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i
FISCAL NOTEST A T E  O F  A L A S K A2008 L E G IS L A T IV E  SE SSIO N

Identifier (file name): ________________
Title An Act relating to ignition interlock devices.

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:
() Publish Dale:

Dept. Alfecled: 
‘ RDU

H B 018SC SC S(.IU O )-tA W -C H IM 03-3l-0aS C S C S H B 0 1 9 ( JU D )
LAW

Criminal
Component Criminal Justice Litigation

Sponsor
Requester

REPRESENTATIVE(s) MEYER
SENATE FINANCE

Expenditures/Revenues

Component Number 

(Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required InformationO P E R A T IN G  E X P E N D IT U R E S F Y  2009 F Y  2009 FY  2010 F Y  2011 F Y  2012 F Y  2013 F Y  2014

Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

T O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0IC A P IT A L  E X P E N D IT U R E S|C H A N G E IN  R E V E N U E S  (FU N D  S O U R C E (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Montal Health 
Other Interaqency Receipts

0.0 0 0 00 00 0 0 0 0 0.0

T O T A L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
E stim ato o f a n y  cnrron t year (FY2008) c o s t: P O S IT IO N S 00

Full-time
Part-time
TemporaryA N A L Y S IS : (Attach a  soparato page ilnocossary)

Tho bill amends existing statute regarding ignition interlock devices, limited driver's license privileges and ignition interlock 
limited driver's license privileges. It also requires that persons convicted of drunk driving and refusal to take a breath test to 
have an interlock device for the period of probation Tho department does not anticipate any significant fiscal impact.

Prepnrod by: Botly Martin, Administrative Services Director_____________________________  Phono 007-465-36/3
Division Administrative Sorvicos D i v i s i o n  Dale/Tlmo 3/31/00 10 ISAM

Approved by Talis Colborg, Attorney General_________________________________________ Date 3/31/2008
Department of Law___________________________________________________
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A2008 L E G IS L A T I V E  S E S S IO N
Identifier (file name): 
Title

H B 1 9 S C S C S ( JU D ) -D O T -P G -0 3 -2 6 -0 8  Dept. Affected:
RDU

Fiscal Note Number:

Bill Version:
() Publish Date:

S C S  C S H B  1 9 (JU D )
DOT&PF

Limited Driver's License Planning
Component Program Development

Sponsor
Requester

Rep. Meyer
Senate Finance Component Number 2762tfxpenditures/Rcvenuos (Thousands of Dollars)

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
Appropriation

Required InformationO P E R A T I N G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y  2009 F Y  2009 F Y  2010 F Y  2011 F Y  2012 F Y  2013 F Y  2014
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
MiscellaneousT O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0

IC A P IT A L  E X P E N D I T U R E S I I I I I I I
C H A N G E  IN R F > 'F N U E S  ( ) I" ' I I i I I I
F U N D  S O U R C E (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other Interagency ReceiptsT O T A L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY2008) cost: P O S I T IO N S
Full-time
Part-time
TemporaryA N A L Y S I S :  (Attach a soparato pagn if nocossary)

D O T& P F is currently sanctioned $4 ,121 .2 (3% ) from the Federal Highway program, from funding for the National 
Highway System, Surface Transportation Program and Interstate Maintenance. This sanction is invoked because AK's 
repeat intoxicated driver laws do not meet all required elements of the Section 164 (U S C  23). The sanctioned funds are 
returned to AK under the oversight of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, and can only he used on 
programs that address safety directly, either through targeted highway safety construction projects, or behavioral 
programs (education, enforcement) that are focused on alcohol related problems. AK D O T&PF is currently spending 
50%  of the sanction funds on each of these categories. Tho N H TSA  Office of Chief Counsel lias issued a written email 
that HB 19 is not legally sufficient to result in the sanction being removed from the highway program.
In summary, HB 19 would not change the distribution of sanction funds.

Prepared by: Mary Siroky, Legislative Liaison_________________________________________________Phone 465-4772_____________
Division Commissioner's Office, DO! &PF  Dale/Time 3/26/08 11 :Q0 AM_____

Approved by: Nancy Slaglo , Admin Sorvices Director____________________________________  Dale 3/26/2008____________
DOT&PF ________________________________________________________
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  Fiscal Noto Number: ___________________________2008 L E G I S L A T I V E  S E S S IO N  Bill Version: S C S  C S H B 1 9 ( J U D )

() Publish D ate : ___________________________________
Identifier (file name): H B 0 1 9 S C S C S 9 ( JU D ) -D Q A -D M V -1 2 -0 6 -l  Dept. Affected;__________ Administration
Title "Lid. Driver's Licenses/Ignition Interlock..."_____________________RDU  Divison of Motor Vehicles

__________________________________________________________ Component Motor Vehicles________________
Rep(s) MEYER, Crawford, Gruenberg, Gara, Kerttula, Gardner,

Sponsor Roses, Kawasaki, Johansen, Johnson_________________________  _____________________________
Requester (S) FIN_____________________________________________________ Component Number 2348Expenditures/Revenues__________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)_________________________

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required InformationO P E R A T I N G  E X P E N D I T U R E S F Y  2009 F Y  2009 F Y  2010 F Y  2011 F Y  2012 F Y  2013 F Y  2014

Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

56.5 0.0 56.5 5 6.5 5 6.5 5 6.5 56.50 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .012.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.00 .5 0 .0 0 .0 0.0 0 .0 0 .0 0.07.0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
T O T A L  O P E R A T I N G 76.0 0.0 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5C A P I T A L  E X P E N D I T U R E SC H A N G E  IN R E V E N U E S  ( ) 36.0 | 0.0 3 6 .0  | 36.0 3 6.0  | 36 0 i 36.0F U N D  S O U R C E ______________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health
1156 Receipt Supported Services 76.0 0 0 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5 56.5T O T A L 76.0 0.0 56.5 5 6 .5 56.5 56.5 56.5
E s t im a te  o f  a n y  c u r r e n t  y e a r  (F Y 200 8) c o s t :  0 .0P O S I T IO N S
Full-time 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time
TemporaryA N A L Y S I S :  (Attach a separate page  if  necessary)

This bill will expand t'.e  lawful use of a "limited” driver's licenso issued to DUi offenders. It will also expand the number 
of persons qualifying for a limited license, As such, our fiscal note reflects a conservative estimate of 300 additional 
customers making application for limited licenses, increasing revenue by $76.0  (300 at S120 ea), as well as one 
additional full-time position annually. Also included is n one-limo cost for equipment and supplies for the additional 
position, and necessary programming updates to allow our computer system, ALVIN , to process these requests in a 
m anner identifiable to law enforcem ent agencies.

Prepared by: Kerry Hennings, Acting Director  Phono 907-269-3770
Division Motor Vehicles_____________________________________________________________DalofTimo 12/6/07 12:00 AM

Approvod try: Kevin Brooks, Doputy Commissioner______________________________________________ Data 12/7/2007________
Dopartmont of Administration______________________________________________
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FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A  Fiscal Note Number: _____________________
2008 L E G IS L A T IV E  SESSIO N  Bill Version: HB019SCS CS (JUD)-dqc-PM-3-24-08

() Publish Date: _____________________

Identifier (tile n a m e ) : ____________________________________ Dept. Affected;___________Corrections______
Title "An Act relating to ignition interlock devices: to limited RDU  Population Management
driver’s license privileges; and to ignition interlock limited driver's license . . Component  Institution Directors Office
Sponsor Representative Meyer______________________________________ _________________________________________
Requester Senate Finance____________________________________________Component Number 524Expenditures/Revenues_________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)_________________________
Noie: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

Appropriation
Required Information

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2009 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

• • • • • ft
• • • ■ • ft
• • • ■ • ft
• • • • • ft
• • • • ft
• • • • • • ft
ft • • • ft a ft
• ft • • • •

TOTAL OPERATING • • • • ft ft ft

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES T

|CHANGEIN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE____________________________________________________ (Thousands of Dollars)1002 Federal Receipts ft ft • • ft1003 GF Match • • • • • • ft1004 GF • • • • • •1005 GF/Program Receipts # ■ • ■ • •1037 GF/Mental Hoalth • » • ft
Olher Interagency Receipts • ft • • • •

TOTAL ft • • ft ft ft ft

Est i ma te  of an y current y ear  (FY2008) cost: 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time • ft • • • ■ ft

Part-time • • ft • • * •

Temporary ft • ft ft • ft

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Tho department is unable to estimate the number of individuals who would be committed to tho custody of the 
department as a result of section 1 of this legislation. The department does anticipate the num ber of individuals to be 
very small.

Sharleen Griffin, DirectorPrepared by:
Division ______________________________________

Approved by: Dwayne Peoples, Deputy Commissioner

Administrative Services
Phono (907)465-3339 

Dale/Time 3/24/08 10:58 AM

Dato 3/24/2008
Department of Corrections

(luv.icxi iwos/jooa ovuj Page 1 of 1



From: Louanne Christian

Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2008 10:10 AM

To: Ihfcltc+schedule® legis.state.ak,us

Subject: HFC Agenda for Tuesday 1:30 pm

Tuesday, April 8, 2008 1:30 PMSB 254-AK REGIONAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM SB 202-PROHIBIT STATE SPENDING FOR REAL ID ACT SB 259-EFFECTIVE DATE: MEDICAL ASSISTANCE LAWS SB 265-SEX OFFENDERS & CHILD KIDNAPPERS: PFD SB 243-COMMISSION ON AGING

Cecile Elliott

•1/8/2008



R e p r e s e n t a t iv e  K e v in  M e y e r
HOUSE DISTRICT 30

MEMORANDUMMarch 31, 2008Senator Bert Stcdman, Co-Chairm an, Senate Finance Committee Representative Kevin MeyerResponse to questions raised regarding HB 19: Ltd. Driver's Licenses/Ignition 
InterlockSenator Stcdman,Thank you for considering H B  19 in the Senate Finance Committee on March 29, 200S. Ignition interlock devices are an important tool that, when used effectively, have significantly reduced recidivism among drunk drivers in other jurisdictions. While current statutes direct the court to require the use o f  an ignition interlock device under certain circumstances, use o f  the technology has been sporadic in Alaska. HB 19 requires all persons convicted o f driving under the influence to install an ignition interlock device on their vehicle. The uniform use o f  ignition interlock technology presents an important opportunity to reduce recidivism and improve highway safety in Alaska.During the Senate Finance Committee’s consideration o f  HB 19 several questions were raised by committee members. Per your request I have attempted here to answer the questions raised by committee members.1. Senator Elton asked i f  section 2 would lead Municipalities to defer prosecutions to the Department o f  Law?a. The Department o f  Law does not think this will happen and has issued a zero fiscal note [see attached] to H B 19.2. Senator Elton asked about coordination between D M V  and the Court System?a. The D M V  and Court System already coordinate with each other on limited licenses, revocations and the installation o f  ignition interlock devices during the period o f  probation for offenders that currently carry the requirement as a condition o f  probation. The system and protocols arc currently in place at D M V  and the Court system and can be expanded to apply to those covered by I IB l (> without much additional cost as reflected in the fiscal notes.

K m a il: K ('p rcsrn liitiv e_K cvin  M ry rn fifle jiis .M ate .a k .iis  • ' lo ll  Frees (K(ili) •I0 5 -I9 I5  S e s s io n ; S k iic  C a p ito l,J iiM c m i, A la s k a  09801-1182 • F lum e; (907) •lfi5 ,l9 ,IS  Fax: (!I07) '105-2170 In te r im : 710 W. -Itli A v e ., A n clio n itfe , A la s k a  9 9 S 0 I-2 I3 3  • I'litm e: (91)7) 20!) 0199 F ax: (907) 2(1!) 0197



3. Senator Elton asked about a performance based exit before a person is allowed to drive without an ignition interlock device?a. Senator French’s additions to MB 19 require a person maintain an ignition interlock device on their vehicle for a minimum period during their probation. Ignition interlocks are currently an element o f  probation for some offenders in Alaska and data from the devices is available to the Department o f  Corrections. I f  an offender were to violate elements o f  their probation, the period for which an ignition interlock device was required could be extended since the statute specifies a minimum period during the period o f  probation. I believe that a performance based exit program could be cumbersome and expensive to implement and that the current oversight o f  an offender’s probation is adequate.4. Senator Dyson asked about what happens when a person loans their car to a person who is required to have an ignition interlock device and the car is seized under A S  28.35.036?a. A S  28.36.037 provides remission, through which a person demonstrates to the Court their interest in seized property and is entitled to recovery o f  their property.5. Allow ing felons to receive an ignition interlock limited license?a. There was puHic testimony during the committee hearing that people with a felony D U I (3 or more D U I’s within a ten year period) should be able to get an ignition interlock limited license so they could drive legally. W hile the original version o f  MB 19 did provide an avenue for felons to receive a limited license, there was adamant opposition to the provision and the bill was changed to apply only to misdemeanor offenders in the House Finance Committee. Attempts to expand the bill to include felons have been considered in the subsequent committees and have not been adopted. Granting a privilege to drive to felons retrospectively is a much more complicated endeavor than is reasonable to address at (his time and several statutes, from driving while license revoked to other possible felony revocations must be considered.6. A  question was raised about the communities where an ignition interlock device would not he required.a. The list o f  exempted communities is attached.Thank you again for considering IIB 19. If the Committee requires further clarification, or hasadditional questions, please contact my aide M ike 1 lowski at 465-2812.
Sincerely,
j/̂ . / y U x ^ ~ —Representative Kevin Meyer



FISCAL NOTE
S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A2008 L E G IS L A T IV E  SE SSIO N
Identifier (file name): _________________Title An A ct relating to ignition interlock devices.

Fiscal Noto Number:
Bill Version:
() Publish Date:Dept. Affected: 'R D U

HB019SCSCS(JUt>).LAW.CRIM-O3-31-0lS C S C S H B 0 1 9 ( JU D )
LAWCriminalSponsorRequester R E P R E S E N T A fiV E ( s )  M E Y E R Com ponent Criminal Ju stice  LitigationS E N A T E  F IN A N C EExpenditures/Revenues Com ponent Number ( T h o u s a n d s  o f D ollars)Note: Am ounls do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.AppropriationRequired InformationO P E R A T IN G  E X P E N D IT U R E S F Y  2009 F Y  2009 F Y  2010 F Y  2011 F Y  2012 F Y  2013 F Y  2014P ersonal Se rvices 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0TravelContractualSuppliesEquipm entLand & StructuresGrants & Claim sM iscellaneousT O T A L  O P E R A T IN G 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0|C A P IT A L  E X P E N D IT U R E S 'IC H A N G E  IN R E V E N U E S  ( a

1002 Federal R eceipts1003 G F  M atch1004 G F1005 GF/Program  R eceipts 1037 GF/Mental Health Other Interagency R eceipts
0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

T O T A L 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0E stim a te  o f a n y  cu rren t y e a r  (FY2008) c o s t: 0 0P O S IT IO N S
Full-time
Part-time
TemporaryA N A L Y S IS : (Attach a soparalopage itnocossary)

The bill amends exisling statute regarding ignition interlock devices, limited driver’s license privileges and ignition interlock 
limited driver’s license privileges. It also requires that persons convicted of drunk driving and refusal to take a breath test to 
have an interlock device for the period of probation. The department does not anticipate any significant fiscal impact.

Prepared by: 
Division

Approved by

Betty Marlin. Administrative Services Director Phono 907-465-2673
Administrative Services Division Date/Time 3/31/08 10 15 AM

Tnlis Colbeiq, Attorney Gonc-ral 
Department of Law____________

Dato 3/31/2008

|l< * .n « l  ItM ITJOO f OMII) Pago I of 1



State of Alaska 
Division of Motor Vehicles 

Standard Operating Procedures

SOP No. R-2 Page No. 1 of 3

Effective March 10, 2006

Subject:

VEHICLES EXEMPT FROM REGISTRATION

Supersedes R-2 Dated 7/1/01

Approved

Statute: AS 28.10.011 Regulation: Form No.

The following are exempt from Alaska motor vehicle registration:

1. Vehicles that only cross a highway from one private property to another. This includes farm 
vehicles operating in accordance with the provisions of AS 19.10.065.

2. Vehicles displaying Dealer Plates per AS 28.10.181 (j) or a Temporary Permit per AS 
28.10.031.

3. A vehicle displaying a special permit per AS 28.10.151. (One-Way Trip Permit or Non- 
Resident Commercial Trip Permit)

4. Special Mobile Equipment as defined in 13 AAC 40.010 (52).
5. Vehicles owned by the U.S. Government,
6. Vehicles moved by human or animal power.
7. Vehicles owned by a military person who maintains a legal residence outside Alaska,

provided the vehicle is registered in the applicant's state of legal residence.
8. Vehicles used exclusively on private property.
9. Vehicles currently registered in another state or country, provided the vehicle does not

remain in Alaska for over 60 days. [AS 28.10.121 (a)] If the vehicle owner becomes
employed in Alaska or indicates intent to become a resident of Alaska, this exemption no 
longer applies and the vehicle must be registered within 10 days.

10. Vehicles operated on a roadway not connected to the land highway system or to a highway
with an average daily traffic volume greater than 499. (See following pages.)

11. Vehicles owned and driven by a full-time student pursuing a course of study beyond the 
high school level per AS 28.10.121 (c) provided:
a) The vehicle is currently registered in another jurisdiction.
b) The student does not establish permanent residency in Alaska.
c) The student does not accept full-time employment in Alaska.
d) The jurisdiction of vehicle registration extends the same exemption to Alaska students.

12. Mobile home as defined by regulation 13 AAC 40.010 (27).

Ci oss Reference:

R-160 One-Way & Non-Resident Comml. Trip Permit
R-310 Dealer Plates

T-080 Title Only
T-090 Temporary Permit
T-300 Mobile Homes
T-360 Special Mobile Equipment



State of A laska 
D iv ision o f Motor Vehicles 

Standard Operating Procedures

SOP No. R-2 Page No. 2 of 3

Effective March 10, 2006
Subject: Supersedes R-2 Dated 7/1/01

VEHICLES EXEMPT FROM REGISTRATION Approved

Statute: AS 28.10.011 Regulation: Form No.

As required by AS 28.22.011(1 )(A) & (B), the following areas are exempt from registration and the 
Mandatory Insurance law. Compiled by the Department of Administration, Division of Motor 
Vehicles, from information obtained from the Department of Transportation. The customer should 
write "Title Only" in the affidavit section of the application when applying for a title in one of the 
following communities.
Adak Candle Elfin Cove Kakhonak
Afognak Canyon Elim Kaktovik
Akhiok Cape Pole Emanguk Kalskag
Akiachak Cape Yakataga Emmonak Kalttag
Akiak Chalkyitsik English Bay Kanatak
Akolmiut Chandalar Excursion Inlet Karluk
Akulurak Chaniliut
Akutan Chakaktolik False Pass Kashegelok
Alakanuk Chase Flat Kasigluk
Alatna Chatham Fort Yukon Katalla
Allakaket Cheching Fortuna Ledge Kiana
Amakdedori Chenega Bay King Cove
Ambler Chenik Galena King Island
Amchitka Chefornak Gambell Kipnuk
Aniak Chernofski Golovin Kivalina
Annette Chevak Goodnews Bay Kiwalik
Anvik Chichagof Grayling Kobuk
Arctic Village Chignik Gustavus Kokhanok
Atka Chignik Lagoon Kokrines
Atkasuk Chignik Lake Hawk Inlet Koliganek
Attu Chisana Haycock Kongiganak

Christian Holy Cross Kotlik
Baranof Chuathbaluk Hooper Bay Kotzebue
Beaver Clark’s Point Hughes Koyuk
Bell Island Hot Springs Cold Bay Huslia Koyukuk
Belkofski Crooked Creek Iditarod Kvichak
Belmezok Iguigig Kwethluk
Betties Deering Igushik Kwigillinogok
Betties Field Diomede lliarnna Kwiguk
Biorka Ivanoff Bay Kwinhagak
Birch Creek Edna Bay
Brevig Mission Eek Kachemak
Buckland Egavik Kaguyak Lake Minchur

Egegik Larsen Bay
Ekuk Latouche
Ekwok Levelock



State o f A laska 
D iv ision o f Motor Vehicles 

Standard Operating Procedures

SO P  No. R-2 Page No. 3 o f  3

Effective March 10, 2006

Subject: Supersedes R-2 Dated 7/1/01

VEHICLES EXEMPT FROM REGISTRATION Approved

Statute: AS  28.10.011 Regulation: Form No.

As required by AS 28.22.011 (1 )(A) & (B), the following areas are exempt from registration and the 
Mandatory Insurance law. Compiled by the Department of Administration, Division of Motor 
Vehicles, from information obtained from the Department of Transportation. The customer should 
write "Title Only" in the affidavit section of the application when applying for a title in one of the 
following communities.
Lime Village Nulato Quinhagak Tanana
Little Diomede Nunachuak Tanunak
Long Nunapitchuk Rampart Tatitlek
Lower Kalskag Nushagak Red Devil Tenakee Springs

Nyac Ruby Tetlin
Manokatak Russian Mission Tin City
Marshall Old Harbor Todd
Mary’s Igloo Ophir St. George Togiak
McGrath Oscarville St. Mary’s Tokeen
Medfra Ouzinkie St. Michael Toksook Bay
Mekoryuk Owl Village St. Paul Tuluksak
Meshik Sanak Tuntutuliak
Metlakatla Pavlof Harbor Sand Point Tununak
Meyoruk Pedro Bay Savoonga Twin Hills
Meyers Chuck Pelican Scammon Bay Tyonek
Moses Point Pennock Island Selawik
Mt. Village Perryville Shageluk Ugashik
Mumtrak Pikmiktalik Shaktoolik Umiat

Pile Bay Sheldon Point Unalakleet
Pilot Point Shemya Unga

Napaimiut Pilot Station Shismaref
Napaiskak Pitka’s Point Shungnak Venetie
Napakiak Platinum Shungnnak Village
Nelson Legoon Point Baker Skwentna Wainwright
New Stuyanok Point Hope Sleetmute Wales
Newhalen Point Lay Snettisham White Mountain
Newtok Poorman South Naknek Wiseman
Nightmute Port Alexander Squaw Harbor Woody Island
Nikolai Port Alsworth Stebbines
Nikolski Port Ashton Stevens Village
Noatak Port Graham Stony River
Nolan Port Heiden Stuyahok
Nondalton Port Lions
Noorvik Port Moller Takotna
Nuiqsut Port Wakefield Taku Harbor



R e p r e s e n t a t iv e  K e v in
MOUSE DISTRICT 30

M e y e r

Sponsor Statement HB 19
"An Act re lating to ignition interlock lim ited driver's license priv ileges."

Currently, a person convicted of driving under the influence has been able to get 
a limited driver’s license from the Division of Motor Vehicles so that they can 
continue to drive and to earn a living. The limitation currently placed on a license 
focuses primarily on where a person can drive. House Bill 19 shifts the emphasis 
from where a person can drive to how a person can drive by changing the type of 
limited license available to an offender from the traditional limited license to an 
ignition interlock limited license.

An ignition interlock limited license requires an offender to install and maintain an 
ignition interlock device on the vehicle they intend to drive. An ignition interlock 
device analyzes a person’s blood alcohol content and prevents the car from 
being started if the person's blood alcohol level is above a set level. The license 
allows the offender to drive only the vehicle on which the device is installed.
Under HB 19, driving another vehicle is considered the same as driving with a 
revoked license and that vehicle can be forfeited to the state.

HB 19 also requires an offender to maintain an ignition interlock dev ce on their 
vehicle during the period of their probation.

Several states require ignition interlock devices for DUI offenders and studies 
suggest that ignition interlock devices lead to a substantial decline in recidivism, 
particularly for offenders with multiple DUI’s. More importantly, an ignition 
interlock device prevents an intoxicated person from starting their car and 
thereby keeps a potential drunk driver off the road.

(U pd.ilw J 1M6'?Q07)

1 'itu il; U<I'h m t i I.i Iu r Kevin M ryvi itctfi* *il<ilv,<ik.u>. » T o lI  P ie r :  (M ill) M 5  III I,S S r t t lo n :  N niir C’<i|iiinl, I iu iim ii , A l.ivk n  till so  I 11SJ • Plum e: (till?) I US I t l lS  I i m : (til 17) l05-:M 7lt In te r im ! 7111 VS lilt  A w .,  A n . Imrii|!.\ . U n l  n 011501 21:13 • P h on e: (IMI7) 2UU O ltJtl l ««: (1)07) 2011 <11117



R epr e sen ta tiv e  K evin  M e y e r
HOUSE DISTRICT 30

MEMORANDUM

D A T E : M ay 8, 2007T O : Representative MeyerP R O M : Mike PawlowskiR E: Changes to H B 19 in SCS C S H B  19 ( JU D )  (25-LS0133\F)
S C S  C S H B  19 (JU D ) combined SB 92 with 1 Hi 19 to create a comprehensive ignitioninterlock program in Alaska.Changes:
Section 1: N o  changes.Section 2: N ew  Section 2 prohibits a court from enforcing a municipal ordinanceprescribing a penalty for driving under the influence ot refusal to submit to a chemical test unless the ordinance imposes an ignition interlock requirement.
Section 3: Modifies the ignition interlock limited license in 1 IB 19 by exempting areaswhere insurance isn’t required under A S  2K.22.bl 1(b).
Section •!: Clarities that if  an ignition interlock device prevents a person from drivingthen the person has not violated the terms of the ignition interlock limitedlicense.Section 5,6,8,9: Requites ignition interlocks as a Condition o f  probation.
Section 7,11); ( Turtles that the court shall waive the requirement for an ignition interlockunder sections 5 (i it the person operates a motor vehicle in a community covered by A S  28.35.031)
Section 11,1? N o  changes to Transitional Provision or Effective Dale.

ITim il: IU 'p iitr n U liv r  K rvin _M cyriiiflc)!i« stiili' iik .u i • Tull I r r n  (HfOi) In.'. I'.IIS .Session! S o le  t'a p ilo l, junrati, Alitskn 'JO SO I • 11S2 • I'lionc: (007) HIS I ' l l .  I ns  (007) -Hl.% J4  7*1 In terim : 710 W. li l i  A vr . A n rlim -o v , Alnskn « !) 5 0 l-2 n .l • I'honr; (007) 2(iO 0100 l . i ,  (007) 200 11107



Traffic Offenses DUI &  Refusal13 Imprisonment Fine Cost o f Imprisonment License Revocation 14 ForfeitureFirst 72 hours-lyear $1,500-10.000 $270 90 days PossibleSecond 20 days-1 year $3,000-10,000 $1,000 1 year PossibleThird 60 days-1 year $4,000-10,000 51,000 3 years PossibleFourth 120 dnys-1 year $’5,000-10,000 $ 1,000 5 years PossibleFifth 240 days-1 year $6,000-10,000 $1,000 5 years PossibleSixth 360 days-1 ye*” - $7,000-10,000 $1,000 5 years PossibleFelony DUJ &  Refusal Impri. ..nmcnt Fine License Revocation ForfeitureThird DUI Offense15 120 days-5 years $10,000-50,000 Permanent16 MandatoryFourth DUI Offense 240 days-5 years $10,000-50,000 Permanent MandatoiyFifth DUI Offense 360 days-5 years $10,000-50,000 Pcrmancut Mandatory
11 Effective 6/30/01 count prior convictions within the Iasi l S years. An alcohol program is always requiredM The court may revoke the defendant's license for up to three years if  the court linds by clear and convincing evidence that (I) the pcison was operating a motorvehicle or commercial motor vehicle that was involved in an accidcut; (2) the accident caused the death of another pcison; and (3) the violation of traffic laws by•he person was a significant contributing cause o f the accident.; 15 A person is guilty o f felony DUI or refusal if  they commit DUI or refusal and they have been previously convicted two or more times since 1/1/96 and within .^thc previous 10 years or they have been sentenced foi felony DUI or refusal within the prior 10 years.K Subject to administrative restoration by DM V after ten years. In addition, die court must order DM V to tevokc all vehicle legislations. -aKj
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.Driving While License Suspended First Offense (not based on DUI)Second Offense w/in 10 yrs.Suspension for l sl D U I or Refusal Suspension for 2"J D U I or Refusal Other Offenses Reckless Driving T-caving the Scene O f  An Accident 1 year Felony Leaving the Scene False Report o f Accident Failure to Report Accident Other Misdemeanors Traffic infractions Bail schedule infractions

Imprisonment Min. Max. 10 days/I 0 susp. 1 year fine License1 / Community Work Service Revocation$0-10,000 90 days 80 hours minimum10 days 1 year $0-10,000 90 days No minimum20 days/10 susp. 1 year $500-10,000 90 days 80 hours minimum30 days 1 year $ 1,000-10,000/90 days No minimumMax. Jail Max. Fine License Revocation181 year $1,000 17 30 days/1 year for second off./ 3 years for third701 year $500 None10 years $10,000 Same as Reckless DrivingI year $1,000 None90 days $200 No court suspension90 days $500 None
NoneNone $300Sec Admin. R. 43.1 None

j7 See footnote I } above icgurdiog fatal accidents.
IS

301 } 0 finc lor ,,1IS oflctuw under Anchorage Municipal Code 9.48.010(0)0) is S °  000First offender may receive limited license for <30 days.
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I n s i d e  T h i s  I s s u e

1 On the Road to Safer 
Highways

2 A Better Bill

3 Did You Know?

4 A Sanction; Not a Perk

I N S E R T S :  Ignition Interlock 
Program Comparison Chart

Judicial and Administrative 
Implications of HB13

House Bill 19 is assigned to the Senate Finance Committee and 
may be considered as early as January when the session begins. 
Having been through the House last session, it has emerged as a 
bill that would greatly expand the use of ignition interlock devices 
for DUI offenders in Alaska. Briefly, here are the specifics:

Judicial implications - An Ignition Interlock Device (IID) is 
required by court order for a period following an offender’s period 
of revocation and during the period of probation. The length of 
time is contingent upon the number of the offense (first, second, 
third etc.). This requirement applies to convictions for both DUI 
and for Refusal. (AS 28.35.030 and 28.35.032)

Administrative implications - An Ignition Interlock Limited License 
is available for DUI offenders during the period of driver’s license 
revocation. It requires the offender to drive only those vehicles 
equipped with an IID and does not decrease the period of 
revocation. The Ignition Interlock Limited License is available only 
for those offenders who have had their licenses revoked for a 
misdemeanor DUI.

Additionally, the bill
• makes it an offense to tamper with the device, or to 
knowingly rent or loan a non-IID equipped vehicle to an 
offender,
• requires municipal ordinances to comply with the ignition 
interlock requirements, and
• exempts from the ignition interlock requirements those 
offenders living in communities also exempt from motor 
vehicle liability insurance [AS 28.22.011(b)].

Please see  . . .  Safer Highways on page  2.

Every ja i le d  a tte m p t has the  
p o te n tia l to  save live s !

Narda D u lle r, Ed itor: 10070 Grover Dr., Anchorage, AK 
99506, nardalyn iVgm nll.com  907.3-16.1180 

w w w .lgn lllon ln te rln ck4a la ska .com

http://www.lgnlllonlnterlnck4alaska.com


. Safer Highways c o n t’d from  page 1

"50-75% o f individuals 
ith revoked licenses 

drive anyway'. '

I n t h e  P r e s s

"The New Mexico 
Department o f 
Transpoitation reported 
that alcohol-related injury 
Clashes dropped hy 20 
percent in the first year the 
state made interlock use 
mandatory."'

Omaha World Herald Puoenvber 3 2007
lor mure nmvs items, see

w \nnttioi\m!£ilm:k4ftlB*.kti com

That’s it, in a nutshell. This bill affords the Alaska Legislature a 
tremendous opportunity to make strides in the battle against drunk 
driving. Both MADD and the National Highway Traffic Safety people 
endorse the expanded use of ignition interlock devices. A 
substantial and reliable body of data exists that documents that the 
use of ignition interlock devices reduces the recidivism rate of 
offenders by 65% and more. This means that fewer people are on 
the roads driving drunk and the highways are safer and lives are 
saved.

That same body of research clearly outlines best practices for use 
of IIDs. The rest of this newsletter is devoted to clearly delineating 
where HB19 aligns with those best practices, where it departs and 
how it can be amended, this session, to become a more effective 
law.
A Better Bill
The point of this bill is to utilize newly developed technology to 
combat drunk driving and improve the safety of the community. 
MADD, in their Campaign to Eliminate Drunk Driving, has identified 
ignition interlocks as a key component in the campaign. So the 
question before the legislators is this: Does this bill do all that it 
can do to improve highway safety in Alaska?

Here are the caveats to consider:
1. 50-75% of drivers with revoked licenses drive anyway.
2. Ignition interlocks only work when installed in the cars of 

high-risk drivers.
3. The longer a driver with a revoked license has the 

opportunity to drive illegally, the longer he/she will drive 
illegally (i.e. not apply for an Ignition Interlock Limited 
License or get one after a lengthy period of revocation).

Therefore, the goal of a good Ignition Interlock Program needs 
to be:

• to get an ignition interlock installed in the cars of 
as many DUI offenders as possible,
• to get them installed as soon as possible and
• keep them installed as long j s  behavioral data 
indicates they are necessary.

The administrative problem with HB19: Continue reading to see
who is not included among those eligible to receive an Ignition
Interlock Limited License, thereby remaining eligible to be among
those drivers described above: ,Please see A Better Bill on page 3



A Better B ill co n t’d from  page 2
1. Felony DUI o ffenders  who have a  track record  of continuing to drive 

im paired .
2. Refusal o ffenders , who a re  very likely to have been  driving im paired .
3. DUI o ffenders  w ith  licenses revoked for long periods of t im e who a re  

subsequen tly  convic ted  of Driving With License Revoked or Suspended 
(DWLR/S) - again, individuals w ith  a track  record  of a pas t  history of 
im paired  driving.

To exc lude  this dem ograph ic  from th e  re q u ire m e n t  to drive with an IID does 
not se rve  to  improve public sa fe ty , but, ins tead , p e rp e tu a te s  th e  risk of th e  
res t  of Alaskans on th e  road. So w h a t ’s th e  fix?

Amend HB19 to include th e se  individuals in the  ignition interlock adm in is tra tive  
re q u ire m e n t  to drive with  a Limited License by:

>  dele ting  th e  res tr ic tion  for applica tion  for a IILL to m isdem eanor 
o ffenders .  [‘Sec. 3 AS 28.15.020(d)(1) of th e  proposed language]

>  rewriting th e  above  to  include a ll revocations d ue  to DUI, Refusal and 
su bseq u en t  DWLR/S with  history of DUI. (AS 28.35.030, 25.35.032 and  
28.15.181)

The judicial problem  with  HB19: T he  re q u ire m e n t  for the  use of an IID 
fo llow ing  t h e  period of revocation  b u t  during  p robation  assumes th a t  th e re  is a 
period of p roba tion  always following the  period of revocation. This isn’t always 
so. T h erefo re ,  an individual e i th e r  can  w ait  o u t  th e  period of probation , never  
getting  th e  dev ice  or simply never have a period of probation  th a t  follows the  
revocation . In both cases , they  slip through. How can this be rem edied?

Amend HB19 to:
>  D ele te  th e  w ords perta in ing  to  period of p robation  and keep  th e  

re q u irem en t  to  use  of an IID for th e  se t  t im e  a lready defined  b efo re  full 
driving privileges a re  re s to red .

Finally, the  m a t te r  c f  d o cu m en ted  behavior change  is not addressed  in th e  bill 
a t  all. If an individual continually  tr ies  to  s ta r t  the ir  ca r  in an impaired s t a te  
(and th e  car fails to  s ta r t  b ecau se  th e  dev ice  is working), it m akes sense  to 
m ainta in  th e  re q u ire m e n t  for the  use  of an ignition interlock. In o th e r  words, 
requ ire  a p e rfo rm an ce -b ased  ex it  from th e  program versus a t im e  limit. Can 
this b e  d on e  within th e  c o n tex t  of th e  current: bill? Yes!

Amend HB19 to:
Include th e  w ords "or until th e  o ffen d e r  d em on stra te s  one  full yea r  of 
c lean  driving a t t e m p ts "  following each  t im e  limit for exit from th e  
program .

These four suggested  a m e n d m e n ts  to th e  c u r re n t  bill have the  pow er to ^  
s t ren g th en  g reatly  this p ar ticu la r  p iece  of legislation. It makes sense  to  do this 
sooner r a th e r  than la te r ,  perhaps  saving a life or two along th e  way.

Placing public safely as 
a priority above personal 

punishment is the 
challenge before the 

Senate this year.

D id  Y o u  K n o w ?Alaska already  makes use c f breath alcohol detectors.
Offenders in the Alaska 
House Arrest Program 
currently use a device 
called the Sebrietor® 
regularly. It is a piece of 
technology that monitors 
breath alcohol levels 
several times a day 
According to Terry 
McCarron. Probation 
Officer I I I , Director of the 
House Arrest Program. For 
their protection, the public 
requires the use ol the 
SobnetorfD for all offenders 
with any drugs or alcohol in 
then past"

It s time for the public to 
require the same protection 
on Hie roads from DUI 
offenders
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A Sanction; Not a Perk
When HB19 came before the House last session, it was amended to restrict the availability of an Ignition Interlock 
Limited License (IILL) to misdemeanors only. This was a mistake. It was a response to a feeling that this license is 
somehow a perk, not. an additional sanction that costs the offender both time and money.

Here are compelling reasons for the Senate to amend HB19 to reinstate availability for felons:
1. An IILL’s primary purpose is to serve to increase the protection of the public from those who have a history 

of drunk driving. This includes felons.
2. Felons are, obviously, those from whom the public needs more protection since, by their repeat offenses 

they have demonstrated that they have not learned from previous sanctions to drive only when sober.
3. 50-75% of all individuals with revoked licenses drive anyway. This includes felons.
A. An individual can be classified as a felon with three DUIs while one with eight might not be. The definition 

of felon does not necessarily identify the "worst" offenders.
5. Statistically, an IID program is most effective when it includes the greatest number of DUI offenders.6. An IILL is an administrative sanction that requires voluntary participation vs. mandatory. Those individuals 

who apply are most likely those who desire to pursue a productive and law-abiding lifestyle. The 
government should never stand in the way of that effort.

7. Finally, those individuals who are not productive in society are, by default, consumptive. They cost the 
rest of the law-abiding citizenry who tote their load. Better they have the opportunity to tote  their own!

In addition to including felons, the IILL should be available to all offenders who are convicted of Refusal and 
Driving with License Revoked or Suspended due to a previous DUI as well. See 115.

It is our hope that the Senate will have the courage to review the research, and follow the lead of model programs 
and amend HB19 this year to be even more effective than it is in its current form!

Ignition Interlock Informer 
c /o  Narda Butler 
10075 Grover Dr.
Anchorage. AK 99507

I o r more info. «/«> to: ( r iiu r . iiji i i l io iiin le r fo r /f jiif iis lln . i oni



Igni t ion  In te r lo c k  P r o g r a m  C o m p a r i s o n  C h a r t

MADD's
Recommendations1 New Mexico Model2 HB19 Recommended Action to Strengthen 

HB19Administrative and Judicial structures should exist Yes.Administrative- Interlock license is 
voluntary for those with revoked licenses during revocation period o f 
1-10 years for a ll offenders with alcohol related offenses (DUI, Refusal and Driving Without a License)Judicial -Interlock is required  for one year or more depending upon number o f priors.

Yes.Administrative: Ignition Interlock Limited License is nlunlary for those misdemeanor offenders for DUI only (not for refusal or DWLR/S during period o f license revocation for DUI)
Judicial: Ignition Interlock Limited License is required for a set time 
following  period o f license revocation and during period o f probation

Administrative: Amend to include felons, and those 
convicted o f  refusal and those convicted o f  DW LR/S during 
period o f  license revocation due to D U ! or Refusal

Judicial: Amend to delete "dm ing period o f  probation. "

No “ waiting out”  judicial sanction before regaining full driver license privileges Yes.
New Mexico law stipulates a period o f time rather than a specific time­frame for mandatory use o f an ignition interlock before license reinstatement An offender cannot apply for full driver license privileges until this requirement is met.

No.
The judicial requirement for an Ignition Interlock Limited License is limited to the set time fo llow ing  period o f license revocation and 
during  period o f probation

Judicial: Amend to delete "during period o f  probation. "

If no judicial sanction, an administrative sanction kicks in

_ _ I

Yes.
A  DWI arrest initiates an administrative license revocation that is either upheld or denied following a hearing, Additionally, the arrest may lead to criminal charges and is dealt with through the courts.

Yes, in part.
Only misdemeanor DUI offenders with license revocations are eligible to apply for an Ignition Interlock Limited License. Again, felons or offenders convicted o f refusal or DWLR/S as a consequence o f a DUI are eligible to apply.

Administrative: Amend to include felons, and those 
convicted o f  refusal and those convicted o f  D W l.R 'S  during 
period o f  license revocation due to D U I  or Refusal

I



Igni t ion  In te r lo ck  P r o g r a m  C o m p a r i s o n  C h a r tRecommended penalties:

First offense, no aggravators- 

I SO day license suspension, 30 

days hard, 150 with IID; First 

offense with >15 D A C  - full 

year suspension, 60 days hard, 

305 with IID

Repeat offense - two year 

suspension, 60 days hard, 670 

with IID

Third offense and beyond - 

vehicle forfeiture, lookback 

periods for repeat offenses at 

least ten years

Drivers under 21 with any 

measurable M A C  required to get 

IID

Yes., in part. New Mexico meets or exceeds many oT (he penalties recommended by M A D D .

First offense - mandatory one year 

interlock license. N e w  Mexico has 

minimized hard revocation periods 

due to the finding that compliance 

increases with decreased time 

between arrest and installation of 

device3.

Second offense - mandatory two 

years interlock license

Third offense - mandatory three 

years interlock license 

Fourth offense and beyond - 

mandatory lifetime interlock with 

live year reviews

Offenders under 21 arc subject to a 

setback of graduated driving 

privileges for at least 90 days.

Yes and no. While the judicial mandate for an ignition interlock meets M A D D ’s recommendations, it is limited by the requirement for a lion-mandated period of probation. Please sec the chart: “ Judicial Implications of IIB19”
First offense - 12 months during 

period of probation after period of 

revocation

Second offense - 24 months during 

period of probation after period of 

revocation

Third offense - 36 months during 

period of probation after period of 

revocation;

Fourth offense and beyond - 

Throughout period of probation 

following period of revocation; may 

require vehicle forfeiture

N o  specific IID requirement

Judicial: Amend to delete "during period  o f  probation. ”

M others A gainst Drunk D riving. “ Stopping Drunk D riving Before It Starts; A  T echnological Solution” , 2007. <\vu\v.ni;icl(.l.or!i/t’ eli.loc/c5h095i.l2-53h7-4-197-be:i;i-N7l2c0:ic,:il72/lnlcijocksrorAlK)lTentlersl?IN A L .a s p \ >“Institute o f  Publ ic Law , University o f  N ew  M exico  School o f  Law . N ew  M e xico  Department o f  Transportation, T raffic  Safety Bureau. “ New  M e xico  M otor V eh icle  Law s 2006-2007” , 2007. < htt|v//i|d.unm .edudraf/inihs/NM M VLawsKxl |.ndl>1 V o as , R . B .; Roth, J . ;  and M arques, P. R. “ The hard suspension barrier: Does N ew  M exico's interlock licensing law solve the problem ?”  Alcohol Ignition Interlock Devices, Volume II: Research, Policy, anil Program Status 2005 pgs. 62-73 , (2005).



Jud ic ia l  a n d  A d m in i s t r a t iv e  Impl ica t ions  o f  HB19

OTfense
.

MinimumImprisonment/; MinimumFiner,> MinimumDriver’sLicenseRevocationi •
■Minimum Ignition interlock (proposed Judicial action) Other ■Ignition Interlock Limited License (proposed Administrative action)

Class A misdemeanors per A S 28.35.030(1)) (DIJI convictions)
First offense DUI (or refusal) 72 hours SI 500 90 days 12 months during period o f probation alicr period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period o f 30 days hard suspension
Second DUI (or refusal) 20 days $3000 I year 24 months during period of probation after period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period o f 90 days hard suspension
Third DUI (or refusal) 60 days $4000 3 years 36 months during period o f probation after period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period o f 90 days hard suspension
Fourth DUI (or refusal) 120 days $5000 5 years Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period of 90 days hard suspension
Fifth DUI (or refusal) 240 days $6000 5 years Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period o f 90 days hard suspension
Sixth DUI (or refusal) and beyond 360 days $7000 5 years Throughout period o f probat ion following period o f revocation May require vehicle forfeiture Eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License during revocation following period of 90 days hard suspension



Jud ic ia l  an d  A d m in i s t r a t iv e  Impl ica t ions  o f  HB19

orfense MinimumImprisonment MinimumFine MinimumDriver’sLicenseRevocation
Minimum Ignition Interlock (proposed Judicial action) Other

’ f ’ '• ' Ignition Interlock Limited License (proposedAdministrative action)sjSJJ'r ' '-v . ' ; ■ ■

Class C  felons as per A S  28.35.030(h) (two or more DUI or refusal convictions since 1996, and within ten years preceding the date of the presentoffense)
Two prior convictions 120 days S 10,000 Permanently (under (o) of this section, thistranslates into aminimum of ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation(s), may require other conditions
N O T eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
. •-[J/,'■'i-' V.’ * ' • ’ •I/.’* ’ ‘ ’ ' ' ’ '

Three prior convictions 2*10 days SI 0.000 Permanently (under(o) o f this section, thistranslates into aminimum o f ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation!s), may require other conditions
NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License

Four or more priorconvictions 360 days SI 0,000 Permanently (under(o)of this section, thistranslates into aminimum o f ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation(s). may require other conditions
N OT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License



Ju d ic ia l  an d  A d m in i s t r a t iv e  Im p l ica t ion s  o f  IIB19

Offense MinimumImprisonment
;:'F

iMinim urnFine■ MinimumDriver’sLicenseRevocation! •*• ’
Minimum Ignition Interlock (proposed Judicial action)

)&*■ \  * ’* V .

' * ■  y' rV;*
Other

• :  i •' . '  \
v; v m  y

Ignition Interlock Limited License (proposedAdministrative action)■
Class A  inisdcnicnnors as per 28.35.032(g) (refusal to submit to a chemical test)

First refusal 72 hours SI 500 90 days 12 months during period o f probation after period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
Second refusal 20 days $3000 1 year 2*1 months during period o f probation after period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
Third refusal 60 days S-IOOO 3 years 36 months during period o f probation alter period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
Fourth refusal 120 days $5000 Five years Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
Fifth refusal 2*1(1 days $6000 Five years Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License
Sixth or more refusal 360 days $7000 Five years Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation may require other conditions NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited 1 iccnse



Ju d ic ia l  a n d  A d m in i s t r a t iv e  Im p l ica t ions  o f  H B I 9

Offense MinimumImprisonment MinimumFine MinimumDriver’sLicenseRevocation
Minimum Ignition interlock(proposed Judicial action)' •' vv« .. * Other' ' - , . ■ ■Ignition Interlock Limited License (proposedAdministrative action)'

Class C  felons as per A S 28.35.032(p) (two or more refusal or DUI convictions since 1996, and within ten years preceding the date of the presentoffense)
Two priorrefusalconvictions 120 days SI 0,000 Permanently (under(o) o f this section, this trans-latcs into aminimum o f ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation(s), may require other conditions
N OT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License

Three priorrefusalconvictions 240 days SI 0,000 Permanently (under(o) o f this section, this trans-latcs into aminimum o f ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation! s), may require other conditions
NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License

Four or more prior refusal convictions 360 days S 10,000 Permanently (under(o) o f  this section, this trans-latcs into aminimum o f ten years)

Throughout period o f probation following period o f revocation Shall require vehicle forfeiture, vehicle registration revocation!s), may require other conditions
NOT eligible for an Ignition Interlock Limited License



MADD
R E C E I V E D  Mothers Against Drunk Oriving

1025 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 1200

J A N ' 8 "  * ^ 5

Activism I Victim Services I Education ^  ’ www.madd.org

Dear Senator Stedman:

MADD implores you to pass HB 19, a bill conditioning DWI offenders’ ability to drive on operation of a 
vehicle equipped with an approved ignition interlock device. Drinking and driving is a violent crime of great 
incidence that can be curbed with the use of ignition interlock technology.

Annually, drinking and driving collisions cost the United States over $161 billion. Over 17,000 people 
per year lose their lives to a drunk driver, and hundreds of thousands more Americans become incapacitated 
by a drunk driver. In 2006, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration reported that over a quarter of 
all roadway fatalities in Alaska involved a drunk driver. With passage of HB 19, Alaska can further reduce the 
enormous suffering drinking and driving causes to the Alaska economy and Alaskans.

MADD recognizes HB 19 as a significant step towards eliminating drinking and driving. To truly 
eliminate the possibility of drinking and driving, MADD encourages Alaska to support legislation that will 
mandate ignition interlock driver’s restrictions for all DWI offenders, including first offenders. Statistics from 
the Department of Transportation confirm that over 1/3 of all DWI offenders have previously had a DWI 
conviction. In states such as New Mexico, where mandatory ignition interlock legislation has passed and 
been implemented, there has been a 50%-90% reduction in the rate of DWI recidivism. Studies corroborate 
that most DWI offenders consider ignition interlock devices to be a fair sanction. Additionally, a great 
percentage of the public supports ignition interlock devices as a sanction for all DWI offenders.

MADD appreciates Alaska’s efforts to reduce Alaska’s incidence of drinking and driving, a 
tremendously violent crime. Help MADD preserve more Alaskan lives by passing HB 19. Additionally, 
consider eliminating the possibility of drinking and driving by formulating legislation that will mandate the 
use of ignition interlocks for all DWI offenders.

Sincerely,

i V L X & o U .

Glynn R. Birch
National President
Mothers Against Drunk Driving

http://www.madd.org


M A D D ’S Response to Suggested Amendments to IIB 19 
From an email from Julie Clements, Director of State Legislative Affairs for MADD 

Narda,

I have looked at your materials! You have a pretty good understanding of MADD’s 
position with respect to interlocks (“IIEDs”). I will only add a few changes.M AN DA TO RY IIEI) FOR A L L  OFFENDERS
NM, LA, AZ, and IL arc the 4 states requiring all offenders, even those with one DWI, 
to use an ignition interlock device for a period of time.HARD SUSPENSION O F 30 DAYS-
Across the board, whether the offender has one DWI offense or multiple DWI offenses. 
MADD recommends a hard suspension of license for 30 days but no more. Why? MADD 
knows that 70% of the DWI offenders whose licenses are revoked or suspended, drive 
without a license. MADD wants to minimize the period in which these people could drive 
under the radar-tluis drive without an 11 HD. If the IIHD must be installed on the car 
immediately after the 30 clay hard suspension, an offender has minimal chances for 
driving and evading being held accountable for his actions. However, MADD still wants 
the 30 day hard suspension for any DWI offense. 'I he hard suspension is worthy as a 
general deterrent to not drink and drive- even more so than h is worthy as a specific 
deterrent, thus to those who choose to drink and drive.CO M PLIAN CE-RA SED
MADD believes that all offenders should have interlocks and that the period ol time for 
which an offender has an interlock be compliance-based. MADD clearly recognizes that 
persons with multiple DWI convictions should have an interlock device on their car for a 
lengthier period of time than those without a previous offense. At the same time, MADD 
wants the laws written so there is an incentive to the offender to behave, drive with the 
interlock as he is ordered to do....MADD recommends the IIHD period include the 30 
day hard suspension within it. l;or example, it a first offender is required it) have a IIHD 
on his car for ISO days-he gets credit for the 30 day hard suspension as counting towards 
the I SO days if he demonstrates he can dnve 150 day s without tampering with the IIHD 
or evading use of the IIHD.

What we’re typically seeing is--- 

I '* ollense- 6 months of interlock I year of interlock



2"° offense- 1 to 2 years of interlock use 
3rd offense- 3 years of interlock use 4th offense- 4 years of interlock use
IIEDs FOR FELONSChuck Hurley, M A D D ’s C E O , has not wanted to specifically address what should happen to D W I offenders having committed three or more DW Is in a bill. He does not want M A D D  writing such language, in general, because he feels, given national slats that 1/3 of all D W I offenders arc previous DW I offenders, widespread, mandatory use o f the JIE D  for all offenders, won’t lead to persons with several D W I’s, thus enough in most states to constitute a felony, having to have a IIE D  installed on their vehicle. There is a point at which there will he great returns in the form of fewer and fewer repeat DW I offenders, thus those qualifying for felony charges, having a IIE D  installed in their vehicle and/or driving with a IIED driver’ s license restriction (depending upon how various states define it in their laws) as more first offenders are required to immediately have a IIED  driver’s restriction.

However, M A D D  will support high B A C , repeat offender, and lirst offender IIED  bills that require those convicted o f  a felony to drive with a IIED . In lact, M A D D  is supporting such a bill provision in F L  presently. M A D D  is not going to withdraw its support for a bill which says, “ with four offense, defined in EL as a felony, the convicted must use a IIE D " and so on for fifth, sixth, and seventh offenders who may likely be defined as felons. With the advent o f interlock technology, M A D D  has had to do a ISO in the way it addresses tiie so called hard core offenders. W e’ re no longer in the business o f saying that guy should never drive! We realize that many repeat offenders will drive on a suspended license. At least the technology behind interlocks serves as one practically foolproof way to ensure that the offender’s drinking will be severed from his driving!
I agree with your changes to strengthen I Hi l l>. The Administrative component should he amended to include felons, those convicted o f refusal to have their B A C  tested, and those convicted of D W I. during the period of hard suspension. It should include all offenders! I would amend the judicial component so “ during period o f probation" is deleted.



IN D IG E N TIt is my understanding that a lot of DW I offenders qualify as indigent, thus living in households with wages below the federal poverty line or only 150% o f the FPL. N M  and IL  have a large number of indigent offenders. They did not want these persons to be able to circumvent using IIE D s, so they created Indigent Funds within their respective interlock bills. N M  requires the payment of an administrative fee, even by those deemed impoverished, into a Roadway Fund. This money is then allocated to interlock providers to provide interlocks to those offenders who the court certifies as being indigent. IL  has a similar situation, except the indigent pay nothing once deemed indigent by the courts-not even a $30 administrative fee (as is paid in NM). IL  funds the indigcnts’ interlocks by requiring all interlock providers to pay 5% of their gross interlock sale receipts into an Indigent Fund. The Secretary of State is charged with determining how much money each year needs to be appropriated to the Indigent Fund.
V E H I C U L A R  H O M I C I D EThis is really the only offense one can commit in which M A D D  now agrees they offender should not he able to drive P ER IO D - even with a IIED .
W H A T  A B O U T  I'H E  G U V  W H O  D O E S  N O T  D R IV E ? ? ?There will always be the DW I offender who tries to evade getting a IIED  by saying he does not drive. I le title his car to someone else. I le may claim he sold his car. If this is the ease, M A D D  wants to he sure this driver is also held accountable. M A D D  supports Scram provisions (provisions saying the offender will have to where an electronic monitoring bracelet if he does not get a IIED). Scram is way more costly than IIF.D- about $9/day versus $2-$3 for interlock. Often when given a choice, the offender w ill opt for interlock— this further ensures he won’ t drink and drive! (A Scram device does not have the abi’ ity to curb drinking and driving).



O F F E N D E R S  U N D E R  21No tolerance by M A D D  for any J3AC above .02 for an offender under 21- This person must drive with a I1I2D for an extended period of time!

Narda, let me know if  you want me to draft a letter in support of Alaska’s bill over Glynn Birch, our M A D D  National President’ s signature. I am more than willing to do it. I will provide reasons for why M A D D  supports MB 19.Thanks so much for all o f your hard work as a citizen advocate, Narda! Impressive!
Julie
Julie A. Clements, J.D., M.l'.T.

Director o f  Slate Legislative Affairs fo r  MADD 

(202)- 974-2474

julie.clemeiits(p)madd.org
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March 28, 2008The I lonorable Kevin Meyer State Capitol. Room 515 Juneau, A K  99801-1182Dear Representative Meyer:The Century Council was founded in 1991 and is an independent, national not-for-profit organization headquartered in Washington, D .C. Funded by America’s leading distillers (Bacardi U.S.A .. Inc., Brown-Forman, Constellation Brands, Inc., DIAGEO, Future Brands, LLC , Hood River Distillers, Inc., and Sidney Frank Importing Co. Inc), the Council is dedicated to developing and implementing programs that fight drunk driving and underage drinking. To date, we have hosted nearly 2,200 community events to launch our programs across the nation bringing them to millions of parents, youth, educators, law enforcement officials and traffic safety professionals.Through the years, The Century Council lias worked extensively throughout the nation on anti-drunk driving and underage drinking efforts. Responding to a growing body of research that points to repeat offenders and hardcore drunk drivers as the source of a large and disproportionate share of highway crashes, in 1997 the Council created The National Hardcore Drunk Driver Project. I'he Project serves as a single, comprehensive resource to assist state legislators as well as highway safety officials, law enforcement officers, judges, prosecutors, community activists and treatment professionals in developing programs to reduce hardcore drunk driving.At the national level, flic Century Council supports M A D D ’s Campaign to 
Eliminate Drunk Driving and the Council along with A A A  and the National Transportation Safety Board have formed The Coalition to Eight 
Hardcore Drunk Driving to support state legislative proposals to enact comprehensive and effective solutions to the hardcore drunk driving problem.Hardcore drunk drivers arc those who drive with a high blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of .15 or above, who do so repeatedly, as demonstrated by having more than one drunk driving arrest, and who arc highly resistant to changing their behavior despite previous sanctions, treatment or education efforts.Hardcore drunk drivers arc involved in the majority of alcohol-related traffic fatalities. Crash data shows that drivers with a BAC of .15 are 585 times more likely to be involved in a crash than a non-drinking driver. In



Alaska, 76.9 percenl of drivers with known B A C levels who were involved in alcohol-related traffic fatalities in 2006 had B A C levels of .15 and above according to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. The national average is 59 percent.I ’he Century Council strongly supports the sanction o f ignition interlock devices for hardcore offenders and for offenders who continually refuse to submit to a B A C test. The Council also favors tiered systems that allow for more severe penalties, treatment, and aftercare for hardcore drunk drivers.We defer to judicial discretion for first-time/ non-hardcore offenders and •or that reason we take no position on H.B. 19, which mandates the use of ignition interlock devices for all first offenders regardless of BA C level.Based on our research, we believe that strong laws enabling swift identification, certain punishment and effective treatment are critical fundamental elements necessary to reduce the incidence of hardcore drunk driving and believe that these elements must be coordinated into a statewide system to be effective.Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Erik Strickland. Director ol Government Relations at Straicklandl-@centurvcouncil.org or 202-637-0077.Sincerely,
Ralph Blackman President it CEO


