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State Fatal il los In Mill imir: leeel Million State Fatn11l (ee Is mir 1] . °s 7
Alabama 71A 3. 55 Montana 113 it 1
Alaska 69 -A 173 Nebraska 91 10
Arizona 335 7.8 120 Nevada 11? A 1
Arkansas 3?a 7.3 A1 New Hampshire 102 .2 L2
Californ in 7.,A ]2 3.7 102 Hew Jersey 2A0 7.". 1
Colorado 7.9 83 New Mexico 29 3 1.3
Connecticut 752 3.1 81 New York 095 17.6 .
Delaware 73 .0 127 North Carol inn 6 37 5.9 n
Florida 1,29a 9.7 133 North Dakota 50 .7
Georgia 701 5.A no oh Jo 7A0 10.8 1
Hawaii 77 1.0 77 Oklahoma 779 3.9 \
ldaho 118 .9 131 Oregon 285 2.0 1=
Illinois 55A 11 A A9 Pennsylvan la . 707 11 -1
Ind iana 232 5.5 A7 Rhode Island 50 ° /1 v
lowa 23A 2.9 81 South Carolina 3135 3.1 1/«
Kansas 152 2.A 03 South Dakota 09 .7 1>
Kentucky 108 3.6 AT Tennessee 318 A6 Ll
Louisiana A0l A.2 95 Texas 989 1A .2 /M
Maine 50 1.1 51 Utah 110 1.5 />
Maryland TA1 A.2 176 Vermont Al .5
Massachusetts 222 5.8 38 Virglnia AT79 5.3 Ml
Michigan 719 9.3 é? Washington 320 Aol "1
Minnesota 201 Al A West Virginia 757 2.0 1>
Mississlppi 300 2.5 120 Wisconsin 187 A. 7 [=
Mis_sour 1 ABO A.9 99 Wyoming 70 .5 l-n
*Fatnlity total.!? were determined by gLp”rnepn.~rnieatrR.of... and -are official numbers, but probably le:s Ibis
ac.tual numbers because of under-reporting of Jntoxicated injured drivers. Population totals arc from StatistM

Abstract of the United States, 1982-1983, and are, therefore, an estimate of 1935 population.
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Chapter 77
forfeited under chia section say oa disposed of ac the discretion of
che department. 0 f X T < £ i / * " n n

Sec. 28.35.037. REMISSION OF FORFEITURES; (a) Uorn receiving
notice from the court of the time and place sec for a hearing under
AS 28.35.036. the state shall provide to every person who has an
ascertainable' ownership or security interest in the motor vehicle
written notice that Includeo

(1) a description of the noto? vehiclci

(2) che cioe and place of the forfeiture hearingi

(3) the legal auchoricy under which the motor vehicle may
be forfelcedi

(4" r.ocice of che right to intervene to protect che inter-
est in che trocor vehicle.

.(b) At che hearing, a person who clalns an ownership or security
interest in the motor vehicle must establish by a preponderance of the
evidence that

(1) che petitioner has an interest in che mocor vehicle
acquired in good faithi

(2) a person other chon che petitioner wee convicted ox the
offense chac resulted in the forfeicurei and

(3) before parting with Che motor vehicle, the petitioner
did noc know or have reasonable cause co believe chac it would be used
in che commission of an offense.

ic) If a person satisfies the requirements of (b) of this sec-
tion, che court snail, orcer chac an amounc equal to che value of che

inror—"m in the motor vehicle be paid co che petitioner
or the court shall order chac the motor vehicle oe released so the |
petitioner together with title to the motor vehicle.

Id) Forfeiture it a meter vehicle ur.cer Ai 12.j)5.v2A -s without *

-11- i13 13 ttri.n) ,
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REVIEW RESOURCES FOR PROSECUTORS

.most states, the public prosecutor has a great deal of discretionary power
deciding what cases he wants to try and what charges will be filed. Some
ates allow for the hiring of a private prosecutor if a victim is not satisfied
ith the public prosecutor. In some of those states the public prosecutor must
ant the private prosecutor permission to try the case. Victims should be aware
: their state statutes regarding this procedure.
; most states, prosecutors are subject to review both by the bar association
ad by a state regulatory group usually referred to asa "Prosecutor's Council”
: "Prosecutor Review Board." Call the switchboard of your state capuol
J get the phone number and address 0f such a group. Usually they consist

other protect .ors, so the review is by peers,

few states have what is called a "John Doe Statute" or a "One Man Jury
tatute” m which a person may go directly to a judge if he believes that a
-ime was committed and the prosecutor has not iiied charges. Wisonsin’s
atute follows:

326 John Doe proceeding. If a person complains to a judge that he has
:ason to eelieve that a crime has been committed within his jurisdiction, tne
-oge shall examine the corapiainant under oath and any witnesses produced
v mm and may, and at the request of the district attorney shall, subpoena
ad examine tt'her witnesses to ascertain whether a crime has been committed
nd oy whom committed. The extent to which the judge may proceed in such
nnunauon is wi’hin his discretion. The examination may be adjourned and
-ay be s'cet. .Any witness examined under this section may have counsel
resent at the examination but such counsel shall not be allowed to examine
as client, cross-examine other witnesses or argue before the judge. If it appears
erobable from the testimony given that a crime has been committea and who
tirrtrraiied it, the complaint shall be reduced to writing and signed and verified,;
.-a thereupon a warrant snail issue for the arrest of the accused. Suo.icct to
. J7:.22, the record of such proceeding and the testimony taken snail not
:e open to inspection by anyone except the district attorney uniess it :s used
ey tr.e prosecut.on at the preliminary hearing or the trial of the accused and
hen only to the extentthatis so used.

A defendant must be allowed to use testimony of witnessr at a secret John
Doe proceeding to impeach the same witnesses at the trial, even if the pro-
ecution does not use the John Doe testimony. Myers v. State, 60 W (2d) 248,
:03NW (2d) 311.

immunity hearing must be in open court. State ex rel. Newspapers, Inc. v.
Circuit Court, 65 W (2d) 66. 221 NW (2d) 894.

Person charged as result of John Doe proceeding has no recognized interest
n the maintenance of secrecy in that proceeding. John Doe discussed. State
v. O'Connor. 77W (2d) 261, 252 NW (2d) 671.

No restrictions of the 4ih and 5th amendments preclude enforcement of an
order for handwriting exemplars directed by plresiding judge in John Doc
proceeding. State v. Doe. 73 YV (2d) 161, 254 NW (2d) 210.

See note to Art. I, see. S. citing Ryan v. State, 79 W (2d) 83,255 NW (2d) 910.

This section does not violate constitutional separation of powers doctrine.
John Doe discussed. State v. Washington, 33 W (2d) SOS, 266 NYV f2d) 597
>197S).

3aiance between public’r right to know and need for secrecy in John Doe
proceedings discussed. In re YVis. Familv Counseling Services v. State. 95 W
.2d) 070. 291 NYV (2d) 621 (Ct. App. 1980).

ionr. Doe judge may no issue material witness warrant under 969.01 (2).
State v. Brady, 113 YW (2d) 154, 345 NYV (2d) 533 (Ct. App. 1984),

REVIEW RESOURCES FOR JUDGES

in most states, there is a review procedure for the handi Myof complaints about
.Miges. I: is usually called a "Commission on Judicial Conduct,” a "Judicial
Review Board," or other similar title. Call your iccai bar association or State
Capitol switchboard to iearn what is, variable in your state.

If you rile a compl* t. grievance, or concern, DE SUrE you know the facts.

AFTER TO FILE COMPLAINT
OCAL JUDGE, PRESIDENT SAYS
By Steve McGooigie
Staff Writer of TL. News

The president of the Dallas County chapter of Mothers Against Drunk Driving
said Thursday that her group will file a complaint with the state Commission
on Judicial Conduct against County Criminal Court Judge Haroid Entz in
connection with entt'x handling of a race,.; drunker, ir.vir.g 7Z5C.
" tiio Kirk said Entz acted without authority wnen he allowed Martin V.ireas
7-iverz of Dallas to oiead guilty on Jan. 16 to a misdemeanor mares mat aid
p.ot rrf.ect tne fact that Rivera naa serious i.vure. four -ec?:; i,
-eciucr.t.
Hate initially granted Rivera prooation cut iater re-‘er.tenced Rivera n j
maximum iwo-ycar jail term after Rivera's attorney requested uiat tne guiitv
piea cc voided and that Rivera be given a new trial.

24
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#
Entz said h' granted Rivera pfdW Bon by mistake after reading an incomplete

probatic »ortand after the defendant assured him ih.il there were no injuries
in thi nt. He has maintained he did nothing improper.
Mrs. ... her group will file the complaint against Entz after a court

hearing Thursday to determine whether Enlz should be disqualified from
hearing a request by Rivera's new attorney for a third trial.

Chief misdemeanor prosecutor Mike Gillett requested the disqualification
because he conlended that Entz has shown he cannot be fair to the prosecution.
Retired state District Judge R. C. Vaughan of Sherman ruled at the conclusion
of the hearing that prosecutors had not proved Entz was biased, though
Vaughan said he was bothered by the handling of the case.

ATTENTION CIVIL ATTORNEYS!!

EFFECT OK BANKRUPTCY
ON DYVI JUDGMENTS

The U.S. Constitution and Federal Statues allow liberal urotcction of debtors
through relief in the Bankruptcy Courts. A debtor is allowed to have certain
liabilities discharged by operation of law, rendering the creditor's c;aim
valueless. In bankruptcy, the holder of a cjvil judgment obtained in a iawsuit
against a drunk driver is considered a CIedItOr; and tr.e drunk driver a Debtor.

CHAPTER 7

Art individual debtor has two options m bankruptcy. The most commonly used
is liquidation under Chapter 7 of the Bankruptcy Code. The debtor has most
obligations forgiven and keeps a portion of his or ner assets to facilitate a
"fresh start" after Bankruptcy. The debtor keeps such things as a nomestead.
clothing, household furnishings, personal eifccis, toois of trade ana, generally,
an automobile. '
These are tynicai of tne assets exempted by law from execution io satisfy
judgments. The rest of tr.e assets are returned to secured creditor? rr jiauitiated
isold) to_r-ay the creditors on a pro-rata basis, Certain dETJtS arenot dlSChﬁngd
andforgiven, such as taxes, child support, alimony, and ory iuaemer.es. e
DYV judgment holder should carefully follow the bankruptcy case, ana mignt
consider retaining counsel to be sure the origin of the ciaim is brousnt to tr.e
attention of the Bankruptcy Court, and the r.on-oiscnargeaole nature ot the
debt is noted and even confirmed.

It should be remembered t. at holding a r.on-dischargeable debt is still no
guarantee of collecting any money since the debtor, immediately after bankrupt-
cy. holds only property which cannot be taken to satisfy a judgment. The
creditor holding the DYVI judgment, unlike those creditors whose claims are
discharged, will be able to wait and attempt to collect as the debtor rebuilds
assets following bankruptcy.

CHAPTER 13

An individual debtor couid seek relief under Chapter 13 a: the Bankruptcy
Code and effect an adjustment of his or her debts. The debtor typically pays
a portion of the debts, and has a portion discharged through a court supervised
plan of three to live years. Some debts that would be non-discharceable in
a Chapter 7 liquidation are dischargeable in a Chapter 13 Debt Adjustment
plan. .4 DWIjudgment could be dr charged after a partial payment under such
a pIan. The DYVI judgment holder -mould retain counsel if the deotor attempts
a Chaoter 13 plan. 1he entire plan can be rejected if the Bankruptcy Court
finds it has been pfOpOSEd in "badfaith. "the timing of the bankruptcy, the
amount of the DYV judgment compared to the entire amount of debt, the
effect on the holder of the judgment compared to otr.er creditors, and many-
other factors will be considered by the court in evaluating a clan with an
objecting creditor.

Defeating the enure plan may be the cniy way to prevent the discharge o: tne
DYV judgment. If unsuccessful, the nolder of the DYVi judgment should still
follow the Chapter 13 plan very closeiy, because many doctors do not loilow
through with tneir plan to completion and the discharge of the debts. Some
Chapter 13 pians are converted to Chapter r iiouications w-nere !-e DYYI
judgment is not discharged.

it is not uncommon forattorneys representing oeter.cants ir. iawsuit. to t.ireaten
mat tr.eir client will resort to bankruptcy relief if tne sin: ;s pursued t.i i—cmen:
However, this threat has mucn loss impact on vi.-timo  arar.k -driver- -;cau-.*
ot the prelerentiai ireatment ot such augments in tne hansruntc- ji

—_

MvV.j

LL

N i



25.35.035 Alaska Statutes 25.35.036

Sec. 28.35.035. Administration of chemical tests without
consent, ta) Ifa person is under arrest for an offense arising out ofacts
alleged to have been committed while the person was driving a motor
vehicle while intoxicated, and that arrest results from an accident that
causes death or physical injury to another person, a chemical test may
be administered without the consent of the person arrested to deter-
mine the amount ot'alcoh. in that person's breath or blood.

(bt A person who is unconscious or otherwise in a condition
rendering that person incapable of refusal is considered not to have
withdrawn the consent provided under AS 28.35.031(a) and a chemical
test may be administered to determine the amount of alcohol in that
person's breath or blood. A person who is unconscious or otherwise
incapable of refusal need not be placed under arrest before a chemical
test may be administered.

tc) Ifa chemical test is administered to a person under (a) or th) of
this section, that person is not subject to the penalties for refusal to
submit to a chemical test provided by AS 28.35.032 and 28.35.034.
(S 21 ch 117 SLA 1982: am S 22 ch 77 SLA 1983)

Effect of amendments. - The 1933 revised the internal reference in the
amendment in subsection >a substituted present first sentence and added che
"an offense... drivtne a motor vehicle" for ~ present second sentence.

"the crime ofdrivinc" and in subsection ibi

NOTES TO DECISIONS

Stated in Copeiin v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 245 iFile No. 6174), 664 P.2d 169
No. 3617 (File Nos. 5453. 5708), 259 P.2d  (1983).
1206 '1983" Pena v. State. Ct. App. Op.

Sec. 28.35.036. Forfeiture of motor vehicle, (a) After conviction
of an offense under AS 28.35.030 or AS 28.35.032 involving a motor
vehicie of a type for which a driver’s license is required, the state may
move the court to order the forfeiture of the motor vehicle involved in
the commission of the offense if the convicted person has been previ-
ously convicted in this or another jurisdiction of more than one of the
following offenses or has more than once been previously convicted of
one of the following offenses:

11)  driving while intoxicated under AS 23.35.030 or another law or
ordinance with substantially similar elements: or

«2) refusal to submit to a chemical test under AS 28.35.032 or an-
other law or ordinance with substantially similar elements.

'b> For purposes of this section, convictions for both driving while
intoxicated and for refusal to submit to a chemical test of breath under
AS 23.35.031(a), if arising out of a single transaction and a single
arrest, are considered one previous conviction.

'‘Ci Upon receipt of a motion for forfeiture, the court shall schedule
a hearing on the matter and shall notify the state and the convicted
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> 28.05.00T A Motoii Vehicles > ANT5 (137

person of the time and place set for the hearing. At tht nearing, the
court may order the fc; feiture ofthe motor vehicle if the court, sittinc
without ajury, determines by a preponderance ofthe evidence that the
forfeiture of the motor vehicie will serve one or more of the following

purposes:
11> deterrence of the convicted person from the commission of future
offenses under AS 2S.35.030: \\

(2) protection of the safety and welfare of the public:

i3> deterrence ofother persons who are potential offendersunder AS
25.35.030: or

expression of public condemnation of the serious or aggravated
nature of the convicted person's conduct.

id) Upon forfeiture of a motor vehicle the court shall require the
surrender of the registration arm certificate of title of that motor vehi-
cle. The registration and certificate of title shall be delivered to the
department.

iei If not released under AS 2S.35.037. a motor vehicle forfeited
under this section may be disposed of ac the discretion of the depart-
ment. (S 23 ch 77 SLA 1983)

Sec. 28.35.037. Remission of forfeitures. >a> Upon receiving
notice from the court of the time and place set for a hearing under AS
2S.35.036. the state shall provide to every person who has an ascer-
tainable ownership or security interest in the motor vehicle written
notice that includes

ili a description of the motor vehicle:

(2) the time and place of the forfeiture hearing:

13' the legal authority under which the motor vehicie may be
forfeited:

(41 notice ofthe rightto intervene to protect the interest in the motor
vehicle.

'b> At the hearing, a person who claims an ownership or security
interest in the motor vehicle must establish by a preponderance of the
evidence that

*1' the petitioner has an interest in the motor vehicle acquired in
good faith:

12) a person other than the petitioner was convicted of the offense
that resulted in the forfeiture: and

i3i before parting with the motor vehicle, the petitioner did not
.snow or have reasonable cause to believe that it would be used in the
commission of an offense.

‘ci Ifa person satisfies the requirements o f'bi of this section, the
court shall order that an amount equai to the value ofthe petitioner's
interest in the motor vehicle be paid to the petitioner or the court snail
order that the motor vehicle be reieased to the petitioner together w th
title to the motor vehicie.

| o\y
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25.35.03> Ala?* 3TV ; 25.35.040

id" Forteituro of a motor vehicle unaer As 25.35,036 is witbou:
preiuciiceto tne nent.-. ana does not extmsruish the claims ot a creditor
With an interest in tnhe motor vemcii- s 23 c¢n 77 SLA 19331

Sec. 23.35.03f>.Municipal impoundment and forfeiture.
Notwithstanding otnt-r provisions in this title, a municioality may
adopt an ordinance providing tor the impoundment or forfeiture ot a
motor s-ehicie involved m the commission of an offense under AS
25.35.030.25.35.032. or an ordinance with oiements substantially sim -
ilar to AS 2S.35.030 or AS 2S.35.032. An ordinance tdopted unaer this
section is not required to be consistent witu inis title or regulations
adopted unae>- this title. 23 cn 77 SLA 19S;-'

A rticle 3. Reckiess and Negligent Driving.

Section

v Reckless drivi
2115 Neglﬁgent anvqﬁ

Sec. 2S.35.040. Reckless driving, a; A person who drives a motor
vehicie in the state in a manner which creates a substantial and
unjustifiable risk of harm to a person or to property is guiitv ofreckless
driving. A substantial and unjustifiable risk is i risk of such a nature
and degree that the conscious disregard of it o a failure to perceive it
constitutes a gross deviation irom the stanaard of conduct that a rea-
sonable person would observe in the situation.

1b» A person convicted ofreckiess driving is guilty of a misdemeanor
and is pumshabie by aiine of not more tl an S1.000 or bv imprisonment
for not more than one year or by both.

¢’ Lawfully conducted automobile, snowmobile, motorcycle or other
motor vehicle racing or exhibition events are not subject to the provi-
sions of this section. iS 50-5-4 ACLA 1949: am j 1ch 182 SLA 1955;
am s 1ch 70 SLA 1961: am i 2 ch 121 SLA 1967: am S 1ch 13 SLA
1971: am 3 46 ch 32 SLA 1971: am * 6 ch 74 SLA 1974i

NOTES TO DECISIONS
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HB 52 January 22, 1987
BILL NO: DATE: Y
An Act relating to motor CONTACT - T. Michael Lewis
TITLE: vehicle forfeiture © 465-4374
This bill would provide a stong deterrant to the act of drinking and driving
Pc>e iN th it increases the possibility of forfeiture of the motor vehicle for

own fepe offenses. As the public became more aware of this added sanction,

w  thf would be an increased inclination to seek alternative modes of trans-
Ehfu PO. ,;on when drinking. Although mandatory jail terms, fines and license
; - revocation are effective for first time offenders, these sanctions do not seem
w @ to deter the multiple offender to any great extent.

tho It is felt that the added loss of the vehicle to an offender is an expense and
psM inconvenience that most people would wish to avoid. In the case of the

< »J individual that continues to drink and drive in spite of several alcohol

fh« frelated offenses, the loss of the offenders vehicle would virtually remove

w o this hazardous driver from our highways.

a b ) )
The department supports this bill.

LJLJ

£L William R. Nix
Acting Commissioner

RECEIVED JAN 2 8 1387
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ate referred: 8/87 FURTHER REFERRALS:

DATE: $"? 3 S ?

he Judiciary Committee has considered HB 52

An Act relating to motor vehicle forfeiture."

ECOSB1EKDS:

[ .1 replace with - 1e L the same title

[ 1 attached amendment(s) [ 1 a new title
[ do pass
do not pass
no recommendation
individual recommendations

additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: [ 1 letter of intent

ATTACHES HEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

[ 1 fiscal impact [ 1 same as previous Fiscal note
C ] zero fiscal note published
[ 1 zero with analysis [ ] same as previous zero Tiscal

note published
dgi; SIGHING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

/ 7 <= IV Vv

Chairman's signature



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY P.0. BOXN
JUNEAU, 9A1A200

OFFICEOF THECOMMISSIONER

March 11/ 1987

The Honorable Niilo Koponen
Alaska State Legislature
P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Koponen:

At the request of your staff, 24 convictions for driving
while iIntoxicated OWI) were randomly selected for analysis.

The results are as follows:

Four of the 24 vehicles involved, or 16.6 percent, were
driven by the owners. There were no lien holders or
other registered owners.

Eleven of the 24, or 45.8 percent, were not driven by
the registered owners; however, two of the drivers had
the same last name as the registered owner.

Of the 11 apparently loaned vehicles, eight, or 72.7
percent, had no lien holder.

Five of the 24, or 20.8 percent, were driven by the
owner; no others were listed on the registration, but
there was a lien holder.

One of the 24, or four percent, was driven by the
registered owner; others were listed as registered
owners, but there was no lien holder.

Three of the 24, or 12.5 percent, were driven by the
registered owner; other persons were listed as regis—
tered owners, and there was a lien holder listed.

Thirteen of the 24, or 54 percent, had no lien holder.

One vehicle, or 4 percent, was a model year between
1960 and 1969.

Twelve vehicles, or 50 percent, were model years
between 1970 and 1979.



The Honorable Niilo Koponen -2- March 11, 1987

Eleven vehicles, or 46 percent, were model years
between 1980 and 1986.

Of the 11 Iloaned vehicles, eight, or 72.7 percent,
model years between 1970 and 1979.

trust this information will be of service to you.

Sincerely,

N — -

ames D. Vaden
>eputy Commissioner

Attachment

were



Others

Driven by Listed on
Registered Registration? Lien
Year Make Owner? (more than 1) Holdej
1978 Chevrolet P .U. Yes No No
1981 Subaru Yes No No
1969 Chevrolet Yes No No
1976 Buick Yes No No
1972 Volkswagen No Yes No
1971 Toyota No No No
.1974 Pontiac No No No
1975 Buick No No No
1970 Chevrolet No No No
1973 Chevrolet No No No
774 Mercury No No No
1976 Datsun No No No
1985 Subaru No (SLN)1 No Yes
1984 Ford No (SLN;1 Yes Yes
1984 Chevrolet No Yes Yes
1985 Dodge P.O. Yes No Yes
1984 Chevrolet Yes No Yes
1986 Chevrolet Yes No Yes
1984 Chevrolet Yes No Yes
1978 Chevrolet Yes No Yes
1977 Plymouth Yes Yes2 No
1984 Dodge Yes Yes?2 Yes
1982 Ford P.U. Yes Yes2 Yes
1986 Toyota Yes Yes Yes
1 - (SLN) Driver®s registered owner had same last name

2 - Appeared to be spouses



MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Barnes
FROM: Julia Coster

SUBJECT: CSHB 52 (Judiciary), An Act relating to motor vehicle
forfeiture

DATE: March 17, 1987

HB 52 as it was originally drafted amended AS 28.35.036 by requiring the
prosecutor in a 3rd time DW conviction to move for forfeiture of the
motor vehicle. The problem with this approach, as pointed out by
prosecutor Pat Conheady, is that under this proposal the judge in the
case still has the option of denying the motion for forfeiture.
Apparently in some jurisdictions the prosecutors have voluntarily moved
for forfeiture of the vehicle aftei multiple convictions for DW and the
judges have refused to order the forfeiture. To address this situation
and get at the heart of the problem a Judiciary CS has been drafted.
This CS amends -j 28.35.030 and .032 by requiring the judge to order
forfeiture of the vehicle upon conviction of a 3rd DWM offense or
refusal to submit to a chemical breath test.

Sectional Analysis:

Section 1 - amends AS 28.35.030(c) - (a section prescribing the
sentence for persons convicted of operating a vehicle while
intoxicated) by providing that a court shall order forfeiture of the
vehicle used in commission of the offense if it is the 3rd or more DWI
conviction. The new language specifically mentions that the forfeiture
is subject to remission of forfeiture under AS 28.35.037.

Section 2 - amends AS 28.35.032(g) - (a section prescribing the
sentences for persons convicted of refusing to submit to a chemical
test) with exactly the same language as in section 1.

Section 3 - repeals and reenacts AS 28.35.036 - Forfeiture of Motor
Vehicle. Specifically, new .036 gets rid of the subsections in old .036
which outline the factors the judge should use when deciding whether to

order forfeiture. Under the new CS the judge does not have the
discretion to not order forfeiture, therefore these factors are not
necessary. New .036 also gets rid of extra language which is
incorporated in .030 and .032. Subsection (b) in section 3 is a new.

This subsection was added to set out a specific time frame in which a
3rd party having an interest in the vehicle must assert that claim.

Section 4 - adds a new subsection to AS 28.35..037 - Remission of
Forfeiture. This new subsection makes it clear that a person who has a

3rd party interest in the vehicle may request a hearing to establish
that interest and move for remission of forfeiture of their interest.



MEMCRANDUM
3/20/87

TO: Kep. Fran Ulmer, Vice-Chair,
House Judiciary Committee

RE: HB 52 Forfeiture of motor vehicles

Summary of testimony to date:

Rep. Niilo Koponen, Prime sponsor: '"Alaska ranks third
highest per capita nationwide in alcohol-related accident
fatalities... |In Fairbanks, only one person in three years
has been orde®" ~d to forfeit their car... The primary
intent of HB 52 is to limit drunk driving fatalities...
This legislation may act as a deterrent... It 1is routine
practice of Alaska game wardens to immediately confiscate
cars...prior to completion of the violator®s due process
proceedings."”

Dean Guaneli. Assistant A .G.. Criminal Division: "The
present statute, which permits forfeiture to be pursued in
the discretion of the prosecutor, 1is rarely used by the
state because of the expense involved in litigating
forfeiture cases (see fiscal note)...the criminal sentence
and lengthy license revocation is usually sufficient to
satisfy the state"s interests. ...it is doubtful that
additional forfeitures will be ordered, except in the most
egregious cases. The department therefore believes that
the added cost of filing mandatory forfeiture actions and
litigating competing claims by joint owners and secured
lienholders will provide little in the way of additional
deterrence and public safety.

Bill Ni::. Acting Commissioner. Dept, of Public Safety:
“"This bill would provide a strong deterrent to the act of
drinking and driving in that it increases the possibility
of forfeiture of the motor vehicle for repeat offenses...
It is felt that the added loss of the vehicle to an
offender is an expense and inconvenience that most people
would wish to avoid... the loss of the offender®s vehicle
would virtually remove this hazardous driver from our
highways... The department supports this bill."

Michael L. Wolverton, Assistant Public Defender: . ..we
believe that the proposed amendment vrould not serve to
punish defendants in any appreciable way but would instead
create an expensive, time consuming, and generally
fruitless exercise for the criminal ju~fd-e system as a
whole. In our experience, the vast majority of defendants
who would be subject to the provisions of this xaw do not



own che vehicles that they wete driving at the time they
were apprehended. ...t could very well devolve into a
confrontation between the state and the legal owner, who
could be a completely innocent third party who owned the
vehicle outright, or an equally completely innocent
lienholder, such as a lending institution or financing
agency. In addition, tht, ;e forfeiture proceedings would
typically involve vehicles whose value would not warrant
the exercise.

James Vaden. Deputy Commissioner, Public Safety ...24
convictions for DWI were randomly selected foi analysis.
4 of 24 vehicles were driven by owners. (See memo
attached)

Vehicle forfeiture procedures:

Vehicles are very rarely forfeited for DWI in Alaska.
Karla Forsythe could only find one case in Failrbanks and
none at all in Anchorage that any judge could recall.

AS 28.35.036 (@) provides that the D.A. may move the court
to order the forfeiture of the motor vihirle involved in
the commission of the offense if...[3rd offense].

AS 28.35.036 (¢) provides that upon receipt of a motion of
forfeiture, the court shall schedule a hearing on the
matter. At the hearing the judge (without a jury)
determines by a preponderance of the evidence that the
forfeiture of the motor vehicle will serve one or more of
the following purposes:

-deterrence of the convicted person

-protection of the safety and welfare of the public
-deterrence of other personw who are potential offencers
-expression of public condemnation of the serious or
aggravated nature of the convicted person®s conduct.

The court shall require the surrender of the registration
and title. If the vehicle is not released through
remission, the vehicle may be disposed of at the
discression of the department.

Examples:

If there is a lienholder, he is able to get his interest
remitted. IT a person is convicted for the third time of
DwWl, the D.A. may (shall under HB 52) move the court for
forfeiture. If the court orders forfeiture, the state
must notify anyone with an ownership interest in the
vehicle. If there is a lien, under remission procedures
the lienholder will be able to have his interest returned.
IT there is no lien, the state may dispose of the vehicle
as i1t pleases (e.g.- sell or use as undercover vehicle).
So, if the vehicle is sold by the state for $8,000 and
there is a $6,000 lien, the state gets the difference and
the driver is out what he or she has put into it. If the
vehicle is owned outright, the driver 1is out the total
cost of the vehicle.
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PUBLIC DEFENER AGENCY ail State
of Aled@, Department of Law,
Aliats,

V.

SUPERIOR COURT, THIRD JUDICIAL
DISTRICT, tellec.

No. 2071

Siijmviih" Court of Alaska.
April 9, 1975,

Because of divorced father's arrearage
in child support, the court trustee moved
for an order to show cause to issue against
father. The Superior Court, Third Judi-
cial District, James K. Singleton, J., or-
dered the Eublic defender to represent fa-
ititr and the Attorney General's office to
prosecute and public defender agency and
department of law aﬁpealed. The Supreme
Court, Connor, J., held that although the
Attorney General has power to prosecute a
civil cou.cmpl for jnsupport proceeding,
court does not have power to control the
exercise of the Attorney General's discre-
tion as to whether he will lake action in
any particular cases; that it would violate
doctrine of separation of powers to charge
the court t'ustee with the duty to prosecute
contempt audits; and that the public de-
Ienhder IS empov..-ed to represent indigent
ather.

Reverse in part and affirmed in part.
Fitzgerald, J., did not participate.

1 Conterpt C41, 43 _

Civil contempt proceedings can nor-
mally only he initiated by the aggrieved
party or by one who has an interest in the
right to he protected.

2 Attormey Gareral 0=7

In light of the substantial state inter-
est m tlie enforcement of child support or-
ders, contempt of such an order is a viola-
tion of state law within meaning of statute
providing that the Attorney General shall
prosecute all cases involving violation of
state law. AS 09,55.210, 11.35.010, 11.35.

tf.l, 25.25.1ll0 et set), 44.23.020, 47.25.310 et
eq.

3 Attormey Gareral 0=0

Generally, an Attorney General has
those powers which existed at common law
except where they are limited by statute or
conferred upon some other state official.
AS 44.23.020.

4. Attorrey Goreral 0=7

Under the common law, an Attorney
(ieneral is empowered to bring any action
which lie thinks necessary to protect the
public intcrc*t and possesses the corollary
power to make any disposition of the
state's litigation which lie thinks best. AS
14.23.020.

5 Attorrey reoral 0=7

Attorney General's discretionary con-
trol over the legal business of the state,
hoth civil and criminal, includes the initia-
tion, prosecution and disposition of cases.
AS 14.23.020.

6. Grstituticel Law 0=73

When an act is committed In executive
discretion, the exercise of that discretion
within constitutional bounds is not subject
to the control or review of the courts.

7. Grstitutical Law 0-58 _
Alaska recognizes the separation of
powers doctrine.

8 Gostitutiael Law 0=73

Under the separation of powers doc-
trine, court does not have power to control
the exercise of the Attorney General's 'is-
creiion as to whether lie will take any ac-
tion in any particular cases of contempt
for luuisupport of child. AS 44.23.020.

9 Courts 0=73 _ _
Court may not combine prosecutorial
and jt livial functions,

D Qrstitutiasl Law 0=73

It would violate doctrine of separation
of powers to charge court trustee with
duty to prosecute a civil contempt for non-
support proceeding. W.S.A. 247.29; 31.C.
1A § w250 AS 09.55.210: Rules of
Civil Procedure, rule o*

W7, -v

/A w

(b)

(7

(he

I>1(
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1. Parent ard Chilld G=8.39)

Public defender is empowered to rep-
resent indigen' father in a civil contempt

for iionsupport proceeding. \S 1S.X5.100,
1X,S5.170(5)(A).
. Statutes G21903)

Continuous, contemporaneous  and

practical interpretation of statute by execu-
tive officers and courts is a valuable aid in
determining meaning.

R Parent ard Chilld G3.309)

Fact that statute providing for legal
services by the public defender agency to
indigent persons charged with a serious
crime antedated judicial decisions concern-
ing right to counsel did t'ot preclude deter-
mination that the agency was authorized to
represent indigent father in a civil con-
tempt for nonsupport proceeding. AS 18-
XoInf>, 18,85.170(5) (A).

Lawrence J. Kulik, Asst. Public Defend-
er, Herbert 1). Soil, Public Defender, An-
chorage, for appellant—Public Defender

Agency.
Gerald \V. Marklmm. Asst. Any. lien.,
Anchorage, Norman C. Gorstieh, Atty.

lien., Juneau, for appellant Stale.
Duncan Campbell Webb, Anchorage, for
appellee.

Before RABIXOWITZ, C.J.. and CON-
NOR, ERWIN and BOOCIIEVER, JJ.

CONNOR, Justice.

This case presents questions about the
manner in which civil child support orders
should be enforced. In particular, this
case involves a determination of who
should prosecute and defend in such pro-
ceedings.

The facts which give rise to the present
controversy are as follows:

Upon divorce in 1968, Agnes Johnson
was awarded custody of the six children of

Judge Siiittleiun found that i |s§u§s e arp
repre enﬁatlon wentseparateﬁ Istin r
L (;Jr(? ems facing .Mr. Jo q ami t

IS Order on tin: rﬁtter was fina Wlthouﬁ
determining whether this order was fina
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her inarrigage to John Johnson. Mr.
Johnson was ordered to pay monthly child
support of $125 plus a 3% collection
charge through tnv court trustee. Because
of substantial arrearage, the court trustee
moved on January .1 or 4. 1973, for an ai-
der to show cause to issue against Mr.
Johnson. Superior Court Judge Singleton
held a pretrial conference on the matter
with a representative of the Department of
Law and with Herbert Soil, the Public De-
fender. They discussed the possibility of
ihe Department of Law prosecuting the ac-
tion anti the Public Defender Agency de-
fending it. Judge Singleton then directed
the two agencies to submit briefs on the le-
gal and practical problems involved in such
an arrangement. He also directed the
court trustee to submit a brief on the fac-
tual issues and on the position of the court
trustee with regard to the prosecution of
contempt proceedings for non-support
After consideration of the materials 'ub-
mitted, Judge Singleton ordered the Put be
Defender, over objection, to represent Mr
Johnson and the Attorney (iencral's otnce.
again over objection, to prosecute. Tin
parties seek review of this order.’

The issues presented for review are:

1 May the superior court order the At-
torney General to prosecute a civil con-
tempt for iionsupport proceeding?

2. Is the :ourt trustee the proper par:,
to prosecute such a proceeding?

3. Gan the Alaska Public Defender
consistent with the Alaska Public Is
fender Act, be ordered to defend an
leged contcmnor in a civil non-suppu:
action ?

The Attorney General

Before the validity of the order to prme
cute can lie considered, it is first ncccssarj
to determine whether the Attorney Gener-
al's office has any authority to proceed s.
the area of enforcement of support orders

within tlie immning <4 Alaska Civ.lt.

we find timt this appeal meets the roiuirr
meats af a petition fur review set forth r
App.lt. 21(a).
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[1] The type of contempt involved here
has traditionally been considered as falling
on the civil side nt the court, although we
have recognized that it may have certain
criminal overtones. Otton v, Zahorar, 525
I'2d 557 (Alaska 1974); Johansen .
State, Il P.2d 750 (Alaska 1971). Civil
contempt.s are designed

"'to preserve a id enforce the rights of
private parties to suits, and to compel
obedience to orders and decrees made
for enforcing the rights and administer-
ing tlie remedies to which the court has
found them to be entitled.

[They] are civil, remedial and coercive

In their nature, and the parties chiefly in

interest as to their conduct and prosecu-

tion are the individuals whose private
rights and remedies they v.ere instituted
to enforce." United States ex rel. Xoyes

v. Wood, 6 Alaska 255 (1920).

Such civil contempt proceedings can nor-
mally only lie initiated by the aggrieved
party or hy one who has an interest in the
nght to he protected. In re Paleais, 2% [*
A -107 (2d Cir. PUI); “Civil and Crimi-
nal Contempt in the Federal Courts". 17
I'R.D. 167. 172 (1955). The interest nec-
essary iias often been characterized as
"primary” or "pecuniary."  MacNeil V.
United States, 236 F\2d 49, 153 (1st Cir.
1956) cert, denied, 352 U.S. °12, 77 S.I't.
15", 1 I-Fd.2d 119 (1056); Williams v. Ib-
erville Parish School Board, 275 F.Sup[).
542, 545 éF.D.La.!"G?); Saveli v. Savel,
213 Miss. 860, 58 So.2d 41, 43 (1052).

The relevant duties of the Attorney Gen-
eral are found in AS 44.25.1120:

“tbl The attorney general shall

~(2) represent the state in all civil ac-
tions in which the stale isa party;

2 The doctrine of parens i-atriac refers io
(lie inherent power mid niithorii.e of die state
P provide protection of tin- person mid prop-
eiv of a person non sni juris. ‘'Varner
Bros, i"leturi's v. lIti'odcl. 17" I'L'd 57. (it
(t'ill.LApp.1947). I'nder tin* doctrine iln* slate
litis the sovereign power of guardianship over
infants, ilcllou v. I'rawley. 211 low.-i gptj,
Il NA\Y.2u till. 70-71 (1711 The right of
the stall* to exercise guardianship over a child
(iocs not depend on a statute* asserting that

(3) prosecute all cases involving viola-
tion of state law, and file informations
anti prosecute all offenses against the
revenue laws and other state laws where
there is no other provision for their
prosecution

12| In light of the substantial state in-
terest in the enforcement of child support
orders, we find that contem{)t of such an
order is « ' 'ation of state law within the
meaning . .S 44.23.029(b)(3). Tradi-
tionally, ti.. stales have been legitimately
concerned with the area of family law,
and. under the. doctrine of parens patriae?
m particular, in the promotion of the wel-
fare  of children dwelling within their
boundaries. This interest I1s prompted, at
least in part, by the fact that the state is
viewed as the ultimate source of a child’s
support in the event his parents should tail
him. Johansen v. State, supra, at 765.

Alaska has manifested this interest hy
making wilful non-support a misdemea-
nor, AS 11.35.01", AS 11.35.090; hy pro-
viding for support of @ minor when he is
removed from the home, AS 47.25.310 et
-eq.; by participation in a state-federal
program to aid dependent children, AS 47.-
25.310 et seil.; and through its participa-
tion under the Uniform Reciprocal En-
forcement of Support Act, AS 25.25.010 et
sc(,u has also set up a program whereby
the court trustee monitors payments under
support orders, and lakes steps preliminary
in formal contempt proceedings to encour-
age payment of any arrearage. AS 09.55.-
210; Alaska CivR. 67. The interest of
the stale is adequate to support the author-
ity of the Attorney General to proceed un-
der AS 44.25.020A

power. Tilt* slate's protective power depends
upon tin* presence of the infant within its
icrriltirial limits, and not upon the place of
his ilond il or his ownership of property
within (lie suite. Fiiilny v. Finlay, 240 N.Y.
120. Ms* N.[=. (i2l. 1i25 (1P25) ; -12 Ain.,!nr.2tl
Infants I 14 (itimu.

3 From liiuli-rials siihniilled io the trial court,
it is apparent that, as a practical matlor, the
Attorney (ienernl's office has neither the hud-
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134' The authoritﬁ to proceed under AS
*14.23.020 does tot, however, empower the
court to order the Attorney General to
prosecute any particular contempt for
non-_supﬁort. Generally, an attorney gener-
al hits those powers which existed at com-
mon law except where they are limited hy
statute or conferred upon some other
state official. Pierce v. Superior Court, 1
Cal.2d 759. 37 P.2d 460 (1954); Van Riger
v. Jenkins. 140 N.J.Eg. 99, 45 A.2d 344
11946); People v. Debt Reducers, Inc., 5
Or.App. 322, 484 P.2d 869 #1971). AS 44.-
23.020 indicates that the office of the At-
torney General is to function with those
powers and duties normally ascribed to it
at common law:

'm) The attorney general shall .

(7) perform ali other duties required
b}/llaw or which usually pertain to the
office of the attorney general in a state.”

[4,5] Under the common law, an attor-
ney general is empowered to bring any ac-
tion which he thinks necessary to protect
the public interest, and he possesses the
corollary power to make any di3ﬁosition of
the state’s litigation which he thinks best.
State v. Einch, 128 Kan. 665, 280 P. 910
(1929). This discretionary control over
the legal business of the state, both civil
and criminal, includes the initiation, prose-
cution and disposition of cases. United
States v. San Jacinto Tin Co., 125 U.S.
213, 219, 8 S.Ct. 850, 31 L.Fd. 747 (1888);
Federal Trade Commission v. Claire Fur-
nace Co., 211 US. 160, 1L 17 S.Ct. 553,
71, LEd. 978 (1927); Smith v. United

gel nor (lie manpower to effectively prosecute
till of the support orders which are presently
in arrears. An effective resolution of the
problems present in the urea of ehild support
can only be made by the legislature through
the appropriation of additional funds to the
Department of Law for prosecution of con-
tempt proceedings or through the establish-
ment of an independent office charged with
the enforcement of support orders. All we do
today is to find timf the Attorney General,
if he so chooses, lias llit- legal authority to
carry out his duty to prosecute.

o Sec Lira v. Billings. Ill(i Kan. 721 414
P2d 13, 11 (10(1(1), where the Kansns Sn-
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State-S 375 F.2d 243, 246-17 (5th Cir,
1967); United States v. Cox, 342 F.2d 167
(5th Cir. 1965); Boyne v. Ryan, 100 Cal.
265, 34 P. 707 (1893): Ames v. Attorney
General, 352 Mass. 246, 124 X.E.2d 51l
(1955).

[6,7] When an act is committed to ex-
ecutive discretion, the exercise of that dis-
cretion within constitutional bounds is not
subject to the control or review of the
courts. To interfere with that discretion
would be a violation of the doctrine of sep-
aration of powers. Although the Alaska
Constitution does not expressly address it-
self to the doctrine of separation of powers,
we have noted that often what is implied
IS as much a part of the constitution as
what is expressed. Wade v. Nolan, 414
P.2d 689, 698 (Alaska 1966). The state
constitution is divided into a number of
separate articles. Since Article Il con-
cemns the executive branch, it can fair-
ly he implied that this state does recog-
nize the separation of powers doctrine.s

Both federal and state courts have con-
sistently and carefully observed the line
which divides their branch of government
from that of the cxecuti*c.s They have
held that the Attorney General cannot lie
controlled in either his deci ion of whether
to proceed, or in his disposition if the pro-
ceeding.

"In that field, the discretion of the At-
torney General is plenary, lie is a con-
stitutional officer , . . and, as
such, the head of the state's legal depart-
ment. His discretion ;m to what litiga-

prcnm I'nurl acknowledges (hut (lie iloetriue
is implied from the existence of the three
separate consiinitioiml| provisions.

5. O’'Donnghiie v. T'niteil States, 289 (I.S, 51(1,
530, 53 S.Ct. 710, 77 L.Ed. 1350 (1(133);
Nashville 10 Steering Committee v. Elling-
ton. 387 K2d 171, 185 (lith Cir. 1907), cert,
denied. 390 U.S. 021. S8 S.Ct. 857, 1)) L.Ed.
2d 982 (1908) ; California State Employee
Assoc, v. State. 32 Cul.App.3il 103, 108 Cal.
Itptr. 00. 04 (1973) ; Marrone v. State, 45s
I"2d 730. 739-10 (Alaska 1909). State v.
Cabbage, 210 A.2d 555. 504 (Del.19(g)).

PUBLIC DEFENDER A"

tion shall or shan not In
him is beyond the cotitru
officer or department i
State ¢X tel IVtersuii v. |
I'M Minn, 427. 254 XW
(1934)."

I he order to prosecute In
Court overstepped this line a
trm_g_ement upon the discrcti
residing in the executive lira
order Is not v.ithin the p<
court.

[s] We conclude that,
have jurisdiction to entertain
to find, as we have, the cxisf
authority, we do not have pen
the exercise of tin- AttorneY
eretion as to whether he will
any particular cases of route
support.

Tlic Court Trustee

The Department of Law
the court trustee would be a
priate party to institute the
tion. In at least two states ¢
ccs are empowered to institi
proceedings for violation of st
Wisconsin - Stats.Anno. § 2
Supp. 1974-75);  Michigan C
552.251, M.S.A. §25.171 (1967

AS H9.55.2H) provides:

“Jiiili/nieiil. n a judgment
lor divorce or action deck
riage void or at any time
incut, the court may prov

fi. See, e il.. Eniled States v.
167 (5tli fir. 19115), cert, dr
935, 85 s.ft. 17)7. 14 L.Ed.2
Slates v. Woody, 2 .2d 202 (
In re Grand Jury .Jami.ury, 3L
(D,Mil. 197(1) ; Jhanc i* Ityan
31 I\ 7>7 (18931; llcnmtm
298 Ky. 032. 183 s.w."d §I7
v. Attorney General. 332 Mass,
2d 511 (1955); .State ex
Voting. 44 Wyo. 1, 7 1'2d 2111
tenor ot nil of linsc derisions
are eertuiti areas, which inrlui
of whether to pro- me and h
in which lie- Attorney Genera
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sion shall nr shall not he instituted hy
him is heyoud the control of any other
officer 0" department of the state."
State ex rel Peterson v. 4itv of Fraser,
191 Minn. 427, %1 XAY. 770, 778-79

(1934).0

The order to prosecute hy the Superior
Court overstepped this line and was an in-
fringement upon the discretionary powers
residing in the executive branch. Such an
order 15 not within the province of the
court.

[s] ~ We conclude that, although we

have jurisdiction to entertain this ease and
to find, as we have, the existence of legal
authority, we do not have power to control
rive exercise of the AttorneY General's dis-
cretion as to whether he will take action in
any particular cases of contempt for non-

wUpport.

The Court Trustee

The Department of Law suggests that
le court trustee would he a more appro-
priate parly to institute the contempt ac-
tion. In at least two states court appoint-
ees are empowered to institute couiteinpt
proceedings for violation of support orders.
Wisconsin  Stats.Anno.  247.2" [West
Supp.1'74-751:  Michigan Compiled Laws
552.251, M.S.A. § 25.17! (1967i.

\5 "".55.21(Lprovides:

"Jiiili/inenl. In a judgment it an action
for divorce or action declaring a mar-
riage void or .it ary time after judg-
ment. the court may provide

@ ST > /. !tjo4 Stales v. fox. F2 -V
107 il Cir. ANMrO, crri. denied, 1xi I1°.S.
935, Vi S.ct. 1707. Nl L.I".d2d 700; I"niled
States V. Wnndy. g I"Wii 202 (1 (.Moot. 11121) :
In re 1,2 liiry Wiy, S FSilij,. 002
(I>.Md,1970i : Bnyne v. Ryan, loo Cat. 2I!5,
21 . 707 (bo.d):  Jlei faiiii v. Murlidge,
21ls Ky. lit2, 1st! S.WyJdd M*7 (liM11 : Ames
v. Attuilicy (im.er.il. :1:12 MBSS. 210. 121 X.K.
2d 571 11571 ; State ex rel Wilson w.
Young. 14 W.vo. 0. 7 P2.1210 (19321. The
tenor of all of these derisions is thet there
air certain areas, which inellide the decision
of whether 1) pri-Si-i-utc and how lo pi‘urceil,
iii which the Attorney General has t-nmplcie

151 for tile anointment of one or more
trustees to collect, receive, expend, man-
age, or invest, in the manner the court
directs, any sum of money adjudged for
the maintenance of the wife or the nur-
ture and education uf minor children
committed to her care and custody;"

Civil Rule 67 provides:

"(li) In any action where é)ayment of
moneys for purposes of child support is
ordered, payment shall lie made to
court trustee appointed hy the preside
superior court judge, unless attotl
method is ordered hy t> otit tm
cause.”

Facially, this statute and rule do not appear
to prohibit a court trustee from prosecut-
ing contemﬁt actions in non-support eases.
However, the functions performed by court
trustees are not uniform throughout this
stale. We take judicial notice that m some
districts thi court trustee works closely
with family c-.urt judges and often serves
as a master in divorce proceedings.

[9,101 A well established principle of
law is that the court may not combine
prosecutorial and judicial functions. Unit-
ed States v. Jacipiillon, 46" F.2d 380, 387
(5th Cir. 1"72), cert, denied 41" U.S. 938.
93 S.Ct. 1400, 35 L.Ed.2d 604; State v.
Browder, 486 1'.2d "25, 939 (Alaska 1971).
Although this precept most often arises in
tite criminal context, it is equally applicable
in tin- civil area where the conflict of in-
lerc-" and the combination of functions is
a- readily apparent. For this reason, it
uouM be unwise if not unconstitutional, as
a violation of the doctrine of separation of

i-iiiiinil. mill tin- court will in mi way inter-
fere with thul emit ul, at least mil hy com-
pelling lie- officer to perform no tie! en-
trustci! In his ilisi-ieiiiii. Some i-muis have,
however, iinlii-nteil Several of these eases tiro
-ipplieahle in the situation at hand. it. ¥,
K\ parte Young. 209 C.S. 123. 2X S.Ct. 441.
52 I,.Kil. 714 (ltiOSi; t oiled states v. Cox,
312 1-ygl 117 15th Cir. 19(sil, eerf. deli.. 3X1
t's. 93 vi SCL 1707, 1t 1.1-M21 70
Coiled Stales- ex rel. Schneider v. Kspi-rdy.
PIS I-.Snpp. 1140 (S.D.X.Y.1952), writ ili.sin.,
S.D.N.Y.. los RSupp. 911, affd 205 R2d
212 (2d Cir. 1953); People v. Nexvi-iiioer,
2s| 111.315. 120 N.II. 244 (191X).
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powers, to charge the court trustee with
the iluty to prosecute contempt actions.

I'lie Public Dt'/ce.ilrr
The trial court lonnd that the defendant
in a contempt for non-support proceeding
is entitled to court-appointed counsel if he
I, indigent, a finding which is m agree-
ment with our recent decision in Otton v.
Zahorac, supra. The Public Defender rec-
ognizes that the defendant has the right to
counsel, but argues that the agency I not
empowered to provide such representation.
The legislation creating the Public De-
fender Agency states that the services of
an attorney and concomitant legal services
are to he provided hy the Public Defender
Agency to
"(a) An indi%ent person who is being
detained hy a law enforcement officer in
connection with it serious crime, or is
under formal charge of having commit-
ted, or is being detained under a convic-
tion of a serious crime, or is on proba-
tion or parole, or is entitled to represen-
tation under the Supreme Court Rules of
Children’s Procedure, or against whom
commitment proceedings for mental ill-
ness have been initiated . . . AS
18.55.1IW).
AS 18.85.17015)(A) defines a “serious
crime” as including "a criminal matter in
which a person is entitled to representation
hy an attorney under the Constitution of the
State of Alaska or the United States Con-
stitution." This court has defined a "crim-
inal prosecution” as any offense for which
incarceration could be a direct penalty, and
from this definition have flowed the rights
to jury trial and court-appointed counsel in
misdemeanor cases, based upon constitu-
tional considerations.  Baker v. Citg of
Fairbanks, 471 P.2d 386 (Alaska 197(L);

7. While the discretion of Alaska l.egal Ser-

vices in accepting clients is not unlimited
(42 U.S.C. §280")(a) (3), Pinuniek v. Watts.
490 1'2d 4S3 lAlaska 10711). no authority
lias been brought to our attention suggesting
that nu indigent is foreclosed from seeking
the assistance of Alaska Legal Services in
the prosecution of child non-support contempt
actions.

534 PACIFIC REPORTER, A1 SERIES

Alexander v, City of Anchorage, 490 1'2d
"Id (Alaska 1971).

111) In Johansen v. State, 491 1'.2d 759
(Alaska 1971), we went beyond traditional
classifications and, in esseree refused to
classify contempt for non-support as either
totally civil or totally criminals In Otton
v. Zahorac, supra, we held that the indi-
gent defendant in a non-support contempt
proceeding is constitutionally entitled to
court-appointed counsel. Thus, under AS
18.85.170(5)(A), the Public Defender s
empowered to represent Mr. Johnson; the
agency is to act in criminal matters, and a
criminal matter under that statute is one in
which a person is entitled to representation
either under the state or federal constitu-
tions.

[12] The agency's primary argument is
that, since the passage of the empowering
statutes antedates our judicial decisions
concerning right to counsel s the Ieﬂislator,
could not possibly have intended this cla>-
of defendant to he represented hy the
Agenc?/. This argument is at odds with
general precepts of statutory interpreta-
tion. Legislation is most often prospective
in nature and couched in terms broad
enough to embrace future applications
which are not and cannot be foreseen with
precision at the time of enactment. Con-
tinuous, contemporaneous and practical in-
terpretation by executive officers and the
courts is a valuable aid in dctcruiiinin;
meaning, and judicial interpretation is con-
clusive. Legislative inaction can lie evi-
dence of intent, although it is not alway. *
reliable guide.o In Alexander v. City <
Anchorage, supra, our mteré)retatlon re-
sulted in significantly expanded authority
for the Publi, Defender Agency. Th:
case reasoned that since an indigent dr-

Q(See (ihﬁjgg\i\yim v. Gy, SO 1N

Q The statutes vere pessed In M) G 1«
10 SLA 199).

D 2A 1 Stterdad. Satutes A el
Cistrietiim $ 001910 ¢@h IMS =

PUBLIC DEFENDER AG

fendant 1is entitled to rvprc
counsel when a direct penalty
earecration, it follows that a
fense is a serious matter am
crime" within the meaning o

Defender Act. 490 B.2dat916.

[13] Although the legislal
time of enactment of the act, it
foreseen the development of tht
area and, therefore, might not
seen this precise application i
there is also no indication that
to exclude this class of defcik
representation. To so include til

violence to the rules of
construction.”

As we have noted above, t
incut of child support orders
with the public interest. This i:
which the legislature could fasl
and more effective system to c
it, Again, Pudge ary limitstjniH
ﬁlvel reclude the agency grom_
an ade u_:fte HOb qn this type of i
ever, until there I< an uppropriat
roseciltion oI these ﬁF\SﬁS the Inc.

ggencys caseload” will"he’ minima
534 P.an—601.1



SIRIHP

0,1 e

PUBLIC DEFENDER AGCY, v. SUPERIOR CT., THIRD JUD. DIST. Alaska 953
aifs. Aimidi, it F o/

fendant s entitled to representation hy
counsel when a direct penalty may he in—
carceration, it follows that any such of—
fense Is a serious matter and a "'serious
crime” within the meaning of the Public
Defender Act. 4°J0 1.2 at 916.

[13J Although the legislature, at the
time of enactment of the act, may not have
foreseen the development of the law in this
area and, therefore, might not have fore—
seen this precise application of the act.
there is also 110 indication that it intended
to exclude this class of defendants from
representation. To so include them does 110
violence to the rules of statutory
construction.l

As we have noted ahove, the enforce—
ment of child support orders is affected
with the public interest. This isan area in
which the legislature could fashion a new
and mitre effective system to enforce the

Il. Again, budgetary limitations nmv effec-
tively preclude tin* agency from performing
an ailctpiate job on this type of ease. How-
ever, until there is an appropriation for the
prosecution of these cases, the increase in the
agency's caseload will ho minimal. This is

Pa-&»

parental obligation to furnish child sup—
port. Wc recommend that the legislature

consider the enactment of new legislation

in this field, In particular, we note that,

under the present scheme, the custodial

parents and children are often unable to

afford private counsel and are thus unable

to enforce child support orders. We hope

that the legislature will rectify this “.na—
tion as soon as possible by providing a

means of efficiently and effectively en—
forcing a child"s right to support payments.

Until such a system is created, a child3

right to support will be unfairly burdened

in that, unlike the non-custodial parent, the

child and the custodial parent will have no

guarantee that a publicly supported attor—
ney will vindicate their rights under the

child support order.

Reversed in I"art and Affirmed in 13art.

ITI"/.tiKRAU), J.. not participating.

within the area of the legislature's discretion.
Nothing we have said forecloses the indigent
defendant in a child non-support contempt
proceeding from seeking the aid of Alaska
l.egal Services.
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ARREST DATA
Month st 2nd
Novg4 455 109
Dec 529 124
Total 1034 233
ARREST DATA
Mon th Ist 2nd
Jangs 506 117
Feb 333 87
Mar 494 110
Ap 1 S$s0 89
May 413 113
Jun 439 110
Ju 1 390 97
Aug 336 iir
Sep 334 92
Oct 388 9 1
Nov 296 94
Dec 343 121
Total 4963 1242
REVOCATToFt jaTa
v

Mon [ h let 2nd
Jan %53 i16
Feb 92 105
Mar 171 90
Ap 1 255 t
May 209 32
Jun 313 103
Ju 1 236 70
Aug 329 38
Sep 5 4
Oct iil 162
Nov 4 37
Dec 36' 137
Total 3545 1097

1\> ..C

y ( tor tutl

1985

Number of
Lisenses
Pevoked

3rd
30
23

Ref

53 1

1935

Number of

Licenses
Revoked

1936
ddumber of
Licenses
Revoked

3rd
42

46
2
30
41

49
34

L

fV4rTIIN 7

Ref

1\»1

72
94

66

Ref.

53
60
72

98

v
bs
49
55
65
62
54
64
56
62
32
56
53

33

STATEW

Total

1370

STATEW

Opon oo oo
o, L, Y cwuwr o
D oo wO U o wo o

5570

STIVTEWT DE*

Lf

Total
"5*1
443
233
fsa
ST
457
405
45 1
432
452
331
543

5113

30 Hard
60 Soft
Limit st 2nd
T r 15 4
152 7 3
293 22 7
DE
30 Hard
60 Soft
Limit Ist 2nd
233 20 !
15 1 13 4
125 17 6
133 11 iy
111 12 3
121 24 7
143 8 2
109 8 3
111 11
1o 1 12 %
93 5 4
56 3 1
1547 144 41
30 Hard
60 Soft $uk
Limit  lst 2nd
ft3 10 Y
114 5
93
95
95 5
125 3
70 3
5 3 4
) o
0r
i 5
33 4 1
1032 52 15

Number of
Revoca t.
Rec inded
3rd Ref. Total Arrest
0 1 2% 6 1
1 1 1 78
1 2 32 140
Number ot
Revoca t.
Rec inded
3rd He I . lotal Arrest
0 0 21 68
0 0 17 46:
0 5 23 65i
1 2 It m 701
3 1 19 511
2 4 37 6i;
1 1 12 521
1 ' L 06.
0 19 53;
0 16 53"
0 1 10 42t
0 t b ‘507
8 19 212 6782
Number of
Revoca t.
Rec inded 4
3rd Ref. Total Arrests
0 1 13 529
6 13 456
3 29 1
1 5 363
7 2SB
4 461
408
1 46 1
438
459
389
554
8 9 84 £5352
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MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter

P.O. Box 1167
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

February 19, 198/

House Judiciary
P.O. Sox V
Juneau, Ak 99811

To: House Judiciary Committee
Re: HB 52, Department of Law Fiscal Mote

The Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter of MADD suoports H3 52, motor
vehicle confiscation as a prevention mechanism to decrease the number of
alcohol-related traffic fatalities and injuries in the state of Alaska.

The State Office on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse (SOADA) 1985 statistics
show that traffic fatalities are the second cause of death in the state of
Alaska, half of those traffic fatalities were alcohol-related. Alaska
ranks third highest nationwide for alcohol-related traffic fatalities per
capita, see attached. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) estimates traffic accidents cost society - taxpayers, insurance
rate payers and employers , $40 billion each year. Costs include emergency
services, public assistance programs, insurance, and legal costs. NHTSA
estimates the total public cost of highway deaths and injuries translates
to 5300 for every man, woman, and child in America, each and every year.
Each employee fatality is estimated to cost an employer 5120,0 h. The cost
of lifetime care for a person who sustains a serious head injury in an
accident could total between $S4 million and $ million, according to the
National Head Injury Foundation, see attached. All these costs are borne
by society.

Conclusion: Alaska has a seriously high incidence of alcohol-related

traffic fatalities and injuries, and that we ail pay the price economically

;r>H amn+ inn111» ( 7‘ ﬁla spicoa fhar fhoca fr>5noHi ac npasri nnt f°Cr!jr anri
kol

that, measures to prevent further tragedies”cost effective, we will recognize
that even if the Department of Law's fiscal note were accurate and HB52
became law, and even one individual were saved from the victimization of an
impaired driver: the state of Alaska will have saved money!
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MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter
P.0. Box 1167

Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

Re:  HB 52, Deépartment o? Law Fiscal Note
page 2

According to AS 23.35.037 Remission of Forfeitures, attached, che
state shall provide written notice to include:

1 Descrlptlon .0f the vehicle
Time 3 Blace of forfeicyre,
3. Legal alithority for forteiture.

Lega™™otice would need co be puoliched in a local paper four times
within 30”notifying the public on the above three points.

The Fairbanks Daily News-Miner charges .74c a line ( 3 to 5 words per
line) for the first issue and .531 a line for every issue thereafter. The
three points listed above should fit into 10 lines. The total cost for
the four ads required for each confiscation would then total 528.20. Mul-
tiply that by the 400 annual forfeitures estimated by the Department of Law
and your tocal annual cost for legal notice publication is $11,230. rather
chan the 325,000. estimacad hy the Department of Laws Fiscal Note!

Notification by registered mail to lien- hdeug and co-owners would
also need to be done 30 days prior to the forfeiture”. “hat information can
be gotten with one phone call to the Department of Motor Vehicles.

As stated in our original Postion Paper, see attached, both the record
search cost at DW and the public notification cost for newspaper ads, as
well as other related costs should he backchargea to the defendant.

Fish and Game statues in Title 16 (160F 1Q) are streamlined to such an
extent that forfeitures handled by that department are 90" to 95" paperwork
complete by the time the field officer submits the charges to the District
Attorney. That is as it should be.

Rather than hire a full-time Attorney Ill, the Department of Law should
lock at previ*YnG-??rnPr ‘aTs law enforcement officials with short 3 concise
forms the arresting officer could complete at the same time he/sr.e is com
pleting the DM paperwork. The DA could then process the paperwork cn both
charges simultaneously.

Yes, HB 52 'would necessitate additional administrative support work
hsiir? to accomplish notification to lienholders and co-owners, and puolic

House Judmargl Committe
P
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MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVER §
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter

P.O. Box 1167
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

House Judiciary Committee
Re: HB 52, Department of 'aw Fiscal Mote

page 3

notification. Still if affidavits and motions were shortened and processed
simultaneously with the original charge the request for a full-time Attor-
ney and Typist 11l for an annual estimated caseload of 400 seems susDect!

The Department of Law's Fiscal Note increases to $205,000. in 1992
We submit that the number of forfeitures will decrease annually once the
population recognizes that a second DM conviction jeopardies their auto-
mobile. Administrative support to secure vehicles would also decline.

The Department of Law also states that the Municipality of Anchorage
reports that 0% to %% of their forfeitures do not hold clear title to the
vehicle being confiscated. Caveat emptor applies to the lending institution
who would choose to extend a line of credit to an individual with a previous
DA conviction. Inour position paper we suggested that once creditors and
insurers are made aware of this law they will seek to protect themselves
from financial loss by requiring that applicants with DW records purchase
lienholders insurance atthe time they purchase the vehicle. Financial
institutions receive pay-off from the insurers, while the insurance company
may still hold the defendent liable for the original note. The burden of
proof during the forfeiture hearing would fall cn the insurer to convince
the judge that they did not have "reasonable cause" to believe that the
vehicle would be used inthe commission of an offense. Mot having "clear
title" would not then preclude the court from forfeitina the vehicle. Bear
in mind the insurers protection lies with® Federal Bankruptcy Cede which
prohibits protection to debtors whose claims arise from DWM charges.

If, as suggested inour position paper, legislators wanted tc pursue
the protection of jienholders, insurers, co-owners, rental agencies, etc.,
further it could rquire that the reinstated licenses of DN | offenders be
given a aistinct coior-code. It would then be difficult for petitioners
to argue during forfeiture proceedings that they didn't know the vehicie
mights be used in the commission of an offense. An individual before loan-
ing a car, renting a car, etc., need only ask to see the driver's license
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MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter

P.0. Box 1167
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

House Judiciary Committee
Re: HB 52, Department of Law Fiscal Note
page 4

While we find the Department of Law's Fiscal Note on HB 52 to be ques-
tionaDly hign; we believe that if HB 52 were passed it would act as a deter-
rent to impaired driving and would save the state of Alaska money in the
final analysis if only one person were saved frcm death or serious injury
each year as a result of its enactment.

Cn Dehalf cf all the Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter of MACD members
we urge your committee to pass this bill in recognition of its preventative
capabilities. Money spent now will reduce the cost to Alaskans in human

suffering and economic dependency.

Roberta Bitters
President, Northern Lights Chapter of MADD.

Attachments:

1985 Alcohol-related Traffic Fatalities
National Head Injury Foundation
MAD Position Paper on HB oz
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
llawai i
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lown

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Fatalities

214
69
335
326
2,612
262
252
73
1,296
700
77
118
556
232
236
152
168
601
56
761
222
719
261
300
686

1985 ALCOHOL RELATED TRAFFIC FATALITIES*

Population
In Millions
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*Fata.llty totals were determined by State

ac.tual numbers
Abstract of the United States,

because of under-reporting of
and are,

19f}2-1903,

Fatalltio3
Per Million

55
173
120
161
102

83

81
122
133
130

77
131

69

62

81

63

67

95

51
176

38

77

66
120

99

intoxicated
therefore,

State

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New .lersey
New Mexico
Hew York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Departments of Highway and ore official
injured drivers.

Population

Fatalities

118
91
11.2
102
266
293
695
637
50
76 6
279
285
' 767
50
385
69
318
989
110
61
679
326
257
187
70

numbers,
totals

Populat lon
[ Million

16.

—
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but probably
are from Statistical

an estimate of 1985 population.

Fatnlities
Per Million

168
57
160
113
33
225
60
108
71
69
93
110
66
56
126
99
69
70
73
87.
90
80
129
60
160

less than



ESTIMATBD YEANLY INCIDENCE OF PERSONS
LEFT WITH DISADII.ITYAFTER HEAD INJURY
COMPARED TO OTHER IMPORTANT NEUROLOGIC DISEASES

Secondary
Seizures

HEAD
INJURY
Parkinsons
Primary
Drain Tumor

Cerebral
Palsy
Spinal Cord

Injury
Multiple %' d \%
Sclerosis ¥m
Congenital ! n I are ﬁs rB
Muscular
Dystrophy 10>000 30000 . 0(K)0 50t |y e y r N

MEW CASES PEnYEAR

Cerebrovascular disease Is the commonest neurological dysfunction
accounting lor 450,000 ensos yearly. |
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TRAUMA IS THE LEADING CAUSE OF DEATH IN THE UNITED STATES C mﬁt I I
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fals

n IS each year, Jesult] of 2 restoation o praidte od,

e %@@@?ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁn "

(\lros A Wi Oo@hgad{ojmg% tHeO rﬁeﬁe&@r For information on lne NHF and Slate atlon wile or cal:
VB .ﬁyﬁese LIRS Cearly Tk & frob emegf'eplgemm % 'I%UW Ul?%r]l :

|
Ooportions
CL.7/In




1 m "\ /% ' 1
peff e - = =77 W Fr D st IV il
7 .V..-ﬁa sk e/, r*si

/ d. - eo .. 7‘]'."” ...' o XYY . .* *"(u>Vf??
e Mo
-1 ° ® ’ - 1]
o/ 5.- - l(( X *, - ® T a«'*-ﬁ—_‘ ﬂ.H‘ ij_l -U C:-
— i ST - '- "*ij
> . — b _--"11._
t
Crentey 77~ -ilm
forfsiced uitlr this ssction rey be disposd of it de disoretion of
tre dooarorefe- OT <r~ a*~c7™S > o b
Sc. 8.36.087. 2KCSSIB (P THEIBESS. @ Uon receivig
. rotice fron the auC oi tre cire ad place set for a hearing uthr” o 1=
5 S BH O, dr. d=a” dull provice © miry persnl‘vug:fm *
<
7
8 * o (D *a dsocripcica of the notor \éhielal, ~" ™ N\t~
9 @ die Cicc ad peee. of tte forfertue bearing-" = t)”
D de lepl adoricy uter vhich te rotor vehicle cay
1
D rotice of te right © intenere  protect te inter— V.
B est in the notor \ehicle.
1 .7 At de hearings e perian wo clain an orrership or ssarity
19 "interest in the rotor. vehicle ruse esteblish by e prepoerance of tre
B , Svidenee et 3,V
v (> (e petitioer hes an interest nthen*olnr\ehlcle
B Soiired i gpod EMHL?, K -
19 (3Z)|H1Amsm oderﬂmﬂemuummmmg%tfdofﬁe
»< offese dec resulted mﬂefoﬁémre] ad [
kK Vet e NN rgovkl"ﬁni%'{tllrg vith" ﬁe reor ehidke™ e peticbgrer e
3 did not \eow or' Fve reestreolle calsbto believe it it would be sed
a hdeeonijiicafFarr o Ffense-Tyr - &n
1 ir* %erm <= repuireent! of @) of dhi.
3 ci, tre court dwll, ader thet an aant egal © de vale of de
3 Ietitioer™s interest la tre motor \ehicle ke paid o de petitioner
g or tre eoirc dell ader tet tre noar \ehicle ke relecsad ©© he
yalitl-_" _tr tigPth»T "Hrh tide to de notor wehicle. .
<] @ Forfeiture of a motor \ehicle uder AS 2.5.3% is without

21 IS (33 6(TiN)

: *T|y 70_

&r ¥V, 'V e,

KTV e T o>

-0, <hejji

y is- dIL%—}{ A |s.*~~»_'<<4

ST
mmin "7/

mi Fw.tro

yrre



- T —————

"rz3 20 "37 11:57 L10 - FhIPBANKS p-?

MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter

P.O. Box 1167*
Fairbanks, Alasks; 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

February 20, 1987

MEMO TO: Niilo Koponen

FROM : Barbara Gascon, Chairman Legislative Arfairs Committee”

As 1 read over the testimony given by this Judiciary Committee
regarding HS-52, requesting confiscation of vehicles on the SECOND
offense, several matters jumped out at me, and 1 feel they need
addressed.

One was, "What was che point in forfeiture, as third time offenders
cannot legally drive for ten years anyway?"” The other, was, "Who
are we really hurting?”” ~ addiclonal Issue> Mas 00st.

Although, over the past 10 years, the Alaska Legislative Body
has passed some of the most stringent drunk driving laws 1in the nation,
we have still not gotten and held the "drunk driver®s"™ attention.

There are still too many "outs"™ for them in our®laws, and even
taking their drivers licenses has not stopped them from continuing to
drive. They simply drive with a suspended, revoked or cancelled
drivers license. To taka a license 1is not enough.

Since the enactment of legislation three years ago, granting
the courts permission to confiscate vehicles cn the THIRD offense,
the number of vehicles seized in che State of Alaska has been lass than
five. The number of second and third time offenders arrested has
more than doubled. Taking the license, and even the threat of serving
jail time,- has not seemed to phase our multiple offenders. Part of
this reason, of course ( is how these matters are handled in che court

system. The majority are still getting off with a slap of the wrist,
U L
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ana only the presumptive and mandatory sentences are being given by the
courts.

Do you think for one minute that if we did not have strong game
laws wherein forfeiture of the vehicles and firearms used in commission
of the offense were mandated, that we would not have thousands of game

violations? We do not give game violators "outs"™, why should drunk

drivers and their families be any different? Just how many chances
do we need to give them to kill or injure?

"The truth is our American Society has co wake up to che reality
that drunk driving i3 serious, and the law has to have teeth in it
in order to save lives and the public has to be made more aware
thaC too many people are being killed and injured on our highways.

We must get and keep their attention. Drunk drivers need Co learn never
to make the same mistake again. All of sociecy needs to leam not
to drink and drive, or to drive under the influence of any drugs.

The. slapping of the wrist that goes on in our court system, 1S noc
going to bring this about. There have been two cases in the entire
state of individuals being charged with second degree murder in
connection with alcohol related traffic fatalities; yet the-..rest are
getting off wich criminally negligent homocide; manslaughter or even
lass - making examples of two individuals will do nothing to gee or
keep the drunk drivers- attention, neither will the taking of .less than
vehicles in three years. It must be consistent, and "yes" in the
beginning, we may well have to confiscate 300 - 400 vehicles each year;
hue don"t, von giinnnce thst. TAll get nanni a c.o “ton and think9 Tt TR,7/IM

certainly get my attention.
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We must state, we are-- * inclined to agree with Jim Vaden, 1in that

the remission portion of chis bill should be revised to make it as
tough as possible (every bit as tough as the game laws) to get the
vehicle back. Part of the. problem in making stiffer laws, is that

we have-always given these people an "out".1l.

Not wanting to seem calloused, but when we in MADD originally
gave consideration to having this bill put before you, we gave
d. lot of thought, to who would we really be hurting?""

We came to che conclusion, that the families of the habitual
offsnder, already are hurt by this individual®s alcohol and/or. drug
abuse., why should some innocent victim®"s family be made to suffer
as well. Why not force them as a family to met and deal with their
part.iiaailar- -nroblem first hand?

There are many programs where they can reach out and get help,
if it is identified chat they need help, many of those are state
supported programs....these same programs are not available to the
victims. There is even talk of cutting the victim compensation fund.

Yes, there will undoubtedly be some families forced to use
public transportation, because that family car was seized, yes, it
will be an inconvenience - but think of the cost to the innocent

to society as a whole,
victims family./ These people have a choice - they do not have to
drink and drive, and no matter how hard it will be, chat family can
reach out for help. Mare often than not, che victims of drunk

drivers, have no choice in the matter.
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We should make it as difficult as possible for that vehicle hioT fv
be returned, Please do not continue to give them an "out". If it
works no hardship on the offenders, it will serve no purpose, but to
be another unenforcable piece of legislation, abused by the discretion
of the courts. We must have a bill with "teeth™ 1in it. We can no
longer afford to "baby" the offenders - members of their families
can be killed or injured just as easily as other innocent members

of society transversing on our highways.

Are we going to be hurting their families or helping them? The
real test will be TIME.

There is no question, that substantial cost will be involved
in the beginning. However, 1 see no reason why there would need
to be a special hearing - why couldn®t this 1issue be addressed at
the initial arraignment? Thereby, eliminating that cost almost
entirely.

I believe a portion of the other cost would be there anyhow, should
these 300 - 400 repeat offenders kill or injure themselves,
their families, or most often some innocent victim®"s family.

What 1is the price of taking vehicles and having them sold at
public auctions that the state already holds to get rid of its excess
equipment versus, the cost of having these same people come through
the courts anywhere from two - seven or more times? You have pre-trial
motions, omnibus hearings, pre-trial hearings, plea negotiation

conferences; trial and appeals, and if convicted, che cost of

imprisonment.
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lgathere a need for HB-52? In view of all the concerns addressed,
all the arguments, the undeniable answer 1is YES! We must have a bill
mandating the courts to take the vehicle on the SECOND OFFENSE, we
must have a bill with "teeth™ in it. We must continue to do everything
in our power to continue to get and hold the drunk drivers attention,
and to stop as much of the killing and injuring of our citizens as
possible.

"We must keep up the pressure for reform, and the ultimate goal
will be achieved - reducing drunk driving deaths and injuries down

to a bars minimum . -V.



465-4322

August 20, 1906

The Honorable George P. Kiester
Senior Judge

Fiftieth Judicial

District of Pennsylvania
Butler, PA 16001

Dear Judge Kiester:
Thank you for your response to my correspondence.

I sat on a Governor®"s Task Force on drunk driving last year.
If my recollection serves me correctly, all members of the
Task Force who were with criminal justice agencies supported
your concept.

We were woefully outvoted, and this change in legislation
did not even get listed as sne of the lesser priorities.

We will, however, continue to support vehicle forfeiture
legislation.

Sincerely,

cc: Sandra J. Borbridge
Special Staff Assistant
Office of the Governor

xc w/attachments: The Honorable Niilo Koponen
Alaska State Legislature
2/10/87 - jlInm



JUDGE'S CHAMBERS

FIFTIETH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

BUTLER, PENNSYLVANIA

GEORGE P. KIESTER
Senior JDL August 14, 1986

James D. Vaden

Deputy Commissioner
Department of Public Safety
Pouch N

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Forfeiture of a motor vehicle operated
in violation of a DUl law

Dear Mr. Vaden,

Your response of August 7 to my letter of July 21
addressed to Governor Sheffield is acknowledged. I am
not surprised by the "non-use™ of Alaska"s vehicle
forfeiture law. An effective law must provide for the
elemination of all interests in the vehicle unless the
vehicle was stolen. The responsibility must be placed
on parents, lessors, employers, lenders and all those
with an interest in the vehicle that no-one operates it

whille intoxicated. The "Remission of forfeitures" pro-
vi“sion renders the Alaska law impractical and ineffec—
tive. That is my opinion.

IT there have been any studies/reports made of the
Alaska law I would welcome a reference to the same.
Until proven wrong I will continue to believe that the
forfeiture 1 espouse would substantially end the DUI
offense.

I enclose copies of several "papers™ | have pre—
pared on the DUl subject. Also enclosed is an editorial
published August 10, 1986 in the Pittsburgh Press.

Pennsylvania adopted "tough"™ laws w5th mandatory
sentences. They have aggravated serious congestion
problems in the judicial and prison systems. There 1is
no evidence that there has been any reduction in high—
way deaths and destruction that can be credited to the
tough laws.

GPK/rarn



Page

Cc:

2

Ms.

Sandra Borbridge

Enclosures:

MADD Luncheon - April 15, 1982
A Practical Way to Fn.d a Non-Crime Problem - June 3, 1982

Some Objections to imprisonment and A Practical Alternative
August 10, 1982

An Alternative To Costly And Ineffective DUl Laws
July 27, 1983

Letter "To The Editor"™ - July 10, 1984
"Crack buyers lose wheels”™ - Pittsburgh Press, August 10, 198"
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YOU COULD SAVE YOUR LIFE

BY HELPING TO
PREVENT DRUNK DRIVING

MADD LUNCHEON
April 15, 1982

57th Annual Safety Conferenc

Expo Center
Monroeville, PA



At this 57th. Annual Conference sponsored by the Western
Pennsylvania Safety Council and American Society of Safety Engi-
i neersj the subject of the panel discussion is "The Effect of the
j Drunken Driver on Society.” —~T have been assigned to address the
legal point of view. - - — - - -

The effect of the drunken driver on society is devas-

tating. Since the year 1900 a total of 426,105 Americans have died
in battle. During the past 20 years alone approximately one million
Americans have been killed on public highways. At least 1/2 of

' those deaths involved a drinking driver. We are killing Americans

jj on the highways at the rate of 8# times faster than our enemies

ii killed Americans in two World Wars plus the Korean and Viet Warn
conflicts. People hate war and support efforts to avoid war. On
the other hand Americans depend on the motor vehicle to transport

j goods and people. They love the automobile and the highways.

There is no effective, organized campaign to end death and de-

j struction on the highways. One of the reasons is that no acceotable

j solution to the driving under the influence (DUI) problem has been

i proposed.

3

DUl is a misdemeanor of the third degree under the Pa

T|1Vehic|e Code, effective July 1, 1977- There is a mandatory, auto-



" matic 12 month license suspension. The maximum sentence is im-

o prisonment for not more than one year and a fine of $2500.00. The
i license suspension is a severe penalty for most. [f it was not for
the ARD program, an overloaded judicial system would experience a

substantial increase in DUl trials.

A repeat offender may receive up to a maximum fine and
prison sentence by some judges. The alcoholic may he sent to a
rehabilitation center. There is no evidence that the application

"o thT modt severe penalty as a matter of policy by a court has
f(been a deterrent to others.

In recent years the practice has been to process the
first offender through the ARD program. The defendant is placed
on probation and ordered to attend a drug and alcohol school. In

t large measure the cost of the program is borne by the offender.

_ This program was initiated to relieve congestion in the courts but

J:quickly became a rehabilitative device.

: Considering the huge volume of DUl offenders that are

II processed through the system it is my guess that a relatively

" small percentage become repeaters. In my opinion the drug and

" alcohol schools, the rehabilitation programs and the probation
services do an excellent job in educating and treating the indi-

ii#vidual offender. | believe that the programs have a high rate of

i; success on an individual basis. On the other hand, | doubt that

rkthe many programs, the penalties mandated by statute, the sentences

imposed by judges have been markedly successful in keeping a sig-



nificant number of persons from drinking while driving. One
 reason is that comparatively few DUl offenders are ever apprehended.
|f | wefa:confident that a mandatory jail sentence and/or
T fine would substantially reduce drunk driving, | would support
such legislation.
It is my opinion that the principal result of such legis-
lation would be the building and maintaining of prison cells for
* the 90%, more or less, of first offenders. These are persons who
I would never repeat the offense under the existing law.
| am not convinced that a mandated sentence of fine and
imprisonment will deter those who should be deterred. This in-
cludes ones who drive regardless of license suspension, the juvenile
and the many who are not arrested and who continue to believe that
their ability to drive is unaffected by drugs and alcohol.
1 There may be three effective ways to prevent drunk
j driving:
(1) Prohibition
(2) Road blocks with drug & alcohol tests.
(3) Vehicle confiscation,
The first is'impractical. The second is cost prohibi-
tive and of questionable legality. Vehicle confiscation might work

and should not add to the tax burden.
The confiscation of the vehicle would end the problem

authorities have with those who drive w/o a license. They would
have no vehicle to drive, and no sensible person would loan his
vehicle to the violator. A confiscation law would ground most of
these violators who are a continuing problem to police and courts,

(



By confiscating the vehicle every violator, rich or
poor, employed or unemployed, juvenile or adult, would be treated
alike. In addition, the owner of the vehicle, the security interest
and the insurer would forfeit the vehicle and any interest therein
to the state upon conviction of the driver for DUI

The law would be based on the fact that an automobile
like a gun becomes a dangerous weapon and should be contraband
when used in violation cf the criminal lav/s of the state. Unless
it has been stolen, the vehicle would be confiscated by the state
when operated by a drunken driver. The owner, whether employer,
lessor, a family member or friend as well as the security interest
and insurer would assume the risk that the vehicle might be used
in an unlawful manner. The fact that a motor vehicle is much more
dangerous to human life and property than a gun should make con-
fiscation for unlawful use an acceptable principle of law,

It is the involvenent of one o. several financial or
property interests in the vehicle that could supply the pressure
to make confiscation a successful deterrent to DUI. Both the
driver and the owner would be constantly reminded of the penalty.

The publicity attendant to regular public sales of
confiscated vehiclejcan only be a constant warning to everyone of
the risk of driving while under the influence.

| recommend that the only change in DUl legislation be
one mandating the confiscation of the vehicle in all convictions
for DUl combined with the elimination of the penalty of license



suspension for the driver of the vehicle that is confiscated.
License suspension is a harsh penalty for those wno generally obey
~the law. If the legality of confiscation including the divestiture
I)°of all interests in the vehicle is upheld, then license suspension
becomes an unnecessary penalty. | believe that our objective
must be deterrence and prevention - - - not punishment.
A key to the success of vehicle confiscation as a deterrent
"'probably requires that a person charged with DUl become ineligible
'for ARD unless the vehicle is first confiscated. This condition
| could be made by statute or rule.
|f mandated imprisonment were the deterrent of choice,
ARD for the DUI offender would have to be abandoned. Otherwise,
the threat of imprisonment would have minimal impact on the sta-
tistics.
i Responsible citizens must recognize that if there is
failure to significantly reduce highway death and destruction
through measures such as herein proposed, eventually much more
Lstringent and less acceptable laws affecting all drivers must be
fenacted.

=: —4n

By

Industry, business, unions, safety and public service
‘organizations should be encouraged to support constructive and
Leffective DUl proposals. The liquor industry should be the leader
§in the common cause to save lives and property. The intoxicants
it sells creates most of the problem for society.



A PRACTICALWAY TO END

A NON-CRIME PROBLEM
( Intoxicated Driving )

Before

Liguor Control Committee
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Greensburg, Pennsylvania
June 3, 1982

11:15 A. M.

Presented by
George P. Kiester, Senior Judge

50th Judicial District
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The motor vehicle is a dangerous machine. It is killing
Americans on the highways at a rate of eight times faster than
enemies killed Americans in two World Wars plus the Korean and
Viet Nam conflicts. The motor vehicle is the highest cause of death
among teenagers. They are responsible for approximately 25% of
the alcohol related deaths on the highways. A civilized society can
and should take the action necessary to stop this senseless destruction
of life and property.

When operated by a negligent, careless, reckless, incompetent
or intoxicated driver the motorized vehicle becomes a lethal weapon.
The elimination of the intoxicated driver from the highways could
reduce the toll of death and destruction by 50%. An intoxicated driver
is easily identified but only one out of 2, 000 such offenders are
arrested and prosecuted. Undoubtedly this is the reason that penalties
of imprisonment, fine and license suspension have had little or no
impact as a deterrent. It is questionable that mandating more severe
penalties of the same kind will have greater impact on the 99. 9% of
intoxicated drivers that will not be apprehended. Harsh punishment
for driving under the influence cannot be justified unless it succeeds
in deterring others from committing the same offense, Whatever
new deterrent is enacted into law it will require only a few months to
a year to measure its effectiveness. The statistics will prove or

disprove the value of a particular punishment as a deterrent.



One result of more severe penalties for driving under the
influence than are now'imposed is likely to be an increase in jury
trials and possibly more not guilty verdicts. In driving under the
influence cases the attitude of many jurors is often that "There
but for the grace of God might be me. ™

Another result of stiffer mandated penalties such as imprison-
~p~eijt qould .be~fey/er™aprests.. tFevver arpests as/well as, not guilty
verdicts if this occurred would be counter-productive.

For the person who is required to drive a vehicle in his
employment the suspension of operating privileges is a very severe
penalty. Probably the General Assembly reduced the period of
suspension from one year to six months because of the economic
impact on the offender. There was also the lack of solid evidence
that either a twelve month or a six month period of license suspension
deterred people from drinking and driving,

A realistic program to persuade persons indulging in drugs
or alcohol not to drive should be fair, certain and very different
as to punishment from existing laws as well as the current proposals
for change.

Drinking is not a crime. Many do not consider the illegal use

of drugs as a crime. The approach to the problem of driving under

the influence should recognize these facts.



I submit that the changes in the law that | propose meet the
stated criteria. For reasons | will explain the result of the proposed
changes in the law should be a substantial reduction in highway fatalities,
injuries and property damages. The test would te in the statistics that

followed the enactment into law of the proposed changes.

r a" "CONFISCATION OF THE VEHICLE

It must be recognized by the public and their representatives that
a motor vehicle when operated by an intoxicated driver is transformed
from a dangerous machine into a lethal weapon. (Statistics should be
sufficient to prove this basic proposition). The machine should be
confiscated by law like any other weapon that is used to violate the law.
This would be fair, uniform and the most reasonable of all penalties
for driving under the influence because every offender would receive
the identical minimum punishment.

Declaring the vehicle contraband would be a new and radical
change from punishment that has been imposed in the past. It is very
different from the type of penalises that are being proposed in
Pennsylvania and other states.

| believe that it i3 reasonable to assume that very few of the
99.9% of the offenders who take a chance and drive while intoxicated
would continue to do so and risk the loss of a prized possession.

However, | would not rely on the validity of this assumption.



OTHER PROPOSED REVISIONS OF THE LAW
Mandated confiscation of the vehicle to be fully effective as
a deterrent must be joined with a number of other important changes
in existing law. 1| will mention several of them:

FIRST: A person arrested for the first time on a
charge of drugged or drunk driving should be declared by legislative
enactment ineligible for A7R". D.CiintiFthe vehicle has been forfeited.
The advantages to the defendant who accepts this punishment without
trial are (a) an avoidance of trial expense, (b) the defendant would
not risk the loss of operating privileges if found guilty and the
imposition of other penalties such as mandatory imprisonment should
the law so provide.

SECOND: A.R.D. for a driving under the influence arrest
would be available once to a defendant. A repeat offender would be
ineligible for A. R. D.

THIRD: The. practice in some districts of reducing
driving under the nfluence charges to public drunkenness would be
prohibited without prior written approval of the District Attorney.
The District Attorney would be required to state on the record the legal
or factual reason for a reduced charge.

FOURTH: Confiscation of the vehicle would be mandatory and

excluded from the plea bargaining process.



FIFTH: Driving under the influence would be reduced
from a criminal to a summary offense. Other than declaring the
vehicle contraband, the current p'enaltie’s could remain unchanged
or even made more severe.

SIXTH: The juvenile offender would be subjected to
the'same punishment as the adult, imprisonment only excepted,

i. :;.r .SEVENTH: Sophisticated-on the spot drug and alcohol
testing devices should be legalized and made available to state and
local police authorities with appropriate penalties mandated for
refusal by the accused to take the test.

Training programs should be offered to aid
officers in identifying and describing the drugged and drunken

conditions of those who refuse the breatholizer, blood or other test.

REASONS THAT VEHICLE CONFISCATION AND
OTHER CHANGES WILL SUBSTANTIALLY END
INTOXICATED DRIVING

The success of the confiscation plan combined with other changes
would be attributable to a number of factors:

(@) Juveniles who are responsible for a large percentage of
traffic deaths attributable to alcohol are included. Their punishment
would be comparable to that of adults. It is the only proposal to
attack the serious problem of punishing the juvenile offender. The

parents and the juvenile could be expected to avoid risking a loss of

the vehicle.



(b) Police would be vigilant in a strict enforcement of the law.
Initially the program should generate considerable revenue for
municipalities. The net proceeds of vehicle sales would be paid to
the municipality of the place of the offense. -Anillustration of what
could happen is Butler County. In 1981 there were 612 arrests for
driving under the influence. Assuming an average vehicle value of
$2, 000 and that there.were 500 successful prosecutions, the gross
revenue would total $1, 000, 000. Few police would jeopardize their
jobs on behalf of a friend, out of sympathy for an offender or for any
other reason.

NOTE: Upon seizure as contraband the vehicle would be
stored unless cash or an approved security bond covering the value
of the vehicle was posted with the district magistrate. The bond
would be forfeited if the defendant was convicted. If the vehicle had
been damaged in an accident connected with the offense, the accused
would assign or be required to arrange for the assignment of the
proceeds of the insurance policy. Otherwise, upon conviction, the
operator would become liable to the municipality for the value of the

vehicle based on its condition prior to the occurrence of the damage.



(c) A legal duty would be placed on all those having an
investment in the vehicle to insure that it is not used to break the
law. ~This would include the owner whether a parent, friend or
employer, The security interest could be expected to investigate
the borrower and family users as to drinking habits. Pledges
would be obtained that the owner-borrower would neither drive the
encumbered vehicle while drinking nor' permit'any other person'to
do the same.

(d) Business and industry including distillers, bankers and
insurers would be encouraged to embark oti a permanent campaign
to keep motorists off the highway when drinking,

() The Sheriff of each county would conduct at least monthly
sales of confiscated vehicles. The sales would be advertised. The
law would require the advertisement to contain

(1) an identification of the owner
(2) a description of the vehicle

(3) the condition of the vehicle and the range of blue
book values

(4) an evaluation by a qualified appraiser
NOTE: Sheriff sales combined with the publicity attendant upon
the seizure of each vehicle would be a constant reminder of the cost
of driving under the influence. Furthermore, it could be expected that
the media would report each driving under the influence case before a
district magistrate as well as the disposition before a judge on any

appeal. * 7.



OTHER INCIDENTAL BENEFITS TO
SOCIETY, TAXPAYERS & MOTORISTS

An effective driving under the influence deterrent could result
in a reduction in crime. A substantial volume of crime is committed
by persons high on drugs or alcohol traveling by motor vehicle at
night.

The benefit to the taxpayers of the confiscation plan could be
considerable. New jail cells would not be required. If driving under
the influence violations are ended, police could be released from
highway patrol to neglected criminal investigations.

The elimination of license suspension as a mandated penalty
would constitute an economic boon to some families and society could
benefit from a reduced demand on welfare.

The savings to insurance companies from a substantial reduction
in deaths, injuries and property damages arising from alcohol related
accidents would be considerable. Much of the savings should benefit
the policy holder. The prospect of such savings should encourage the
insurance industry to support an effective driving under the influence

deterrent.



. RECOMMENDA TION

If the Liquor Control Committee concludes that there is merit
in the confiscation proposal, the bill to carry out its objectives should
be carefully prepared. Drafting of the bill should be assigned to
experienced and skilled personnell who are in complete accord with
the bill's objectives. Possibly a task force comprised of members of
the legal profession, law schools, banking, insurance, social, civic
as well as others might be formed for purposes of consultation and
advice.

Few laws are enacted that are perfect. A confiscation law of
this nature may be the first of its kind but it could mean life or death
to many people.

If confiscation of the vehicle operated by the driving under the
influence offender becomes law and is effective, it is predictable that

the law in Pennsylvania will become a model for every state.

CONCLUSION
The intoxicated person is not considered either by himself or
by society as a criminal. Only the law that legalizes the use of
alcohol classifies the intoxicated driver as a criminal. Punishment
that confiscates the vehicle may more nearly fit the offense than

imprisonment of the offender with common criminals.
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H B 2533 (P*n. 3703) and S B 1578 (p.n. 2080) (driving under
the Influence) contain several provisions which deserve strong
public support. I refer to the law enforcement provisions. They
are excellent and will aid the auchoritles 1in the enforcement of
the law.

I question the severe punishment rationale of mandatory im—
prisonment for a DUl violator other.than the penalty relating to

vehicular homicide. There are several reasons for my position:

1. A person convicted of DUl is not considered by society as a

criminal. It Is unnecessary for the law to treat a DUl violator

as a criminal.

2. In my opinion mandatory imprisonment in these cases if enacted
into law will probably save few lives and possibly none. Such a
law may cause more problems than it solves. Time does not permit

a discussion of all the problems.

The odds against arrest are 2000 to 1 according to statistics
published by the National Highway Safety Administration. Mandatory
Imprisonment may not substantially change these statistics. Driving
is an adventure. It glvps most 0 sense of power and confidence
which 1is frequently abused even by the sober driver. The fact is
that the drinking driver seldom realizes that he has handicapped

himself and that he may be violating the law.

Under the proposed law there would be some social drinkers



vfAo would understandingly and Intelligently take the small risk
of being caught and placed on ARD.
It must be recognized that It is the social drinker, youth,
the first offender as well as the DUl repeater and alcoholic
who cause death and destruction on the highway. To these persons
the remote threat of Imprisonment may be little If any deterrent.
The objective of these bills. Is .to deter DUI. A1 .doubt that
the deterrent._effect will even be measurable if mandated .Imprison—

ment Is enacted. I hope my prediction is wrong.

3. Juveniles cause a relatively high percentage of death and

destruction on the highways. The bills before the Judiciary Com—
mittee fTail to address this serious problem. This past week a
U.S. Justice. Department report stated that of the serious

crime Is committed by juveniles, those under 18. With children
involved in drugs and alcohol at 8 or 9 years of age and the In-
volvementof children In serious crime, the proposed changes In

DUI law fails to address the problem.

County Jails and state prisons are over-crowded. Prison popu—
lation grew at a record rate In 1961. There 1Is no space In them
for DUl offenders when there is a better alternative. With man—

datory Imprisonment for the DUl violator more cells would have to

be provided by the state and most counties.



Dench and destruction caused on the highways by the drunken/
drugged driver must be stopped. This can be done. There 1Is a
plan that | believe 1is practical and one that would substantially
accomplish that which we all seek. By adopting the plan it would
be possible for Pennsylvania to lead the nation 1in reducing DUI
statistics. Mandatory Irr.priscnment will be no more successful
in reducing DUl statistics than similar laws iIn other states.

Simply stated the plan is to confiscate the vehicle operated
by the DUl violatorewhether It be his Tfirst, second, third or
fourth offense. There are several sound reasons that confisca—

tion of the vehicle would be the most effective DUl deterrent.

First. Although the odds would remain at 2000 to 1 against
arrest, | am convlnoed that few youngsters, social drinkers,
alcoholics or other prospective offenders would take the chance

of losing the automobile by drinking and driving. I submit that
the~e are few persons who will wager s500-00 to 810,000.00 (the
value of a prized automobile) that they can drink and drive and
not get caught. Most DUl violators are responsible citizens.

With a confiscation law on the statute books, they would take care
to avoid drinking and driving. For the public and the offender

Justice is better served by confiscating the vehicle rather than

imposing imprisonment.

Second. In avoiding the risk of confiscation the prospective
offender will be supported and encouraged by family, friends, the

tavern keeper, the finance company and the insurance company. A



threat of the loss of the automobile would affect the offenders

and others much more than a license suspension or a weekend or
thirty days 1iIn prison.

Third. The Sheriff would constantly remind the prospective offender
of the penalty and the risk by the monthly public sales of confis—
cated vehicles. Sased on 1981 arrests there could be 612 public

sales of vehicles In Butler County.

Fourth. The prospective offender will _learn that police authorities
are extra vigilant In enforcing the.law. Under a confiscation law

prosecutions would probably Increase for a period of time. The iIn—
come toa municipality could be considerable. Should arrests continue
at the 1981 rate, municipalities In Butler County could receive more
than a minion dollars in contraband income. No officer would over—

look a violation. It could mean his Job.

Fifth. OFf the greatest Iimportance to society is the fact that a
ccnflscarlon law would punish the Juvenile offender. The Juvenile
cannot be Imprisoned. The Juvenile would not be deterred by the
proposed law. Certainly a Juvenile would not risk losing his own
automobile, nor would the family risk a Juvenile member drinking

and driving the family vehicle.

Sixth. Many of the youths who speed through the countryside and
the city streets at night indulging in drugs and alcohol while
driving would be off the highways. There would be fewer accidents

as well as less vandalism and crime.

Seventh. A confiscation law will keep non-crimlnals out of prison.



Jail cells will not be necessary to house the DUl offender.
Compared to a mandatory imprisonnent statute a confiscation lav;

will save a considerable amount of tax dollars.

Elcrhth. Compared to mandatory imprisonment a confiscation law
would not Increase and might even decrease the case load of the
Judicial system.

DUI would be a summary violation.

Under a confiscation law neither the police authorities
nor the Judicial system would be burdened with an increasing volume
of suspensions and revocation violations. The DUl offender, or

at least most DUl offenders, would hove no vehicle to drive.

Conclusion

In my opinion death and destruction on the highways caused
by DUl may be nearly totally eliminated through the enactment of
a confiscation statute. Confiscation 1is one law that would benefit
everyone Including the prospective offender at no cost to the tax—
payer. Since there 1is no cost it is worth a trial. Within a

few months statistics would prove its success or failure.






States have been enacting tough laws on intoxicated driving. One
of the reasons is to be eligible for a share of the federal highway safety
funds. Another reason is the demand by members of M.ADD and other
such organizations that the death and destruction on the highways caused
by the intoxicated driver be ended.

The principal result of mandatory jail sentences is predictably an
increase in the number of jury trials and the need for more jail cells.

Studies show that harsh penalties may temporarily reduce drug/
alcohol related accidents by ten to fifteen percent. They have no
permanent deterrent effect. Such a small reduction should be unacceptable
to all responsible citizens.

What is a reasonable solution to a problem that is a threat to every
person using the public highways ? Road blocks would be the most
effective DUI deterrent. This kind of enforcement would be expensive,
subject to abuse and constitutionally suspect.

The motor vehicle is a dangerous machine. It becomes a lethal
weapon when operated by an intoxicated person. |If so operated there
is no good reason that it should not be confiscated.

The threat of confiscation may be the only effective and practical
deterrent to intoxicated uriving. Few persons will risk losing what for

most is a highly prized possession. Persons with an interest in the



vehicle would become involved in insuring that no intoxicated person
operated the vehicle. These would include the owner, lessor, employer,
lien-holder and family. The vehicle used in a DUI violation would be
declared contraband in an in rem proceeding. The sole exception would
be a stolen vehicle.

The juvenile offender not subject to the penalties of the tough laws
would be a loser for the first time. Without h vehicle there would be
.few repeaters, either juvenile or adult. License suspensions are largely
ignored and are practically unenforceable. Confiscation would either
keep the violator off the highway or deter that person from risking the
loss of another vehicle by operating it during a period of DUI suspension.

Constituting DUl a summary offense, eliminating jury trials and
prison for most offenders would benefit society. The problem of
congested courts and over-populated prisons would be alleviated.

There would be strict local enforcement of a confiscation law.
Based on the current arrest rate substantial income would be generated
for municipalities.

Highway accidents related to drug and alcohol use can be
eliminated. The threat of vehicle confiscation could be the much needed
deterrent. Doesn't it make sense? Many prosecutors and judges believe

it does.
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GEORGE P. KIESTER
Senior JUGOS July 10, 1984

TO THE EDITOR:

The wars in which America has engaged do not begin to equal in
death, 1iInjuries and destruction that which is caused by drunk drivers.
The automobile operated by the drunk driver is the most dangerous and
deadly force in America.

No legislation would benefit more people in greater measure than
laws that would end drunk driving. Highways would be safer and auto—
mobile insurance premiums could be substantially reduced.

It should now be evident that mandatory imprisonment,license sus—
pension and heavy fines cause congestion in both the courts and prison
system with little or no effect on highway accident statistics.

Political leaders and legislators who support a national drinking
age and other DUl penalties such as imprisonment have been engaged in
what has been aptly described as "societal politics”. Anti-drunk driving
laws are popular with the press and the public. But the remedies thus
far adopted are like placebos that neither cure nor aggravate the 1illness.
They are largely ineffective.

There i1s a reasonable solution. Pennsylvania and other states should
make drunk driving a summary offense. The offending vehicle would be im—
pounded and confiscated by the state in an in rem proceeding. It is un—
likely that anyone with an interest in a vehicle would permit it to be
operated by a drunk driver. This includes parents, lessors, employers
and others.

In the public interest members of MADD, RID and similar organizations
should re-examine their positions. They should realize that it does little
good and much harm to congest our courts and fill prisons with drunk drivers.
On the other hand vehicle confiscation is a needed, practical deterrent to
one of America®s most serious problems.

George P. Kiester
Senior Judge
Court House

Courthouse: (412) 285-4731 Butler, PA 16001

Residence: (412) 287-8646
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~Local and federal law enforcement officials
in New York Cltg have come up with a new
[ wrinkle in'the Dbattle-against “crack,” the
. potent cocaine derivative. //Z M ].]
M They began g:onﬂscatm([] cars driven by
'«'-gersons coming into towr/1 0 buy‘the ||/|egal
ru J

‘ g ' ' .
Vv A 16-year-old federal law allows the confis-,
cation of property used in drug'transactions.’

Heretofore, the measure has been used mostly
a?amst drug dealers. But officials decided to
start using 1t against buyers as well.
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o ] \VRST .
a four-day period, 30 cars were
taken in Manhattan, mostly from young per-
sons living in middle-class suburban communi-'
ties. Police Commissioner Benjamin Ward
issued a warning: = o/ o
"If you come to New York to buy crack,
bring carfare and be prepared to take the bus
back." -n .| ' o oo ¥
* Qther areas would do well to follow New
York City's lead. If a person stands to lose his
wheels, fie might think twice about runnln%,out
to buy a dangerous drug for a momentary high.
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Chicagoland

State aims 3 bills at repeat drunk drivers

By Jean Davidson

lllinois Secretary of State Jim
Edgar will introduce legislation
Thursday that would toughen
the state’s already-stringent
drunken driving laws by in-
creasing penalties for repeat of-
fenders.

Among the punishments to be
proposed by Edgar, a leader in
Illinois’ drunken driving crack-
down, will be license revocations
of at least 10 years and prison
sentences of up to 3 years for
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individuals convicted three times
or more.

The three-bill package, to be
introduced at a Springfield news
conference Thursday morning,
also is intended to strengthen
current laws that make no dis-
tinction between first-time and
repeat offenders in meting out li-
cense penalties, according to
sources in Edgar’s office.

The proposed legislation
would:

e Set a minimum five-year li-
cense revocation for second-time
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offenders and a minimum 10-
ycar revocation for u third con-
viction for drunken driving,
reckless homicide or leaving the
scene of an accident involving a
r'tality or serious injury. After
iiat period, the offender must
apply to have the license reins-
tated. The current revocation
period is one year after which an
offender can seek reinstatement.

e Upgrade a third drunken
driving conviction to a Class 4
felony that could carry a penalty
of one to three years in prison

and a fine of up to $10,000.
Drunken driving is now a mis-
demeanor charge, and a third
conviction is punishable by a
mandatory 48-hour jail sentence.

¢ Increase the penalty for in-
dividuals who drive while their
licenses arc revoked to a 90-day
jail sentence or 364 days of pub-
lic service, The new provision,
which would apply to individuals
convicted of driving under the
influence, reckless homicide or
leaving the scene of a serious ac-
cident, would replace current
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penalties of seven days in jail or
30 days of public service.

¢ Outlaw identification cards
that simulate lllinois driver’s li-
censes and that allow persons
under the drinking age of 21 to
buy liquor illegally. Such cards
could not resemble licenses in
color, size or photo location and
would be required to carry dis-
claimers.

According to state records,
there are now about 27,000 Illi-

Continued on page 18
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Original sponsor: Koponen

IN THE HOUSE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 52 (Judiciary)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to motor vehicle forfeiture."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 28.35.030(c) is amended to read:

(c) Upon conviction under this section the court shall impose a
minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than 72 consecutive hours
and a fine of not less than $250 if the person has not been previously
convicted in this or another jurisdiction of driving while intoxicated
under this or another law or ordinance with substantially similar
elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test under AS 28.35.032 or
another law or ordinance with substantially similar elements. Upon
conviction under this section the court shall impose a minimum sen-
tence of imprisonment of not less than 20 consecutive days and a fine
of not less than $500 if, within the preceding 10 years, the person
has been previously convicted once in this or another jurisdiction of
driving while intoxicated under this or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test
under AS 28.35.032 or another law or ordinance with substantially
similar elements. Upon conviction under this section the court shall
impose a minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than 30 consecu-
tive days and a fine of not less than $1,000 and shall order for-
feiture of the vehicle used in commission of the offense, subject to
remission of forfeiture under AS 28.35.037, if [, ] within the preced-
ing 10 years [,] the person has been previously convicted in this or
another jurisdiction of more than one of the following offenses or has

perm SO/'T,,r1\



more than once been previously convicted of one of the following
offenses: (1) driving while intoxicated under this or another law or
ordinance with substantially similar elements; (2) refusal to submit
to a chemical test under AS 28.35.032 or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements. The execution of sentence may not be
suspended nor may probation be granted except on condition that the
minimum imprisonment provided in this sectionis served. Imposition of
sentence may not be suspended. In addition,if the offense involved
driving a motor vehicle for which a driver's license is required, the
person's driver's license shall be revoked in accordance with AS 28.- |
15,181 [AND THE VEHICLE USEDIN COMMISSION OF THE OFFENSE MAY BE |
FORFEITED UNDER AS 28.35.036]. In addition, the court shall order, ;
and a person convicted under this section shall undertake, for a term !
specified by the court, that program of alcohol education or rehabili-
tation that the court, after consideration of any information compiled
under (d) of this section, finds appropriate.

* Sec. 2. AS 28.35.032(g) is amended to read:

(9) Upon conviction of a person under this section, the col
shall impose a minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than 72
consecutive hours and a fine of not less than $250 if the person has
not been previously convicted in this or another jurisdiction of
driving while intoxicated under AS 28.35.030 or another law or ordi-
nance with substantially similar elements or refusal to submit to a;
chemical test under this section or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements. Upon conviction under this section the
court shall impose a minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than
20 consecutive days and a fine of not less than $500 if, within the
preceding 10 years, the person has been previously convicted once in !'
this or another jurisdiction of driving while intoxicated under AS

CSHB 52(Jud) -2 - L



11 28.35.030 or- another law or ordinance with substantially similar

2-I elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test under this section or
3#| another law or ordinance with substantially similar elements.  Upon
41 conviction under this section the court shall impose a minimum sen-
5™ tence of imprisonment of not less than 30 consecutive days and a fine
3. of not less than $1,000 and shall order forfeiture of the vehicle used
1 in the commission of the offense, subject to remission under AS 28.-
al 35.037, if [,] within the previous 10 years [,] the person has bheen
9; previously convicted in this or another jurisdiction of more than one !
10 of the following offenses or has more than once been previously con-
1 victed of one of the following offenses: (1) driving while intoxicated
iy under AS 28.35.030 or another law or ordinance with substantially |
13i' similar elements; (2) refusal to submit to a chemical test under this |I
13 section or another law or ordinance with substantially similar ;
15 elements. The execution of sentence may not be suspended nor may',
probation be granted except on condition that the minimum imprisonment ;
17 provided in this section is served. Imposition of sentence may not be |
13 suspended. If the offense involved driving a motor vehicle for which j
a driver's license is required, the person's driver's license shall be
0 revoked under AS 28.15.181. In addition, the court shall order, and a
1 person convicted under this section shall undertake, for a term speci-

fied by the court, that program of alcohol education or rehabilitation J
that the court, after consideration of any information compiled under '

(h) of this section, finds appropriate. The sentence imposed |
j court under this subsection shall run consecutively with any other
sentence of imprisonment imposed on the committed person.
-1 Sec. 3. AS z.8.35.036 is repealed and reenacted to read:
:3 Sec- 28.35.036. FORFEITURE OF MOTOR VEHICLE. (a) Upon forfei- |

ture of a motor vehicle under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(g) the :
"3" CSHB 52(Jud) j



court shall require the surrender of the registration and certificate
of title of that motor vehicle. The registratioii and certificate of
title shall be delivered to the department.

(b) Forfeiture of a motor vehicle under AS 28.35.030(c) or
28.35.032(g) extinguishes the rights or claims of a person with an
ascertainable interest in the motor vehicle, unle.cs the person seeks
remission of the forfeiture under AS 28.35.037 witnin 90 days after
the person receives notice of the right of remission under AS 28.35.-
037. Remission of forfeiture does not apply to a person convicted
under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(g) whose vehicle is forfeited.

(c) If not released under AS 28.35.037, a motor vehicle for-
feited under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(g) may be disposed of by the
department,

(d) For purposes of this section, convictions for both driving
while intoxicated and for refusal to submit to a chemical test of
breath under AS 28.35.031(a), if arising out of a single transaction
and a single arrest, are considered one previous conviction,

~ Sec. 4. AS 28.35.037(a) is repealed and reenacted to read:

(a) Upon forfeiture of a motor vehicle under AS 28.35.030(c)
28.35.032(g), the state shall provide written notice to each person
with an ascertainable ownership or security interest in the motor
vehicle, other than the person convicted of the offense resulting in

forfeiture, that
(1) the vehicle has been forfeited,;

(2) the "erson has a right to intervene to protect an
interest in the motor vehicle under (b) of this section; and

(3) failure to seek remission of forfeiture within 90 days
will extinguish the rights of the person to the vehicle.

Sec. 5. AS 28.35.037(b) is amended to read:
CSHB 52(Jud) -4-
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(b) At the request of a person with an ownership or security
interest in a vehicle forfeited under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(9),
other than the person convicted of the offense resulting in forfei-
ture, the court shall schedule a hearing to determine if remission of
forfeiture shall be ordered as provided unaer this section. At the
hearing, a person x"o claims an ox-mership or security interest in the
motor vehicle must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that

(1) the petitioner has an interest in the motor vehicle
acquired in good faith; I
(2) a person other than the petitioner xcas convicted of the |
offense that resulted in the forfeiture; and I
(3) before parting xMith the motor vehicle, the petitioner
did not know or have reasonable cause to believe that it xrould be used:
in the commission of an offense.
* Sec. 6. AS 28.35.037(d) is repealed.

-5- CSHB 52(Jud)



Original sponsor. Koponen

IN THE HOUSE BY THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 52 (Judiciary)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FIFTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to motor vehicle, forfeiture."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
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* Section 1. AS 28.35.030(c) is amended to read:

(c) Upon conviction under this section the court shall impose a
minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than 72 consecutive Lours
and a fine of not less than $250 if the person has not been previously
convicted in this or another jurisdiction of driving while intoxicated
under this or another law or ordinance with substantially similar
elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test under AS 28.35.032 or
another law or ordinance with substantially similar elements. Upon
conviction under this section the court shall impose a minimum sen-
tence of imprisonment of not less than 20 consecutive days and a fine
of not less than $500 if, within the preceding 10 years, the person
has been previously convicted once in this ir another jurisdiction of
driving while intoxicated under this or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test
under AS 28.35.032 or another faw or ordinance with substantially
similar elements. Upon—conviction under this section the court shell
impose a minimum sentenceJ of imprisonment of not less than 30 consecu-
tive days and a fine of not less than $1,000 and shall order for-
feiture of the vehicle used in commission of the offense, subject to
remission of forfeiture under AS 28.35.037, if [,] within the preced-
ing 10 years [,] the person has been previously convicted in this or
another jurisdiction of more than one of the following offenses or has

-1- CSHB 52 (Jud)



more than once heen previously convicted of one of the following
offenses: (1) driving while intoxicated under this or another lav: or
ordinance with substantially similar elements; (2) refusal to submit
to a chemical test under AS 28.35.032 or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements. The execution of sentence may not be
suspended nor may probation be granted except on condition that the
minimum imprisonment provided in this section is served. Imposition of
sentence may not be suspended. In addition, if the offense involved
driving a motor vehicle for which a driver's license is required, the
person's driver's license shall be revoked in accordance with AS 28.-
15.181 [AND THE VEHICLE USED IN COMMISSION OF THE OFFENSE MAY BE
FORFEITED UNDER AS 28.35.036]. In addition, the court shall order,
and a person convicted under this section shall undertake, for a term
specified by the court, that program of alcohol education or rehabili-
tation that the court, after consideration of any information compiled
under (d) of this section, finds appropriate.

* Sec. 2. AS 28.35.032(g) is amended to read:

(9) Upon conviction of a person under this section,
shall impose a minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than 72
consecutive hours and a fine of not less than $250 if the person has
not heen previously convicted in this or another jurisdiction of
driving while intoxicated under AS 28.35.030 or another law or ordi-
nance with substantially similar elements or refusal to submit to a
chemical test under this section or another law or ordinance with
substantially similar elements. Upon conviction under this section the
court shall impose a minimum sentence of imprisonment of not less than
20 consecutive days and a fine of not less than $500 if, within the
preceding 10 years, the person has heen previously convicted once in
this or another jurisdiction of driving while intoxicated under AS

CSHB 52(Jud) -2-
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28.35.030 or another lav; or ordinance v?ith substantially similar
elements or refusal to submit to a chemical test under this section or
another lav; or ordinance v;ith substantially similar elements. Upon
conviction under this section the court shall impose a minimum sen-
tence of imprisonment of not less than 30 consecutive days and a fine
of not less than $1,000 and shall order forfeiture of the vehicle used
in the commission of the offense, subject to remission under AS 28.-
35.037, if [,] within the previous 10 years [,l the person has been
previously convicted in this or another jurisdiction of more than one
of the following offenses or has more than once .been previously con-
victed of one of the following offenses: (1) driving while intoxicated
under AS 28.35.030 or another law or ordinance with substantially
similar elements; (2) refusal to submit to a chemical test under this
section or another law or ordinance with substantially similar
elements.  The execution of sentence may not be suspended nor may
probation be granted except on condition that the minimum imprisonment
provided in this section is served. Imposition of sentence may not be
suspended. If the offense involved driving a motor vehicle for which
a driver's license is required, the person's driver's license shall be
revoked under AS 28.15.181. In addition, the court shall order, and a
person convicted under this section shall undertake, for a term speci-
fied by the court, that program of alcohol education or rehabilitation
that the court, after consideration of any information compiled under
(h) of this section, finds appropriate. The sentence imposed by the
court under this subsection shall run consecutively with any other
sentence of impi‘isonment imposed on the committed person.
Sec. 3. AS 28.35.036 is repealed and reenacted to read:

Sec. 28.35.036. FORFEITURE OF MOTOR VEHICLE. (a) Upon forfei-

ture of a motor vehicle under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(g) the
-3- CSHB 52(Jud)



court shall require the surrender of the registration and certificate
of title of that motor vehicle. The registration and certificate of
title shall be delivered to the department.

(b)  Forfeiture of a motor vehicle wunder AS 28.35.030(c) ox
28.35.032(g) extinguishes the rights or claims of a person with an
ascertainable interest in the motor vehicle, unless the person seeks
remission of the forfeiture under AS 28.35.037 within 90 days after
the person receives notice of the right of remission under AS 28.35.-
037.

(c) If not released under AS 28.35.037, a motor vehicle for-
feited under AS 28.35.030(c) or 28.35.032(g) may be disposed of by the
department.

* Sec. A AS 28.35.037(a) is repealed and reenacted to read:

(a) Upon forfeiture of a motor vehicle under AS 28.35.030(c) ox
28.35.032(g), the state shall provide written notice to each person
with an ascertainable ownership or security interest in the motor
vehicle, other than the person convicted of the offense resulting in
forfeiture, that

(1) the vehicle has been forfeited;
(2)  the person has a right to intervene to protect an
interest in the motor vehicle under (b) of this section; and
(3) failure to seek remission of forfeiture within 90 days
will extinguish the rights of the person to the vehicle.
~ Sec. 5. AS 28.35.037(b) is amended to read:
(b) At the request of a person vith an ownership or security

other than the person convicted of the offense resulting in forfei-

ture, the court shall schedule a hearing to detex'mine if remission of

forfeiture shall he ordered as provided under this section. At the
CSHB 52(Jud) -A-
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hearing, a person who claims an ownership or security interest in the
motor vehicle must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that
(1) the petitioner has an interest in the motor vehicle
acquired in good faith;
(2) a person other than the petitioner was convicted of the

offense that resulted in the forfeiture; and
(3) before parting with the motor vehicle, the petitioner

did not know or have reasonable cause to believe that it would be used

in the commission of an offense.
Sec. 6. AS 28.33.037(d) is repealed.

-5- CSHB 52 (Jud)
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CONTINUATION of 1'TJjCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Bill/Resolution No.  HB 52

This bill amends AS 28.35.036(a) by mandating that the state
seek forfeiture of the motor vehicle involved if the convicted person
has been previously convicted more than once for driving while
intoxicated or for refusing to submit to a chemical test. Under current
law, the state has the option of seeking forfeiture, but it is not
mandated to do so.

Department of Law records, as well as those of the Division of
Motor Vehicles, indicate that the department would have to seek
forfeiture in 300 to 400 cases annually, where it does not do so now.
The forfeiture process can be somewhat complicated whenever parties
other than the person convicted hold an ownership or security interest
in the vehicle involved. A separate court hearing would have to be held
in each individual case. A title search of each vehicle would have to
be conducted. AIll third parties with an ownership interest would have
to be notified so that they may assert their ownership interest at the
hearings. If a third party proves their ownership or security interest,
and proves that they did not know or have reasonable cause to know the
vehicle would be used in the commission of an offense, the vehicle and
title to vehicle is released to the party holding ownership, or an
amount equal to the value in the vehicle held by the party holding a
security interest is paid to that party. In any event, a substantial
amount of resources will be required to acquire and hold vehicles, and
to manage the proceeds from vehicles that have been sold.

Attorneys with the Municipality of Anchorage, which conducts a
municipal forfeiture program under AS--28T35.038T~have—ady.ised us that
ownership or security interests-~are'-beid—hy persons other~tban the
person convicted of an offense (in 90 to 95 per cent of the caseslthat
they have handled. Thus, it appear5~--thaf_yery few forfeitures-Will be
straightforward or without need for costly legal proceedings. The
Department of Law estimates that at least one attorney 1IlIl, one
paraprofessional, and one clerk typist will be required to prepare and
handle forfeiture actions. In addition to normal personnel and support
costs, a sum of $25,000 will be needed to publish legal notices for lien
holders, and others with ownership interests who cannot be easily
contacted or readily identified. Other departments that will also
probably see a fiscal impact if this bill is enacted are the Public
Defender and the Court System, who would experience increased caseload.
Likewise, the Department of Public Safety, who would be responsible for
holding and disposing of vehicles, and for remitting the proceeds of
sales to those having security interest in many of the vehicles that are
to be sold, will also experience a fiscal impact. The: department
recognizes the valuable social purpose that this bill serves; however,
it must caution against burdening it with new responsibilities in a
budget year when many of the department's core prosecution functions are
being severely curtailed due to budget constraints.

p2ge__i1_ of
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

. e HB 52
For Bill/Resnliifion \n.

HB 52 Fiscal Analysis

Funding Summary

Atty 111 P/A 11 Clerk Typist 111 Total
71000 62.5 42.6 27.6 132.7
72000 1.8 1.8 -0- 3.6
73000 29.8 4.8 4.2 38.8
74000 4.5 4.5 3.3 12.3
75000 1.5 1.5 8.0 11.0
Total 55.2 100.1 43.1 198.4

Costs beyond FY 88 include a 3 per cent annual inflation factor.

pace ot



Position Title
Attorney 111

lime Status Staff Months
PFT 12

Type of Expenditure’

1 2
Salary 49,140
Benefits 13,311
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Otlier

Total Cost

Funding Source for Total Cost
Federal Receipts 1002

G. F. Match 1003
General Fund 1004
l-A Receipts 1006
CIP Receipts 1061
Other
y V..
§ T*.v>
a
Agency
Request For
BRU

New Position

Component

-'S

Amount
3

¢ e e

62,451
1,800
29,800

4,500
1.500

100,051
eV

100,051

i
Department of Law

Prosecution
Third Judicial

No. of Posiltiors Range/Step Darg. Unit
22A

PX

Location Election District
ERA - Anchorage
Justification

This position is needed at Anchorage, and other
southcentral locations, to handle the 300 to 400
forfeiture actions mandated by HB 52. Each
requires a cour. hearing, motions and, in 90 to 95
per cent of the cases, third party ownership or
security interests. This bill will generate a
large volume of legal transactions requiring the
full-time services of at least one attorney.
Although these transactions are often complicated,

they rarely involve complex legal issues.
Allocation of the position to the sub-journey
level of Attorney Il is therefore recommended.
FY 88
Page 1 of 3
District Revised Dale



Position Title i
Paralegal Assistant Il

Time Status Staff Months
PFT 12
. >
Type of Expendilurc Amount
1 2 3
Sninrv 32,424
Benefits 10,127
Premium Pay
Olher o= W Nede
Total Persona! Services 42,551
Travel 1,800
Contractual 4,800
Commodities 4,500
Equipment 1,500
Other
Total Cost 55,151
o’ Vv
Funding Source for Total Cost
Federal Receipts 1002
G. F. Match 1003
Gereral Furd 1004 55,151
I-A Receipts 1006
CIP Receipts' 1061
Other
[ | |

-
O |

Agency Department of Law

Request For .
BRU Prosecution

New Position

Corrponent Third Judicial District

No. of Positions Range/St . Unit
1 Qe/step 1.6A farg GGU
Location Election District
EBA - Anchorage
Justification

This position is needed at Anchorage, and other
southcentral locations, to assist with the 300 to
400 vehicle forfeiture actions mandated by HB 52.
Title and records searches to verify an ownership
or security interest, legal notification, and
preparation of al] necessaiy documentation will be
required. This level of work is most
apprcpriately allocated to the Paralegal Assistant
Il class.

FY 88

Page of
Revised Dale



Position Title

Clerk Typist

Time Status
PFT

Staff Months

Type of Expenditure

|
Selary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

12

2
m20,136
7,507

Total Personal Services , —iMVA?--=- iz'W-t'Z

Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipnrent
Utlter

Total Cost

Funding Source for Total Cost

Federal Receipts
G. F. Match
General Fund
I-A Receipts
CIP Receipts'

Other

1002
1003
1004
1006

1061

Request For

New Position

ANBS NN NFA
.V Ty

Agency
BRU
Component

No. of Positions Range/Step Darg. Unit
1 85

Location Election District
ElLA - Anchorage 8
Justification
Amount This clerical position is needed to assist the
3 attorney and the paralegal handle the 300 to 400
1 vehicle forfeiture actions mandated by HB 52. A
) very large volume of routine documents will be
= V'V generated by this work, including motions, notices
°o- - H-m to persons with ownership or security interest,
27.(543 and correspondence between the parties. Because
-0- this work will not usually involve higher level
4,200 legal instruments, such as briefs, allocation to
3,300 the Clerk Typist 11l level is recommended.
8,000
.43,143
43,143
N "
LA |
Department of Law FY 88
Prosecution Page 3 of 3
Third Judicial District Revised Dale



Alaska State Legislature

Representative Niilo Koponen

Pouch V 542 4th Avenue, Suite C
J.ineau, Alaska 99811 Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
(907) 465-4992 (907) 456-8161

POSITION PAPER

HB 52 "AN ACT RELATING TO MOTOR VEHICLE FORFEITURE."

Alaska ranks third highest per capita nationv/ide in
alcohol-related accident fatalities. After HB 6 was signed into
law in September 1983, the prosecution was given the option to
request the confiscation of a vehicle for second time DWI
offenders. In Fairbanks, only one person iIn three years has been
ordered to forfeit their car. Alaska statistics show that in
1985, there were 365 drunk driving accidents involving third time
offenders. During the first 11 months of 1986, this Tfigure
increased to 412 drunk driving accidents. These alarming
statistics have led me to introduce this legislation.

The purpose of HB 52 is to strengthen the legislative intent of
AS 28.35.036 by stating that "...the state shall [may] move the
court to order the forfeiture of the motor vehicle..." The
primary intent of HB 52 is to limit drunk driving Tfatalities.
This legislation may also act as as a deterrent by convincing
first time DWI offenders that they will no longer have a vehicle
in their possession if they are convicted of a second time DWI
offense.

It is important to realize that under AS 28.35.037 (Remission of
Forfeitures) an offender can go to court in order to retrieve his
or her car, thereby protecting and third party interests in the
motor vehicle. The offender must follow the guidelines within
statute and present relevant arguments to the judge.

Sec. 28.35.037(c) states that if the person satisfies these
requirements, the court shall order that the motor vehicle and
title be released.

It is routine practice of Alaska game wardens to immediately
confiscate cars, trucks and guns when a hunting violation is
charged, prior to completion of the violator®s due process
proceedings. It is my feeling that the protection of human life
should be considered at least as important in state law as a
hunting or parki.—..; violation.
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MOTHERS AGAINST DRUNK DRIVERS
Fairbanks Northern Lights Chapter

P.O. Box 1167
Fairbanks, Alaska 99707-1167
(907) 456-3964

FORFEITURE OF VEHICLE
OBJECTIVE

It is no secret that the effects of Driving While Intoxicate (DWI),
are a major health problem. Once again 1985 statistics compiled by individ-
ual state departments of highway, Alaska has ranked third nationwide for
the highest rate per capita of alcohol-related crash fatalities (see at-
tached). Death, injury, and trauma occur to the victims and victim families
of DM crashes. Economically this problem is costing our communities mil-
lions annually in lost wages, court costs, unrecoverable medical charges,
higher insurance rates, and other related expenses.

Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD), is an organization whose primary
goal is to reduce the number of deaths and injuries resulting from DW
crashes through our educational, legislative and Victim Assistance programs.

In the past three years, we have asked you, our legislators, to in-
crease the penalties for DWI, and refusal to submit to a breath test, to
raise the drinking age to 21, to ;prohibit Happy Hour sales, to institute
mandatory driver insurance, and to allow for vehicle confiscation for second
time DM offenders, and other related legislation.

We are once again faced with making a request that you consider amend-
ing AS 28.35.036 Forfeiture of Motor Vehicle.

It has been our observation since the passage of HB-6 which was signed
into law in September of 1983 by then Governor Sheffield, that cur district
attorneys and judges have been failing to exercise their option to confis-
cate a vehicle for a second offender for DWI.  To date, our district at-
torney's office in Fairbanks (Fourth Judicial District), have oeen failing
to exercise their option to confiscate a vehicle for a second offender for
DWI.  To date our district attorney's office “eoorts that they have only
confiscated cne (i) vehicle.

We do not feel that the confiscation of one vehicle :n nearly tnree
years serves as a deterrent for anyone, and without deterrents tnat <sec
one oublic's attention, we can never hope to tee * decrease .n tr:: - .8t

conduct. In fact, we have seen a Serious rise ir. tre "uroer acc.a
in Tho  rbanKs listen Star sorcugh ire taso -.d-i-a -art.



