NW, 7th Floor
Washington, DC 20009
Phone: 202/939-8018

Fax: 202/939-7185
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Safety Office Florida Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street, MS 53

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450

Phone: 904/488-3546

Fax: 904/922-2935

Georgia Governor's Office of Highway Safety
1 Park Tower

34 Peach Tree Street, Suite 1600

Atlanta, GA 30303

Phone: 404/656-6996

Fax: 404/651-9107

Highway Safety Coordinator
Guam Department of Public Works
PO Box 2950

Agana, GU 96910

Phone: 0)1-671-646-3211

Fax: 011-671-649-3733

Operator Assisted Calls: 01-671-646-3211
Motor Vehicle Safety Office

Hawaii Department of transportation
601 Kamokila Boulevard, Suite 511
Kapolel, HI 96707

Phone: 808/692-7650

Fax: 808/692-7665

Office of Highway Safety

Idaho Transportation Department
PO Box 7129, 3311 West State Street
Boise, ID 33707-1129

Phone: 208/334-8101

Fax: 208/334-3858

Division of Traffic Safety

lllinois Department of transportation
PO Box 19245

3215 Executive Park Drive

Springfield, IL 62794-9245

Phone: 217/782-4972

Fax: 217/782-9159

Indiana Governor's Council on Impaired and Dangerous
Driving

150 West Market Street, Suite 330

Indianapolis, IN 46204

Phone: 317/232-1299

Fax: 317/232-5150

Indian Highway Safety Program
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Department of the Interior

PO Box 2006

Albuquerque, NM 87103

Phw.ie: 505/248-5053

Fax: 505/240-5064

Governor's Traffic Safety Bureau
lowa Department of Public Safety
307 East 7th Sheet

Des Moines, 1A 50319-0248
Phone: 515/281-3907

Fax: 515/281-6190

Kansas Bureau of traffic Safety
Thacher Building, 2nd Floor
217 SE, 4th

Topeka, KS 66603-3504
Phone: 913/296-3756

Fax: 913/291-3010

Highway Safety Standards Branch
Kentucky State Police Headquarters
919 Versailles Road

Frankfort, KY 40601

Phone: 502/695-6356

Fax: 502/573-1634

Highway Safely Commission
Louisiana Department of Public Safety
PO Box 66336

Baton Rouge, LA 70896

Phone: 504/925-6991

Fax: 504/922-0083

Bureau of Highway Safety

Maine Department of Public Safety
164 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

Phone: 207/624-8756

Fax. 207/624-8768

Northern Mariana Islands
Department of Public Safety
PO Box 791

Saipan, M.P. 96950

Phone: 011-670-034-6505
Fax: 011-670-234-8531

Office of Traffic 0 Safety

Maryland State Highway Administration
7491 Connelley Drive

Hanover, MD 21076

Phone: 410/787-5822

Fax: 410/787-5823

Massachusetts Governor's Highway Safety Bureau
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2104

Boston, MA 02202

Phone: 617/727-5073

Fax: 617/727-5077

Michigan Office of Highway Safety Planning
4000 Collins Road, PO Box 30633

Lansing, Ml 48909-8133

Phone: 517/333-5291

Fax: 517/333-5756

Office of Traffic Safety

Minnesota Department of Public Safety
Town Square, Suite 100-B

444 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55101-2128

Phone: 612/296-3804

Fax: 612/297-4844

Highway Safety Office

Mississippi Department of Public Safety
PO Box 23039

401 North West Street, 8th Floor
Jackson, MS 39225-3039

Phone: 601/359-7842

Fax: 601/359-7832

Missouri Division of Highway Safety
PO Box 104808

Jefferson City, MO 65110-4808
Phone: 573/751-7643

Fax: 573/634-5977
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P.O. Box 20100)

2701 Prospect Avenue, Room 109
Helena, MT 59620-1001

Phone: 406/444-3412

Fax: 406/444-7303

Vbtor \Bhidks
PO Box 94612

301 Centennial Mall South
Lincoln, NE 68509-4789
Phone: 402/471-3900
Fax: 402/471-3865

i

555 Wright Way

Carson City, NV 89711-0900
Phone: 702/687-3243

Fax: 702/687-5328

NewHenEnre Hf vy Sty Ay

Pine Inn Plaza

117 Manchester Street
Concord, NH 03301
Phone: 603/271-2131
Fax: 603/271-3790

A ey s

225 East State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625
Phone: 609/633-9300
Fax; 609/633-9020

Tra”ﬁc%lg% NawVidcoSiate Hofway 8

f AT
PO Box 1149

Santa Fe, NM 87504-1149
Phone: 505/827-0429
Fax: 505/827-0431

Naw York Stete Govermor's Traffic Sefety Commtee

Empire State Plaza, Swan St. Bldg., Room 521
Albany, NY 12228

Phone: 518/474-0858

Fax. 518/473-0041

Noth Crola Goiema's Hwey ety Rogam

215 East Lane Street
Raleigh, NC 27601
Phone: 919/733-3083
Fax: 919/733-0604 'Eﬂi
C

608 East Boulevarld Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58505-0700
Phone: 701/328-2601

Fax: 701/328-4545

ceafthe ChioGovemor's Hopway Sefety

Ld\e

PO Box 182081

1970 W. Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43218-2081
Phone: 614/466-3250
Fax: 614/466-0433

HE TG sy

3223 N. Lincoln
Oklahoma City, OK 73105
Phone: 405/521-3314
Fax: 405/524-4906

"y

d ﬁ IC’] .(J b m
a bl el
555 13th Street, ‘@

Salem, OR 97310-1333

Phone: 503/986-4192

Fax. 503/986-4189 \ . .
Perrsyhvania Bureatl of Hopway 8 Beffle Engnegying
555 Walnut Street, 7th Floor, Forum Place

Harrisburg, PA 17105-2047

Phone: 717/787-7350

Fax: 717/783-8012

C AU
H%IT{O BT ofRblicWarks
Box 41289, Minillas Station

Santurce, PR 00940

Phone: 809/723-3590

Fax: 809/727-0486

Rroce Isend GoveroTs Clfce o Hofviay Sy

345 Harris Avenue

Providence, RI 02909

Phone: 401/277-3024

Fax: 401/277-2086 Oﬂ:m
(03 2]

ik e

5400 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29210

Phone: 803/896-7896

Fax: 803/896-8393

(fiteof Hovy Sty

118 West Capital
Pierre, SD 57501
Phone: 605/773-4493
Fax: 605/773-6893

1y e

505 Deaderlck Street, Suite 600
James K. Rglk State Office Bldg.
Nashville, 37243-0341
Phone: 615/741-7590

Fax. 615/741-9673 .

Jmi%m .
%& TN Transportation
125 E Street

Austin, 78701-2483

Phone: 512/416-3167

Fax: 512/416 3349 .
RbicSfety
13

5263 South 3! lest, Suite 202
Salt Lake City, 84107

Phone: 801/293-2481

Fax: 801/293-2498

05671-2101
802/244-1317
802/244-1106



Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles
Transportation Safety Office
PO Box 27412
2300 West Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23209
Phone: 804/367-8140
Fax: 804/367-6631

Governor's Representative

Virgin Islands Office of Highway Safety
Lagoon Street Complex, Fredricksted

St. Croix, VI 00840

Phone: 809/776-5820

Fax: 809/772-2626

Washington Traffic Safely Commistlon
PO Box 40944

1000 South Cherry Street

Olympia, WA 98504-0944

Phone: 360/753-6197

Fax: 360/586-6489

GovemoTs Highway Safety Program West Virginia
Criminal Justice 8 Highway Safety Division
Caplto Complex, Building 3, Room 118
Charleston, WV 25301

Phone: 304/558-6080

Fax: 304/558-0391

Bureau of Transportation Safety
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
PO Box 7936

4802 Sheboygan Avenue, Room 809
Madison, WI 53707

Phone: 608/266-0402

Fax: 608/267-0441

Highway Safety Program

Wyoming Transportation Department

PO Box 1708

Cheyenne, WY 82003-1708

Phone: 307/777-4450

Fax: 307/777-4250

The Private Sector

The National Safety Coundil, with chepters all over the
country, r:in provide informmation on a wide range of
occupational, home and traffic safety issues. The Coundll
produces dozens of publications and provides senvices
and educational opportunities In these aress.

National Safety Council

1121 Spring Lake Drive

Itasca, IL 60143

Phone: 630/285-1121

Fax: 630/285-1315
Web site: http://www.nsc.org

Mothers Against Drunk Driving isa nonHardiit, grass radts
aganizationwitli nore then 400 drgpters netionwice. It 'is
nat a ausacke agginst dlodhd comsunpation;” itsfoaus is 'to
look for effective sautions to tiie drunk driving and underage
drirking pradens, while supparting thosewho have: already
experienced the pein of these seredess aines.” Tojain, find
adgpter inyour area or for mote informretion, contact the
Netional Cffice at:

Mothers Against Drunk Driving

511 E. John Carpenter Freeway., #700
Irving, Texas 75062

Phone: 214/744-MADD (6233)

Fax: 972/869-2206/2207

Web site: http://www.madd.org

Qilier private sector groups may be helpful. Here isa list
of some of the national organizations that support .08
BAC lans.

Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety
750 First Street, NE, Suite 901
Washington, DC 20002

Phone: 202/408-1711

Web site: http://mvw.saferoads.org

American Automobile Association
1000 AAA Drive

Heathrow, FL 32746

Phone: 407/444-7000

Web site: http://www.aaa.com

American Automobile Manufacturers Association
1401 H Street, NW, Suite 900

Washington, DC 20005

Phone; 202/326-5500

Web site: http://aama.com

American Coalition for Traffic Safety
1110 N. Glebe Road, Suite 1020
Arlington, VA 22201

Phone: 703/243-7501

American Insurance Association
1130 Connecticut Avenue, Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202/828-7100

Web site: http://www.aladc.org

American Medical Association

515 North State Street

Chicago, IL 60610-4379
312/464-5000

Web site: http://mvw.ama-assn.org

insurance Institute for Highway Safely
1005 North Glebe Road

Arlington, VA 22201

Phone: 703/247-1500

Web site: http://www.liwysafety.org

International Association of Chiefs of Police
515 North Washington Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Phone: 703/836-6767

Web site: http://www.tlielacp.org

National Commission Against Drunk Driving
1900 L Street NW, Suite 705

Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202/452-6004

Web site: http://www.ncadd.com

Remove Intoxicated Drivers (RID)
PO Box 520

Schenectady, NY 12301

Phone: 518/393-4357

Web site: TBA

Students Against Destructive Decisions (SADD)
PO Box 800

Marlboro, MA 01752

Phone: 508/481-3568

Web site: wmv.sadd.org


http://www.nsc.org
http://www.madd.org
http://mvw.saferoads.org
http://www.aaa.com
http://aama.com
http://www.aladc.org
http://mvw.ama-assn.org
http://www.liwysafety.org
http://www.tlielacp.org
http://www.ncadd.com




APPENDIX C

Model Law

The Uniform Vehicle Code, published by the
National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and
Ordinances, is a document developed by
transportation and highway safety professionals
to seive as a guideline for those r*veloping
state motor vehicle legislation. Inclusion of this
model law here should not be interpreted as a
formal endorsement by the National Safety
Council or the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. The entire Uniform Vehicle
Code is available on the World Wide Web at
http://Ammww.ncutlo.org.

CHAPTER 11 —Rules of the Road

ARTICLE IX - SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES
11-902 - Driving while under the influence of
alcohol or drugs

@ A person shall not drive or hein
actual physical contral of any vehide
while:

1 The alcohol concentration in such person's
blood or breath is 0.08 or more based on the
definition of blood and breath units in [Seccion

11-903(a)(5)].

Optional 1 The alcohol concentration in such
person's blood or breath as measured within
three hours of the time of driving or being in the
actual physical control is 0.08 or more based on
the definition of blood and breath units in
[Section 11-903]. If proven by a preponderance
of evidence, it shall be an affirmative defense to
a violation of this subsection that the defendant
consumed a sufficient quantity of alcohol after
the time of driving or actual physical control of a

vehicle and before the administration of the
evidentiary test to cause the defendant’s alcohol
concentration to be 0.08 or more. The forego-
ing provision shall not limit the introduction of
any other competent evidence bearing upon the
question whether or not the person violated this
section, including tests obtamed more than three
hours after such alleged violation.

2. Under the influence of alcohol;

3. Under the influence of any other drug or
combination of other drugs to a degree which
renders such person incapable of safely driving;
or

4. Under the combined influence of alcohol and
any other drug or drugs to a degree which
renders such person incapable of safely driving.

(b) The fact that any person charged with
violating this section is or has been legaliy
entitled to use alcohol or other drug shall not
constitute a defense against any charge of
violating this section.

(© In addition to the provisions of ISection 11-
904], eveiy person convicted of violating this
section shall be punished by imprisonment for
not less than 10 days or more than one year, or
by fine of not less than $100 nor more than
$1,000, or by both such fine and imprisonment
and on a second or subsequent conviction, such
person shall be punished by imprisonment for
not less than 90 days nor more than one year,
and, in the discretion of the court, a fine of not
more than $1,000.


http://www.ncutlo.org
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Notice: This opinion is subject to correction before publication in
the Pacific Reporter. Readers are requested to bring errors to the attention of the
Clerk of the Appellate Courts, 303 K Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501, phone (907)
264-0608, fax (907) 264-0878.

THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

STATE OF ALASKA, DEPARTMENT
OF PUBLIC SAFETY, DIVISION Supreme Court No. S-8239

OF MOTOR VEHICLES,
Superior Court No.

Appellant, 3AN-95-9156 CI

V.
OPINION

PATRICK NIEDERMEYER,
[No. 5346 - December 15, 2000)

Appellee.

Appeal from the Superior Court of the State of

Alaska, Third Judicial District, Anchorage,
Eric T. Sanders, Judge.

Appearances: Eric A. Johnson and Timothy W.
Terrell, Assistant Attorneys General, Office
of Special Prosecutions and Appeals, Anchorage, and Bruce M.
Botelho, Attorney General, Juneau, for Appellant. William H
Ingaldson, Ingaldson Maassen, P.C., Anchorage, for Appellee.

Before: Matthews, Chief Justice, Eastaugh,
Fabe, and Bryner, Justices. [Carpeneti,
Justice, not participating.)

BRYNER, Justice.

I . INTRODUCTION
The Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) revoked Patrick

Niedermeyer's driver's license after Niedermeyer v/as arrested for
underage consumption of alcohol. Because DMV's administrative
revocation was punitive, and because DMV acted without the
safeguards that attend a criminal prosecution, Niedermeyer's right
to due process was violated and his suspension must be overturned.
[1. FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS

On July 4, 1995, Patrick Niedermeyer was arrested at a
cabin for underage consumption of alcohol. There was never any
allegation that Niedermeyer had previously driven after consuming
alcohol or intended to drive on the evening of his arrest.
Following the arrest, Niedermeyer's arresting officer read him the
"Under 21 Notice of Revocation,” in accordance with former
AS 28.15.183. That notice said:

YOUR DRIVER'S LICENSE OR PRIVILEGE TO DRIVE IN
THIS STATE IS REVOKED. THIS IS YOUR OFFICIAL NOTICE OF REVOCATION.
THIS REVOCATION WILL TAKE EFFECT 7 DAYS AFTER THE DATE SHOWN ABOVE,
UNLESS YOU REQUEST AN ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF THE REVOCATION.
INFORMATION ON THE REVERSE SIDE OF THa. FORM TELLS YOU HOW TO APPLY

FOR THIS REVIEW.[ [Fn. 1)]

1/19/01 1:02 PM
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Niedermeyer requested administrative review of his
license revocation. After conducting telephonic hearings, DMV
affirmed the revocation.
Niedermeyer appealed to the superior court. Judge
Eric T. Sanders reversed the revocation, finding former
AS 28.15.183 wunconstitutional for the reasons stated in Quinn v.
State, Department of Public Safety, [Fn. 2] a similar case decided
by another superior court judge. The state appealed the superior
courts' rulings in both the Quinn and Niedermeyer cases. We
initially stayed the appeal in this case pending cur decision in
Quinn, but reactivated this appeal after summarily affirming Quinnby an evenly divided
that the superior court erred in declaring Alaska's former AS
28.15.183 unconstitutional,
I1l. DISCUSSION
A. Standard of Review
The constitutionality of former AS 28.15.183 is a legal
estion to which this court applies its independent judgment. [Fn.

qu
4
B. Mootness
The state did not prosecute Niedermeyer for unlawful
possession or consumption of alcohol. Because recent amendments to

AS 28.15.183 now require DMV to reissue a minor's revoked license
if the state fails to prosecute the underlying criminal offense or
if a prosecution ends in dismissal or acquittal, [Fn. 5] the only
live controversy in this case is the award of prevailing-party
attorney's fees. We must nevertheless address the merits of the
parties' constitutional arguments, for we have previously held that

we "will review an otherwise moot issue to determine who the
prevailing party is if such a determination is necessary for
purposes of awarding attorney's fees." [Fn. 6]

C. Substantive Due Process

The superior court, incorporating Quinn's reasoning,
found that former AS 28.15.183 violates substantive due process
because its age-based restriction is not rationally related to a
valid legislative purpose. Niedermeyer urges us to uphold this

ruling. He insists that there is no close or obvious connection
between underage possession or consumption of alcohol and dangerous
driving. But substantive due process demands no direct connection

of this kind; the substantive due process requirement allows a law
to pass muster as long as it bears any rational relation to a
legitimate legislative goal:

Substantive due process is denied when a
legislative enactment has no reasonahle relationship to a
legitimate governmental purpose. It is not a court's role to
decide whether a particular statute or ordinance is a wise one; the
choice between competing notions of public policy is to be made by
elected representatives of the people. The constitutional
guarantee of substantive due process assures only that a
legislative body's decision is not arbitrary but instead based upon
some rational policy. [ [Fn. T7]]

Under this minimal test, even a modest statistical
increase in accident rates might give the legislature a rational
basis for action aimed at discouraging potential underage drivers
from possessing or drinking alcohol. And previously recognized
traffic studies seem to suggest that this kind of increased risk
does exist. [Fn. 8] But even without statistical evidence to
confirm an increased risk, the legislature might have had a
rational basis to enact former AS 28.15.183 as a purely
precautionary measure. After all, the same concerns that motivate
traditional legal restrictions on the minimum ages for drinking and
for driving — concerns over immaturity, inexperience, and unsound
judgment -- might also support a logical belief that minors lacking
sufficient judgment to obey laws governing possession and
consumption of alcohol will generally be more likely than others to

20f 1 1/19/01 1:02 PM
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lack sufficient judgment to drive carefully or to abstain from
drinking before driving.

As the state argues in its briefing, a chain of rational
inferences can be forged to link underage drinking to dangerous
driving: a minor who possesses or consumes alcohol might do so
again in the future; minors cannot be trusted to handle alcohol in
a mature and socially acceptable manner; and minors who consume
alcohol might drive under the influence of alcohol. Though this
inferential nexus may be tenuous, it is nonetheless rational.
Accordingly, we cannot dismiss as arbitrary or irrational the
legislature’s decision to restrict the driving privileges of minors
cited for illegal possession and consumption. [Fn. 9]

The state's failure to present affirmative evidence
proving the existence of a nexus between underage drinking and
dangerous driving does not alter this conclusion; rather, the heavy
burden of proving that the legislature acted irrationally falls on
Niedermeyer:

A court's inquiry into arbitrariness
begins with the presumption that the action of the legislature is
proper. The party claiming a denial of substantive due process has
the burden of demonstrating that no rational basis for the
challenged legislation exists. This burden is a heavy one, for if
any conceivable legitimate public policy for the enactment is
apparent on its face or is offered by those defending the
enactment, the opponents of the measure must disprove the factual
basis for such a justification.[ [Fn. 10]]

Thus, absent convincing evidence refuting any potential correlation
between underage drinking and driving safety — and Niedermeyer
presents no such evidence --we find no basis for declaring that
former AS 28.15.183 denies substantive due process. [Fn. 11]
D. Procedural Due Process
The superior court also found former AS 28.15.183
unconstitutional because it violates procedural due process by not

adhering to constitutionally prescribed criminal procedures. I'n
reaching this conclusion, the court found that thestatute s
punitive in nature, rather than remedial, and thatNiedermeyer

therefore has a right to the procedural safeguards that normally
protect the rights of a person accused in a criminal proceeding.

On appeal, Niedermeyer argues that the superior court
correctly decided this issue. DMV responds that criminal
safeguards are unnecessary because former AS 28 15.183's purpose
was to remove unfit drivers from the roads, not to punish underage
drinking. But at best the statute sends a mixed message, for it
accomplishes its purported regulatory goal by punishing criminal
conduct that has no obvious connection to driving.

To be sure, revoking a driver's license does notalways
equate to imposing a criminal sanction. In Baker v. City of
Fairbanks, [Fn. 12] we defined criminal prosecutions to include the
trial of offenses that "may result in the loss of a valuable
license, such as a driver's license." [Fn. 13] We then qualified
this definition by carving out an exception for administrative
revocations based on conduct that demonstrates unfitness to drive:

[The category of "criminal™ prosecutions] does
not cover revocation of licenses pursuant to administrative
proceedings where lawful criteria other than criminality are a
proper concern in protecting public welfare and safety, as the
basis of revocation or suspension in such instances is not that one
has committed a criminal offense, but that the individual is not
fit to be licensed, apart from considerations of only guilt or
innocence of crime.[ [Fn. 14]]

Bak?r tnus establishes that when an agency revokes a
driver's licerse, xfs ac:ion can be either a criminal sanction cr
an administrative measure, depending on whether the revocation is
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hased on the commission of an offense or on conduct that
demonstrates unfitness to drive. But Baker leaves open a difficult
qguestion: should a revocation be treated as a criminal sanction or
an administrative measure when the DMV bases its action on conduct
that amounts to the commission of a criminal offense but that also
reflects on the offender's fitness to d”ive? This is the critical
qguestion at issue here.

The Alaska Court of Appeals took a long stride toward
resolving this question in State v. Zerkel. [Fn. 15] There, that
court considered whether an administrative license suspension is a
criminal penalty for double jeopardy purposes when the suspension
is based on an arrest for driving while intoxicated (DWI) or on a
charge of refusal to take a breath test following an arrest for
DWI. [Fn. 16] After examining this court's decision in Baker and
the United States Supreme Court's recent double jeopardy case law,
[Fn. 17] the Zerkel court turned to the purpose and impact of
license suspensions based on DWI offenses, ultimately concluding
that suspensions for DWI or breath-test refusals did not amount to
criminal sanctions. [Fn. 18] In holding that such suspensions are
regulatory actions despite being based on criminal conduct, the
court identified the determining factor to be the direct

relationship between the criminal conduct — drunken driving -- and
the DMV's primary regulatory goal -- removing unfit drivers from
the road:

[W]lhen the government employs a licensing
scheme to regulate a profession or an activity that affects the
public welfare, administrative revocation or suspension of that
license can legitimately serve to deter conduct and still remain
"remedial® for double jeopardy purposes so long as the revocation
or suspension is based on conduct that bears a direct relation to
the government's regulatory goals or to the proper administration
and enforcement of the regulatory scheme.[ [Fn. 19]]

Zerkel's insistence on this narrowly tailored means-to-

end fit -- on the existence of a direct relation between the DMV's
regulatory goals and the conduct that triggers the agency's
licensing action -- successfully harmonizes Alaska's administrative

treatment of DWI license suspensions with Baker,.

Zerkel's direct-relationship test also fits well with the
United States Supreme Court's bright-line view of punitive action.
In Austin v. United States, [Fn. 20] the Supreme Court explained
that a "'civil sanction that cannot fairly be said solely to serve
a remedial purpose, but rather can only be explained as also
serving either retributive or deterrent purposes, is punishment, as
we have come to understand the term.'™ [Fn. 21] The court in
Zerkel acknowledged that despite the direct relationship between
drunk driving and the DMV's remedial goal of removing unfit drivers
from the road, administrative DWI revocations can have a punitive
effect that deters DWI offenders from committing further offenses.
[Fn. 22] But the court deemed this effect to bhe incidental to the
direct, remedial effect of the DMV action. [Fn. 23] Zerkel thus
held that administrative license revocation for DWI offenses is in
essence solely a remedial measure. [Fn. 24]

We agree with Zerkel's interpretation. Because driving
while intoxicate™ necessarily demonstrates poor driving judgment,
there is no inferential leap -- no intermediate logical gap that
needs bridging -- between the driver's conduct and the

administrative goal served by license revocation. The act of
driving while intoxicated is by definition an act of impaired
driving, and the attendant criminal sanctions for the crime
accurately reflect the resulting risk to public safety. Thus, an
indelible inference of unfitness to drive arises direccly from the
conduct comprising the offense. Simply put, driving while
intoxicated is unfit driving. Consequently, commission of the
offense necessarily justifies DMV licensing action. {Ki. 25]
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By contrast, the direct connection between the alleged
offense and DMV's regulatory goal of removing unfit drivers from
the road vanishes when the agency revokes a license for underage
possession or drinking. Under former AS 28.15.183, a minor's
possession or consumption of alcohol need have no connection to
driving; hence, the conduct triggering revocation does not
necessarily, or even probably, reflect on the arrested minor's
fitness to drive.

At most, the minor's unlawful conduct reflects a
possibility of increased danger: it suggests that the minor belongs
to a class of young drivers who generally pose a higher statistical
risk than other young drivers. Thus, while the behavioral gap
between underage drinking and unfit driving can be bridged by a
chain of rational inferences that is strong enough to withstand the
minimal test of substantive due process, [Fn. 26] this roundabout
connection is not the direct and necessary link that must exist
before an administrative revocation will be considered non-
punitive.
In the case at hand, for example, former AS 28.15.183 did
nothing to tailor its sanction to the specific facts of
Niedermeyer's case. There is no case-specific evidence suggesting
that Niedermeyer, who was arrested in a cabin, posed any risk of

bad driving — or that he intended to drive at all. The challenged
statute did not require the state produce such evidence. Beyond
that, it explicitly forbade Niedermeyer from offering, in his own

defense, any case-specific evidence of fitness to drive or sound
judgment. [Fn. 27)

Traffic studies do suggest that Niedermeyer's conduct
places him in a class of minors who tend to drive more carelessly
than other minors. [Fn. 28] But the statistics contained in those
studies only describe the general behavior of a broad class of
young drii/fers. Naked numbers cannot predict the conduct of any
individual driver; they do not address the specific circumstances
of Niedermeyer's case; and they say nothing concerning his personal
driving behavior. Because statistics that generally correlate
underage drinking and bad driving fail to establish that
Niedermeyer himself is unfit to drive, they cannot, standing alone,
justify remedial action based on his demonstrated unfitness to
drive.

Thus, by relying on such tenuous and generalized
inferences of unfitness, former AS 28.15.183 assumed the attributes
of a punitive measure; for it "cannot fairly be said solely to
serve a remedial purpose.” [Fn. 29] Underage drinking has
traditionally been regarded as criminal misconduct; [Fn. 30) many
members of the community attach significant social and moral
opprobrium to the conduct; and the statutorily prescribed
consequence of immediate license revocation unquestionably amounts

to a severe sanction. Because the statute imposes a harsh,
mandatory penalty for misconduct that has no necessary or close
relation to bad driving, its sanction will naturally be seen not as
a remedial measure addressing traffic safety, but as punishment
aiming directly at the underlying offense -- underage possession or
consumption of alcohol or drugs. Punishment of this kind "is the
implicit sine qua n of a ‘'criminal prosecution.'" [Fn. 31]

Given the”_ circumstances, our case law interpreting the
Alaska Constitution compels the conclusion that former AS 28.15.183
imposed a criminal sanction. [Fn. 32] To revoke a license under
circumstances amounting to criminal punishment, the state must
offer appropriate procedural safeguards; as we explained in Baker
the state may not impose criminal punishment without criminal

process. [Fn. 33]

Courts in other states have allowed license suspension to
follow automatically from drug or underage drinking offenses. [Fn.
34] But the laws in those states uniformly require that a
conviction precede the punishment. In upholding their statutes as
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constitutional, the courts in those states have explained that the
revocation of a driver's license is rationally related to a
legitimate state interest precisely because it punishes and deters
illegal alcohol or drug «ie. [Fn. 35) Thus, those decisions tend
to confirm our conclusion that former AS 28.15.183 must be viewed
as irposing a criminal penalty. [Fn. 36]

Here, because the state failed to offer Niedermeyer the
safeguards of criminal process that normally apply to criminal
punishment, we affirm the superior court's conclusion that
Niedermeyer's license was revoked without due process of law.

E. Vagueness

Niedermeyer further argues that, by basing license
revocation on the act of "possession" of alcohol, former
AS 28.15.183 introduces an element of unconstitutional vagueness.
A statute may be void for vagueness if its language fails to "give
adequate notice of the conduct that is prohibited" or if its
"imprecise language encourages arbitrary enforcement by allowing
prosecuting authorities undue discretion to determine the scope of
its prohibitions.” [Fn. 37] Applying this standard, we find no
constitutional deficiency here. "Possession” is a common term with
a generally accepted meaning: [Fn. 38] having or holding property
in one's power; the exercise of dominion over property. This
meaning provides adequate notice of the prohibited conduct. [Fn.
39] Niedermeyer- asserts that the statute’s use of the undefined
term "possession™ is sufficiently vague to invite inconsistent

enforcement. But we will not invalidate a statute on this basis
"‘absent evidence of a history of arbitrary or capricious
enforcement.' [Fn. 40] Since Niedermeyer failed to present

evidence suggesting a history of arbitrary enforcement, we must
overturn the superior court's finding of vagueness.
IV. CONCLUSION

Although former AS 28.15.183 has an indirect remedial
purpose sufficient to insulate it from a substantive due process
challenge, its direct effect is to punish underage possession and
consumption of alcohol and drugs -- conduct traditionally
punishable only by criminal process. Because Niedermeyer's license
was revoked without attendant criminal process, ve AFFIRM the
superior court's judgment.

FOOTNOTES

Footnote 1:
Former AS 28.15.183 stated that
[i]f a peace officer has probable cause to

believe that a person who is at least 14 years of age but not yet
21 years of age has possessed or used [alcohol or illegal drugs,
driven drunk or refused a breath test] and the peace officer has
cited the person or arrested the person for a violation [of
underage consumption or drug laws], the peace officer shall read a
notice and deliver a copy to the person. The notice must advise

that
(1) the department intends to revoke the

person's driver's license or permit, privilege to drive, or
privilege to obtain a license or permit;
(2) the person has the right to

administrative review of the revocation;
(3) if the person has a driver's license or
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permit, the notice itself is a temporary driver's license or permit
that expires seven days after it is delivered to the person;
(4) revocation of the person's driver's

license or permit, privilege to drive, or privilege to obtain a
license or permit, takes effect seven days after delivery of the
notice to the person unless the person, within seven days, requests
an administrative review,
Footnote 2:

No. 3AN-95-8805 CI (Alaska Super., February 13, 1997).
Footnote 3:

State of Alaska v. Quinn, No. S-8003, Alaska Supreme Court
Order dated March 3, 1999.
Footnote 4:

See Rollins v. State, Dep't of Revenue, Alcoholic Severage
Control Bd., 991 P.2d 202, 206 (Alaska 1999); Turney v. State, 936
P.2d 533, 538 (Alaska 1997).

Footnote 5:

See AS 28.15.183 (i) (2) .

Footnote 6:

Bruner v. Petersen, 944 P.2d 43, 47 n.4 (Alaska 1997).
Footnote 7:

Concerned Citizens of S. Kenai Peninsula v. Kenai Peninsula
Borough, 527 P.2d 447, 452 (Alaska 1974) (citation omitted).
Footnote 8:

See, e.g., Rexford v. State, 941 P.2d 906, 907 (Alaska App.
1997). But cf. State v. Esmailka, 961 P.2d 432, 434 (Alaska App.
1998) (involving a defendant who challenged the validity of the
studies underlying Rexford).

Footnote 9:

Accord In re Appeal in Maricopa County Juvenile Action No. JV-
114428, 770 P.2d 394, 395 (Ariz. App. 1989).
Footnote 10:

Concerned Citizens of S. Kenai Peninsula, 527 P.2d at 452
(citations omitted).

Footnote 11:
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Accord Maricopa County, 770 P.2d at 396-97. The superior
court also ruled that because the conduct sanctioned by former
AS 28.15.183 bears no relationship to the sanction imposed, a 90-
day license revocation amounts to cruel and unusual punishment, in
violation of the Eighth Amendment. Although Niedermeyer does not
pursue his claim of cruel and unusual punishment on appeal, our
conclusion that the statute is sufficiently rational to comply with
the requirements of substantive due process compels us to reverse
on this point, as well. For constitutional purposes, punishments
are cruel and unusual only if they are "inhuman or barbarous, or so
disproportionate to the offense committed as to be completely
arbitrary and shocking to the sense of justice." Thomas v. State,
566 P.2d 630, 635 (Alaska 1977) (quoting Green v. State, 390 P.2d
433, 435 (Alaska 1964)). Under this stringent standard, a three-
month license revocation for the crime of underage drinking is not
cruel and unusual,

Footnote 12:

471 P.2d 386 (Alaska 1970).

Footnote 13:

ld. at 402.

Footnote 14:

ld. at 402, n.28.

Footnote 15:

900 P.2d 744 (Alaska App. 1995).

Footnote 16:

See id. at 745-46.

Footnote 17:
See id. at 749-51 (discussing Montana Dep't of Revenue v.

Kurth Ranch, 511 U.S. 767 (1994), Awustin v. United States, 509 U.S.
602 (1993), and United States v. Halper, 490 U.S. 435 (1989)).

Footnote 18:

See id. at 755-58.

Footnote 19:

Id. at 757 (emphasis added).

Footnote 20:
509 U.S. 602 (1993).
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Footnote 21:

ld. at 621 (quoting Halper, 490 U.S. at 448 (emphasis added in
Austin)).

Footnote 22:

Zerkel, 900 P.2d at 755-57.

Footnote 23:

See id. at 755-58.

Footnote 24:

Although Awustin dealt with the United States Constitution's
excessive fines clause rather than with double jeopardy, Zerkel
read that case as supporting its conclusion that an administrative
license suspension in a DWI case does not qualify as a criminal
sanction for double jeopardy purposes. See Zerkel, 900 P.2d at
749-51. We note that, more recently, the United States Supreme
Court has made it clear that the excessive fines clause analysis it
set forth in Austin does not apply in the double jeopardy context.
See United States v. Ursery, 518 U.S. 267, 287 (1996). Since
Niedermeyer's case presents no double jeopardy issue, the point is
immaterial here.

Footnote 25:

An administrative license suspension serves a somewhat
different regulatory goal in breath-test refusal cases, but a goal
that connects just as seamlessly to the conduct comprising the
offense. In such cases, because a motorist who obtains a driver's
license impliedly consents to take a breath test, "[r]efusal to
submit to the test [is] deemed tantamount to a withdrawal of the
consent upon which the privilege to drive [has] been conditioned,
justifying state revocation of the driver's license.” Lundquist v.
Department of Pub. Safety, 674 P.2d 780, 783 (Alaska 1983).

Footnote 26:

See discussion of Niedermeyer's substantive due process
argument, supra Part II1.C.

Footnote 27:
AS 28.15.184(g) provides:

The hearing for review of a revocation by
the department under AS 28.15.183 shall be limited to the issues of
whether the person was at least 14 years of age but not yet 21
years of age and whether the person possessed or used a controlled
substance . .. or possessed or consumed alcohol

(Emphasis added.)

Footnote 28:
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See, e.g., Rexford v. State, 941 P.2d 906, 907 (Alaska App.
1997) .

Footnote 29:

Austin v. United States, 509 U.S. 602, 620 (1993) (quoting
United States v. Halper, 490 U.S. 435, 448 (1989) (emphasis added
in Austin)).

Footnote 30:

See, e.g., State v. District Court, 927 P.2d 1295, 1296-97
(Alaska App. 1996) .

Footnote 31:

State, Dep't of Revenue v. Beans, 965 P.2d 725, 730 n.8
(Alaska 1998) .

Footnote 32:

See Baker v. City of Fairbanks, 471 P.2d 386, 393 (Alaska
1970). Our conclusion does not conflict with the court of
appeals's decision in Rexford v. State, 941 P.2d 906 (Alaska App.
1997). Although the court in Rexford held that an administrative
revocation under AS 28.15.183 did not amount to criminal punishment
for double jeopardy purposes, Niedermeyer's case does not present
a double jeopardy issue and therefore does not require us to
consider the point decided in Rexford. See id. at 907; see also
supra note 24. Moreover, the court in Rexford limited its decision
to the unique procedural circumstances of the case before it,
noting that Rexford had not submitted any appellate briefing and
had consequently failed to challenge the trial court's findings
concerning the statute's remedial purpose. Rexford, 941 P.2d at

907.

Footnote 33:

471 P.2d at 401.

Footnote 34:

See, e.g., In re Appeal in Maricopa County Juvenile Action No.
JV-114428, 770 P.2d 394, 395 (Ariz. App. 1989); People v.
Valenzuela, 5 Cal. Rptr. 2d 492, 493 (Cal. App. Dep't Super. 1991);
People v. Zinn, 843 P.2d 1351, 1353-55 (Colo. 1993); Plowman v.
Commonwealth, Dep't of Transp., Bureau of Driver Licensing, 635
A.2d 124, 127-28 (Pa. 1993); Commonwealth v. Strunk, 582 A.2d 1326,
1326-27 (Pa. Super. 1990); State v. Shawn P., 859 P.2d 1220, 1221
(Wash. 1993) (en banc). But see Johnson v. State Hearing
Examiner's Office, 838 P.2d 158, 177-78 (Wyo. 1992) (determining
such an arrangement violated prohibitions on cruel and unusual

punishment).

Footnote 35:

See, e.g., Maricopa County, 770 P.2d at 397; Valenzuela, 5
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Cal. Rptr. 2d at 492-93; Zinn, 843 P.2d at 1354; Plowman, 635 A.2d
at 127; Strunk, 582 A.2d at 1329-30; Shawn P., 859 P.2d at 1222.
Footnote 36:

We note that AS 28.15.183, as recently amended, appears to
move in the direction taken in these other states, since Alaska's
statute now requires the DMV to reinstate a revoked driver's
license if the underlying offense is not prosecuted, is dismissed,
or results in a not guilty verdi :t. See AS 28.15.183 (i) (2).
Because the amended version of the statute is not at issue in this
case, we express no opinion concerning its validity.

Footnote 37:

Summers v. Anchorage, 589 P.2d 863, 867 (Alaska 1979)
(citations omitted).

Footnote 38:

"(U]lnless otherwise defined, words will be interpreted as
taking their ordinary, contemporary, common meaning." Bachlet v.
State, 941 P.2d 200, 205 (Alaska App. 1997) (quoting Perrin v.
United States, 444 U.S. 37, 42 (1979)).

Footnote 39:

Cf. State v. Rice, 626 P.2d 104, 109 (Alaska 1981) (statute

prohibiting illegal possession or transportation of game not

unconstitutionally vague).

Footnote 40:
Summers, 589 P.2d at 868 (quoting Levshakoff v. State, 565
P.2d 504, 507 (Alaska 1977)).
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Executive Sum mary.

A. Introduction. Underage drinking is an issue that receives a great deal of attention in many
forums in Alaska. A wide range of organizations and agencies, both public/governmental and
private expend considerable energy addressing this problem. It is a problem that contributes to
accidents, attempted suicides, poor physical health, and more serious crime. Hidden effects
include the increased probability ofaddiction to alcohol as adults. This report provides an
assessment ofthe scope of the problem, efforts to address it in a variety of domains, and data
resources and systems that help in assessment and tracking progress in addressing the problem.

“Underage drinking” refers to consumption of alcohol by youth ages 20 and younger. Because
certain services or facilities, such as substance abuse treatment programs and correctional
facilities, treat persons 18 and older as adults, the population is stratified into two different
groups: youth ages 18 through 20 and youth ages 17 and younger.

Underage drinking is a complex, multi-faceted problem that is manifested in various ways with
multi; ‘e, layered strategies in place to address the issue. The following areas of inquiry are

included in this report:

1. Statutes and policy issues related to underage drinking;
2. Law enforcement efforts and issues;

3. The court system and its response to underage drinking;
4. Substance abuse treatment trends and resources;

5. Prevention, education, and advocacy efforts; and

6. Data resources and trends regarding underage drinking.

B. Methodology. To examine the issue of underage drinking in Alaska, investigators examined
statewide efforts and data and conducted more detailed inquiries for 17 sample communities.
The communities selected are listed and described in greater detail in Section I of the report.
These communities ranged in size from Anchorage, the principal urban center in Alaska with a
population of over 250,000, to the small village of Nanwalek with a population ofonly 170. The
communities were geographically diverse with locations ranging from far western Alaska,
including a small island village in the Bering Straits, to the panhandle in Southeast Alaska. The
communities were ethnically diverse with some primarily Alaska Native villages, others that
were predominantly Caucasian, and still others that represent a diverse mix. Finally, some
communities were on the state’s limited road system, such as Homer and Copper Center, while
others are accessible only by plane or boat, such as Aniak and Toksook Bay.

To gain an insight into the problems associated with underage drinking in Alaska and efforts to
address these problems, investigators interviewed 203 key informants from the 17 communities
as well as representatives of statewide organizations and agencies. Information sought included
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information relating to prevalence of underage drinking, consequences, efforts to address the
problem and barriers to those efforts. Existing literature was examined both at the national and
state level to document the prevalence and trends in underage drinking as well as existing
strategies. Investigators found a variety of rigorously developed information at the national level
regarding prevalence and strategies. There is, however, less information on strategies and

prevalence in Alaska.

Finally, investigators gathered and analyzed statewide data relating to underage drinking from a
number of sources:

1. Alaska Court System data for minor consuming alcohol (MCA) cases;

2. Alaska Trauma Registry data (accidents, suicide attempts, and injuries resulting in
death, in which alcohol was involved);

3. Alaska Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse treatment data;

4. Alaska Department of Transportation motor vehicle accident data;
5. Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice case data; and

6. Alaska Division of Motor Vehicles driver’s license revocation data.

C. Overview of Underage Drinking. It is helpful to define what is meant by an “underage
drinking problem.” There are differing views on whether the problem is the fact that youth are
consuming alcohol or whether the problem is more appropriately defined as the negative
consequences (accidents, suicides, etc.) of underage drinking. For purposes of this report,
“underage drinking problem” is defined as the consumption of alcohol by persons under the age

of 21.

At the national level, underage drinking is both prevalent and deadly. Inthe 1998 Household
Survey of Drug Abuse conducted by the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Administration
(SAMHSA), 30.6% ofyouth ages 12 to 20 report being current users ofalcohol, while 15.2%
report binge drinking and 6.9% report consistent heavy use. When this is generalized to the
population, it means that 10.4 million youth in the United States were current alcohol users, 5.1
million were binge drinkers, and 2.3 million were consistent, heavy drinkers.1 The 1999 survey
showed little change.2 When the age group is narrowed to high school students, the Youth Risk
Behavior Survey (YRBS) found that 50% of students were current users.3 The consequences of
this drinking include the deaths of 5,477 youth ages 15 to 20 who were killed in alcohol-related
automobile injuries with 21% of those coming in accidents caused by an underage drinking

" Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). Summary of Findings from the 1998
National Household Survey of Drug Abuse. Rockville, MD, May 1998

2 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). Summary of Findings from the 1999
National Household Survey of Drug Abuse. Rockville, MD. August 2000

3U. S. Centers for Lisease Control, “Adolescent and School Health,” Internet Web Site
ww\v.cdc.i’ov/nccdnhn/dash/pies99/nntl.htm. Atlanta, GA, August 2000
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driver.* Research shows that youth who begin to consume alcohol before the age of 15 are four
times more likely to develop alcohol dependency (alcoholism) than people who wait until after
the age of 21 to begin drinking.5 Finally, The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJIDP) reported nearly 19,600 arrests for driving under the influence of alcohol
(DUI) ofyouth under the age of 18 in 1997.6 Nationally, the problem of underage drinking is
addressed by a number of different agencies in diverse ways. OJIDP, through block grants,
technical assistance, and discretionary programs helps states in enforcement, training, and
prevention. SAMHSA provides funding to organizations and states for prevention and treatment
for youth. The Department of Education, through Safe and Drug-Free Schools Programs funds a
variety of efforts to eliminate the problem of underage drinking in schools.

In Alaska, the prevalence of underage drinking does not vary significantly from the national
prevalence. The 1999, Alaska YRBS found that 50.9% of high school youth self-report as
current users ofalcohol while 33.4% report binge drinkirj in the month prior to the survey.7
When the age cohort is broadened to include youth ages 12 through 20, 12.3% report binge
drinking with 5.7% dependent on alcohol or other drugs. This compares with national rates of
dependence 0f 5.8%.8 The consequences of underage drinking in Alaska are reflected in an
increase in the number of alcohol-related accidents among youth requiring hospitalization of
66.3% between 1991 and 1998. Over this period, Alaska averaged 30 suicide attempts annually
among youth where alcohol was a factor.9 In 1998, there were 128 traffic accidents in which
alcohol consumption by an underage driver contributed to the accident.10 Alaska has a diverse
set of strategies in place to address the problem of underage drinking. The Alaska Division of
Juvenile Justice, the Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board, State Troopers, and local law
enforcement officials all contribute to enforcement of underage drinking laws. Underage
drinking prevention efforts are supported through the Alaska Division of Alcoholism and Drug
Abuse, Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice, and the Alaska Department of Education and Early
Development. Community advocates, officials of the court system (judges, magistrates,
prosecuting attorneys, etc.), and local law enforcement officials are searching for ways to
effectively intervene with youth cited for underage drinking to ensure that they receive
appropriate services in addition to being held accountable for their violations.

D. Relevant Statutes, Laws, and Ordinances. Underage drinking is addressed legally on three
different levels. The Alaska Statutes are the primary vehicle for addressing the issue in Alaska.
Locally, communities have a variety of ordinances that are used to reduce underage drinking
through a number of different methods. Nationally, the primary law that impacts underage

4 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. Saving Teenage Lives: The Case for Graduated Driver
Licensing. Washington, DC 1998

5 Grant, B. and Dawson, D., “Age at Onset of Alcohol Use and its Association with DSM-IV Alcohol Abuse and
Dependence.” Journal of Substance Abuse. 9:103-110, 1997

6 Snyder, H.. Juvenile Arrests 1997. Washington, DC, U. S. Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, 1998

7Alaska Department of Education and Early Development/Alaska Department of Health and Social Services,
Alaska Youth Risk Behavior Survey 1999. Juneau. AK. 1999

8 Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). Summary of Findings from the 1999
National Household Survey of Drug Abuse. Rockville, MD, August 2000

9 Alaska Trauma Registry, unpublished data, Juneau, AK, 2000

10 Alaska Department of Transportation. 1998 Alaska Traffic Accidents. Juneau, AK, October 1999
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drinking is the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Protection Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-415), which
prohibits incarceration of minors in adult facilities and for offenses that are status offenses (offenses
involving activity that is illegal only because ofthe status (age in this case) ofthe individual).

The central state statute addressing underage drinking in Alaska is Alaska Statute (A.S.) 04.16.050,
which prohibits possession or consumption ofalcohol by a person younger than 21 years ofage.
Other sections of A.S. 04.16 address issues such as providing alcohol to minors, minors on licensed
premises, and renting rooms for the purpose of consuming alcohol. Violations of most sections of
A.S. 04.16 are considered class A misdemeanors except A.S. 04.16.050, which is classified as a
violation. Alaska Statute 04.16.050 is also unique among these sections because violations are
disposed of in district court rather than in the juvenile justice system. For violation of other sections
ofdie statute, the cases are disposed of in the juvenilejustice system for persons under the age of 18,
while violations for those ages 18 through 20 are handled as misdemeanors in district court.
Violations of A.S. 04.16.050, also referred to as Minor Consuming Alcohol (MCA) cases, carry a
maximum sentence 0f $300. There are no provisions in the statute for referral of repeat offenders for
mandatory alcohol abuse or dependency assessment or treatment. Alaska Statute 04.16.050
underwent a significant change in 1995 as the jurisdiction was moved from the juvenile justice
system to district court. Prior to that, MCA cases for persons under age 18 had been handled through
the juvenilejustice system and the superior court with the latitude to require assessments and

treatment as indicated.

In addition to the provisions of A.S. 04.16, A.S. 28.15.183 provides the authority for administrative
revocation ofa minor’s driver’s license for an MCA violation. This is significant because there is no
requirement that the MCA violation be related to driving in any way. The amount of time for which
the license is revoked is graduated depending on the number of violations in the individual’s history,
with a maximum time of one year. Since revocations run consecutively, however, individuals can
lose their driver’s licenses for periods significantly longer than one year ifthey have multiple

violations within a relatively short period oftime.

The final area of state statutes that relates to underage drinking is Title 47, which addresses health
and social services issues. This is a broad title that includes the description ofthejuvenile justice
system, child welfare and safety issues, and provision of substance abuse services in Alaska.

Local ordinances that relate to underage drinking are in place in various communities. One ofthe
most common of types of ordinances relates to zoning restrictions and use permits that can be
revoked if the establishment serves alcohol to minors. A local ordinance in Anchorage allows
licensed establishments to file suit against minors in small claims court for entering the
establishment. While investigators noted the existence ofthese types of ordinances, they did not find
widespread or consistent use of the ordinances to combat underage drinking.

A detailed discussion of the relevant statutes and related case law is contained in Section 11l of the
report. Appendix D to the report contains the entire text of key statutes.

E. Law Enforcement. At the national level, there is a growing recognition that successful
strategies all share some common features. The overarching philosophy that describes
successful strategies is that they are proactive. Such strategies seek to limit the number ofyouth
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who are consuming alcohol rather than merely citing and punishing the ones who do. Proactive
strategies include registration of beer kegs, use of undercover officers in licensed establishments,
making the driver’s licenses and other forms of official identification distinctive for persons
under the age of 21. Another feature of successful approaches is the use of comprehensive
strategies. This approach includes the following areas of focus:

1. Policy oversight and coordination;
2. Strategic and tactical planning;

3. Reactive and proactive enforcement;
4. Prosecution;

5. Adjudication and diversion;

6. Supervision and treatment;

7. Public education; and

8. Feedback and evaluation.

Finally, successful strategies involve partnerships. Organizations at the state and local level
must work together to address issues where each has expertise and/or resources. Examples of
community partners include the police, local judges and magistrates, substance abuse providers,
political leaders, religious leaders, and advocates. By using a diversity of community resources
focused on a common goal, community values can be impacted.

Enforcement of underage drinking laws in Alaska is accomplished through several different
approaches. Most effort is at the community level with local law enforcement officers. While
there are a variety of laws that are relevant and for which enforcement is required, the
overwhelming majority of effort regarding underage drinking is targeted toward citations for
violation of A.S. 04.16.050 (MCA). Enforcement is a function of the Alaska State Troopers,
local police departments, village public safety officers (VPSO) and village police officers (VPO).
With some exceptions, enforcement of underage drinking laws is an area of law enforcement that
competes with every other law enforcement issue in a community for time and resources. Other
such issues are violent crime, burglary, criminal mischief, etc. When law enforcement officers
encounter underage drinking, they typically cite the individual for violation of A.S. 04.16.050
and hold the individual until a parent can be contacted to pick him or her up. Police are not
allowed to incarcerate youth for minor consuming in either an adult or ajuvenile facility.
Additionally, police officers and members of the community (emergency) services patrol can
pick up a minor who is incapacitated by alcohol and provide protective custody for up to 12
hours. This protective custody may be in a detoxification facility, a medical facility, or a youth
detention facility for persons younger than 18. For persons 18 or older, they can be taken to an
adult correctional facility for protective custody.
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In addition to the efforts of law enforcement with regard to MCA cases, the ABC Board, in
partnership with five different police departments, using a grant from the Division of Juvenile
Justice, enforces laws relating to underage drinking through monitoring of licensed
establishments. This is usually done through the use of “sting” operations in which a minor,
under police supervision, attempts to purchase alcohol at a licensed establishment. In
Anchorage, for example, youth successfully purchased from package stores about 35% of the
time and, in a single weekend operation, were able to purchase alcohol in nine of 10 restaurants
where attempts were ma*e. Compliance was found to be much higher in bars. The five police
departments operating in partnership with the ABC Board also use the grant funds to field
additional, youth-specific patrols during periods when drinking parties are likely to occur such as
on weekends and holidays such as New Year’s Eve and the Fourth of July. Local police also
collaborate with the state troopers. For communities on the road system, local and state law
enforcement collaborate to acquire information on drinking parties and intervene. The
Anchorage Police Department also purchased portable breath testers that allow patrol officers to

test the alcohol level of subjects on site.

The ability of local law enforcement officials to respond to underage drinking and the extent to
which they respond varies by type of community. Large urban centers such as Anchorage have
well-staffed police forces with a variety of resources while some villages, such as Nanwalek,
have no law enforcement presence at all beyond the state troopers who periodically fly in to
provide services. The larger communities, however, also have greater populations to serve and a
broader range of problems confronting them. According to the MCA data from the Alask" Court
System, the rate of underage drinking law enforcement is not correlated to the population s .:e of
communities. Additionally, law enforcement officials who were interviewed consistently
emphasized the role of community norms and values regarding alcohol as a driving force in
underage drinking. While these norms and values do not necessarily preclude officials from
enforcing underage drinking laws, they do describe the level of acceptance of underage drinking
within the community. Key informants, particularly in rurai areas, indicated that community
support for enforcement of underage drinking laws as well as prevention efforts are driven in
large part by tragic events. When a death or other catastrophic event occurs involving underage
drinking, support increases temporarily but usually subsides. Another perception of law
enforcement officials, which mirrors sentiment observed nationally, is that the disposition of the
cases by thejudicial system reflects a lack of seriousness with which underage drinking is
viewed. In Alaska, the statute that prohibits underage drinking, A.S. 04.16.050, provides for a
maximum penalty ofonly $300 and no provisions for any other intervention such as mandatory

screening or treatment.

Despite these barriers and perceptions, the number of MCA cases processed by the Alaska Court
System increased 139.0% from 1995 to 1999 and the imposition of fines was generally a
graduated approach with minimum fines awarded for first offenses and increased fines for
subsequent offenses. Investigators did not find any consistent evidence of heightened law
enforcement activity related to underage drinking between 1995 and 1999, however, the number
of MCA court cases increased significantly each year. Numerous national and state surveys of
students indicate that trends in alcohol consumption rates by minors were relatively flat through
the 1990s. When examining some of the adverse consequences of underage drinking, such as
motor vehicle accidents involving underage drinking drivers and alcohol-related injuries,

C & S Management Associates -f 2000
Underage Drinking Needs Assessment - Executive Summary



investigators found mixed trends, with some rising over the period and others falling. Because
ofthe inconsistency of indicators, both qualitative and quantitative, investigators are unable to
draw definitive conclusions regarding the primary driving forces behind the steady increase in
MCA court cases. Because the system for MCA case disposition changed in 1995, some
increase over the first two years could be expected as the system adapted to the change and law
enforcement officials became more familiar with procedures. The increase, however, continued
over the next three years indicating drivers other than system acclamation.

F. The Alaska Court System. The Alaska Court System is significant to the issue of underage
drinking because, since 1995, MCA cases have heen under the jurisdiction of district court.
MCA cases are processed in accordance with local court procedures; however, the prevailing
trend noted by investigators is that citations are written by law enforcement officers for
offenders. Initial hearings on these citations are typically held in traffic court before a
magistrate. Some communities, such as Juneau, have special judicial procedures for MCA cases,
but the process is similar. At the initial hearing, the clerk reads the citation and the individual
charged has an opportunity to either contest or not contest the charges. Ifthe individual contests
the charges, another hearing is scheduled in which the citing police officer presents the case to
thejudge. At this stage, the individual can either plead guilty or not guilty. Ifthey plead not
guilty, then the case goes to trial and a district attorney or municipal prosecuting attorney
presents the case. Court data indicates that cases are disposed of with a finding of guilty or not
guilty (indicating that a trial was held) about 3.7% of the time, which is consistent with
information provided by key informants.

Cases involving youth and alcohol other than MCA cases are disposed of in different ways
depending on the age of the offender. Youth ages 17 and younger are referred to the Alaska
Division of Juvenile Justice and cases are disposed of through the juvenile justice system. Cases
involving youth ages 18 through 20 are disposed of as class A misdemeanors in district court.

There have been several attempts by communities to dispose of MCA cases using alternative
methods such as diversion programs. The idea behind such programs is to use other fomms,
such as youth courts or community councils to work with the offender, provide assessment
and/or treatment and education, and community work service rather than having the case referred
to court. This approach is more prevalent in small villages than in larger communities. Often
the remoteness ofthe vfilage is more conducive to a community council process where the
individual faces immediate consequences involving people with whom he or she is familiar than
disposition by a distant court. Beyond the use of these village councils, alternative approaches
have been inconsistent and the statutory authority for such disposition is questionable.

Key informants within the judicial system echoed some of the same concerns as law enforcement
officials. The statute relating to MCA cases, A.S. 04.16.050, limits the options open to ajudge
or magistrate with regard to disposition. The rigidity of the statute prevents proactive
interventions such as assessments for alcohol abuse or dependency as a part of the case
disposition. It caps the possible consequences at a fine 0f $300. Although a separate statute,
A.S. 28.15.183, allows for administrative revocation of driver’s license for an MCA violation,
the reality in rural areas is that other forms of transportation, such as snowmobiles, boats, and
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four-wheelers, are often more prevalen* and do not require a license. This limits the impact of
the revocation in these areas.

In examining the court system response to underage drinking, investigators found that court
cases for MCA have increased 139.0% between 1995 and 1999 with a total of 20,538 cases over
that period oftime. Even when converted to a rate per 100,000 population (which takes into
account population increases), the increase over the relevant period was 131.5%. When
examined on an annual basis, the rate jumped sharply between 1995 and 1996, which is not
unusual given that the change in statute occurred in 1995. The rate dropped slightly in 1997 but
increased over the next two years (1998 and 1999) by 24.4% and 15.7% respectively.

G. Substance Abuse Treatment Resources for Youth. One of the tools for addressing
underage drinking is substance abuse treatment. In Alaska, substance abuse treatment is
coordinated by the Alaska Division of Alcoholism "M Drug Abuse and provided by private non-
profit, private for-profit, and municipal treatment programs. The various programs offer a

continuum of services in various locations.

1. Assessment. For individuals who appear to have a problem with alcohol that
might be well served through treatment services, a comprehensive assessment is performed to
determine (1) the extent of their problem, and (2) needed treatment services.

2. Alcohol Information School. While not formally a component of treatment,
Alcohol Informr lion School (AIS) is typically the first level of intervention in alcohol abuse
(other than population-based prevention). It typically provides between eight and 20 hours of
education and information on the effects ofalcohol and other drugs.

3. Outpatient Treatment. Outpatient treatment services include one-to-one
counseling, group counseling, and education. It is the least restrictive of the true treatment
options. Treatment in outpatient programs, while designed to meet the needs of individuals,

tends to last between three and six months.

4. Intensive Outpatient Treatment. Intensive outpatient treatment is a variation of
outpatient treatment characterized by more frequent and longer sessions. Intensive outpatient
treatment has much of the same activities as regular outpatient but the individual might receive

services three to five times per week,

5. Day Treatment. Day treatment is a relatively rare program component in
which individuals sleep at home but attend treatment activities all day every day. Itis more
common in large, urban areas where there is a high demand for rigorous treatment by individuals

who have homes and supportive family or friends.

6. Residential Treatment. Residential treatment is provided to those individuals
who are unable to progress in a less structured setting. It provides a form of “wrap-around”
services in which virtually all of the individuals’ daily affairs and activities are aggressively
managed. The treatment services include individual and group counseling, case management,
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education, recreation or activity therapy, nutritional assessment and monitoring, and medical
care.

7. Detoxification. Detoxification is the process of managing the patient’s
withdrawal from alcohol or other drugs. This process, which typically lasts two to seven days,
involves monitoring of the patient, particularly the vital signs, and administration of withdrawal
management medication as indicated. The most common setting for detoxification is in a
medical setting, however, social detoxification and even outpatient detoxification have been used
with some success. Aside from assuring patient safety, another typical goal of the detoxification
component of care is to conduct a thorough assessment of client needs and make a referral to an

appropriate level of treatment.

8. Transitional Housing. Transitional housing is a housing service that provides a
structured living environment appropriate for individuals in early recovery. One form of
transitional housing is the “halfWay house” common in many substance abuse programs.
Transitional housing is typically sober housing with varying levels of built-in support such as
ongoing case management, in-house 12-step meetings, and organized activities. Typical stays in
transitional housing range from one month to more than a year, depending on community
resources and patient needs.

Continuing Care. Also called “aftercare,” continuing care is the component of
care that provides the final transition from treatment to recovery. Continuing care provides a
gradually decreasing level of intensity ranging from a once-a-week meeting to monthly check-in
sessions. Outcome studies completed in Alaska over the past decade clearly indicate that
ongoing participation in continuing care is one of the best indicators of treatment success.11

Services for youth are more limited than for the general adult population. In considering adult
and youth programs, however, it is important to note that, with regard to treatment, persons ages
18 and older are considered adults and receive services through adult programs. Youth treatment
programs serve persons ages 17 and younger. Youth treatment programs differ from adult
programs in anumber of ways. First, staffare specifically trained to work with the special
problems ofyouth. Second, program curricula and materials are specifically tailored to address
problems from a youth perspective rather than using adult material. Finally, the course of
treatment differs in that a significant amount of effort and energy in youth programs is targeted
toward engaging the youths and helping them to recognize the problem and the need for change.
In many rural areas, the only treatment services available to youth are outpatient services in adult
programs where treatment plans are individualized to meet specific needs of the youth, but the
general course of treatment is based on an adult model.

There are a wide variety of barriers to youth receiving needed treatment services. The first, and
most obvious, is that many communities do not have substance abuse programs designed
specifically for youth. The availability of residential beds for youth is another key barrier with
the publicized waiting list for one of the three publicly funded programs averaging between three
and six months. There is an adult assessment and referral system for individuals convicted of

u Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse. Chemical Dependency Treatment Outcome Study. Juneau, AK,
December 1958
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alcohol-related offenses, the Alcohol Safety Action Program (ASAP). There is no such program
for youth despite the fact that MCA cases have been consistently increasing through the 1990s.
Other barriers such as community norms and values, family use of alcohol, and transportation
costs also serve to reduce the availability of treatment services to youth.

The following table provides a summary of treatment resources specifically designed and
targeted to youth. A complete description ofall treatment programs available in Alaska is

provided in Section VI of the report.
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Youth Residential Program  Adult Residential Programs  Youth Outpatient Programs
that also Serve Youth
Southeast Alaska Regional ~ Southcentral Foundation Starting Point (Anchorage)

Health Consortium (Dena A. Coy) (No fixed
(SEARHC) (Raven’s Way) - number of youth beds) - Gateway Center for Human
Outdoor, adventure-based serves pregnant women and Services (Ketchikan)
program, 11 treatment slots, 5 women with small children.
week length of stay (Sitka) (Anchorage) Salvation Army Booth
Memorial (Anchorage)

Volunteers of America Arc of Anchorage (Bryn
(Adolescent Residential Mawr) (No fixed number of ~ Volunteers of America -
Center for Help (ARCH)) - 12 youth beds) - serves clients Assist Intensive Outpatient
b?ds, four-month length of who have developmental (Anchorage)
stay. (Anchorage) disabilities, mental health

disorders, and substance abuse  Breakthrough (Anchorage)
Fairbanks Native disorders (must have all
Association (Graf three). (Anchorage) Mat-Su Council on
Rheeneerhaajii - The Healing Alcoholism and Drug Abuse
Place) - 12 beds, three to four- (Wasilla)
month length of stay.
(Fairbanks) Ralph Perdue Center

(Fairbanks)

The Unloading Zone
(Fairbanks)

Life Givers (Fairbanks)

Graf-Rheeneerhaajii
(Fairbanks)

Jake’s Place (Dillingham)

Sitka Prevention and
Treatment Sendees (Sitka)

Kuskokwim Native
Association Outpatient
(Aniak)
Table I - Substance Abuse Treatment Resources for Adolescents in Alaska; Source - Key Informant
Interviews
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H. Prevention, Education, and Advocacy. Underage drinking is an issue that is receiving
considerable attention in the areas of prevention, education and advocacy. Substance abuse
prevention in Alaska, of which underage drinking prevention is a sub-set, is targeted primarily
toward youth. The Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse is administering a $9 million, three-
year prevention grant that provides funding to communities throughout Alaska. These grants are
combined with other Division prevention grants that are ongoing to provide an extensive
prevention effort. The Division of Juvenile Justice also provides some funding through
prevention grants for communities to address underage drinking.

Substance abuse prevention has, in the past decade, begun to emerge as a scientifically based
discipline. Most prevention effort is ultimately driven by SAMHSA, Center for Substance
Abuse Prevention (CSAP), through grants to individual states and organizations. Some
prominent prevention principles worth noting include:

1. Best Practices/Promising Practices. Best practices are those practices
considered to be proven by research. Promising practices are those that initially appear to meet
the criteria for oest practices but need additional research and evaluation. Many ofthe
SAMHSA/CSAP grant opportunities are now limited to organizations that will implement
existing best practices. There is limited support for organizations to “re-invent the wheel.”

2. Risk and Protective Factors. Risk factors are those conditions that exist in the
environment that have been proven to increase the probability that youth will engage in high risk
behavior or otherwise experience problems associated with high risk behavior. Protective
factors, by contrast, are those factors in the environment that build resiliency among youth and
help to prevent the destructive behavior. SAMHSA and the Alaska Division of Alcoholism and
Drug Abuse have adopted risk and protective factors as a means of assessing need and measuring

progress.

3. Developmental Assets Model. This model, developed by the Search Institute
of Minneapolis and adapted for use in Alaska by the Association of Alaska School Board and the
Alaska Department of Health and Social Services, concentrates on assessing and taking
advantage of assets present in youth to help prevent high-risk behavior. This model has proven
effective in front-line service delivery but has had limited use in the strategic planning process.

4. CSAP Strategies. CSAP categorizes the various approaches to prevention into
discrete strategies. These strategies include environmental strategies, education and information,
alternative activities, etc. The most effective approach to prevention has been found to include

multiple strategies delivered consistently.12

Since prevention is, by its veiy nature, population-based, results usually take years to manifest

themselves. This makes evaluation a long-term process. The Division of Alcoholism and Drug
Abuse has integrated a rigorous evaluation process coordinated by the Institute for Circumpolar
Health Studies into their prevention program. This effort will provide a sound research base for

future prevention planning.

12 Western Region Center for the Application of Prevention Technology (WESTCAP), “Best and Promising
Practices,” Reno, NV, 1999
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The education system is concerned with underage drinking primarily as it relates to consumption
ofalcohol in the education setting. Although alcohol and other substance abuse issues are
integrated into the health education curricula within the schools, the primary focus is on alcohol
or other substances in the schools. The primary effort of the education system is through the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools program, with funding originating from the U. S. Department of
Education and administered by the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development.
Activities funded through the Safe and Drug-Free Schools program include prevention content
for health classes, student assistance counselors, local prevention programs, and collaboration
with community prevention efforts. The Association of Alaska School Boards is also active in
substance abuse prevention statewide through provision oftraining and technical assistance.

Advocacy refers to efforts to change community norms and values - in this case, regarding
underage drinking. This is accomplished through targeted information dissemination, efforts to
impact policy, and monitoring of activities of law enforcement and the court. Examples of
highly successful advocacy efforts include Mothers Against Drunk Driving and Alaskans for
Drug-Free Youth. On a local level, grassroots organizations that create partnerships in
communities to focus attention on the problem of underage drinking are best represented by the
efforts of Choices for Teens, Inc., in Homer. Advocacy activities in Homer are characterized by
a network of organizations; each with its own mission and objectives, focusing coordinated and
appropriate efforts on underage drinking. Advocacy efforts, like prevention, show results over
long periods of time.

A detailed discussion of Alaska prevention, education, and advocacy programs and efforts,
including a summary by community, is provided in Section VII of the report.

|. Data Trends and Resources. A significant portion of this inquiry was devoted to gathering
data relating to underage drinking. A complete description of methodology, results, and validity
is included in Section VIII of the report.

L Alaska Court System Data. The Alaska Court System provided the data for all MCA
cases from 1995 through June 30, 2000. From this data, investigators were able to describe the
trends in numbers of cases, characteristics of offenders, and disposition of cases.
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Minor Consumin? Court Cases 1995 -1999
Statewide Totals
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Figure 1- Minor Consuming Cases 1995- 1999; Data Source: Case Data - Alaska Court System; Population
Data - Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development

In the above chart, the cases for all ages (20 and younger) are plotted in addition to the two age
sub-groups (17 and younger, 18 through 20) as rates per 100,000 population. The age sub-
groups are important because, in comparing pre-1995 MCA data, the pre-1995 data source was

the Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice (previously Division of Family and Youth Services
(DFYS)) and includes only those youth ages 17 and younger.

The following table provides raw numbers for district court cases as well as the Division of
Family and Youth Services data for cases prior to 1995,

Data Description 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Court Data - All Ages 2085 3553 3397 4300 49S3 2220
Court Data - <= 17 YOA 376 1787 1614 1937 2219 1037
Court Data - 18-20 YOA 1709 1766 1783 2363 2764 1183

DFYS Data- <= 17 YOA 856 924 1111 432
Table 2- District Court and DFYS MCA Case Data; Data Source: Court Data - Alaska Court System; DFYS
Data - Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice

The most relevant comparison in the above raw data is the court data for ages 17 and younger
with the Division of Family and Youth Services data. The chart below shows the minor
consuming case trend for youth 17 and younger for both Division of Family and Youth Services
and the court system. While the time periods are too short to draw conclusions, the overall trend
line seems to be continuous with the court case increases reflecting an upward trend that is
noticed in the Division of Family and Youth Services data, particularly in the years 1994 and

1995.
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Minor Consuming Cases - Alaska Court and DFYS

Figure 2- Minor Consuming Cases - Alaska Court and DFYS; Data Source: Court Case Data - Alaska
Court System; DFYS Case Data - Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice; Population Data - Alaska Department
of Labor and Workforce Development

There were 31 communities with courts for which data was provided. The following chart shows
the rate of court cases (1995 - 1999) for each of the communities as well as the statewide rate.
Computing rates based on population was accomplished by considering the location of the court
with regard to communities served. In most cases, the investigators found that the location of the
courts closely corresponded with census areas and sub-regions.

In examining the rates for the courts in different communities, it is clear that some dispose of
minor consuming cases at a far greater rate than others. Since this inquiry focused only on a core
of 17 communities, there was no systematic inquiry into the practices and utilization of each
individual court. The courts with the highest rates of MCA cases are in rural hub communities
(Kotzebue, Ketchikan, Homer, and Bethel have the highest rates). Other hub communities, such
as Sitka and Kenai, have substantially lower rates. Ofthe urban areas, Anchorage has a low rate
of cases while Fairbanks and Juneau have relatively moderate rates.
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Figure 3- Rote of Court Cases by Community (1995 - 1999); Data Source: Court Case Data - Alaska Court System; Population Data  Alaska
Department of Labor and Workforce Development
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The mean age of offenders during the period was 18.1 with a standard deviation of 1.85 years. Individuals
also varied in the number of offenses they had on their records. Ofthe 12,902 unduplicated individuals with
MCA cases, 72.1% had only one offense. The maximum number of offenses for any one individual was 20.
In examining disposition trends, the predominant case dispositions are:

a. No Contest (52%);

b. Dismissed (18%). Case dismissed based either on the merits ofthe case or on an
agreement between the parties to resolve outside the court system (i.e., community work service, writing
essays, other conditions);

¢. Pled Guilty (12.6%);

d. DefaultJudgment (6.8%). Where the offender does not show up for the hearing or
otherwise contact the court to arrange for rescheduling and the maximum fine is typically awarded; and

e. Otherdispositions. Other dispositions include Found Guilty, Found Not Guilty, Case
Transferred, etc., all of which occurred at much lower frequencies.

During the pe»'od 1995 through 1999, the case disposition trends reflected a decrease in the number of
dismissals and an increase in the number of defaultjudgments. The average fine imposed increased over the
period from $81.46 in 1995 to $180.47 in 2000 with repeat offenders receiving higher fines.

2. Alcohol-Related Injuries. Data on alcohol related injuries requiring hospitalization was obtained
from the Alaska Trauma Registiy. It represents all injuries recorded in emergency rooms or trauma centers
where the patient was admitted to the hospital. There has been a slow, but steady increase in the alcohol-
related injuries to youth recorded between 1991 and 1998, as indicated in the following graph.

Statewide Alcohol-Related Injuries Requiring Hospitalization
Persons ages 20 and under (Injuries per 100,000 Population)

i Calendar Year

Figure 4 - Statewide Alcohol-Related Injuries Requiring Hospitalization (Ages 20 and Younger); Data Source:
Injuries Data - Alaska Trauma Registry; Population Data - Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce

Development
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3. Alaska Department of Transportation - Highway Traffic Accident Data The Alaska
Department of Transportation keeps detailed records on highway accidents in Alaska. Within this data set
are data on the number ofaccidents in which the driver had been consuming alcohol, as well as the age of

the driver.

The rate of traffic accidents Involving underage drinking drivers decreased through 1994 and lias varied up
and down since then. Statewide, the rate has decreased from nearly 32 per 100,000 population in 1990 to
just over 19 per 100,000 population in 1998, a decrease 0f40.6%. This trend is consistent with national
trends that show the rates of traffic accidents involving underage drinking drivers decreasing.13

Like the data from the Alaska Trauma Registry, this data is impacted both by the number ofaccidents that
occurand the assessment ofthe on-site law enforcement officer handling the case. The data can also be
impacted for minor, single-vehicle accidents by the failure ofthe driver to immediately contact law
enforcement officials after the accident allowing time for the alcohol to clear from the driver’s body. The
following graph represents the number oftraffic accidents involving underage drinking drivers per

100,000 population statewide from 1990 through 1998.

Figure 5- IMV Accidents Involving Underage Drinking Drivers; Data Source - MV Accident Data - Alaska
Department of Transportation; Population Data - Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development

13 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration/National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. Sentencing
and Dispositions of Youth DUI and Other Alcohol Offenses: A Guide forjudges and Prosecutors. Washington, D.C.,

2000
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Alcohol-related traffic accidents represent a major adverse consequence associated with underage
drinking. The rate of accidents involving underage drinking drivers decreased consistently between
1990 and 1993 with a less significant decrease in 1994. The rates were mixed between 1994 and
1998 varying up and down, but varying little between 1994 and 1998. The trend for accidents
involving drinking drivers of all ages (39.5% decrease) was similar to that for underage drinking
drivers (38.1% decrease). The investigators could find no conclusive information supporting an
explanation for the trends. National studies have suggested that similar declines on a national level
occurring between 1976 and 1987 are, at least partially, a result of the increase in legal drinking age
across the country to 21.4

4, Alaska Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse - Substance Abuse Treatment
Utilization. The Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse funds and coordinates an extensive
substance abuse treatment system serving Alaskans. As a pail of their management of this system,
they collect data from each funded program that provides information on client characteristics as
well as service information. The graph below presents the rate of utilization for youth 17 years of
age and younger and for youth 18 to 20 years old. The following table in this sub-section presents
the raw numbers of individuals served in each component of care during the period 1992-1998. The
nature ofthis latter analysis prevents using unduplicated clients since individuals may receive
treatment in more than one component of care. Since 1992 there has been a slow but steady
increase in clients 18 to 20 years old with a more marked increase in those under 18 years of age,
both in raw numbers and as a rate per 100,000 population. The treatment capacity ofthe adolescent
residential treatment facilities has remained static through the 1990s.

Persons Receiving Substance Abuse Treatment
(All Treatment Modalities)

*Youth <18
*Youth 18-20

Fiscal Year

Figure 6 - Youth Receiving Substance Abuse Treatment (includes only programs funded through the division
grant process or by direct Budget Request Unit (BRU)); Data Source: Treatment Data - Alaska Division of
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse; Population Data - Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development

#0’Malley, J.L. and Wagenaar, A.C., “Effects of minimum drinking age laws on alcohol use, related behaviors, and
traffic crash involvement among American youth: 1976 - 1937.” Journal of Alcohol Studies. 52 (5): 478-491, 1991
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Year Detox

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

Substance Abuse Treatment to Adolescents by Component

19/57
37140
27161
18/63
11/55
13/56
20/54

1992 -1998

(Actual Numbers - Duplicated Clients)

Inpatient
(Hospital)*
13
1/0
2/10
3/17
1/8
2112
510

Short Term
Residential*

12/17
38124
6/34
10/30
14125
7125
316

Long Term
Residential**

92/85
188/108
153/101
164/101
160/101
150/109
159/101

Outpatient

199/121
245/168
243/136
306/161
345/173
385/176
4221193

Intensive
Outpatient

70/58
147/101
113/106
80/114
93/106
218/139
288/138

Table 3- Substance Abuse Treatment to Adolescents by Component; Data Source: Alaska Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse

Number Reporting Format: Ages 17 & Younger/ Ages 18- 20

Notes: * Inpatient (Hospital) and Short-Term Residential length of stay 10-30 days.
** Long-Term Residential length of stay - greater than 30 days

Continuing
Care

34/25

69/23
134/32
158/46
110/47
179/53
149/51

 Increases in long-term residential adolescent treatment data are supported by key informant interviews indicating average
lengths of stay between three and six months. Increased intensive outpatient services of 311% can be partially attributed to an
increase in programs offering that service, as well as third party payors who favor treatment settings less restrictive than

residential.

« Continuing care utilization increased by over 300% for youth ages 17 and younger and by just over 100% for youth ages 18
through .20. Increases in utilization of continuing care reflects the importance attached to continuing care by the Division of

Alcoholism and Drug Abuse and the addictions field in general.
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J. Conclusions. Based on national and state surveys, alcohol consumption by youth in Alaska
Is comparable to consumption by youth nationally. When considering trends in consumption of
alcohol by youth, there are mixed indicators that preclude the development of conclusions. The
1998 and 1999 National Household Surveys on Substance Abuse sponsored by SAMHSA
concluded that the trend in consumption ofalcohol by youth during the 1990s was relatively
flat.15 This is supported somewhat by trends in per capita alcohol consumption in Alaska and
nationally through the 1990s16as well as by the rate of motor vehicle accidents in Alaska and
nationally involving underage drinking drivers. Countering this, however, is the Alaska Court
System and Alaska Division of Juvenile Justice data that shows a marked and consistent increase
in MCA cases beginning in the early 1990s and continuing through 1999. There is no evidence
to indicate any marked increase or focus in law enforcement that might explain this increase.
Additionally, there has been an increase between 1991 and 1998 in the number ofalcohol-related

injuries among youth.

There are a variety ofadverse consequences that occur as a result of underage drinking. The
specific consequences identified and quantified in this inquiry were alcohol-related injuries
requiring hospitalization among youth, including those resulting from suicide attempts and those
resulting in death and traffic accidents involving underage drinking drivers. Other adverse
consequences for which data was not gathered in this report include school performance,
criminal activity, and overall health. In addition to consequences that can be quantified through
data collection, there are other, more subjective consequences such as the deterioration of
families, alienation of friends, and general disenfranchisement from society.

In the data collected for this inquiry, the rate of alcohol-related hospitalizations for youth
increased from 1991 through 1998 by 66.5%. The trend for injuries attributable to suicide
attempts was mixed with a 43.3% increase bhetween 1993 and 1996 followed by a 14.7%
decrease from 1996 to 1998. The trend in deaths resulting from alcohol-related accidents among
youth is clouded by the small numbers of events occurring, with 24 occurring between 1991 and
1998. Motor vehicle accidents involving underage drinking drivers decreased by 38.1% between
1990 and 1998. The decrease in the rate for underage drinking drivers is comparable to the
decrease in accidents involving drinking drivers of all ages, 39.5% between 1990 and 1998.

Efforts to address underage drinking in Alaska are ongoing in various domains.

L Statutory Effort. The primary statutory action involving underage drinking over the
past ten years has been the transfer ofjurisdiction over *"CA cases from the juvenile justice
system to district court in 1995. There have been some a .justments since that time, primarily
dealing with revocation of drivers’ licenses and the length of time for which they can be revoked.
In examining data from the period 1991 through 1998 and 1999, the number of MCA cases has
increased steadily through the period. When examining the trends for youth ages 17 and younger
for both the juvenile justice system prior to 1995 and the Alaska Court System after that, there
appears to be a consistent increase that began in 1993 and continued across the two jurisdictions.

B Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). Summary of Findings: 1999 National
Household Survey on Substance Abuse. Rockville, MD, August 2000

16 Advisory Board on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse. Results within our Reach: Plan for Delivery of Substance Abuse
Services 1999-2003. Juneau, AK, Januaiy 1999
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When examining adverse consequences, there were no major shifts in numbers/rates that
corresponded with the change injurisdiction. While law enforcement, judges and magistrates
may believe the new statute to be ineffective or limiting, the investigators found no evidence that
the change in statute itself was the sole contributor to the increase in arrests indicated by the
increased number of MCA cases. Neither can we say that the statutory change caused any

identifiable change in adverse consequences.

2. Law Enforcement Effort. Investigators found no evidence of heightened law
enforcement effort or focus with regard to underage drinking between 1993 and 1999, with the
exception of a consistent increase in MCA cases. Key informants indicated that law enforcement
pursued reactive strategies in most communities with undeiage drinking violations competing
with every other law enforcement issue. An exception to this observation is the coordinated
effort taking place in five communities in Alaska, coordinated by the ABC Board, using
Enforcement of Underage Drinking Laws (EUDL) grant funds from the Division of Juvenile
Justice. This effort is taking the fonn of intensified scrutiny of licensed establishments using
supervised youth attempting to make purchases and the concentration on identifying and

intervening in large drinking parties.

3. Court System Effort. The Alaska Court System has experienced a consistent increase
in MCA cases from 1995 through 1999. The major trends observed within these cases are that
the fines have increased steadily by 121% during the period and that the disposition of cases has
changed, with fewer cases being dismissed and more cases having default judgments (where the
offender does not show up for court). The vast majority of offenders (72.1%) are one-time
offenders, however, 54.7% of the total cases are attributable to individuals with multiple cases
(27.9% of unduplicated individuals). Judges and magistrates are using graduated increases in
fines to deal with repeat offenders. Because there are no conclusions on whether prevalence of
underage drinking is increasing or decreasing, investigators are unable to draw conclusions about

the impact of court efforts on the underage drinking problem.

4. Substance Abuse Treatment Effort. Utilization of substance abuse treatment services
by youth has increased through the 1990s most significantly in the outpatient, intensive
outpatient, and continuing care modalities. There was a marked increase in utilization of long-
term residential services between 1992 and 1993; however, the utilization rates for that modality
have remained somewhat static over the remainder of the period. The increase in utilization of
intensive outpatient services is most likely connected to the emergence of this modality in the
1990s as a step between regular outpatient and residential. The increase in continuing care
utilization reflects, at least in part, the growing emphasis placed on this service by the Division
of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse and the addictions field in general. Another complicating factor
in analyzing the treatment data, particularly for residential care, is that the state’s limited public
residential programs tend to operate at capacity all the time. This does not allow investigators to
use treatment utilization data as a gauge of the need for residential treatment. Key informants
indicate that there is a waiting list of between three and six months for youth residential
treatment. There are, however, two proposed residential treatment expansion projects in the
development process that, ifapproved, will help to alleviate this backlog.

5. Prevention, Education, and Advocacy Efforts. There is considerable prevention
activity in Alaska, however, results from these types of efforts manifest themselves on a
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population basis over long periods of time, and many of these efforts have only recently been
implemented. The investigators, therefore, draw no conclusions regarding their effectiveness at
reducing underage drinking. The Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse has, as a part of its
current emphasis on prevention, developed a comprehensive prevention evaluation component
being conducted by the Institute for Circumpolar Health Studies. 1f successful, thi;: evaluation
effort should provide valuable information on the efficacy of various approaches to dealing with
substance abuse by youth and play a vital role in future program planning.

Key informants in this project suggested that community norms and values play a key role in
underage drinking trends. This reflects current thinking among substance abuse prevention
professionals nationally as well as many of the best practices in prevention adopted by
SAMHSA. Given the importance attached to environmental strategies, and the role that key
informants believe that community norms and values play in underage drinking in communities,
advocacy and environmental prevention efforts may have great potential to impact the problem.

The data systems described in this report all collect data to serve the unique needs of the
respective organizations. There are, in addition, other emerging data sources that could prove
valuable in the future. One such data set will be maintained by the Department of Education and
Early Development and will contain data on school suspensions and expulsions due to alcohol or
drug use. Another database worth exploring is maintained by the Alaska Bureau of Vital
Statistics. That database contains information on deaths that could prove useful if a method
could be devised to clearly identify which ofthose deaths were attributable to alcohol. There is
currently information in the database that relates to some instances of alcohol-related deaths, but
it is inconsistent and does not cover the range of possibilities where alcohol can contribute to a
death. While these two data sources provide additional insight into adverse consequences of
underage drinking, one of the major gaps in data/information relates to actual prevalence of
underage drinking. A data collection effort that could prove useful if successfully implemented
is the YRBS. As previously noted, identifying prevalence of underage drinking is an important
task and YRBS, which surveys students, could be one of the most reliable tools. The state will
need to address barriers to participation to gain a response rate sufficient to generalize the
samples to the population statewide.

The promise of such diverse and robust databases is that they can provide glimpses of the
problem from different perspectives. With each different perspective comes a greater
understanding of the breadth and depth of the problem. The difficulty with these databases is
that they are all proprietary and accessible only through special effort by the maintaining
organization, they are designed in terms of structure and format to meet the needs of the
maintaining organization and are, most often, not well-suited to integration without a great deal
of intervention. Using all of this potential data together in an integrated effort to describe the
problem and/or progress in addressing the problem will require that it be gathered and analyzed,
preferably by a central organization requiring an ongoing dedication of resources.

Finally, the failure to intervene in underage drinking represents a lost opportunity to address
future problems. Magistrates, judges, prosecutors, and law enforcement officials agree that
alcohol is involved in most violent crimes against persons and property crimes committed by
young adults. While it cannot be said with certainty that every one of these young adult
offenders began drinking as a teen, youth with multiple MCA violations seem to be good
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candidates for future alcohol-related problems. Future studies that examine court data, Division
of Juvenile Justice data, and public safety data could well provide more solid evidence of
correlation between underage drinking and young adults who commit more serious crimes under

the influence ofalcohol.

K. Recommendations.

L Increased law enforcement efforts have beer, made possible through the ABC Board and
new funding. Evaluation of these efforts in coming years will be an important source of
information that should be reviewed.

2. Case disposition for MCA’s under existing statute disallows assessments or other
treatment interventions. This was cause for concern for law enforcement, court personnel and
treatment providers. Statutes should be reviewed for possible changes and/or improvements to
allow for a broader range of sentencing alternatives.

3. One treatment component lacking in Alaska is that of assessment and referral for youth
similar to the adult Alcohol Safety Action Program (ASAP). This may be an area worth further
exploration, given the increase in the number of MCA cases shown by the court system data.

4. Alaska has recently undertaken a number of prevention efforts, many of which are
research-based. The state may wish to consider a statewide approach to prevention strategies and
funding for such. Additionally, the existing evaluation effort funded by Division of Alcoholism
and Drug Abuse through the Institute for Circumpolar Health Studies holds promise as a
potential source of policy information in this arena.

5. Environmental prevention strategies may play an important role in the state’s efforts to
address underage drinking, given the emphasis placed by key informants on community norms

and values. This area deserves further exploration.

6. The YRBS survey represents a potentially data rich resource for prevalence information
within Alaska. Efforts should be continued to ensure that this source of information is obtained

in a manner that will ensure valid data.

7. Given the complexity and diversity of data on this issue, the state may wish to consider the
feasibility ofhaving a centralized entity collect information on the issue of underage drinking.
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To obtain additional copies of this Executive Summary or the complete report, contact:

State of Alaska

Division of Juvenile Justice
PO Box 110620
Juneau, AK 99811-0620

Attn: Enforcement of Underage Drinking Laws Program

Telephone:  (907) 465-2212
Fax: (907) 465-2333
E-mail: dii <rhcallh.statc.ak.us

The Executive Summary and the complete report can also be downloaded from the Division of
Juvenile Justice web site

http:/lwww.hss.state.ak.us/djj/Info_&JR.esources/DJJ_Publications.htm
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