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Table 22

Cost Synopsis
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay M arine
Hovercraft Option

Annual O&M Total Capital Annualized Annual
Cost Cost Capital Cost Capital plus
@ 7% O&M costs
Interest
Marine Elements
Homer-Williamsport-Seldovia $1,846,606 52,750,000 5259,581 $1,921,187
Homer-Williamsport Shoreside $185,000 $3,822,000 $360,770 $545,770
Lake lliamna (Hovercraft) $1,728,600 $5,500,000 5519,161 $2,247,761
Roadway Elements
Williamsport-Pile Bay
Paved $209,250 514,857,500 51,402,443 51,61 r.93
Unpaved 5232,500 $12,300,000 51,161,033 51 ' \533
TOTAL
Paved Option 53,969,456 $26,929,500 52,541,954 $6,326,410
Unpaved Option 53,992,706 524,372,000 52,300,544 $6,108,250
Table 23

2020 Annual Travel Demand Estim ate
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay M arine
Hovercraft Option

Travel Demand

Marine Elements

Homer-Seldovia 4,000
Homer-Williamsport 4,200
Lake lliamna Hovercraft Service 6.900

Roadway Elements
Williamsport to Pedro Bay 4,200
22,100

Pedro Bay to lliamna

P Southwest Alaska Transportation F .«
BRINCKERHOFF Description of Alternatives
35 Technical Memorandum



Table 24
Cost Synopsis
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay M arine
Shallow-Draft Landing Vessel Option

Annual O&M Total Capital Annualized Annual
Cost Cost Capital Cost Capital plus
@7% O&M costs
Interest
Marine Elements
Homer-Williamsport-Seldovia* $1,846,606 52,750,000 $259,581 $1,921,187
Homer, Williamsport Shoreside $185,000 53,822,000 $360,770 5545,770
Lake lliamna (Shallow-Draft Vessel)'* $318,300 5526,000 . $49,651 $367,951

Lake lliamna Shoreside $6,250 $250,000 $23,598 $29.848

Roadway Elements
Williamsport-Pile Bay

Paved $209,250 $14,857,500 51,402,443 $1,611,693

Unpaved $232,500 $12,300,000 $1,161,033 $1,393,533
TOTAL

Paved Option $2,565,406 $22,205,500 $2,096,042 $4,476,448

Unpaved Option 52,588,656 $19,648,000 $1,854,632 $4,258,288

'Vehicle demand for this element of the alternative was estimated at 2.800 vehicles/year.
"Vehicle demand for this element of the alternative was estimated at 770 vehicles/year.

Table 25
2020 Annual Travel Demand Estim ate
Cook Inlet to Bristol Bay
Shallow-Draft Landing Vessel Option

Travel Demand

Marine Elements

Homer-Seldovia 4,000

Homer-Williamsport 4,200

Lake lliamna Marine Service (S.D.) 3,600

Roadway Elements

Williamsport to Pedro Bay 4,200

Pedro Bay to lliamna 22,100
PARSONS Southwest Alaska Transportation Plan
BRINCKERHOFF Description of Alternatives

36 Technical Memorandum



FISCAL NOT

NO.
STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: HB 8
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE:
Revision Date: Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency
Title: "An Act establishing the Legislative BRU: Legislative Council
Road Development Task Force; and providing....
Sponsor: Representative Rokeberg Component: Council and Subcommittees

Requestor:  House Transportation

COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07

PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
TRAVEL 6.0 0 0 0 0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 15 0 0 0 0 0.0
SUPPLIES 2.3 0 0 0 0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER FUND SOURCE

TOTAL 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) HB8 establishes a thirteen member Legislative Road
Development Task Force. The task force will be composed of 9 public members, 2 Legislators, and 2 state
officials. The task force shall identify roads that are important to the future economic development of the state,
study and research the feasibility of upgrading roads, and establish a priority ranking for projects to develop
or upgrade those roads. The task force shall submit a report of its findings to the Legislature and the Governor
before the 2nd session of the 22nd Alaska State Legislature convenes.

Prepared By: Karla Schofield, Deputy Director JLe- XuTNjIL<f Phone: 465-3852

Division: Administrative Services ~ Date: |1~ jd/
isli*m i ./ Igl-,.

Approved By: Pamela A. Varni, Executive Director K (Ihni( Ilb IK/I# éik h A~ . |

Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency Daten iM joi

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, Gov., & Impacted Agency(ies).
Page 1of 1



The existing staff of the Senator and Representative Co-Chairs of the task force
will serve as staff to the task force.

Inavel

Itis anticipated that the task force will conduct most of their meetings by teleconference.

One 2 day trip is anticipated to Anchorage in FY02. For the purposes of this fiscal note the 9

public members are assumed to be 3 from Fairbanks, 3 from Anchorage, 1 from Juneau,

1 from Kotzebue, and 1 from Ketchikan. Legislators are assumed to be from Anchoarge and Fairbanks.
Travel costs for the DOTPF and DCED Commissioners or their designees will be paid for by

the Executive Branch.

Airfare Per Diem
Public Members
Fairbanks 3 900 1,374
Anchorage 3 0 0
Juneau 1 380 458
Kotzebue 1 375 458
Ketchikan 1 420 458
Legislators
Anchorage 1 0 458
Fairbanks 1 260 458
2,335 3,664 5,999
Total Travel
Contractual
Phone expenses for public members of the task force 500
Postage expenses to mail out task force report 200
Map and geological reproduction services 800
1,500 Total Contractual

The cost of printing the task force report will be absorbed within the Legislature's budget.

Supplies
Itis anticipated that the task force will need to purchase geological information and maps.
Equipment

The task force will not need to purchase any equipment.



Jan 24 01 01:30a R i * Associates (907]9g]Vv63-4G60 P-1
£hm m *ai 13:54 fr tTOSr centre 2 504 443 1340 td 91907734660 p.02/02
JfIM-24-Bl J2sIS PH 4LASICA MINERS ASSN. fixnr 3*3 *135 P.83

ALASKA MINERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

ABAGCMRACYNC AlSIEH « ISHSMAA » FAXESW S

January 16,2001

Honorable Norman Rokeberg

Alubku Slate House JAN 2 4 ZI)]_

Stale Capitol
Junwtl, AK 99801

RE: House Bill 8. Legislative Road Development Task Force

Dear Representative Rokeberg.

Thank y(»0 Tor the opportunity to conuncnl on House Dill 8 which would establish j Legislative
Road Development Task Force. This bill will provide a needed venue Tor discussing ellorrinlhcs

for new roads dial are needed. The Stale planning process has typicnlly focused on repair and
maintenance of existing roads but hns not effectively addressed the need Tor new roads.

Wo would recommend one chjngc lo 1111-8 and lliis is to add one additional route into Section
I thni would be considered. This is os follows:

(21) aroad from the Dallon Highway west to the Ambler copper district;

his road was contemplated in ANII.CA where specific language was included
to ensure a right of wny would be allowed to follow this route. It would be
appropriate for lltc Task Force to evaluate whether the time has come in develop

this road.

Wecapprcciatc that the Alaska Federation orNatives is represented on the Tjsk Force and observe
that support from local Native groups will he essential for new roads that involve their lands and
regions. These Native Corporations and their villages have much to gain if roads arc developed
and they also have concerns and views that should be considered by the Task Force.

Thank you for the opportunity to continent on this bill. We Jock forward to working with you as
it mote forward,

st ?2 '~ ”

Sieven C. Borcll, P.E.
Executive Director

3fct 24 29DX 12:15 907 563 9225 ARE.02
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
T0: HB 8
Page 1, lines 1, 6 and 7 o
Insert “Pioneer" between "Legislative" and "Road"

Page 3, after line 16, add two new sections as follows:

"(23) East Lynn Canal Corridor Road:

(24) Road from Dalton Highway west to the Ambler
copper district;

(25) and any other road the task force feels merits
review"



14 m

750 WK 2nd Ave. #109, Anchorage AK 99501 / Ph. 907-258-6171 / Fax 907-258-6177

P.O. Box 22151, Juneau AK 99802 / Ph. 907-463-3366 / Fax 907-463-3312 / unite@akvoice.org

HB 8: Legislative Pioneer Road Development Task Force

TO: Representatives
DATE: February 14,2001

Alaska Conservation Alliance and Alaska Conservation Voters are sister nonprofit organizations
dedicated to protecting Alaska’s environment through public education and advocacy. Our 44 member
organizations and businesses represent over 35,000 registered Alaskan voters. Conservationists
throughout Alaska support a healthy economy for all the benefits it provides us. However, we do not
believe economic health is predicated on building roads. We have several concerns with HB 8:

» The Task Force is stacked with pro-road advocates.

Legislation (SB 3) to appropriate state funds for studies for a northern access into Denali National
Park was recently heard in Senate Transportation committee. A major criticism leveled at the Denali
Task Force that evaluated the feasibility ofthe route was that it was imbalanced with members opposed
to the route. Clearly, the Task Force authorized under HB 8 could be similarly criticized - no positions
have been designated for tourism interests, for municipal government representatives, or for representa-
tives from agencies or organizations concerned with habitat protection.

» The bill has no provision for meaningful public process.

Aaskan history has shown time and again that road projects can be very controversial. The Task Force must be
mandated to provide meaningful public process by holding local hearings and notifying citizens o fcomment
periods foreach and eveiy road proposal under consideration. The Task Force must be funded sufficiently to

provide for this process.
» This legislation is backward looking.

A healthy economic future for Alaska will not be found by looking backwards to 80 year old rutted
tractor trails. ACV encourages legislators to put fiscal and time resources into meaningful studies of
improving transportation needs for our state that would enhance the economic opportunities Alaskans
are facing in this new millennium. HB 8 establishes a controversial, faulty process to take a great look

backwards - for that reason, this legislation should be opposed.

Susan Schrader, Conservation Advocate

Conserve Alaska. It’s Only Natural


mailto:unite@akvoice.org
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE DAVIES

TO: CSHB 8(TRA)

Page LJines 1-2:
Delete all materrl and insen:
"An Act relating to the nomination of pioneer roads for consideration for inclusion in

the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan; and providing for an effective date."

Page 1, line 6 through page 2, line 25.
Delete all material and insert:
"NOMINATION OF PIONEER ROADS FOR INCLUSION IN THE STATEWIDE

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLAN, (a) The commissioner of transportation
and public facilities shall nominate the following roads for evaluation for development as
pioneer roads and for inclusion in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan:"

Page 3, lines 20 - 27:
Delete all material.

Insert new subsections to read:
"(b) The commissioner shall also nominate for evaluation for development as pioneer

roads and for inclusion in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan other pioneer roads
that are proposed by the governing body of a municipality and for which there are existing
plans to develop or upgrade the roads or for which there is potential for alternative funding for

construction or maintenance o f the roads.

(c) A road nominated for evaluation under (a) or (0) of this section must be evaluated
especially for its potential to foster economic development in the region where it is located.
Additional weight shall be given to a road for which there are existing plans to develop or
upgrade the road or for which there is potential for alternative funding for construction or

\\
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maintenance of the road.
(d) The commissioner shall prepare a written report before January 10, 2002,

describing the roads nominated for evaluation under this section, the evaluation process used

to evaluate the roads, and the status of each road in the Statewide Transportation

Improvement Plan process."
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AMENPMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
TO: CSHB 8(TRA)

Page 2, line 3 | following "force.
Insert "The task force shall consider rights-of-way under former 43U.S.C. 932 (R.S.

2477) when establishing a priority ranking for projects. The task force shall also recommend
a schedule of appropriations, subject to the availability of federal or other funds, for projects

to develop or upgrade the roads and rights-of-wayidentified as important to the future

economic development of the state."



By Representative Ken Lancaster

Amendments to House Bill 8 - "Establishing the Legislative Pioneer Roa” iJevclopmenl Task Force”

Page 1. Line 8

The ta:\ force shall consist of J 3 voting members

Page 2: Line fo
9) One member designated by the Alaska Railroad

(101 One member represe.nim; energy delivery in Alaska (i.e. corridor)

Then numbers would be renumbered accordingly



AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE
T0: HB 8

Page 1, lines 1,6 and 7 o
Insert “Pioneer" between "Legislative" and "Road"

Page 3, after line 16, add two new sections as follows:

"(23) Road from Dalton Highway west to the Ambler

copper district;
—X74) 13(?-A-OF|EL-t> cAk>/Vi- _
(25) and any other road the task force feels merits
review"
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(5) one member designated by the Alaska State Chamber of Commerce;

(6) one member designated by the Associated General Contractors of Alaska;

(7) one member designated by the Alaska Miners Association;

(8) one member designated by the Alaska Federation of Natives;

(9) one public member jointly appointed by the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives who resides in a rural areaand is amember of the

Alaska Citizens Transportation Coalition;
(10) one member appointed by the President of the Senate from among the

members of the Senate;
(11) one member appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives
from among the members of the House of Representatives.

(b) The commissioner of transportation and public facilities or the commissioner's
designee and the commissioner of community and economicdevelopment or the
commissioner's designee shall serve as nonvoting members of the task force.

(c) The legislator members of the task force shall serve as co-chairs of the task force.
The staff of the legislator members of the task force shall serve as staff to the task force.

(d) The task force shall identify roads that are important to the future economic
development of the state, study the feasibility of developing or upgrading those roads in order
to promote thefuture economic development of the state, research existing plans to develop or

upgradethose roads,. determine the availability and source of funds to develop or upgrade

27 IV]thos” roatis™and establish a priority ranking for projects to developer upgjrade ro."ds identified

22"
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24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
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task force.
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(e) The task force shall place particular'emfypihasis on "reviewing the "following’road
projects to determine whether the road projects should be identified as important to the future
economic development of the state:

(1) Willia... port Road from lliamna Bay to Pile Bay;

(2) aroad to the Pogo Mine;

V') Rock Creek Road in the Nome area;

(4) aroad to Tazlina Lake;

(5) aroad from Wasilla to Bethel; \ V>
(6) aroad from Wasilla to Tyonek;

HB 8 2- HBOOO%

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



CORRECTION

THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENT(S)
HAVE BEEN REFILMED TO
ASSURE LEGIBILITY OR PAGINATION

Central Microfilm Services
Departemcnt of Education & Early Development
State of Alaska
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(5) one member designated by the Alaska State Chamber of Commerce;

(6) one member designated b\ the Associated General Contractors of Alaska;

(7) one member designated by the Alaska Miners Association;

(8) one member designated by the Alaska Federation of Natives;

(9) one public member jointly appointed by the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives who resides in a rural area and is a member of the
Alaska Citizens Transportation Coalition;

(10) one member appointed by the President of the Senate from among the
members of the Senate;

(11) one member appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives
from among the members of the House of Representatives.

(b) The commissioner of transportation and public facilities or the commissioner's
designee and the commissioner of community and economic development or the
commissioner's designee shall serve as nonvoting members of the task force.

(c) The legislator members of the task force shall serve as co-chairs of the task force.
The staff of the legislator members of the task force shall serve as staff to the task force.

(d) The task force shall identify roads that are important to the future economic
development of the state, study the feasibility of developing or upgrading those roads in order
to promote the future economic development of the state, research existing plans to develop or
upgrade those roads,, determine the availability and source of funds to develop or upgrade
tHose roads,(and establish a priority ranking for projects to develop or upgrade roads identified

y the task force. -> I W V rfl

(e) The task force shall place particular 'erhpliasis™on reviewing tHeTolldwirig'road
projects to determine whether the road projects should be identified as important to the future
economic development of the state:

(1) Williamsport Road from Iliamna Bay to Pile Bay;
(2) aroad to the Pogo Mine;

(3) Rock Creek Road in the Nome area;

(4) aroad to Tazlina Lake;

(5) aroad from Wasilla to Bethel;

(6) aroad from Wasilla to Tyonek;

HB 8 2- HB000Ba
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FISCAL NOTS§

NO.
BILL VERSION: HB 8

STATE OF ALASKA
PUBLISH DATE:

2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

RevisionD a t e Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency

Title: "An Act establishing the Legislative BRU: Legislative Council
Road Development Task Force; and providing....
Sponsor: Representative Rokeberg Component: Council and Subcommittees

Requestor: ~ House Transportation

COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07

OPERATING FY 02

PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

TRAVEL 6.0 0 0 0 0 0.0

CONTRACTUAL 15 0 0 0 0 0.0

SUPPLIES 2.3 0 0 0 0 0.0

EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0

CAPITAL 0.0

REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER FUND SOURCE

TOTAL 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Estimate of current year impact:

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) HB8 establishes a thirteen member Legislative Road

Development Task Force. The task force will be composed of 9 public members, 2 Legislators, and 2 state

officials. The task force shall identify roads that are important to the future economic development of the state,

study and research the feasibility of upgrading roads, and establish a priority ranking for projects to develop

or upgrade those roads. The task force shall submil a report of its findings to the Legislature and the Governor

before the 2nd session of the 22nd Alaska State Legislature convenes.

Division: Administrative Services - Date: i IM Id |

Pamela A. Varni, Executive Director !_ l i
Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency Date: |

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, Gov., & Impacted Agency(ies).
Page lof 1
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1/16/01

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 8(TRA)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-SECOND LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

Odcred:
Referred:

Sponsor®): REPRESENTATIVE ROKEBERG

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act establishing the Legislative Transportation and Utility Corridor Development

Task Force; and providing for an effective date."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:
LEGISLATIVE TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY CORRIDOR
DEVELOPMENT TASK FORCE, (a) There is established in the legislative branch of state
jvernment the Legislative Transportation and Utility Corridor Development Task Force.
The task force shall consist of 13 voting members, as follows:
(1) one member designated by the Alaska Trucking Association, Inc.;
(2) one member designated by the International Union of Operating
Engineers, Local 302;
(3) one member designated by Teamsters Union Local 959;

(4) one member who is a civil engineer designated by the State Board of

N CSIIB §(TRA)
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 20-LS0102\C

Registration for Architects, Engineers and Land Surveyors;
(5) one member designated by the Alaska State Chamber of Commerce;
(6) one member designated by the Associated General Contractors of Alaska;
(7) one member designated by the Alaska Miners Association;
(8) one member designated by the Alaska Federation of Natives;
(9) one public member jointly appointed by the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives who resides in a rural area and is a member of the

Alaska Citizens Transportation Coalition;
(10) the chair of the board of directors of the Alaska Railroad Corporation or

the chairs designee;
(11) a member of the Regulatory Commission of Alaska who is designated by

the commission;
(12) one member appointed by the President of the Senate from among the

members of the Senate;
(13) one member appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives
from among the members of the House of Representatives.

(b) The commissioner of transportation and public facilities or the commissioners
designee and the commissioner of community and economic development or the
commissioner’ designee shall serve as nonvoting members of the task force.

(c) The legislator members of the task force shall serve as co-chairs of the task force.
The staff of the legislator members of the task force shall serve as staff to the task force.

(d) The task force shall identify transportation and utility corridors that are important
to the future economic development of the state, study the feasibility of developing new
transportation and utility corridors or upgrading existing transportation and utility corridors in
order to promote the future economic development of the state, research existing plans to
develop or upgrade transportation and utility corridors, determine the availability and source
of funds to develop or upgrade transportation and utility corridors, and establish a priority
ranking for projects to develop or upgrade transportation and utility corridors identified by the
task force.

(e) The task force shall place particular emphasis on reviewing the following

transportation and utility corridor development projects to determine whether the projects

CSIIB §TRA) 2
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should be identified as important to the future economic development r the state:
(1) Williamsport Road from lliamna Bay to Pile Bay;
(2) aro”d to the Pogo Mine;
(3) Rock Creek Road in the Nome area;
(-, aroad to Tazlina Lake;
(5) aroad from Wasilla to Bethel,
(6) aroad from Wasilla to Tyonek;
(7) aroad along the west shore of Cook Inlet;
(8) aroad to Nome;
(9) aroad to Cordova;
(10) aroad to Ruby;
(11) aroad to Fort Yukon;
(12) Donlin Creek Road;
(13) aroad to Dillingham;
(14) aroad around the northern end of Lake Iliamna;
(L.5) upgrading the Dalton Highway;
(16) aroad from Rampart to Eureka;
(17) aroad from Ruby to McGrath;
(18) aroad from Hcaly to the Richardson Highway;
(19) aroad from Ruby to Takotna;
(20) aroad from Takotna to Flat to Crooked Creek;
(21) Tonsina North Access Road;
(22) aroad from Juneau to Atlin, British Columbia.

() The task force shall meet as frequently as its members determine necessary to
perform its work. The task force may meet and vote by teleconference.

(g) The members of the task force appointed under (a)(1) - (9) of this section are not
eligible for compensation but are entitled to per diem and travel expenses authorized for
boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180.

(h) The task force shall submit a written report of its findings and recommendations to

he legislature and the governor before the Second Regular Session of the Twenty-Second

Alaska State Legislature convenes.

3- CSHB gTRA)
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* Sec. 2. This Act is repealed on the first legislative day of the Second Regular Session of
the Twenty-Second Alaska State Legislature.
* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).

CSIIB §TRA) 4
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FISCAL NO1O

NO.
BILL VERSION: HB 8

STATE OF ALASKA
PUBLISH DATE:

2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Department Affected: Legislative Affairs Agency

Title: "An Act establishing the Legislative BRU: Legislative Council
Road Development Task Force; and providing....
Sponsor: Representative Rokeberg Component: Council and Subcommittees

Requestor:  House Transportation
COMPONENT SERIAL NO:

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07
PERSONAL SERVICES 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
TRAVEL 6.0 0 0 0 0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 15 0 0 0 0 0.0
SUPPLIES 2.3 0 0 0 0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
CAPITAL 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
REVENUE FUND SOURCE 0.0
FUNDING: (Thousands ol Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER FUND SOURCE

TOTAL 9.8 0 0 0 0 0.0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Estimate of current year impact:
ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary) HB8 establishes a thirteen member Legislative Road
Development Task Force. The task force will be composed of 9 public members, 2 Legislators, and 2 state
officials. The task force shall identify roads that are important to the future economic development of the state,
study and research the feasibility of upgrading roads, and establish a priority ranking for projects to develop
or upgrade those roads. The task force shall submit a report of its findings to the Legislature and the Governor

before the 2nd session of the 22nd Alaska State Legislature convenes.

Phone: 465-3852

Division: Administrative Services n v 1 Date: »/JV{/*?/

Approved By: Pamela A. Varni. Executive Director . |

Agency: Legislative Affairs Agency Date: | W 01
/

Distribution (by preparer): Leg. Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor, OMB, Gov., & Impacted Agency(ies).
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COMMITTEES INTERIM:
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, CHAIR 10928 EAGLE RIVER RD, SUITE 141
RULES EAGLE RIVER, AK 99577
MILITARY & VETERANS AFFAIRS
UTILITY RESTRUCTURING
ETHICS SESSION:
ALASKA STATE CAPITOL

JUNEAU, AK 99001

Sponsor Statement
HB 12

Operating motorized vehicles under the influence of alcohol has been a major
problem in Alaska for a long time. This legislation reduces the amount of alcohol a
person can have in their blood while operating motorized vehicles.

The number of accidents and deaths that occur due to the operation of motor
vehicles, while under the influence of alcohol, is an ongoing problem. Alaska ranks No.
5 in the nation for alcohol related incidences. It is imperative that the state takes action

that reduces this serious problem.

Strengthening the current statutes, by lowering the amount of alcohol in a person's
blood to .08, would serve as a deterrent for operating any type of motorized vehicle. Any
cost associated with the implementation of this legislation will be beneficial in the long
run, as it will save lives. This bill also affords local law enforcement agencies a better
instrument in the prosecution of offenders. The Alaska Peace Officers Association,
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, and other similar organizations support it.

This legislation is imperative for the State of Alaska to follow the lead of the
federal government in lowering the amount of alcohol a person can have in that person's
blood while operating motorized vehicles. Ifthis legislation fails the State of Alaska
stands to lose federal highway funds at a rate of 2% after 2004, 4% after 2005, 6% after

2006, 8% after 2007 and so on.

I urge your support ofthis legislation.

Representative Pete K ott

JUNEAU OFFICE (907) 465-3777 TOLL FREE 1-800-861-KOTT (5688) FAX (907) 465-2819
EAGLE RIVER OFFICE (907) 694-8944 FAX (907) 694-8945 E-MAIL: representative_pete_kott@ legis.state.ak.us


mailto:representative_pete_kott@legis.state.ak.us

Sectional Summary

HB 12

This sectional summary should not be considered an authoritative interpretation of
the bill, with the bill itself the best statement of its contents.

This bill lowers the limit of blood alcohol levels of a person who has committed
the crime of driving or operating motorized vehicles.

Lowers the limit of alcohol a person can have in his or her blood while
driving or operating a motorized vehicle.

Section 1:

Section 2:  Lowers the limit of alcohol a person can have in his or her blood when
determining that the person is not under the influence of intoxicating
liqguor. Lowers the limit ofalcohol a person can have in his or her blood
not giving rise to any presumption that the person was or was not under
the influence of intoxicating liquor, but that fact may be considered with
other competent evidence in determining whether the person was under
the influence of intoxicating liquor. Lastly, lowers the limit of alcohol a
person can have in his or iter blood when presuming the person was under

the influence of intoxicating liquor.

Section 3: Effective date: September 1, 2001



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number -
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 12
(Q Publish Dale:
Revision Date/Time(Note if Correction): Dept. Affected: Corrections
Title: An Act relating to the offense of operating a BRU: AdminHtration and Operations
motor vehicle, aircraft, or watex: aft, while intoxicated:.... Component: Al
Sponsor Representative Kott
Requester:  House Transportation Con littee Component Number: 694
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below. .
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002 FY 2003 ~ FY 2004  FY 2005 FY2006  FY 2007 |
Persona! Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous 12111 1,183.8 1,217.7 1,254.7 1,254.7 1,254.7
TOTAL OPERATING 12111 1,183.8 12177 1,254.7 1,254.7 1,254.7
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( ) 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 1,046.3 1,019.0 10529  1,089.9 1,089.9 1,089.9
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other - 1156 Receipt supported serv. 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8 164.8
TOTAL 12111 1,183.8 12177 1,547 1,254.7 1,254.7

Estimate of any current year (FY2001) cost: 0.0

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2002 budget proposal:

POSITIONS

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page ifnecessary)

This legislation would reduce the threshold for presumption of DW I from .10 to .00. Itis estimated by the Department of Law that
although this may notincrease arrests by a large amount, itwill increase convictions by 10%. In FYOO there were 4118 statewide
misdemeanor convictions for DW1Iand 200 felony convictions.

Ifwe multiply 413 misdemeanants (10% of the total) by the percentages reflected in DMV's 2000 statistics for 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th and
5th time offenders, we come up with an estimate of how many of those offenders might be newly convicted under a .08 law. All 1st
and 2nd time offenders go to the CRC (if there is one in their community) so the CRC cost of care is utilized for our calculations.
Utilizing a snapshot done on 10/25/00 of our DW | population, we averaged the sentenced being served for 3rd, 4th and 5th time
offenders and estimated proportions of time served in CRCs and hard beds to come up with a total cost.

Assuming 20 new felons convicted under this threshold, and utLzing the average sentence for DW | felons, we estimated

Phone 465-4652

Prepared by:  Candace Brower
Date/Time 03/30/01/10:30 am

Division Commissioner’s Office
Approved by:  Margaret Pugh Date 3/30/01
Agency Department of Corrections

For distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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Department of Corrections Page 2
March 30, 2001

20 X 352 days X $88/day = $619,520. The total for misdemeanants and felons
then is §1,211,134.

Felony DW1 offenders are usually glven an average of 3 years probation.
Probation costs will not be incurred until after completion of sentence so the
impact will not be felt until the 2rdand subsequent years. The daily cost for
probationers is $517/day. 1f 18 of the 20 felons were on probation the second year,
the cost would be $33,967. 1t would be necessary to add $67,934 the third year
and $101,901 the fourth year. After that it would level off as the first probationers

drop off.

The Department of Corrections expects a 15% decrease in the incarceration rate for
manslaughter/negh?ent homicides as aresult of this legislation, begmnm%the
second year. It will take time for the public to become aware of lowered BAC and
t0 change behaviors. That would result in an annual savings, beginning in FY03,
0f $61,320 (or 1.5 persons incarcerated @ $112/day per year).

Misdemeanant DW1 offenders are required to pay the cost of their incarceration up
to $1,000. The Department of Corrections receives approximately 80% of that
amount wliich is collected by the Department of Law. This would net
approximately $164,768 in revenues against the total costs.

FYO2 FYO3 FYO4 FY05 FY06 FY07
1211134 1211134 1211134 1211134 1211134 1211134 C%Strggrati '

0 R967 6794 100901 100901 oo P
1211134 1245101 1279068 131303% 1313035 1313035 Subtotal

0 0 0 0 0 61320 Less savings forho
-164768 —i(%?ﬁS —ig‘%.768 -ﬁG?S -ig‘%.GYS -16317678 i%%?ét\tsegaid y

1046366 1019013 1052980 1,087,037 1087037 1,087,037



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number :

2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 12
() Publish Date:

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Effected: ~~ Law

Title ".. mffense of operating a motor vehicle,... while BRU Criminal Division

intoxicated:.. .presumptions arising from the amount of alcohol.. Component Third Judicial District: Anchorage
Sponsor Representative Kott

Requester House Transportation Committee Component No. 2261
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

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

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002  FY2003  FY2004 FY2005 FY 2006  FY 2007
Personal Services 1211 121.1 1211 121.1 1211 1211
Travel 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Contractual 18.7 18.7 18.7 18.7 18.7 18.7
Supplies 16 16 1.6 16 16 16
Equipment 6.5

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 148.3 141.8 141.8 141.8 141.8 141.8

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 148.3 141.8 1418 141.8 1418 1418
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type

(Specl %%AL 1483 141.8 14138 1418 141.8 1418
Estimate of any currentyear (FY2001) cost: 0.0
POSITIONS
Full-time 1 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

HB 12 amends AS 28.35.030(a) by lowering the blood alcohol limit from 0.10 to 0.08 percent by weight of alcohol in a person's
blood (and a corresponding change in the limit foralcoholin a person’s breath) for the offense of driving while intoxicated (DWI), a
class Amisdemeanor. The bill also changes the presumptions in AS 28.35.033(a) in a civil or criminal action from 0.05 -0.10 to
0.04 -0.08 percent by weight of alcohol in the person’s blood (and a similar change for breath alcohol), as the area where there is
no presumption about the person being under the influence of alcohol. Under this bill, a person who measures 0.04 and below is
presumed not under the influence, and a person who measures 0.08 and above is presumed to be under the influence of
intoxicating liguor. The bill will resultin an increased number of DWI cases being prosecuted by the Department of Law.

In FYOO, the Criminal Division accepted for prosecution 3,218 misdemeanorand 213 felony DW I referrals by law enforcement
throughout the state. Recently received statistics from the Anchorage Police Department indicate there would be about a 6 percent

Prepared by:  Joan M. Kasson . Phone 466-5370
Division Attorney General's Office Date/Time 3/30/01 4:33 PM
Approved hy:  Kathryn Daughhetee for Bruce M. Botelho. Attorney General Date 3/30/01

Agency Department of Law

For distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 12
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION

increase in DW I referrals duo to the lowering of the blood alcohol threshold to 0.08. Experience has varied in other states that have
reduced from 0.10 to 0.08 the limit for driving while intoxicated (California, Maine, Oregon, and Utah). While some states have
experienced a 20 to 40 percentincrease in DWI cases, aconserva'ive estimate for the increase is about 10 percent. This would
result in 322 additional misdemeanor and 21 felony DW I cases, which are much more time-consuming to prosecute than
misdemeanors. The Department of Law assumes that municipalities which presently prosecute misdemeanor DW I will amend their
ordinances to mirror the change in state law. If this does not occur, the ostimated number of misdemeanor prosecutions is

understated.

Much of the anticipated increase in prosecutions will occur in southcentral Alaska. Because Anchorage is the hub from which
prosecutors are sent to assist other offices in times of overload, itv/ill be necessary to add one new attorney position to the

Anchorage District Attorney’s Office.

Using the department's FY02 standard attorney cost schedule, the fiscal impact from this legislation would be 5141,776. This cost
includes clerical support, communications, space, supplies, data processing, and othernormal overhead expenses. The standard
costdoes notinclude one-time new equipment purchases, and $6,500 is added in FYO2 for this purpose. Please note that although
no clerical support position is being added, proportionate support position funding is included in the standard attorney cost schedule
to reduce clerical support vacancy so that the new attorney's clerical burden can be handled.

Page 2 0of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number :
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 12
(  )Publish Date:
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected] Health & Social Services
Title: Reducing blood alcohol to .08 "BRU: Alcohol & Drug Abuse Svcs
Component: Alcohol Safety Action Program

Sponsor: Rep. Kott
Requester:  House (TRA) Component Number: 305
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002  FY2003 FY2004 FY2005 FY2006  FY 2007
Personal Services 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims 524 524 524 52.4 52.4 524
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 1124 1124 112.4 112.4 112.4 1124

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES (
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 1124 112.4 1124 112.4 1124 112.4
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL 1124 1124 112.4 1124 1124 1124

Estimate of any currentyear (FY2001) cost: 0.0
Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2002 budget proposal:

POSITIONS _
Full-time 1 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary) o o , , ,
HB 12 lowers the blood alcohol content from .10to .08. Itis estimated that this will result in a 10% increase in

number of DUI cases resulting in convictions and mandatory referral to Alcohol Safety Action Programs (ASAP) and
subsequently for treatment. Of these additional cases DHSS estimates that 100% would be referred to an ASAP.
The costs to handle these additional cases is $112.4. We estimate that 65-70% of theses cases will be handled by
the ASAP office in Anchorage, which is operated by employees of the Division of Alcoholism and Drug Abuse.

Prepared by:  Erie Turner Phone 465-2071

Division Alcoholism & Drug Abuse Date/Time
Approved by:  Elmer A. Lindstrom, Special Assistant Date 4/2/01 12:45 PM
Agency Department of Health & Social Services

For dis* ji-uon information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number:
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 12
() Publish Date:

Revision Date/Time (Note if correction): Dept. Affected: Administration
Title: "An Act relating to operating a vehicle while BRU: Legal & Advocacy Services

intoxicated and relating to presumptions..." Component:  Public Defender Agency
Sponsor: Representative Kott
Requester; (H) Transportation Component Number: 1631
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002 ~ FY2003  FY2004  FY2005 FY2006  FY 2007
Personal Services 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9 98.9
Travel 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7
Contractual 213 21.3 213 21.3 21.3 213
Supplies 22 2.2 22 2.2 22 2.2
Equipment 8.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

Land & Structures
Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 140.6 132, 132.9 132.9 132.9 132.9
ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES I I
ICHANGE IN REVENUES | ) I I
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 140.6 132.9 1329 132.9 132.9 1329
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Mental Health
Other (Specify Type)
TOTAL

Estimate of any current year (FY2001) cost: 0.0

Check this box (X) if funding for this bill is included in the Governor's FY 2002 budget proposal:
POSITIONS

Full-time 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time

Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

See page 2 for Analysis.

Prepared by:  Barbara Brink, Director Phone 334-4400
Division Public Defender Agency Date/Time 04/02/01
Approved by:  Jim Duncan, Commissioner Date 4/2/01
Agency Department of Administration

For distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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Bill Analysis, HB 12 continued.

This kllwould lower the threshold blood alcohol level for Driving While
Intoxicated (OWI) from .10 to .3B. The kil also lowers the threshold presumptive
leel for impaired driving from .06 to .04. This kllwould result inan increase n
the number of new criminal cases the Public Defender Agency isappointed to

handle.

The Department of Law, iIn itsfisal note, estimated the number of new
prosecutions at 322 additional misdemeanor and 21 additional felony cases. The
Public Defender Agency accepts the Department of Law 5 estimates. The
Department of Law based msestimate on a 10 percent increase In prosecutions.
This isa conservative estimate. As the Department of Law points aut,
experience inother states varies. But inMaine, a state similar to Alaska nmany
respects (sraller population, Northem clinate), there was about a 20 percent
increase N prosecutions. The Public Defender Agency will be appointed mabout
75% of the cases. Using Department of Law s estimate, the Agency will be
appointed to 242 additional misdemeanor cases and 16 additional felony cases.

We will need one additional full-tire attomey to handle this increased caseload.
Because our Palmer office handles a significatt number of DWI cases and has
the largest caseload growth n recent years, we willl place the attomey at that
office. The attomey costs include clerical support and one-time equipment costs
in the firstyear.

Page 2 of 2_



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number :
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bill Version: HB 12
(  )Publish Date:
Revision Date/Time (Note if correction). Dept. Affected; Health & Social Services
Title: Reducing blood alcohol to .08 'BRU: Alcohol & Drug Abuse Svcs
Component: Alcohol/Drug Abuse Grants

Sponsor: Rep. Kott
Requester:  House (TRA) Component Number: 1239
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002  FY 2003  FY2004 FY2005 FY2006 FY2007
Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES'

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2 582.2
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

Other (Specify Type)

TOTAL 582.2 582.2 582.2 5322 582.2 582.2
Estimate of any current year (FY2001) cost: 0.0
Prepared by:  Ermie Turner Phone 465-2071
Division Alcoholism & Drug Abuse Date/Time
Approved by:  Elmer A. Lindstrom, Special Assistant Date 4/2/01 12:49 PM
Agency Department of Health & Social Services

For distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILLNO. HB 12
2001 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date/Time (Note If correction) Dept. Affected
Title BAC level for DWI BRU Alaska Court System
Component Trial Sourts
Sponsor Rep. Pete Kott
Requester House Transportation Committee Component No. v68
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dolla-s)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2002  FY 2003  FY 2004 FY2005 FY2006  FY 2007
Personal Services 67.9 67.9 67.9 67.9 67.9 67.9
Travel
Contractual 6.2 6.2 6.2 e.2 6.2 6.2
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims 1
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 74.1t 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES (

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match i

1004 GF 74.IJr 74.1 74.1 74.1 741 74,1
1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health I

Other (Specify Type) !

TOTAL L1 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1
Estimate of any current year (FY2001) cost; 00
POSITIONS
Full-time I
Part-time "1 2 2 2 2
Temporary i

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
House Bill 12 lowers the BAC necessary i*r a DW | violation under 28.35,030 from 1t0.08. Nations Istudies uhow that this change

typically results in-a 10% Increase In DWI fillings. Based orj that assumption, the court system would see an .idditional 500
misdemeanor filings a year and an additional 28 felony filings a year. This note reflects the additionaljudicial and jury costs
associated with those increases.

Prepared by:  Douglas Wooliver Phone 4ti3-4750 264-8265
Division Alaska CourpSyflei Date/Time 4QT/01 9 :30 a.m.
Approved by:  StephafueUiTC Dale

Agency Alaska Court SystAfn?

rlbution information, call the Governors Legislative Office
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APR-03-2001 TUE 10:35 AMi ADMIN

Alaska Court System

Fiscal Note Calculations for HB12
4/3/01

RY02
Superior Court:
50 Jurors 1.0 Days for Selection
14 Jurors for 1.5 Days of Court
12 Jurors for .5 Days of Deliberation
Deliberation Meal $11/12 jurors +bailiff _
Total per Superior Court Trial
Proposed # Superior Court Trials
Estimated Cost of Superior Court Trials 6,204
I
District Court:
District Court Judge (5 Months) PPT p0.419
In-Court Clerk (5 Months) PPT 17,499
57,918
Fiscal Nots for 500 Misdemeanors + 3 Felony Trials 74,122

FAX NO,

FY03

1,250
525
150
143

2,068

6,204

50,419
17,499
67,918

74,122

264 8291

FYo4

1,250

150
143

2,063

6,204

50,419
17,499
67,91B

74,122

FY05

1,250
525
150
143

2,068
3

6,204

oo g

17,499
(.7.918

4,122

FY06

1,250
525
150
143

2,068
3

6,204

50,419
17,499
67,918

74,122

Page 2 of 2



DOT APPORTIONMENTS

jtate
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D.C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
'Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

179,048,331)
346,186,69<
243,992,59(

1,529,215,765

247,386,93(
184,287,424

82,934,413

72,529,086
908,997,513
649,914,759

87,533,317
140,668,319
578,788,117
477,023,185
233,761,151
228,816,583
311,045,588
258,290,690

90,738,751
260,265,880
269,627,680
578,169,423
304,583,674
235,276,784
405,527,772
191,791,565
166,733,536
141,949,392

85,380,575
358,791,296
202,633,907
615,866,843
489,204,742
143,729,580
597,212,812
290,063,196
221,819,579
593,111,563

86,676,803
316,689,556

Eligible fctOct. 1, 2003

X

IM/STP/NHS Tota .08 Grants 2% Penalty
$342,638,533

-0-
$3,580,967
6,923,73
4,879,852
-0-
4,947,735
3,685,748
1,658,688
-0-
-0-
12,998,295

9,540,464
4,675,223
-0-
-0-
5,165,814
-0-
5,205,318
5,392,554
11,563,388
6,091,673
4,705,536
8,110,555
3,835,831
3,334,671
2,838,988
-0-
7,175,826
-0-
12,317,337
-0-
2,874,592
11,944,256
5,801,264
-0-
11,862,231
1,733,536
6,333,791

Oct. 1,2004
4% Penalty

-0-
$7,161,934
13,847,46*
9,759,70
-0-
9,895,472
7,371,497
3,317,377
-0-
-0-
25,996,590

19,080,927
9,350,446
-0-
-0-
10,331,628
-0-
10,410,635
10,785,107
23,12.6,777
12,183,347
9,411,071
16,221,111
7,671,663
6,669,341
5,677,976
-0-
14,351,652
-0-
24,634,674
-0-
5,749,183
23,888,512
11,602,528
-0-
23,724,463
3,467,072
12,667,582

Oct. 1,2005
6% Penalty

-0-

$10,742,900

20,771,207
14,639,55f
-0-
14,843,216
11,057,245
4,976,065
-0-
-0-
38,994,886

28,621,391
14,025,669
-0-
-0-
15,497,441
-0-
15,615,953
16,177,661
34,690,165
18,275,020
14,116,607
24,331,666
11,507,494
10,004,012
8,516,964
-0-
21,527,478
-0-
36,952,011
-0-
8,623,775
35,832,769
17,403,792
-0-
35,586,694
5,200,608
19,001,373

Oct. 1,2006
8% Penalty

-0-

$14,323,867

27,694,936
19,519,407
-0-
19,790,955
14,742,994
6,634,753
-0-
-0-
51,993,181

38,161,855
18,700,892
-0-
-0-
20,663,255
-0-
20,821,270
21,570,214
46,253,554
24,366,694
18,822,143
32,442,222
15,343,325
13,338,683
11,355,951
-0-
28,703,304
-0-
49,269,347
-0-
11,498,366
47,777,025
23,205,056
-0-
47,448,925
6,934,144
25,335,164



What if this were the 19th State to have .08 in20007

19th State

Alaska
[Arkansas
Arizona
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgia
Indiana

lowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
[Montana
Nebraska
New Jersey
New York
Nevada
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2000 Oblig. Auth.{87.1%)

847,468
2,084,629
2,319.676
2,425,076
1,790,867

847,468
4,119,339
3,519,787
2,453.537
2.492,121
2,612,752
2,575,320
3,183,945
5,397,959
3,353,651
1,974,459
3,606,033
1,103,086
1,700,499
3,951,785
8,783,620
1,053,060
1,194,576
5,997,730
2,619,944
6,447,658
1,841,228

847,468
2,316,067
1,189,839
3,157,815
1,235,442
3,403,571

847,468



Talking Points
On New .08 BAC Studies

Released In April, 1999

Background

. In February 1991, NHTSA issued a Report to Congress on the “Effects of Alcohol and
Expected Institutional Responses to New Limits.” Based upon impairment data and
epidemiological research showing the increased risk of crashing as driver BAC increases,
NHTSA recommended that a .08 per se limit be adopted by the States and jurisdictions.

. In October 1992, in a subsequent “Report to Congress on Alcohol Limits”, NHTSA
recommended that all states enact a .08 BAC level, at and above which it is a per se
criminal offense to drive. Again, this recommendation is based on the fact that everyone
is impaired at .08 BAC; epidemiological research shows an increase in crash risk of 9-11
times at .08 BAC,; there is strong public acceptance of this limit; and a new study of the
effectiveness of .08 BAC and administrative license revocation laws in California
suggests that these laws are effective in reducing alcohol related crashes.

On March 3,1998, more than 150 representatives of national organizations and highway
safety partners joined President Clinton as he addressed the Nation on setting new
standards to prevent impaired driving. The President called for a national standard under
which it would be illegal, per se, to operate a motor vehicle with a blood alcohol content
(BAC) of .08 or higher. President Clinton called on Congress to enact legislation that
would apply the .08 BAC standard across the country. (The Safe and Sober Streets Act
of 1997 passed the Senate on March 4, 1998, by a 67 to 32 margin).

On June 9, 1998, President Clinton signed the Transportation Efficiency Act (TEA 21)
into law. In his signing statement, he expressed his deep disappointment “that H.R. 2400
failed to include language that would help establish 0.08 percent (BAC) as the standard
for drunk driving in each of the 50 states.” He further stated that his Administration

would continue to fight for it.

Key Points

In 1997,16,189 people lost their lives on U.S. highways in alcohol-related crashes. This
represented 39 percent of all traffic fatalities in 1997.



While alcohol-related traffic fatalities have been decreasing (and the 39 percent in 1997
represented an all-time low in the U.S.), we have a long way to go to meet the national
goal ofno more than 11,000 alcohol-related fatalities by the year 2005.

We know what works. In order to reduce impaired driving in this Nation, we need lough
laws set by the states, highly visible enforcement of these laws, and a change in the
public’s attitude regarding this problem.

One step in that direction will be to adopt .08 BAC as the illegal limit for adult drivers in
all 50 states. Currently, only 16 states and the District of Columbia have such laws.

Research shows that virtually all drivers, even experienced drinkers, are substantially
impaired at .08 BAC with regard to critical driving tasks (such as braking steering, lane
changing, judgement, and divided attention)

The risk ofbeing involved in a crash increases grr iually at each blood alcohol level, but
rises very rapidly after a driver reaches or exceeds .08 BAC.

.08 BAC is areasonable limit to set. A 170-Ib. male would have to consume 5 or more
12-ounce beers in a 2-hour period on an empty stomach to reach .08 BAC. An average
(137 Ib.) female would need to consume 4 beers in 2 hours to reach .08.

Surveys show that most people would not drive after consuming 2 or 3 drinks and that 2
out of 3 Americans favor lowering the limit to .08, when they are made aware of how

much alcohol that means.

Most other industrialized nations have set BAC limits at .08 or lower. For example,
Canada and Great Britain have had .08 for many years; Australia, France and Germany
are at .05; and Sweden has an illegal limit set at .02 BAC.

Past research has shown that .08 laws have been effective in reducing impaired driving in
several states that have adopted them. However, some have suggested that because these
studies have found different results in various states that they provide only “equivocal”
evidence of the effectiveness of these laws.

In fact, the quality and consistency of the results of the past studies is quite similar to that
of studies conducted from 1980 -1990 to evaluate the effectiveness of minimum drinking
age laws. Any inconsistency found in the studies (in both areas) has generally been in

magnitude, not direction of effect, and it has involved primarily smaller states where fatal

crashes vary significantly from year-to-year.

However, because concerns have been raised, the Department of Transportation
commissioned these three new studies to further investigate the effectiveness of .08 BAC

laws.



These three independently conducted studies add additional support for the effectiveness
of.08 BAC laws.

Even though these three studies provide additional evidence for the effectiveness of .08
laws, it should be pointed out that longstanding support for .08 BAC laws was based on
the behavioral research that indicates that virtually everyone is impaired at this level; on
epidemiological research that shows that the likelihood of being involved in a fatal or
serious injury crash increases dramatically at this level; on the fact that the public
overwhelmingly supports such a level; and on the fact that nearly all industrialized
nations have a limit which is lower than .08.

The most comprehensive of the three new studies conducted by the Pacific Institute for
Research and Evaluation analyzed data from all 50 states. It examined the effectiveness
of three major alcohol safety laws: administrative license revocation (ALR) laws; .10
illegal per se BAC laws, and .08 illegal per se BAC laws. It found that all three laws are
effective in reducing alcohol-related crashes.

This study found that .08 BAC laws reduce the involvement of drinking drivers in fatal
crashes by about 8 percent. It estimated that these laws saved 275 lives in 1997 alone and
that an additional 590 lives could have been saved if every state would have had a .08
BAC limit in place in that year. Reductions among drivers with high BACs were just as
great as those with low BACs (i.e., about 8 percent).

Another multi-state study (Rainbow Technologies and NHTSA) examined 11 states with
.08 BAC laws and found significant reductions in alcohol-related fatalities in 7 states; in
5 ofthe 7 states (VT, KS, NC, FL, NM) the reduction was associated with the .08 BAC
law itself; in 2 of the 7 states (CA, VA), the reductions were associated with the
combined effect of .08 BAC laws and administration license revocation (ALR) laws
enacted within six months of each other. In 4 states, no significant effects of .08 laws

were observed.

A third study looked at North Carolina alone (University of North Carolina - Highway
Safety Research Center). It found no clear effect ofa .08 BAC law implemented in North
Carolina in 1993, during an already sharp decline in alcohol-related fatal crashes. Several
study outcomes suggested modest additional reductions associated with the .08 law, but
the magnitude of these results was not sufficient to be scientifically conclusive.

The enactment of the .08 BAC law in North Carolina was but one of a number of
comprehensive and aggressive efforts which the State has implemented over the past two
decades to deter alcohol-impaired driving. As a result, the state has experienced a sharp
decline in alcohol-related crashes and fatalities that began in 1987 and continued after the

.08 BAC law was enacted.

In aggregate, the three studies provide additional support for a comprehensive legislative
approach to drunk driving, which includes .08 BAC laws. These laws are particularly



effective when coupled with other efforts, including ALR laws, sobriety checkpoints,
enforcement blitzes, and public information campaigns.

. Even with these studies, there will undoubtedly be those who will still claim the evidence
for the impact of .08 laws is still “equivocal.” All research is (equivocal). However, with
the addition of these studies, the quantity and quality of studies is reinforced. In fact, it
can be argued that both the quality of the studies and the consistency cr their results
parallels that of the minimum drinking age (MDA 21) studies, which have been widely
viewed (including GAO reviewers) as constituting one ofthe most unequivocal areas of

highway safety evaluation]

Questions and Answers
Regarding the .08 Issue and

the Recent Studies Supporting Its Im pact

Questions Directly Related to the .08 Studies

Q. How do you resolve the fact that in one study of the effects of .08 BAC legislation in
North Carolina, the researchers found “no clear effect,” while in the other study a

significant effect of the law was found?

There is more consistency than inconsistency in the findings of these two recent studies of the
North Carolina .08 law implemented in 1993. Both studies found that the .08 BAC law was
implemented in the midst ofa sharp decline in alcohol-related crashes that had begun in 1987.
Thus, both studies attempted to find evidence of an additional effect, above and beyond the
downward trend that was already occurring.

In fact, both studies did find evidence of an additional effect associated with the .08 BAC law.

In the 11-state study (Apsler, Char, Harding, and Klein), the outcome (for North Carolina) was a
statistically significant reduction in alcohol related fatalities. In the case of the North Carolina
study (Foss, Stewart, and Reinfurt), several analyses were conducted, the majority of which
found evidence of an additional reduction in alcohol related crashes associated with the .08 BAC
law (in comparison with all states without .08 laws and in comparison with 11 other states with
high BAC testing). In this study, however, the magnitude of these results was not great enough
for the researchers to conclude that there was a clear effect. Some of the differences in the size
of the effect observed appear to be related to differences in pre/post time periods. In any case, the
majority of the outcomes of both studies suggested an additional effect associated with the law.

In summary,

Both studies found long term declines in alcohol-related fatal crashes in North
Carolina, due to a variety of activities and programs implemented within the State.



With regard to the specific impact of the .08 BAC legislation, the majority of the
analyses (in both studies) indicated fewer alcohol-related crashes or fatalities associated
with the .08 BAC legislation. Thus, the direction of the results was consistent between

the two studies.

Because there already was a sharp decline occurring in alcohol related crashes, the
residual reductions found to be attributable to the .08 BAC legislation in North Carolina
were deemed by the researchers to be modest and not statistically significant in the single
state (NC) study. While a 4% decline in alcohol-related fatalities attributable to the .08
BAC law may not have been “statistically significant”, it is significant when viewed in
terms of the lives saved.

The slight differences in the outcomes (i.e., statistical significance versus
non-significance) in the two studies are likely due, at least in part, to differences in the

time periods studied.

Q. How did these studies separate out the effects of many different programs and laws
working at the same time, such as administrative license revocation, sobriety
checkpoints, enforcement blitzes, and designated driver programs?

The current studies employed several methods to single out the impact of .08 legislation.

Each study included in its analysis, data and trends regarding extraneousfactors which might
affect crashes, both alcohol-related and non-alcohol related.

Each study also used at least one dependent variable (i.e., the ratio of alcohol-related to
non-alcohol-related drivers) to control for factors which equally affect alcohol-related and
non-alcohol related crashes.

Two of the current studies used sophisticated time-Series analysis techniques to control for the
implementation of other countermeasures as well as changes in extraneous factors such as
alcohol consumption, seasonal effects, trend effects, etc. These techniques depend upon
differences in the timing of the implementation of various actions or programs to determine

individual impact.

Finally, several studies have COmpared states with .08 BAC legislation with those that do not
have such legislation on various measures.

Additional Information

Nearly all of the progress we have made in reducing drunk driving has been the result of a
combination of a large number of actions that have been taken over the past two decades.
Success at any one point builds upon the successes of previous efforts, especially with regard to
legislative efforts. It is not reasonable to expect that any single action will have a major impact



on this very difficult problem. Thus, many countermeasures are in operation at any one time and
it is very difficult try to separate out the impact of specific actions.

In addition, there are many extraneous factors that can affect drunk driving (e.g. alcohol
consumption levels and patterns, unemployment, etc.). These factors (at least those which are
known to affect alcohol-related crashes) must also be accounted for in any credible study.

Efforts to control for the impact of extraneous variables and to estimate the impact of individual
measures are never perfect.

However, primarily because ofdifferences in the timing ofvarious efforts, it is often possible to
determine (using time series analysis) with some confidence ifa particular countermeasure (such
as .08 BAC legislation) is having an impact.

It is also possible to use different measures and comparisons with other states to show
differences.

The replication of such impact by an accumulation of studies, conducted over different time
periods and using different measures and techniques adds to the confidence of these findings.

Q. How did you account for public attitude changes to drunk driving mainly due to the
work of grass roots groups such as MADD and SADD?

All of the studies took into account the potential impact of such factors by including a “year
trend” factor in their analyses Even taking this trend into account, the two national level studies
still found that .08 laws had a significant effect on reducing alcohol related fatal crashes.

Q. Intuitively a .08 law with lots of publicity and enforcement should work better than
a law with little of either. Does that account for some of the variability in your
results? Can you be assured that the presence or absence of publicity and/or
enforcement in conjunction with these laws has been taken into account?

Unfortunately, there is not good data available regarding the level of enforcement or publicity
that accompanied the implementation of .08 BAC laws in all of the states that enacted them. It is
certainly possible that differences in the levels of these complementary activities resulted in
differences in measured impact in various states with .08 BAC legislation.

Q. Everybody knows that the baby boomers are getting older and more health
conscious and that alcohol consumption is going down in the U.S. The young
population was also decreasing over the years of your study. Those factors cause a
long-term decline in drinking and driving along with many other social problems.
How did your analyses account for that?

All of the studies used “time factors” in their analyses to attempt to control for such factors that
are highly correlated with time. Again, even after accounting for these time trends, the two



national studies released today found that .08 BAC laws were effective in reducing alcohol
related fatal crashes in several states.

Q. Id the past, supporters of .08 BAC laws claimed that there is no evidence to believe
that people will drink less or that bars and restaurant businesses will be hurt by .08
BAC laws. Both of the new studies seem to indicate that .08 laws do affect alcohol

consumption. How do you resolve this conflict?

In the past, there was little or no evidence that .08 laws affected alcohol consumption. In the
four .08 states where consumption figures were available, there were no changes in per capita
alcohol consumption trends when .08 was adopted. However, NHTSA decided to examine this
issue in the new national studies using time series analyses to determine any deviations from the
already decreasing alcohol consumption trends.

QUESTIONS NOT DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE .08 IMPACT STUDIES

Q.  Why did the New Jersey Governor’s BWI Task Force conclude that the results were
mixed on the effects of .08 and consequently did not recommend to the Governor
that the limit be lowered to .08?

The Task Force reviewed only the four previously published studies of the effects of .08 BAC
and concluded, in their review, that the “results were mixed.” We believe that, while the
direction of the findings of all the previous studios is remarkably consistent, the studies released
today contribute considerably to the evidence that .08 BAC laws reduce alcohol-related fatalities.

Q. If.08 BAC legislation is so effective, and the rationale behind it is so solid, why have
only 16 states adopted .08 this far?

This year, there was legislative activity in a substantial number of states regarding .08 BAC laws.
However, such legislation is never easy to enact and some in the alcohol and hospitality
industries have strongly opposed such legislation. Their lobbyists have been very effective in
confusing the facts regarding number of drinks required to reach .08, impairment and increased
crash risk at various BAC levels, and the effectiveness of .08 BAC laws. As a result, they have
often been effective in getting .08 legislation killed in legislative committees. It is our
perception that more and more .08 legislation is now getting out of committee and is being voted
on by the full house or Senate in the states. This suggests that such legislation is gaining more
momentum and support in the states and we expect an increasing number of states to enact .08

BAC laws in the near future.

Q. Do your latest studies show that .08 legislation affects the real drinking driving
problem in this country, drivers who reach BACs of .15 or greater?

Yes, nearly all of the studies of .08 BAC legislation that have been conducted have shown that
such laws reduce the involvement of both high and low BAC drivers in fatal crashes.



This legislation sends a message to all potential drinking drivers that the standard is being
lowered and that their risk of arrest, conviction and sanction is becoming greater.

Q. Doesn’ta .08 BAC law mean that a 120-Ib woman who has two glasses of wine in
two hours will be subject to arrest, fines and jail?

This scenario is extremely unlikely. Obviously, if the woman drinks large glasses of high
alcohol-content wine on an empty stomach, her BAC could rise to that level. However,
numerous demonstrations have been conducted around the country which have included
small-statured women. In those demonstrations, even on an empty stomach, two glasses ofwine
have not resulted in BACs of .08 —even though the women often showed obvious signs of

impairment.

That is the important point - all persons, small-statured women or large, heavy men, show
significant impairment before reaching a BAC of .08. That is why research shows that the risk
ofbeing involved in a fatal or serious injury crash increases significantly by the time one is at a

.08 BAC.

Q. If lowering the illegal BAC limit from .10 to .08 saves lives, why uot lower it to .06 or
.05 and save even more lives?

The research on impairment, risk of crash involvement, and effectiveness of legislation, along
with the level of public acceptance of current and proposed BAC legislation all points to .08 as
the most appropriate illegal level. If future research suggests that lower levels should be adopted
and the public agrees, perhaps lower limits will be considered. Right now, .08 is the level
recommended for adults. Keep in mind, all states now have adopted per se levels of .04 BAC for
commercial drivers (large trucks, buses, etc) and .02 BAC (or zero tolerance) for drivers under

the age of 21.

Q.  Some countries with .08 BAC limits (e.g. Mexico, Canada, Austria) have higher
alcohol involvement rates in fatal crashes than in the U.S. How do you explain

that?

Some countries do have higher alcohol involved fatal crash rates than the U.S., even though they
have .08 BAC limits. Such laws are only one among many factors influencing alcohol-related
fatality rates. There are many other factors that affect these statistics, such as enforcement levels,
sanctions, public attitudes toward drinking and driving, alcohol consumption levels and patterns,
availability of alternative transportation, etc.

In the U.S., 39% of the traffic fatality are alcohol-related. In many countries with lower BAC
limits, like Sweden, the percent alcohol-related is far lower, usually below 30%.

Q. Even in countries like Sweden, the average BAC of a person involved in an
alcohol-related fatal crash is.15. How do you explain that?



An average BAC of .15 among drinking drivers involved in fatal crashes is quite common across
nations. It is only a measure of average BAC among the population of fatally injured drivers
who were drinking, regardless of the size of that population.

The percent of fatal crashes involving a drinking driver is much more relevant as a measure of
success and, where .08 has been introduced, there is strong and growing evidence that this
measure of alcohol-involvement is reduced.
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Effects of recent 0.08% legal blood alcohol limits
on fatal crash involvement

Ralph Hingson, Timothy Heeren, Michael W inter

A bstract

Objectives—This study assessed whether
states that lowered legal blood alcohol
limits from 0.10% to 0.08% in 1993 and

1994 experienced post-law reductions in
alcohol related fatal crashes.
Methods— Six states that adopted 0.08% as
the legal blood alcohol limit in 1993 and
1994 were paired with six nearby states
that retained a 0.10% legal standard.
W ithin each pair, comparisons were made
for the maximum equal available number
of pre-law and post-law years.

Results— States adopting 0.08% laws expe-
rienced a 6% greater post-law decline in
the proportion of drivers in fatal crashes
with blood alcohol levels at 0.10% or
higher and a 5% greater decline in the
proportion offatal crashes thatwere alco-
hol related at 0.10% or higher.
Conclusions— If all states adopted die
0.08% legal blood alcohol level, 400--500
fewer traffic fatalities would occur annu-
ally.

(Injury Prevention 2000;6:109-114)
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Traffic crashes are the leading cause of death
for persons between the ages of 1and 24 in the
United Statesland alcohol is involved in nearly
40% of fatal traffic crashes."” In 1798, 15 935
persons died in alcohol related traffic crashes2
and approximately one million are tniured each
year.”’Those deaths and injuries cost the nation
over S45 billion in lost economic productivity,
hospital and rehabilitation costs.1

To reduce alcohol related traffic deaths, 17
states have lowered their criminal per se legal
blood alcohol limit from 0.10% to 0.08% . To
reach 0.08% blood alcohol content (BAC), a
170 pound (77.1 kg) male would have to con-
sume four drinks in one hour on an empty
stomach, and a 135 pound (61.2 kg) female
wouid need to consume three drinks in one
hour.1

Experimental laboratory studies have shown
that at 0.08% BAC, driving performance is
impaired. At 0.08%, there is reduced periph-
eral vision, poor recovery from glare, poorer
performance on complex visual tracking, and
reduced divided attention performance.1l
Driver simulation and road course studies have

revealed poqr parking performance, impaired
driving performance at slow speed, and steer-
ing inaccuracies.5Roadside observational stud-
ies have identified speeding and breaking
performance deterioration.0 A national com-
parison of drivers in single vehicle fatal crashes
with drivers not involved in crashes stopped at
roadside indicated that each 0.02% increase in
BAC nearly doubles the risk of fatal crash
involvement.7In all age and sex groupings at a
BAC 0f0.05%--0.09%, the fatal crash risk was
at least nine times greater than at zero BAC.

Many countries have established blood alco-
hol limits at 0.08% or lower.” Austria, Canada,
die United Kingdom, and Switzerland have
0.08% blood alcohol limits. Legal limits range
from 0.05%-0.8% in Australia, and are at
0.05% in Finland, France, Germany, die
Netherlands, Norway, and Japan. Sweden has a
legal blood alcohol limitof0.02%, a level simi-
lar to the zero tolerance laws for drivers under
age 21 now found in all states in the United
States.

In California, the largest state to adopt a
0.08% law, researchers found a 12% decline in
alcohol related fatal crashes after the law was
adopted (National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, 1991). Because California also
adopted an administrative license revocation
(ALR) law six months after the 0.08% per se
law, the separate effects of each law were diffi-
cult to determine. According to one study,
most of the effects occurred after the ALR pro-
visions were added (Rogers, 1995").

Johnson and Fell monitored six measures of
driver alcohol involvement in the first five states
to adopt 0.08% laws (Utah, Oregon, Maine,
California, and Vermont) and identified several
statistically significant pre-law to post-law
decreases.” Because the study did not compare
states with die 0.08% law to states that did not
have the law, researchers could not determine
whether the changes were independent ofgen-
eral regional trends. The researchers did
conclude the effects of the law were independ-
ent of national trends.

Another study, conducted by the authors of
this report, examined the first five states to
lower legal blood alcohol limits to 0.08% rela-
tive to nearby states which retained 0.10% as
the legal limit. These 0.08% law states experi-
enced a 16% greater post-law decline in die
proportion of fatal crashes that involved a
fatally injured driver with a BAC of 0.08% or



«  Her. Comparison states were selected

rich had parallel pre-law (.rends in the
proportion of fatally injured drivers with BACs
of 0.08% or higher, similar population sizes
and geographic proximity. The results of this
study resembled those initially found in both
the United Kingdom and France when those
countries first combined 0.08% laws with
automatic license revocation." 221In the United
Kingdom the proportion of drivers killed with
an illegal BAC declined from 25% the year
before the law to 15% die following year. Dur-
ing the first year after France’s 0.08% law, traf-
fic deaths declined 13.9%.

Because all of the 0.08% law states also had
ALR laws and some adopted them in close
time proximity to the 0.08% laws, our earlier
study was not able to fully disaggregate 0.08%
law effects from ALR law effects. National
studies indicate ALR laws are associated widi
6%-9% reductions in alcohol related fatal
crashes.124Some investigators have noted diat
the paper did not detail comparison state
selection criteria and questioned whether
selection Oordifferent comparison states would
have altered the study’s findings.1510 They
argued that the use of multiple comparison
states or a national comparison would be a
preferable approach.

Foss ctalconducted a time series analysis of
alcohol related fatal crashes from 1991 through
1996 before and after North Carolina adopted
a0.08% law in 1993.7They did not find a sta-
tistically significant reduction in alcohol related
fatalities after die law. They also compared the
proportion ofdrivers in North Carolina in fatal
crashes with a BAC 0f0.01% or higher during
the 33 months before and the 39 months after
North Carolina’s 0.08% law to the proportion
in the 37 states without a 0.08% law. Using an
analytic approach similar to that used in our
earlier paper, North Carolina experienced a
6% greater decline during the post-law period.
A similar decline was found among drivers with
a BAC 0f0.10% or higher. Neither decline was
statistically significant when compared to non-
0.08% law states. Given the number ofcrashes
in these states, an 8% greater post-law decline
in North Carolina would have been needed for
statistical significance. That analysis had less
than 80% power to detect a 10% post-law
reduction in study outcomes and less than 60%
power to detect an 8% decline. In this context,
statistical power describes die likelihood of
detecting a true 0.08% law effect. Most
researchers would argue that a study should
have power 0of80% or higher. No power calcu-
lations were presented for the time series
analyses, making these null findings difficult to
interpret. In studies of single states changing a
traffic law, potentially meaningful post-law

law states and comparison states
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Table I Analysisperiods: recent
Y

Kansas

North Carolina
Florida

New Mexico
New Hampshire
Virginia

w ik

Julv SA-June 9s

July 03 Oklahoma

October 9} Tennessee Oct Sx-Sepr 98
Jannarv 94 Georgia Jan #9-Dec 98

January 94 Colorado Jan H9-Dec 9s

January 91 Connecticut Jan 89-Dec 9S

July 94 Maryland July 90-June 9%

jctions in alcohol related traffic deaths may

reach statistical significance. The same
magnitude of decline however, if observed in
multiple states adopting the law, can be statis-
tically significant.

Two multisiatc studies of 0.08% laws were
recently published.1 " Apsler ei al studied the
first 1l states to adopt 0.08% laws.I They
examined each state separately using interven-
tion model time series analysis of trends in the
ratio of fatal crashes involving drivers with
BAC 0f0.10% or higher relative to fatal crashes
with no driver alcohol involvement. Examining
data from the Fatality Analysis Reporting Sys-
tem from 1982-97 they found 0.08% laws
either alone or in conjunction with ALR laws
were associated with significant declines in
seven states. In five of those states, declines
were specifically associated with 0.08% laws
alone. No comparison areas were included in
the analysis to rule out regional or national
secular trends. Voas and Tippetts conducted a
national study from 1982-97 and identified an
8% decline in the proportion of drivers with
positive BACs involved in fatal crashes relative
to other fatal crashes.” Using regression mod-
els they determined this reduction was inde-
pendent of other drinking while under the
influence laws such as 0.10% per se laws and
ALR laws as well as safety belt laws and demo-
graphic, economic, and seasonal factors and
per capita alcohol consumption. They pro-
jected that there would be 500-600 fewer
deaths nationwide if all states adopted 0.08%
laws.

In areview ofall the 0.08% law studies cited
above the United States General Accounting
Office concluded “there are strong indications
that 0.08% BAC laws in combination with
other drunk driving legislation (particularly
license revocation laws), sustained public edu-
cation and consistent enforcement efforts can
save lives”."’However, the report also indicated
“the evidence does not conclusively establish
that 0.08% BAC laws by themselves result in
reduction in the number and severity ofalcohol
related crashes".

There is a need to further explore whether
lowering the legal blood alcohol limit from
0.10% to 0.08% produces reductions in
alcohol related fatal crashes beyond that
achieved by administrative license revocation

laws.

STATES RECENTLY ADOPTING 0.0SS, LAWS
In 1993 and 1994, six states not included in
our first studyI’ lowered their criminal per se
legal blood alcohol limits from 0.10% to 0.08%
(Kansas, North Carolina, Florida. New
Mexico, New Hampshire, and Virginia) (table
1). This study explores whether these newer
0.08% laws reduced alcohol involvement in
fatal crashes and whether the declines were
independent of implementation of ALR laws.
The analysis period extends beyond previously
published studies into 1998.



Methd|5&
This
six states that adopted 0.08%
1993 and 1994 with nearby states thai retained
0.10% as their legal blood alcohol limit. We
sought to address criticisms of our earlier
analysis of the first five states to adopt 0.08%
legislation by (1) explicitly describing compari-
son state selection criteria, (2) comparing
states with new 0.08% laws to matched
individual comparison states as well as compar-
ing them to all other states without 0.08% laws,
and (3) conducting separate analyses of states
adopting 0.08% laws and ALR in close rime
proximity and those that adopted 0.08% laws
several years after they adopted /ALR laws. T his
latter analysis was done to assess whether
0.08% laws have effects independent of ALR
Jaws

We searched for comparison states which (1)
were contiguous, (2) had similar population
size, (3) had 75% or more of fatally injured
drivers tested for BAC, and (4) had similar
pre-0.08% law trends in the proportion of fatal
crashes that were alcohol related. Five of the six
comparison states met all our criteria. New
Hampshire did not share a common border
with a New England 0,10% law state. Vermont
and Maine have 0.08% per sc laws and M assa-
chusetts adopted a 0.08% ALR law in 1994.
Consequently, New Hampshire was compared
with Connecticut, the most populous state in
New England that retained a legal BAC of
0.10%. We selected comparison states that
were contiguous or from the same geographic
region because they would be more likely to
experience similar economic trends and
weather patterns that could affect trends in

compared fatal crash trends in the
laws between

fatal crashes.
In each pair of states, we examined

maximum equal number of pre-law
post-law years for which fatal crash data were
available. Table | lists the 0.08% law states,
their comparison and the analysis
periods.

We examined (1) the proportion ofdrivers in
fatal crashes who had BACs at 0.10% or higher
and (2) the proportion of fatal crashes that
were alcohol related, where alcohol was present
in a driver or pedestrian at BACs 0f 0.10% or
higher. We also examined fatal crash data from
die United States Department of Transporta-
tion Fatality Analysis Reporting System. Alco-
hol results were derived based on imputational
methods used by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration to calculate annual state
and national data on alcohol involvement in
fatal crashes.This mcdiod uses actual blood
alcohol test results when available and esti-
mates the proportion of untested drivers and
crashes where alcohol was present at levels of
0.01%) to 0.09% and at 0.10% and higher
based on characteristics identified in states
with high levels of alcohol testing to signifi-
cantly predict alcohol involvement 1l fatal
crashes with a high degree of accuracy. We used

the
and

states

data calculated by the imputational method,
This method controls for any pre-law to
post-law variability between 0.08"» law and

compjigfeDn states in the percentage of drivers
testeo”pgilcohol.

Tlie proportion of drivers in fatal
who had raised BACs 0f0.10% or higher was
examined instead,of the absolute number of
drivers in fatal crashes with raised BACs to
control for the long term downward trend in
fatal crashes over rhe last decade and changes
in exogenous variables that might influence
driver involvement in fatal crashes such as the
economy, safety characteristics of vehicles and
highways, and the price of fuel. For similar
reasons, we examined the proportion of fatal
crashes thar were alcohol related rather than
the absolute number ol alcohol related fatal

crashes

crashes.

Wi ithin each state, die change in the level of
alcohol involvement in fatal crashes from the
pre-law to post-0.08% law period is described
through the ratio (relative risk) ofthe post-law
to pre-law proportion of crashes involving
alcohol according to the measures described
above. A relative risk of less than 1.0 indicated
a reduction in the level ofalcohol involvement,
Tus relative risk (RR) is related to the
percentage change in crashes with drivers with

h>ghcr BACs:

100% x (pM, - pp,)/pp, = 100% x (RR-1)
ancj changes are described through this pcr-
centage change.

W ithin each state pair, the relative change
(ancj ~ 950/0 confidence interval) in the
proportion of alcohol involved crashes in the
law state relative to the control state was calcu-
Jated as ratio of the two relative risks. Sub-
trading 1 from this ratio gives the percentage
change in the proportion of alcohol involved
fataj crashes in the 0.08% law state relative to
the comparison state.

Meta-analytic methods were used to calcu-
Jatc ~ overall relative change due to 0.08%
laws across the set of six state pairs.2) This
overall effect is a weighted average of the indi-
vidual state effects, where states with more
crashes arc weighted more heavily. A test of
heterogeneity ofeffects across the six state pairs
was conducted to test the significance of state
t0 state variation in effects. Regardless of the
0bSCived variation in effect, the relative change
jn thc proportion of fatal crashes involving
alcohol was treated as a random effect in die
meta-analysis. A pooled estimated and stand-
ard error for the natural log of the ratio of rela-
tive risks from each state pair were calculated,
This estimate and its 95% confidence interval
were transformed back to the scale of die ratio
of relative risks for presentation, and subtract-
ing one from diis ratio gives an estimate for the
overall percentage of change in the proportion
of alcohol involved fatal crashes in the 0.08".'«
law states relative to control states.

In a commentary on mcta-analytic ap-
proaches DerSimonian and Laird indicate that
meta-analysis "is becoming increasingly popu-
lar in medical research where information on
the efficacy of a treatment is available Irom a
number of clinical studies with similar treat-
ment protocols. If considered separately any
one study may be.eithertoo small or too limited



Table 2 Proportion of drivers
blood alcohol Hinit in sin states

0084 Lavs nates and
conpanion natei

Kansas (0.08%)
Oklahoma

North Carolina (0O 08%)
Tennessee

Florida (0.08%)
Georgia

New Mexico (0.08%)
Colorado

New Hampshire (0.08%)
Connecticut

Virginia (0.08%)
Maryland

Overall law effect

I fatal crashes Kith a B 4

Proportion before
C0beclay (nf

0 24 (619 2723)
0.23 (928/4114)

020(1847/9381)
0.25 (1929/7594)

0.21 (3925/18499)
0.21 (2012/9755)

0.31 (875/2841)
0.25 (870/3509)

0.23 (220/944)
0.28 (648/2329)

0.22 (1028/4669)
0.14 (501/3551)

HnlgSOlI. liccreil. l("niter

Coof 0 00 aor higher before and after thepassage of 1LOE'Y legal

Proportion alter
008 alay in.

Change in

proportion (RRi

Kanoal the R R -
(958 01

0.96 (0 85 to 1 10)

0.19 (574 3068 -22% (0.78)
0.18 (885 4821" -19% (0.81)

0.15 (1507'9997) -23% (0.77) 0.95 (0.88 to 1.01)
0.20(1704'8361) -20% (0.80)

0.15 (2575' 19739) -31% (0.69) 0.93 (0.86 to 1.00)
0.15(1616 10555) -26% (0.74)

0.23 (651/2782) -24% (0.76) 0.94 (0.83 to 1.06)
0.20 (825/4086) -19% (0.81)

0.18 (155/851) -22% (0.78) 0.93 (0.75 to 1.14)
0.23 (502/2137) -16% (0.84)

0.19 (931/4971) -15% (0.85) 0.93 (0.81 to 1.07)
0.13 (469/3644) -9% (0.91)

BAC = blood alcohol content; Cl ~ confidence interval; RR = relative risk-

0.94 (0 90 to 0.98)

ill scope to come to unequivocal or gencraliz-
ablc conclusions about the effect of a treat-
ment. Combining the findings across such
studies represents an attractive alternative to
strengthen the evidence about thc treatment
efficacy”.10

They caution against integrating results from
studies that are diverse in terms of design and
methods used. This is clearly not a problem in
the analysiswe conducted because in this srudy
all six states adopted 0.08% criminal per se
laws within a one year time period and exactly
the same outcome measures and comparison
state selection criteria were used in each analy-
sis.

Ofnote, four of the 0.08% law states (Kan-
sas, North Carolina, Florida, and New
Mexico) had ALR laws in effect for three or
more years before thc legal limitwas lowered to
0.08%, most if not all of the pre-0.08% law
analysis periods in those states. Hence, simul-
taneous enactment of ALR laws could not
account for any differential post-0.08% law
reductions in alcohol related fatal crashes in
those states. Analyses were repeated for those
states as a group.

Results

DRIVERS IN FATAL CRASHES WITH RAISED BACS
?5ased on the meta-analysis, the six 0.08%
states experienced a 6% greater relative post-
0.08% law decline in the proportion of drivers

Table 3
passage of 0.0 8% Tegal blood alcohol Tinit in six stales

[hopnraon before

By IFauistales and
0.08°0law (n)

0.0
comparison stales

Proportion after
0.08% Tout nf

in fatal crashes with raised BACs at 0.10% or
higher (p<0.01, table 2). The proportion of
drivers in fatal crashes with raised BACs
declined 26.1% from 0.218 (8545/39 057) to
0.161 (6693/41 408) in 0.08% law states. In
the comparison states, the decline was 20.2%
from 0.223 (6894/30 852) to 0.178 (6002/
33 634). Each 0.08% law state experienced a
greater decline than its respective comparison
state. There was no significant variation in
0.08% law effect across the six state pairs.

In the four 0.08% law states with ALR laws
in place long before the 0.08% Ilimit was
adopted, the meta-analysis indicated the rela-
tive post-0.08% law decline in the proportion
of drivers with raised BACs was also 6%
greater than their comparison states experi-
enced (p<0.02). Those four 0.08% law states
experienced a 27.5% post-0.08% law decline
from 0.218 (7297/33 444) to 0.158 (5607/
35 586). Their comparison states experienced
a 21.3% decline from 0.230 (5745/24 972) to
0.181 (5030/27 853). Results were similar
when we examined the proportion ofdrivers in
fatal crashes with BACs at 0.01% or higher
(data available on request).

ALCOHOL RELALED FATAL CRASHES
Based on our meta-analysis, thc 0.08% law
states experienced a relative 5% greater post-
law decline in the proportion of fatal crashes
that involved alcohol at BACs of 0.10% or

Proportion offatal crashes involving a driver orpedestrian Kith a 8elC of 0.00% orhigher before and after the

% Change m Ratio of the RRs
proportion (RR) (958 01

Kansas (0.08%)
Oklahoma

North Carolina (0 08%)
Tennessee

Florida (0.08%)
Georgia

New Mexico (O 08 m
Colorado

New Hampshire (0 08%)
Connecticut

Virginia (0.08%)
Maryland

Overall law effect

0.36 (664/1834)
0.36 (994/2778)

0.36 (2217/6209)
040 (2021/5104)

0 38 (4568/12035)
il 35.2292 0489;

J51» 1106021 15)
0 38 (928/2441)

0.35 (232/657)
0.42 (678/1608)

0 35 (1 133/3230)
0.26 (632/2415)

0 29 (589/2049) -21% (0.79) 0.95 (0 85 10 107)
0.30 (960/3217) -17% (0.83)
0.28 (1847'6512) -21% (0.79) 0.95 (0.89 to 1.02)
0.33 (1834/5546) -16% (0 81)
1) 29 (3611 '12537) -24% (0 7t) 097 (0 02 to 1.04'
0.2S (1882 0436> 22010 78>
(1 41 (814'2003/ -19% ill 81’ 091 (0 ,i4to 1¢c2
0 33 (910 2735; -12% (0.88)
0.29 (107/572) -17:« 10.8)i U95 (0 79to | 15
0 37 (544/1456) -13% (0 87)
0 31 (1037 3381) -13% (0 87) 0.90 t0.80 to 101.
0.25 (591/2326) -3% (0.971

0951t(l9) too?)
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higlraj®<0.01 (table 7). Asagroup, the 0.08",,
law 'T fates experienced a 21.4% post-law
reduction from 0.37Q (0874.26 080) to 0.208
(8065/27 054). The comparison states experi-
enced a smaller decline, 16.0% from 0.362
(7545/20 835) to 0.304 (6722/22 148). Again,
each 0.08% law state experienced a greater
decline than its respective comparison state.
There was no significant heterogeneity in trend
between 0.08% law states.

In the four 0.08% states with longstanding
ALR laws, the meta-analysis indicated the rela-
tive post-law decline was also 5% greater in the
0.08% law states than their comparison states
(p<0.03). As a group, 0.08% law states with
long standing ALR laws experienced a 22.5%
reduction in the proportion of fatal crashes
involving alcohol at 0.10%+ from 0.383
(8509/22 193) to 0.297 (6862/23 101) while
their comparison states experienced a 17.8%
decline from 0.371 (62J5/16 812) to 0.305
(5586/18 334). Results were similar when we
examined trends in the proportion of fatal
crashes involving alcohol at 0.01% or higher
(data available upon request).

Discussion
On both measures of alcohol involvement in

fatal crashes examined in this study, recent
0.08% law states experienced significantly
greater post-law declines than their compari-
son states. These declines were significant not
in each individual 0.08% state relative to its
paired comparison state, but in the 0.08% law
states as a group relative to the comparison
states as a group. These are not contradictory
findings. Given the number of crashes in each
state, thc statistical power of showing a signifi-
cant decline in any individual state was low.
The power to detect an 8% post-law decline, as
reported by Voas and Tippetts,in individual
0.08% law states in this study was between
12% and 60% . By pooling the results across
states, using meta-analysis, the statistical power
was stronger. The meta-analysis had 97%
power of significantly detecting such a decline.
Further, all six 0.08% law states had greater
post-law declines than their respective com -
states and there was no significant
in effect between 0.08% law

parison
heterogeneity
states.

The law declines were

significantly grcaier. in 0.08% law states
with longstanding .ALR laws, suggesting the
post-0.08% law declines were independent of
ALR laws. One comparison state, Tennessee,
did not have an ALR law. Even ifwe deleted thc
North Carolina-Tennessec pair from our
analysis of states with longstanding ALR laws,
the post-law declines in 0.08% states with
longstanding ALR laws were significantly
greater titan their comparison states again
showing effects of 0.0S”, laws independent of
ALR. Georgia, Florida’s comparison state,
adopted an ALR law during the study period
after Florida adopted its 0.08% law. Thai made
it more difficult for us to detect the greater
post-0.08% law reductions we found on study
outcomes in Florida.

relative post-0.08%
even

[ the 0.08% slates had criminal per >e
lawW W eforc the study period as did lour
comparison states Oklahoma, Georgia, Colo-
rado, and Connecticut. In addition, all states in
the study except’'New Hampshire had safety belt
laws throughout the study. Also, all states had a
minimum legal drinking age of 21 before die
study period. Thus, passage of those laws during
thc study period did not confound results.

Of note, the comparison states in this study
experienced very similar trends on study
outcomes during the study period as all

remaining states in the United States without
0.08% laws. There were no significant differ-
ences on study outcomes from the pre-law to
post-law periods between comparison states
and other non-0.08% law states. Also, the
decline in study outcomes were significant in
the 0.08% law states relative to these other
0.10% law states. Thus, itis unlikely that there
were any biases in the selection of comparison

states.
A limitation of this study was that the level of

alcohol testing of fatally injured drivers was not
as high and consistent as in an earlier analysis of
the first five states with 0.08% laws. Conse-
quently, we were not able to examine the effects
of the law on drivers with BACs of 0.08% and
0.15% and higher. None the less, this study
replicates the earlier analysis of thc first five
0.08% law states, which indicated 0.08% laws
significantly reduce thc proportion of fatal
crashes that involve alcohol. Further, this study
identified effects 0f 0.08% laws that were inde-
pendent of ALR legislation. While the 0.08%
reductions in alcohol related fatal crashes in this
study were 5% -6% and smaller than thc 16%
reduction observed earlier in states passing
0.08% lav/s and ALR laws in close time
proximity, thc decline in the more recent 0.08%
law states is close to what might have been
anticipated given that ALR laws have been
found in national studies to produce 6%-9%
reductions in alcohol related fatal crashes.13U
In 1998 there were 8503 fatalities in crashes
involving alcohol at levelsof0.10% or higher in
states that had not yet lowered the legal per sc
limit to 0.08% . Ifall those states were to adopt
a 0.08% perse limitand were to experience the
5% reduction in alcohol related traffic crashes
experienced by these recent 0.08% law states,
400-500 fewer fatalities would occur annually.
Currently, 33 states do not have 0.08% crimi-
nal per sc legal blood alcohol limits and 10
states have still not adopted ALR laws. All
states should adopt both .ALR and 0.08% laws.

1 US Department of Health and Human Services, Htalth
United Staut 19961997 and infure charlbook. washington.
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7-0248 (7597).
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Brazil bans computer games for violent content

Brazil’s Justice Ministry recently banned six computer games for their violent content, includ-
ing one that they said encouraged a medical student to go on a deadly shooting rampage last
month in a movie theatre, Reuters reported in December. Thc games the Justice Ministry
banned stores from selling are Doom, Mortal Kombai, Requiem, Blood, Postal, and Duke Nukem.
The ministry also said it would rule on other games with violent content in 120 days. “The
games are considered violent and affecting people who play them, particularly children”, the
Justice M inistry spokeswoman said. “As for Duke Nukem, thc ministry regulation says its virtual
world may have motivated M ateus da Costa Meira to stage the cinema shooting on November
3 in Sao Paulo”. Stores that violate the ban will be fined S11 000 per day.

Accident man gets £3526 bill
A pub landlord knocked down by a bus has received a £3526 bill fordamaging the vehicle.

Norman Green, 51, 0fThombury, near Bristol, was crossing a city centre street when he was
sent sprawling and suffered four broken ribs, which laid him off work for 14 weeks. He was
stunned when the bus company asked him to pay for repairs to a light and windscreen bro-
ken in the collision and threatened to take him to courtifhe refused to pay. The company said
the accident happened because “Mr Green was not looking where he was going” and it had

suspended the summons until his finances improved.

Screening teens for suicide
In spite of die fact that suicide is the third leading cause ofdeath among adolescents, less than

one quarter of US pediatricians and family physicians screen these patients for risk factors
associated with micide. A recent study reported nearly one half of the 600 physicians
surveyed reported that at least one of their patients had attempted suicide in the past year.
Routine screening was associated with more frequent counselling about safe storage of fire-
arms and car occupant safety. Apparently, one barrier (or excuse) for not screening more
often is concerns about confidentiality. Another may be the lack of evidence that the coun-
selling provided is effective (Arch Pediatr Adolcs Med 2000;154:162-8).

Surviving massive burns
A surprising report in JA\\L-l suggests that most children who survive a massive burn have a

satisfying quality of life. The study by Sheridan and colleagues from the highly respected Shrin-
ers Burn Hospital in Boston was based on an evaluation of 68 children who had burns involv-
ing more than 70% oftheir body surface. The assessment took place an average of 15 years after
the injury. The burned children were compared with age matched general population norms |
using a standardized measure. Thc unexpectedly good results are either a tribute to the excel- ;
lent aftercare program or may reflect weaknesses in the measure itself (JAMA 2000;283:66-73).

Aggressive children? Is ithormones after all?
A study shows an association between low levels of salivary cortisol and early and persistent
aggression in boys 7-12. The key finding is aggression that starts early and persists among

this subgroup ofchildren. The study is based on a four year follow up ol 38 school aged boys

Aggression was measured by peer evaluations. Those with low cortisol levels on two

occasions displayed three times as many aggressive symptoms and were three times more
likely to be chosen as most aggressive by their peers. Interestingly, the investigator noted that
“stress delivered to a pregnant female mammal can permanently reset the cortisol system in

the infant" (Arch Gcu Psychiatry 2000;57:38-43).
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SECTION 1

Introduction

Ovci'view of the Problem

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

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

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

= STRONGER LAWS,
. TOUGHER ENFORCEMENT, AND
. GOOD CONSUMER EDUCATION.

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

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

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

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

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

INSURANCE,

DISABILITY AND WORKERS' COMPENSATION,
LOST PRODUCTIVITY, AND

SOCIAL SERVICES FOR THOSE WHO CANNOT
RETURN TO WORK AND SUPPORT

THEIR FAMILIES.

Just one alcohol-related fatality is estimated to
cost society $950,000. Each alcohol-related
injury’ averages $20,000. F'entually, we all bear
the costs of these deadly actions, through tax-
payer supported services and programs, higher
insurance costs and even higher prices on goods
and senvices, since employers pick up about half
the costs associated with motor vehicle crashes.
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..onducted properly or that other challenges
about the accuracy of alcohol detection equip-
ment are valid). As of late 1999, all 50 states
plus DC had zero tolerance laws for youth.
States that did not have zero tolerance laws for
youth by 1998 faced a federal sanction of the
withholding of highway construction funds.

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

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

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

+  INCREASED ENFORCEMENT FOR UNDERAGED
DRINKING AND DRIVING;

+  GRADUATED DRIVER LICENSING PROGRAMS
FOR NEW, YOUNG DRIVERS;

«  THE USE OF DESIGNATED DRIVER AND SAFE
RIDE programs;

«  RESPONSIBLE SERVER PROGRAMS;

+  CONSUMER EDUCATION,” AND

e CONTINUED RESEARCH TO FIND NEW AND
BETTER WAYS TO COMBAT IMPAIRED DRIVING.

%f States With BAC[EYSE. Laws

.08 BAC

.10 BAC



SECTION 2

W hat

Measuring Impediment

The amount of alcohal in a person's body is
measured by the weight of the alcohal in a certain
volume of blood. This is called the blood alcohol
concentration, or 'BAC' Because the volume of
blood varies with the size of a person, BAC establish-
€s an objective measure to determine levels of
impairment

The measurement is based on grams per deciliter
(o), and in most states a person is considered
legally intoxicated if his or her BACis .10 g/dI or

reater; that is, alcohol makes up one-tenth of one
percent of the person's blood.

A driver's BACcan be measured by testing the
blood, breath, urine or saliva. Breath testing is the
primary method used by law enforcement agen-
cies. Preliminary breath testing can be performed
easily during a roadside stop using a hand-held

is .087

device carried by palice officers. It is non-invasive
and can even be perfonned while the person is
still in his or her vehicle.

Evidentiary breath testing equipment is evaluated
for precision and accuracy by NHTSA Test instru-
ments approved by NHTSA as conforming to speci-
fications are accurate within plus or minus .005 of
the true BAC value.

State BAC Levels

All states but two (Massachusetts and South
Carolina) have established BACPEISE levels.
Seventeen of those states plus the District of
Columbia have set that level at .08 (Alabama,
California, Horida, Hawaii, Idaho, lllinois, Kansas,
Maine, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North
Cardlina, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Vermont
and Washington). For more state-specific data, see
the chart The State of the States,’” on next page.
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SECTION 3

Effect of BAC

on Traffic Crashes

The Effect of Alcohol on Ability

With each drink consumed, a person's blood
alcohol concentration increases. Although the
outward appearances vary, virtually all drivers are
substantially impaired at .08 BAC. Laboratory and
on-road research shows that the vast majority of
drivers, even experienced drivers, are significantly
impaired at .08 with regard to critical driving
tasks such as braking, steering, lane changing,
judgment and divided attention. In a recent study
of 168 drivers, every one was significantly
mpaired with regard to at least one measure of

riving performance at .08 BAC. The majority of
drivers (60-94%) were impaired at .08 BAC in
any one given measure. This is regardless of age,
gender, or driving experience (see chart, 'BAC
and Impairment,’ at right).

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

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

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

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

0S Sets a Reasonable Limit

Setting the BAC limit at .08 is a reasonable
response to the problem of impaired driving. This
not a couple of beers after work or a glass or

o of wine with dinner. At .08, everyone is
impaired to the point that driving skills are
degraded. Most states that have lowered their

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

«SACand Areas of Impairment"
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SECTION 4

The Case for

.08 BAC Laws

.08 Laws Work

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

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

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

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

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

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

Impaired Driving Allccts Us All

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

As BAC levels rise, so does the risk of being
involved in a fatal crash. Recent research has
shown that, in single vehicle crashes, the relative
fatality risk for drivers with BACs between .08
and .099 is at least eleven times greater than
for drivers with a BAC of zero and is 52 times
greater for young males.
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above. (NHTSA supports zero tolerance for driv-
ers under the legal drinking age - see Section 1
for more information.) Numerous other federal
agencies with an interest in public health and
safety issues, as well as dozens of private sector
organizations, support NHTSA's call for universal
.08 state laws (see box, “Who Supports .08 BAC
Laws?,' page 13).

Why Some States Don't Have .08

As a public policy to deter impaired driving, .08
has lagged behind other countermeasures such
as )l X, administrative license revocation and
zero tolerance for those under 21. Nearly all
states have [)€I' &, the vast majority have ALR
and all have zero tolerance.

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

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

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

. fi' ft' , Vv
. The following organizations support e,
aBAGIlimit of .08 or lower:;" v
Aiaasﬁng\wadAmSefety .
. A/- Hﬂslhlaelr&ran:@ VPl
. %mmﬂllamfdﬂqsadlﬁd‘ahlthes '
Arerieenfssadationof Votor \&ideAdriristraiors
.t ArerieenAssodationof Neurolagical Surgears .
’ NViwi\
 AVERMNAITAMBIIANFANRERS Assodatian
merican Goallitionfor T raffjcSafety
AvericanlreuranceAssodation
A AvericenMidical A0 AN
Arenvmgal(h‘dlquyﬁmaloa
.AvericanSaral INURYAssodatiai®
Avericen] nuiddncAsodatias . ~
Y.< Association forttieAdvancement® YT
of AutorotveMedidre” . V)
(bmrfor&tstarmALumlﬁ :
CRARIMIENToF ¥
DalMLER*CHRY5LER CORPORATION
idhwayAdhiristraticon

S, Departrm*toﬂ' ransportation
Ford Motor Corpary\
* v Ireracelnfomationrsttivie )

j ¥ Insurance Institute for Highway Safety

LS luA

.’Iﬁ’\. 'i:o-

MotrersAgeirstDrunkDrivirg (MAD)
NeticelBssdationofCoamos. Howay @
Safety Rgresentative O



SECTION 5

Myths about

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

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

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

MYTH:

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

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

.08 BAC

MYTH:

"The American public does not support .08
because most people have no idea how much
alcohol ft would t2ke to put them over the legal
limit"

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

MYTH:

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

FACT. The latest research shows that .08 laws
not only reduce the incidence of impaired driving
at lower BAG, they also reduce the incidence of
impaired driving at high BAG over .10 (Moas and
Tippetts, 1999). A .08 law serves as a general
deterrent to drinking and driving, sends a message
that the state is getting tougher on impaired driv-
ing, and makes people think twice about getting
behind the wheel after they've had too much to
drink. .08 is a key part of a complete package to
reduce impaired driving. While problem drinker
drivers do account for a significant part of the
DW problem, most fatally injured drinking drivers
(70-80%) had no prior alcohol-related offenses.

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

A .08 LANSRES
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SECTION 6

Consumer Education

and Public Support

Polls Support Anti-DWI Efforts

The American public overwhelmingly supports
legislation and programs to curb impaired
driving. In a poll conducted for Mothers Against
Drunk Driving (MADD), the Gallup Organization
found that the vast majority of the American
public considers drunk driving the number one
major highway safety problem and most
support tough laws and sanctions to reduce
impaired driving.

All of the approaches to deal with impaired
'riving do well in public opinion polls, but the
programs that have received more attention in
the media and other public forums - AR zero
tolerance, sobriety checkpoints and vehicle
confiscation for repeat offenders - poll higher
than .08. The likely reason is that people do not
understand the technical aspects of how BACs
are determined and what .08 means in real
terms. When it comes to their own tolerance for
alcohol and their own abilities, however, the
American public is certain: most say they would
not drive after consuming two or three drinks in
one hour.

0S is a Public Health Policy

The challenge for .08 supporters is to help
people make a connection between their own
common sense and the public policy that would
define impaired driving as .08. Clearly, the
more people know about the problem and the
potential solutions, the more they support
changes to bring about those solutions. .08

a key part of any public health initiative
rnat aims to reduce society's burden from
impaired driving.

Supporters of .08 have many allies and
resources to call upon, both at the national level
and in the states. A list of resource organizations
is included in the appendix.

Help is Available

Federal and State Governments and several
private sector organizations hold workshops,
publish idea samplers and planners, and offer
other helpful organizing tools that may help .08
supporters achieve their public policy coals.
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SECTION 7

Law Enforcement

Enforcing .08

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

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

Quick and Easy Testing

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

Law Enforcement Supports .08

X)8 s supported;
.08 is supported by law enforcement organiza- BYLAW e«
tions, including two of the largest: the - ENFCREEVENT VA, -
International Association of Chiefs of Puli CRANZATIONS ..
and the National Sheriffs' Association. These (groups that]
organizations and others like them would not WALLDNOT
support a law that is unenforceable, ineffective SUPPCRT A
. LANTHATIS
or burdensome on police officers. UNNRREAELE
INFECINECR L
Treatment Can Help BFOEEVECN

POLICE OFFICERS.

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

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

get the help they need.

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

Summary

.08 is Reasonahle

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

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

.0S Works

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

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

ABOVE,’

RAISE THE PERCEIVED RISK OF ARREST FOR

DRIVING AFTER DRINKING,'

IMPROVE PUBLIC AWARENESS ABOUT HOW
MUCH ALCOHOL IT TAKES TO BE

DANGEROUSLY IMPAIRED,"AND

BRING THE U.S. CLOSER TO PER §E LIMITS OF

MOST INDUSTRIALIZED NATIONS.

.08 Could Save Your Life

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

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

If BVERYSTATE
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APPENDIX A
Facts on

The Impaired Driving Problem

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

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

crashes cost society $150 billion every year.

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

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

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

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

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

mMany states now are lowering the BAC defining
impaired driving from .10 to .08. A BAC as low
as .02 has been shown to affect driving ability
and crash likelihood.

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

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

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

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

mThe highest rates of drivers involved in fatal
crashes in 1998 with BACs at or above .10
were recorded for drivers 21-24 years old
(28 percent), followed by ages 25-34
(24 percent) and 35-44 (21 percent).
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The Facts About .08

* A law making .08 BAC the legal limit is a
reasonable, sensible approach to the problem
of impaired driving.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* At .08, virtually all drivers are impaired to the
point that critical driving skills such as reaction
time, attention, tracking ,and comprehension
are degraded.
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APPENDIX B

Resources

The Federal Government

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

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

NHTSA Region |
(Goretiaut, Ve, Messachusetts, Nev' Hanpehire,
Rnoce Idand and \emor)
Volpe National Transportation Systems Center
Kendall Square, Code 903
Cambridge. MA 02142
Phone 617/494-3427
Fax 617/494-3646

NHTSA Region I
(NewJarsey, New Yark Puerto Rag Mirgin Idanch)
222 Mamaroneck Avenue, Suite 204
White Plains, NY 10605
Phone 914/732-6162
Fax 914/682-6239

NHTSA Region llI
(OCdanare, Didtrict of Gdlurbia, Manylard, Persyivenia,
Virgiria, \es! \irgjria)

10 South Howard Street, Suite 4000

Baltimore. MD 21201

Phone 410/962-0077

Fax 410/962-2770

NHTSA Region IV
(Mabams, Aaich, Giorgia, Kertudy, Mssissip. North
Cadirg, South Cardling, Temesss)

Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth St.eel. Suite 17730

Atlanta, CA 30303

Phone 404/562-3739

Fax 404/562-3763

NHTSA Region V
(llinas, Indiang, Mchigen, Mimesata, Chig Wisoorsin)
19900 Governor Drive, Suite 201
Oiv npia Fields, IL 60461
Phone 708/503-8822
Fax 708/503-8991

NHTSA Region VI
IAkensss, Lausiane, NewMdoo. Cdahomg, Tees
Incian NHtias)

819 Taylor Street, Room 8A38

Fort Worth, D( 76102

Phone 817/334-3653

Fax 817/334-8339

NHTSA Region VI
(long, Karsss, Mssoun, Neraska)
901 Locust Street
Kansas Qty, MO 64106
Phone 816/329-3900
Fax 816/329-3910

NHTSA Region VIiI
(Garach, Mortane, North Dekotay, South Delota,
555 Zang Street, 4lh Floor
Lakewood, CO 80228
Phone 303/969-6917
Fax 303/969-6294

NHTSA Region IX
(Azorg, Clifamia, Hanall, Neveds, Arerican Sanog,
Qam Northem Mariana Idancsl

201 Mission Street, Suite 2230

San Francisco, CA 94105

Phone 415/744-3089

Fax 415/744-2532


http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov

Safety Office Rorida Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street

Tallahassee, a32399-0450

Phone; 904/408-3546

Fax. 904/922-2935

Geor?(ia Governor's Office of Highway Safety
1 Park Tower _

34 Peach Tree Street, Suite 1600

Atlanta, CA 30303

flanta,
Phone: 404/656-6996
Fax: 404/651-9107

Highway Safety Coordinator
Guam Department of Public Works
PO Box 2950

ana, GU 96910
Phone: 011-671-646-3211
Fax 011-671-649-3733

Operator Assisted Calls; 01-671-646-3211
otor Vehicle Safety Office _

Hawaii Department of Transportation

601 Kamoklla Boulevard, Suite 511

Kapolel, H 96707

Phone: 808/692-7650

Fax 808/692-7665

Office of Highway Safety

daho Transportation Department
PO Box 7129,3311 West State Street
Boise, ID 83707-1129

Phone; 208/334-8101

Fax: 208/334-3858

Division of Traffic Safe%y ,
Illinois Degpartment of Transportation
PO Box 19245

3215 Executive Park Drive
Sﬁrlngfleld, IL 62794-9245
Phone; 217/782-4972

Fax: 217/782-9159

Igdiana Governor's Council on Impaired and Dangerous
rivin

150 West Market Street, Suite 330

Indlana%olls. IN 46204

Phone: 317/232-1299

Fax; 317/232-5150

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

PO Box 2006

AIbuquercbue NM 87103
Phong; 505/248-5053

Fax. 505/248-5064

Governor's Traffic Safetg Bureau
lowa Department of Public Safety
307 East 7Ih Street

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

Fax. 515/281-6190

Kansas Bureau of Traffic Safety
Thacher Building, 2nd Roor
217 SE 4th

Topeka, K5 66603-3504

Phone; 913/296-3756

Fax. 913/291-3010

m

Highway Safety Standards Branch
Kentucky State Police Headquarters
919 Versailles Road

Frankfort, KY 40601

Phong;_ 502/695-6356

Fax: 502/573-1634

Highway Safety Commission
LoUisiana Degartment of Public Safety
PO Box 6633

Baton Rouge, LA 70896

Phone; 504/925-6991

Fax 504/922-0083

Bureau of Hi hwaY Safetg_
Maine Department of Public Safety
164 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333

Phone; 207/624-8756

Fax. 207/624-8768

Northern Mariana Islands
Department of Public Safety
PO Box 79

Saipan, MP. 96950
Phone: 011-670-034-6505
Fax: 011-670-234-8531

Office of Traffic 8 Safety
Maryland State Highwdy Administration
1491 Donnelleg DrivA
Hanover, MD 21076
Phone: 410/787-5822
Fax. 410/787-5823

Massachusetts GovemoTs Highway Safety Bureau
100 Cambridge Street, Room 2104

Boston, MA (2202

Phone: 617/727-5073

Fax. 617/721-5077

Michigan Office of F}I(ig;hway Safety Planning
4000 ColHns Road, PO Box"30633

Lansing, Ml 4890-8133

Phone;” 517/333-5201

Fax. 517/333-5756

Office of Traffic Safety ,
Minnesota Department of Public Safety
Town Sguare. uite 100-B

444 Cedar Street

St Paul, MN 55101-2128

Phone: 612/296-3804

Fax 612/297-4844

Highway Safety Office _
M|35|35|%p| Department of Public Safety
PO Box 23039

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

Phone; 601/359-7842

Fax: 601/359-7832

Missouri Division of Highway Safety
0 Box 104808

Jefferson City. MO 651104808
Phone: 573/151-7643

Fax. 573/634-5977
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Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles
Transportation Safety Office
PO Box 27412
2300 West Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23269
Phone: 804/367-8140
Fax 804/367-6631

Governor's Representative

Virgin islands Office of Highway Safety
Lagoon Street Complex, Fredricksted

9 Goix, M 00840

Phone: 809/776-5820

Fax 809/772-2626

Washington Traffic Safety Commission
PO Box 40944

1000 South Cherry Street

Olympia, VWA 98504-0944

Phone: 360/753-6197

Fax 360/586-6489

Governor's Highway Safety Program West Virginia
Criminal Justice 6 Highway Safety Division

Capito Complex, Building 3, Room 118

Charleston, WV 25301

Phone: 304/558-6080

Fax 304/558-0391

Bureau of Transportation Safety
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
PO Box 7936

4802 Sheboygan Avenue, Room 809
Madison, W 53707

Phone: 608/266-0402

Fax 608/267-0441

Highway Safety Program

Wyoming Transportation Department
PO Box 1708

Cheyenne, W/ 82003-1708

Phone: 307/777-4450

Fax 307/777-4250

The Private Sector

The National Safety Council, with chapters all over tire
country, can provide information on a wide range of
occupational, home and traffic safety issues. The Council
produces dozens of publications and provides services
and educational opportunities in these areas.

National Safety Council

121 Spring Lake Drive

ltasca, 1L60143

Phone: 630/285-1121

Fax 630/285-1315

W\eb site: http:/Awv.nsc.org
Mothers Against Drunk Driving is a non-prcf’l grass roots
organization with more than 400 chapters nationwide It ‘is
not a crusade against alcohol consumption;' its focus is 'to
look for effective solutions to the drunk driving and underage
drinking problems, while supporting those who have already

tperienced the pain of these senseless crimes.” To join, find
a chapter in your area or for more information, contact the
National Office at:

Mothers Against Drunk Driving

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

Phone: 214/744-MADD (6233)

Fax 972/869-2206/2207

W\ED site: http:/Awwv.madd.org

Other private sector groups may be helpful. Here is a list
of some of the national organizations that support .08
BAC laws.

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

Phone: 202/408-1711

Wb site- http:/Amwwv.saferoads.org

American Automobile Association
1000 APA Drive

Heathrow, AL 32746

Phone: 407/444-7000

Wb site: http:/Awwv.aaa.com

American Automobile Manufacturers Association
1401 HStreet, NW, Suite 900

Washington, DC 20005

Phone: 202/326-5500

W\eb site; http://aama.com

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

Phone: 703/243-7501

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

Phone: 202/838-7100

Wb site: http://mamwv.aiadc.org

American Medical Association

515 North State Street

Chicago, IL60610-4379
312/464-5000

Wb site: http:/Amwawv.ama-assn.org

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
1005 North Glebe Road

Arlington, VA 22201

Phone: 703/247-1500

Wb site: http:/Amwwv.hwysafety.org

International Association of Chiefs of Police
515 North Washington Street

Alexandria, VA 22314

Phone: 703/836-6767

Web site: http:/Awwv.theiacp.org

National Commission Against Drunk Driving
1900 LStreet NW, Suite 705

Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202/452-6004

Wb site: http://imamwv.ncadd.com

Remove Intoxicated Drivers (RID)
PO Bax 520

Schenectady, NY 12301

Phone: 518/393-4357

Wb site: TBA

Students Against Destructive Decisions (SACD)
PO Box 800

Marlboro, MA 01752

Phone; 508/481-3568

Wb site: wwwsadd.org


http://www.nsc.org
http://www.madd.org
http://www.saferoads.org
http://www.aaa.com
http://aama.com
http://www.aiadc.org
http://www.ama-assn.org
http://www.hwysafety.org
http://www.theiacp.org
http://www.ncadd.com

APPENDIX C

Model

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

CHAPTER 11 - Rules of the Road

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

(a) A person shall not chive or be in
acht,LljaI physical control of any vehicle
while:

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

11-903()B)]-

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

Law

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

2. Under the influence of alcohoal;

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

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

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

(© In addition to the provisions of [Section 11-
904], every person convicted of violating this
section shall be punished by imprisonment for
not less than 10 days or more than one year, or
by fine of not less than 5100 nor more than
$1,000, or by both such fine and imprisonment
and on a second or subsequent conviction, such
person shall be punished by imprisonment for
not less than 90 days nor more than one year,
and, in the discretion of the court, a fine of not
more than $1,000.


http://www.ncutlo.org
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Background

Motor vehicle crashes account for approximately half of all fatalities resulting from unintentional
injury (Baker et al., 1992 ). In the U.S., alcohol is involved in about 7% of all traffic crashes, but is much
more commonly involved in fatal crashes. During 1997, an estimated 35 6% of traffic fatalities in North
Carolina were alcohol-related (i.e., involved a driver, pedestrian, or bicyclist with BAC > 0.01%;

NHTSA, 1998). This is somewhat less than the 38.6% of fatalities with alcohol-involvement nationally
during 1997. Although there has been clear improvement in the proportion of alcohol-related crashes during
the past decade, motor vehicle crashes in which alcohol was centrally involved continue to be a major part
of the injury problem nationally, as well as in North Carolina.

Following national movement toward establishment of per se limits (a blood alcohol concentration
[BAC] that is considered to be illegal, regardless of evidence of impaired behavior) and the move to raise
t'v ega! drinking age to 21 in all states, traffic safety efforts in many states are now focusing on lowering
the perse BAC limit from 0.10% to 0.08%. Continuing a trend for North Carolina to be among the leaders
in state efforts to combat impaired driving., the illegal per se BAC limit was reduced to 0.08% effective

October 1, 1993.

Both experimental and epidemiologic evidence suggests that a BAC limit of 0.10% is too high. A
variety of behaviors and cognitive functions begin to show evidence of impairment at BACs as low as
0.04% (Moscowitz & Bums, 1990). In addition to this experimental evidence, the best epidemiologic
information currently available on BAC and the risk of a driver crashing shows a clear increase in the slope
of the risk curve at BACs of about 0.08%. Hence there is a clear and substantial scientific basis for setting

the per se BAC limit at 0.08% (or lower).

Data on BACs of persons involved in fatal crashes suggests, however, that reducing the legal BAC
limit may have little effect. Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS; NHTSA, 1991) data indicate that
among fatally injured drivers who have been drinking, BACs are well in excess of the current legal limit of
0.10% (in most states). Thus it is argued that drivers killed in alcohol-related crashes are already in
substantial violation of the BAC limit and that, therefore, reducing the legal limit will likely have no effect.

A counter argument can be made that, although individuals drive with BACs in excess of the legal
limit, reducing that limit can send the message to heavier drinkers that they need to reduce their
consumption when they are going to drive. Thus, if drinking drivers believe (though incorrectly) that they
are ‘okay,’ to drive after drinking a certain amount, a lowered BAC limit will send the message that their
personal “drinking limit" must be lowered as well. Accordingly the predicted effect of a lowered legal BAC
limit would be to reduce the general BAC level among drinking drivers, even though it might not bring
persons in line specifically with the new, lower limit. This is the classic public health approach, wherein
benefits for a population are achieved through policies that alter, even fractionally, the risk of entire groups
rather than concentrating on individuals.

Since a number of stales have already enacted 0.08% BAC limits, evidence has begun to accumulate
on the effect of this lower limit. These results are briefly reviewed below.



Previous Evaluations 0f0.08% BAC Laws
There have been four attempts to empirically determine the effects of 0.08% per se laws.

m California's 0.08% law was initially examined under the sponsorship of the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA, 1991); more recently tne California Department of Motor
Vehicles conducted its own assessment (Rogers, 1995).

m In 1994 the NHTSA released the results of a preliminary assessment of the effects of the lowered
BAC limit in the first five states to reduce their per se limit to 0.08%.

m  Most recently Hingson et al. (1996) reported results of another study of the effects seen in the first
five states to reduce their BAC limit to 0.08%.

California

Among the 16 states that have reduced the per se illegal BAC limit to 0.08%," only the California law
has been subjected to a thorough evaluation. Because California has a very large number of crashes, it was
possible to conduct a scientifically valid examination of the effects of the lower BAC limit shortly after the
new law took effect. A study conducted by Research and Evaluation Associates (NHTSA, 1991) shortly
after the lower BAC limit took effect found a 12% decrease in alcchol-related fatalities, but no
corresponding decline in non-alcohol crashes. Unfortunately, another law - providing for administrative
license revocation (ALR) for persons found driving with illegal BACs - took effect six months after the
0.08% law was implemented. Moreover, a good deal of public discussion about the ALR law occurred
prior to its enactment, overlapping the period immediately following enactment of the 0.08% law. As a
result, it was not possible to determine whether the decrease in alcohol-related fatalities that occurred was
due to the 0.08% law, the ALR law, or some combination of the two.

In 1995 another study examined effects of the California 0.08% law (Rogers, 1995). A large number of
crash types2were studied using time series analysis techniques lo control for a variety of factors such as
amount of driving and general economic conditions (indicators of crash exposure). Trends were examined
for a five year period prior to implementation of the lower BAC limit and four years following
implementation. No decrease in alcohol-involved crashes or alcohol-involved fatal crashes was found to be
associated with the 0.08% law. Some decline * as found in surrogate measures for alcohol crashes:
nighttime serious injury or fatal crashes and fatal or injury crashes occurring between 2 and 3 am.

First Five States to Enact 0.08% BAC Limit

In a preliminary evaluation of the first five states to reduce BAC limits to 0.08%, six measures or
indicators of drinlang-drh'ing available from FARS were examined for comparable time periods before and
after the lower BAC limit was enacted in five states where the lower limit had been in effect for two

1 Alabama. California, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, Maine, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North

Carolina, Oregon, Utah, Vermont, Virginia and W ashington.

2 Alcohol-involved crashes, nighttime crashes, 2-3 am crashes, and single vehicle crashes were all examined.
Moreover, each of these types was considered for three different degrees of severity: fatal crashes only, fatal

+ severe injury, and fatal + injury.
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years or more %N HTSA, 1994)\ The findings were inconsistent across the five states, with anywhere from
zero to four of the six indicators examined showing a statistically significant decline. In three ot the five
states, the proportion of drivers in fatal crashes found to have a BAC above 0.10% did decline
significantly. Despite a somewhat inconsistent pattern of changes on the other measures, it is noteworthy
that no significant declines on any of the six measures were found in the rest of the nation. Although this
comparison does not control for other possible explanations for this change besides the lower BAC limit, it
does help to rule out the possibility that the observed changes merely reflect a general and widespread
decline in drinking-driving that has been documented (Transportation Research Board, 1994).

Hingson et al. (1996) reported flndlngs that apEear to carroborate the preliminary results reported b
NHTSA, using a more controlled researc deaﬁn. ach of the first five states to reduce their Fer_sellml to
0.08% was matched with a similar state from the same general region that did not reduce the limit. Among
the 0.08% states, compared with ‘matching’ states, there was a significant reduction in the proportion of
fatal crashes in which a fatally injured driver had a BAC ahove 0.08%. Similar results were obtained for
the proportion of fatally injured drivers with BACs above 0.08%. Unfortunately, as was the casein -~
California, it is difficult to"disentangle the effects of the 0.08% laws from administrative license revocation
|aws that took effect at about the same time as the 0.08% laws in three of the states. Moreover, nearly half
(4/9) of the statistically significant effects the NHTSA study found occurred in Vermont and Utah, yet
Hingson et al. found no decline in Vermont, and an increase in alcohol-involved crashes subsequent to the

0.08% law in Utah.

Overall then, the available empirical evidence on the effect of 0.08% legislation to date is not strong,
but does sug([;e_st that there may be a desired effect. The greatest drawback In previous studies has been the
inahility to aftribute apparent effects clearly to 0.08% laws rather than to co-existing ALR laws, which
have been demonstrated to reduce drinking-driving EWa enaar et ak, 1995). Another problem is the
inherent difficulty in finding aprroprlate ‘matches’ 1o 0.08% states. For example, although Vermont and
New Hampshire are both small, largely rural New England states, they are dramatically different politically
and in other ways specific to drinking-driving (e.g., sobriety checkpoints are constitutionally prohibited in
New Hampshire). Similarly, Utah and Idaho are sparseI?/ populated states in the intermountain west, but
there are numerous differences, not the least of which is the presence of a large Mormon population in Utah
- potentially a critical confounding factor in studies of alcohol use,

Distinctiveness of the North Carolina Study

To shed additional light on the effects of reducing thcp ¢ 1 s¢ BAC limit to 0.08%, we examined data
from North Carolina. There is a sufflmentIY large number of crashes in North Carolina to conduct time
series anal%ses usmP monthly crash rates, thus allowing use of North Carolina as its own ‘control.” An
additional benefit ot this stu VIS that effects of North Carolina’s ALR law, which was enacted in 1983, are
not confounded with the 0.08% law. No other major drinking-driving legislation was enacted in close
temﬁoral proximity to the October 1 1993 dale on which the 0.08% BAC limit took effect. Thus, the
methodological problems that have confounded interpretation of results from others states, rendering
conclusions about the effects of 0.08% laws tentative, can be avoided by using North Carolina data.

3 Indicators examined were: (1) driver BAC >0.01%, (2) driver BAC >0.10%, (3) police-reported alcohol
involvement, (4) ‘estimated’alcohol involvement (e.g., police reported drinking, positive BAC measurement,
or alcohol violations/citations), and two surrogate measures, (5) single-vehicle nighttime crashes, and (6)

single-vehicle nighttime male driver crashes.



In the present study, the primary focus of analysis was on crashes prior to and following
implementation of the 0.08% law. Time series analyses were employed to examine various possible
indicators of the effects of this new law. We considered a variety of outcome or criterion variables:
alcohol-related crashes as identified by the investigating officer, alcohol-related fata, crashes, and alcohol-
related injury crashes. In addition, because reports of alcohol involvement in all but fatal crashes are
somewhat problematic, proxy measures for alcohol-related crashes (nighttime crashes, fatal/serious injury
nighttime crashes) were also examined. Although not the primary focus of this research, we were able to
obtain information about the general public’s knowledge about and perceived effects of the 0.08% law.
This information will help to place the effects on crash rates in context. We turn first to the question of

public awareness of the new law.



[(J1Public Knowledge and Perceptions of the Lower BAC Limit

A critical element in the success of any social policy approach that involves individuals making a
choice to alter their behavior is that the public whose behavior is targeted must be aware of the policy. It is
often assumed by policy makers that enacting a policy or law is sufficient to achieve its goal. It is
axiomatic, however, that without awareness, no effect can be expected. There appear to be essentially three
ways in which the public might have learned about the new, lower BAC limit: through the media, through
direct experience (being arrested), and subsequently, by word of mouth from individuals who initially

learned about the law through one of the two primary channels.

As a proposed law is being deliberated in the legislature, media attention will likely alert some
proportion of the public to the issue. Following passage, additional media attention should provide the first
information that there is a new BAC limit (albeit not yet in effect). At about the tim- the new law becomes
effective, additional media attention as well as public information/education campaigns should increase
awareness. Upon implementation of the law, if it is enforced, awareness should begin to grow slowly. There
was relatively little media attention to the 0.08% BAC law as it was being considered, or when it took

effect. However, enforcement was vigorous, as is typical in North Carolina.

We were able to obtain one “point-in-time” indicator of awareness of the new 0.08% BAC limit 17
months after the law went into effect. During February, 1995, the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
sponsored a telephone survey in North Carolina to obtain a variety of traffic safety-related information. At
our request, a few questions about the 0.08% law were included and the data were provided to HSRC for
those items as well as the other questions in the survey. This survey consisted of interviews with 802
randomly selected individuals living in four areas in the state. Consequently, these data are not from a
representative sample of the entire state. However, the four areas do provide broad geographic
representation. Figure 1 shows the locations where interviews were conducted (Cumberland, Guilford,

Figure 1 Counties where telephone interviews were conducted
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Haywood, and Pasquotank counties)4. The demographic characteristics of the composite of these four
counties are quite similar to the state as a whole. Table 1 presents 1990 census information on race, sex
and age characteristics of the state as a whole, the four counties where interviews were conducted, ard the
sample of interviewed respondents. This allows for a direct comparison ofhow well the full interview
sample represents the population of the counties interviewed. It is clear that the sample of persons
interviewed somewhat over represents females, whites, and persons in the primary age group for drinking-

driving.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents and Sampled Geographic Regions

Population % Male % Nonwhite Age 21 -35

North Carolina 6,628,637 48.5 24.4 25.6
4-County Population (Mean) 48.4 26.6 25.9
Cumberland County 274,566 51.7 38.1 33.0
Haywood County 46,942 47.7 2.0 19.9
Guilford (High Point) 347,420 47.3 28.2 26.5
Pasquotank (Elizabeth City) 31,298 46.7 38.0 24.1
4-County Survey Respondents (N) 802 40.8 18.4 31.2

Note. Population data are from 1990 census.

In addition to a series of questions pertaining to seat belts and drinking-driving enforcement,
respondents were asked the following questions regarding the BAC limit:

m Do you know the legal blood alcohol limit (BAC) for drivers inNorth Carolina?

m Ifrespondents said yes, they were asked: "What is it? (The legal blood alcohol limit in North
Carolina?]>”

* Has the legal blood alcohol content limit for drivers in North Carolina been changed since 1992?

m Do you think that reducing the blood alcohol limit (BAC) has made more likely that drinking
drivers in North Carolina will be arrested for DW 1 ?

m How much publicity have you seen or heard about the new blood alcohol limit (BAC) since ittook
effect? Would you say this new limit has been publicized... Very well, Pretty well, Not very well,
Not at all well.

n What effect, ifany, has the change in the blood alcohol limit had on your own behavior? Would
you say you (Are less likely to drive after drinking since the limit was lowered, Drive more
carefully after drinking since the limit was lowered, Drink less since thc limit was lowered. Have

4 These four counties had been selected as demonstration counties for the '‘Booze It and Lose It’ campaign
which began in November, 1994. Interviews were conducted to learn of residents awareness of that

program, and other highway safety issues.



made no change [drink and drive the same as before]. Unread options: Don't drink. Don't drink &
drive).
Knowledge of the BAC Limit

Only half of the respondents (50%)
claimed to know the BAC limit (see
Figure 2). Of those, nearly three- Ko
quarters (74%) correctly reported the b
limit as 0.08%. Another 17% reported
the old limit of 0.10%. Thus, among all
respondents, only 37% knew the correct

BAC limit. Don't Know
%
When asked whether the BAC limit
had changed since 1992, sixty-four
percent of respondents thought it had;
another 27% were not sure and 10% Doyou know thc currentBAC IhnK What h thc
Tardrfv'ir* In North Carolina? CurrentLimit?

said it had not.

Knowledge both of the limit and Figure 2 Reported knowledge of new BAC limit.

that it had changed was related to education, sex, and race. As is shown in Figure 3, males, those with
higher levels of formal education and whites were more likely to know the BAC limit had changed and what

the new level was.

It would appear that general knowledge in the population of the new BAC limit was poor. However,
this kind of information is not so relevant to non-drinkers as it is for drinkers, and a substantial proportion
of North Carolina residents are non-drinkers. Survey data routinely collected on alcohol use indicate that
from 45 - 50% of adults in North Carolina report being non-drinkers (Kroutil et al., 1997). In the present
sample 70% reported being non-drinkers.

As is shown in Figure 4, those
persons who reported that they do drink
were far more likely to be aware of the
BAC limit and that it had changed e 3% |BDrWter
recently. Knowledge of the limit was
even more closely related to reported
frequency of drinking. Whereas 67% of
those who drink more than once a week
knew the new limit, barely a quarter of (K
non-drinkers could report that 0.08%
was the limit (not shown in figure).
205

A»wn cl Change Know N*v: BAC Lmi

Figure 3 Drinker vs. non-drinker knowledge of 0.08% BAC limit



Drinking status also significantly modified the relationship between knowledge of the BAC limit and
demographic characteristics. When drinking status is controlled, neither sex nor race is related to
knowledge that the BAC limit had changed (although there is still a weal: relationship between race and
knowledge among non-drinkers). Among both drinkers and non-drinkers, males are more likely to know the
correct BAC limit. Among drinkers, there were no racial differences in knowledge of the limit, but among
non-drinkers blacks were less iikely to know the current BAC limit.

Not surprisingly, level of formal education was strongly related to knowledge of the BAC limit and that
it had changed. Among both drinkers and non-drinkers this relationship remains strong. Moreover,
education largely explains the raciai differences in knowledge of the limit and that it had changed.
Controlling for education had no effect on the relationship between sex and knowledge. Consistently across
levels of education, males were more knowledgeable about the new limit than females.

H Aware of Change

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
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Figure 4 Knowledge of BAC limit by demographic subgroup
Perceived Publicity about the New Law

It is cleai that some 17 months after the change formally took place a substantial number of North
Carolinians did not know that the BAC limit had been lowered. It is probably not of great importance that
non-drinkers were unaware of this change. Nearly three-quarters (7?%) of drinkers thought the limit had
changed, but only half (50%) could correctly identify the new BAC limit. Even among persons who
reported that they drink once a week or more, fully a third could not correctly identify the new limit.



=
@D

A question arises, then, as to how well the new limit was conveyed to the public. We have no objective
way to measure that, but it is possible to address respondents’ perceptions of how well the law was

publicized. Figure 5 shows the

distribution of responses to the

question, "How much publicity have

you seen or heard about the new blood
alcohol limit (BAC) since it took effect? sosi
Would you say this new limit has been
publicized..." (This question was asked *
only of those 512 respondents who
thought the law had changed.) Despite
a substantial lack of knowledge about
the new limit, respondents in general
appear to believe that the new law was 20*
well-publicized. Two-thirds (68%)

thought the law was publicized either

very well (26%) or pretty well (42%).

30*

(0
Perceived publicity of the lower ’ \ery wet Pretty wdl ~ Net very wdi  ftot at *s wd

limit was clearly related to age, with
older respondents believing the

publicity had been more extensive.
Education was weakly related to perceived publicity. Less educated respondents were somewhat more

likely to believe the change in the law had been well-publicized. Drinking status, race, and sex were
unrelated to perceptions about publicity of the law.

Figure 5 How well has the new BAC limit been publicized? (N = 512)

Those respondents who correctly identified the new BAC limit were somewhat more likely to believe
the law had been well-publicized. This association undoubtedly would have been stronger if the question
had been asked of all respondents, including those who did not think there had been a change.

Perceived Effect of the Lower BAC Limit

Respondents overwhelmingly (85%) believed that lowering the BAC limit increased the likelihood that
individuals would be arrested for drinking-driving. The vast majority denied that it had any relevance to
them, however. Fifty-two percent of those who knew of the change reporiwd either that they don't drink or
don't drink and drive. Another 18% said the law had not affected their behavior. (In all likelihood sorne of
these individuals also meant they were unaffected because it didn't apply to them.) Nine percent indicated
that they are less likely to drive after drinking and 3% reported that they began drinking less. Of the entire
sample, fewer than 6% reported that they had driven after having anything to drink during the past month.
Only two admitted that they might have been above the legal limit.



Roadside survey studies of drivers'
perceptions of risk of apprehension
have demonstrated that those
individuals to whom DWI laws are
most likely to apply (e.g., persons
coming from bars, and those with
elevated or illegal BACs) are least
likely to believe they will be detected or
arrested (Foss & Perrine, 1990). A
similar finding emerged in the present
survey. In response to the question of

whether the new limit would increase
the likelihood of individuals being Moe Than ~ More Tnen  Monthly o Moer
arrested for drinking-driving, persons Oncaa Wik Gw a Morth Lou

who drink most frequently (more than Reported Drinking Frequency

nce a week) were | likel lieve _. . - -
once a week) were least likely to believe Figure 6 Perceived likelihood that DWI arrests will increase

the likelihood of arrest was increased followi law b dent drinking f
by the law (see Figure 6) ollowing new law by respondent drinking frequency.
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[ Changes in Alcohol-related Crashes

For the following crash analyses, we used data reported to the North Carolina Division of Motor
Vehicles, Collision Reports section (the North Carolina Traffic Crash File). Since January 1991
information obtained from the North Carolina Medical Examiner’s Office concerning alcohol use by drivers
killed in crashes has been used to update information recorded by investigating officers at the crash scene.
As a result, data on alcohol involvement in fatal crashes prior to this date are not directly comparable to the

more recent information.

Figure 7 shows the proportion of
fatal crashes in North Carolina that
involved alcohol from 1991 through %
1995 as reported by the NC Division of 43%
Motor Vehicles in its annual Crash
Facts report. There was a dramatic
decline in alcohol-related fatal crashes,
from 42% to 27% - a 36% relative
decrease. The majority of this decline
occurred from 1991 to 1993. Although 2%
the sharpest drop occurred during the
year when the lower B/.C limit took W
effect, the new limit was in effect only
for the final three months of 1993.
B91 ISSC G93 &5m»i 19S5
Because the 0.08% law applies to
operators of vehicles, we examined Figure 7 Percent of North Carolina fatal traffic crashes involving
changes only for those crashes where  gicohol, 1991 - 1995 (source: NC Div. of Motor Vehicles).

drivers of motor vehicles had been
drinking (either by objective measurement or officer judgment) as the criterion of interest. That is, those

crashes that involved alcohol only by virtue of drinking by a pedestrian or bicyclist were not considered
alcohol-involved crashes for purposes of this evaluation.

Figure 8 shows the percent of all crashes that involved a drinking driver by month from January 1991
through December, 1995. It is clear that the most dramatic part of the decline in alcohol involvement
occurred well in advance of the reduction in the BAC limit. Although ‘anticipatory’ effects of traffic laws
are sometimes seen, that does not appear .0 have occurred in the present case. Legislation to reduce the
BAC limit was introduced in the North Carolina General Assembly in March of 1993 and was passed in

July.5

Examination of the data series suggests that if there was a time-delineated shift (rather than simply a
general continuing decline), it probably occurred somewhere in early- to mid-1992, fully a year before the
0.08% legislation was introduced. We are unable to find any events or policy changes that occurred around
that time which might have resulted in such a decline.

5 We examined coverage of this issue in the Raleigh News t£ Obscn>er, one of the two major newspapers in the
state that give detailed coverage of legislative activity. Given the high level of interest in drinking-driving
issues in North Carolina, the low amount of coverage accorded this issue is fairly striking. This may be due,
in part, to the fact that the legislation was not the subject of extensive debate. The bill received little attention

until the final days of the session, when it was passed.
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