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R epresentative Kevin M eyer

HOUSE DISTRICT 30

Sponsor Statement HB 19
“An Act relating to ignition interlock limited driver’s license privileges.”

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

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

Several states require ignition interlock devices for DUI offenders and studies
suggest that ignition interlock devices lead to a substantial decline in recidivism,
particularly for offenders with multiple DUI's. More importantly, an ignition
interlock device prevents an intoxicated person from starting their car and
thereby keeps a potential drunk driver off the road. With an ignition interlock
device - if you can't blow, you can't go.

(Updated 1/16/2007)
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 16,2007
TO: Representative Kevin Meyer
FROM: Mike Pawlowski
RE: Sectional Analysis for HB 19

(Version No. 25 - LS0133\E)

As a preliminary matter, note that a sectional summary ofa bill should not be considered
an authoritative interpretation of the bill and the bill itself is the best statement of its
contents. Ifyou would like an interpretation of the bill as it may apply to a particular set
of circumstances, please advise.

Section 1. Removes the suspension provision in order to allow early application for an
ignition interlock limited license.

Section 2. Creates and establishes requirements for an ignition interlock limited license.

Section 3. Specifies that a person caught violating the provisions of an ignition interlock
limited license is subject to 28.15.291 (driving with a suspended or revoked license) and
subjects the vehicle in violation to forfeiture.

Section 4. Repeals the existing limited license provisions for DUI convictions in
28.15.201(d) & (e) to allow for the ignition interlock limited license created in section 3.

Section 5. Transitional provision allowing a person convicted prior to the passage of HB
19 to continue to use their limited license.

Section 6. January 1, 2008 effective date.
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Representative Kevin Meyer

HOUSE DISTRICT 30

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 23,2007
TO: Representative Meyer
FROM: Mike Pawlowski
RE: Changes to HB 19in CSHB 19 (FIN)

The attached blank CS for HB 19 makes substantive changes to the previous versions. The
major departure is that rather than attempting to enlarge the sphere of people qualified to
apply for a limited license we instead focus on changing the limited license. Below is a
comparison of existing law and the new HB 19:

Authority to Grant:

Qualified Offenses:

Hard Suspension Period:
Enrolled / Completed Treatment:
Employed

Proof of Ignition Interlock Device
Affidavit:

Application Cost:

Ignition interlock Costs:

AS 28.15.201(d)
Court or DMV
Misdemeanor DUI
30 days / 90 days
Yes
Yes
No
No
$100

If required

HB 19 (Section 3)
Court or DMV
Misdemeanor DUI
30 days / 90 days
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
5120

Yes

The primary differences between the old limited license and the new limited license are:

1 Where you can drive;

a. The old limited license specified a person could only drive to and from work.
The ignition interlock limited license allows a person to drive anywhere as
long as they have the device installed on their vehicle.

Email: Representative.Kcvin_Meyer@legis.sta(C.ak.us « Toll Free: (866) 465-4945
Seaaion: State Capitol, Juneau, Alaska 99801-11S2 < Phone: (907) 465-4945 Fax: (907) 465-3476
Interim: 716 W 4th Ave., Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2133 « Phone: (907) 269-0199 Fax: (907) 269-0197



2. Employment:
a. The old limited license required a person to be employed. The ignition
interlock limited license is based on the ignition interlock device and not on

whether or not a person is employed.

The blank CS for HB 19 also contains several changes to existing statutes (Sections 1,2,4,5 &
6). The changes are summarized below:

Section 1: Changes existing AS 11.76.140 (Avoidance ofan Ignition Interlock Device) by elevung
the offense for tampering with an ignition interlock device to a class A misdemeanor from
an unclassified offense. Section 1also clarifies the mental states governing whether or not a
person violates AS 11.76.140 when renting or loaning a vehicle to a person that is required
to have an ignition interlock device.

Section 2: Adjusts the existing limited license (AS 28.15.201(d)) allowing a person to apply
to the courts for the old type of limited license if they cannot reasonably get an ignition
interlock device installed on their vehicle.

Section 4: Makes conforming changes to the driving while license suspended or revoked
statute.

Section 5 & 6: Requires the court to make findings regarding whether or not a person
should be required to have an ignition interlock device on their vehicle throughout the

period of their probation.



DATE:

TO:

FROM:

RE:

Representative Kevin Meyer
HOUSE DISTRICT 30

MEMORANDUM

February 19,2006
Representative Meyer

Mike Pawlowski

Changes to CSHB 19 (STA) in CS HB 19 (JUD) (25-LS0133\L)

The CS for HB 19 (25-LS0133\L) includes new language that includes avoiding an ignition
interlock device in the affidavit required under section 3 (old section 2), makes conforming
changes to the statute and clarifies that attempting to operate a vehicle that is prevented
from starting is not considered a violation of the limited license.

Changes:

Section 1

Adds a new section 1amending AS 11.76.140 to conform existing statute to
the new ignition interlock limited license, removes subsection (2) governing
rentals and loans, changes the classification of the offense to a class A

misdemeanor.

Renumbered sections accordingly

Section 3’

(Old Section 2) Changed “that is” on page 2 line 25 to “shall be” and
inserted new language on page 2 line 26: “If the ignition interlock device
prevents a vehicle from being operated, the person has not violated the
requirements of the limited license by attempting to operate the vehicle.”

The new language is intended to address 2 AAC 90.230 (A) which gives the
division the power to cancel an ignition interlock limited license if the person
“attempted to operate a motor vehicle after consuming alcohol sufficient to

lock-ou' the ignition.”

Added, on page 3 lines 7-8 a new (B) in the required affidavit giving notice
that circumventing or tampering with an ignition interlock device is a
violation of AS 11.76.140.
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Representative Kevin Meyer
HOUSE DISTRICT 30

MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 7,2006
TO: Representative Meyer
FROM: Mike Pawlowski
RE: Changes to HB 19in CS HB 19 (STA) (25-LS0133\M)
Changes:
Section L No changes.
Section 2: Rewrote lines 4-7 on page 2 to retain the court system’s authority to issue a

limited license which was repealed by section 6.

Added in subsection (1) (Page 2 lines 12-13) “or a similar municipal
ordinance” to ensure that HB 19 applies to convictions under municipal DUI

ordinances.

Section 4 & 5: Added new section 4 extending the court’s authority to require an ignition
interlock device beyond the initial period of probation.
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State of Alaska

PhWlc Saf

February 22, 2007

Sarah Palln, Oovamor
Waft Monegan, Commissioner

The Honorable Kevin Meyer
House of Representatives
Alaska State Capitol, Rm 515
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Meyer:
Re: HB 19

The Alaska Department of Public Safety (DPS) supports HB 19 to enhance current law
regarding limited driver's license privileges and ignition interlock devices.

Currently, at least 46 states and the District of Columbia have laws that require some offenders
to drive only iftheir vehicles have been equipped with ignition interlocks.1 In neighboring
Canada, one province that has implemented ignition interlocks is showing a reduction in the
repeat DWI rate by 80% during the first 12 months for first-time offenders and by 74% during the

first 24 months among repeat offenders.2

Studies have shown that about one-third of all drivers arrested or convicted of driving under the
influence of alcohol are repeat offenders (Fell. 1995). In addition, the risk of a driver who has
one or more DWI convictions becoming involved in a fatal crash is about 1.4 times the risk of a
driver with no DWI conviction (NHTSA. 2000).

The Department of Public Safety is committed to increasing safety on Alaska’s highways and
supports passage of HB 19 as a means of reducing impaired driving.

Sincerely,

Walt Monegan
Commissioner

11nsurance Institute for Highway Safety.
2 http/Awwvinterlockdevice.comvr3 htm

Office of the Ccmrr ssicrer
5700 e Tudor Road - Anchorage, AK 99507 - Voice (907) 269-5086 - Fax (907) 269-4543
Juneau Office - Voice (907) 465-4322 - Fax (907) 485-4362
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Promisinﬁ Sentencing Practice No. 5
gnition Interlock Devices

By Judge Calvin Holden (Missouri)

Overview
While DWI sanctions have generally focused on punishing, rehabilitating, or

incapacitating the drinking driver, another approach to controlling the DWI
offender that has emerged in recent years is to focus on the offender’s vehicle as a
means of influencing the offender. One ofthese approaches, which has proven to be

effective, is the ignition interlock device.

To prevent a convicted DWI offender from driving while intoxicated, courts may
require the installation of an ignition interlock device on the offender’s vehicle.

Courts employ this sentencing practice because:

m [nstallation of the device allows DWI offenders to maintain their
responsibilities (e.<*, driving to work, taking children to school, running
errands, etc.), while also serving as a constant reminder that their privilege to

drive is contingent on their sooriety.

m Given the fact that many offenders whose licenses are suspended or revoked
will continue to drive without a license, a deterrent to DWI other than license

suspension or revocation is necessary to protect public safety.

[top]

What Is An Ignition Interlock Driver?
An ignition interlock device consists 0fa breath-testing unit that is connected to a

vehicle’s ignition switch. To start the vehicle, the driver must blow into the unit. If
:he breath sample provided by the driver contains more than a predetermined blood
alcohol concentration, the ignition interlock device prevents the vehicle from being
started. To meet the model specifications set by NHTSA. the ignition interlock
device must not only require a breath test to start the vehicle, out must also require a
subsequent "rolling or running retest"” to prevent another person from starting the
vehicle and then allowing an impaired driver to take over the wheel. The ignition
interlock system records the results 0fall breath tests, as well as all attempts to

circumvent or tamper with the device.

Federal Law
The TEA-21 Restoration Act supports the use of ignition interlock devices by

http://Mmww.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/enforce/PromisingSentence/pages/PSP5.htm
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mandating that State laws regarding second and siT ent convictions for DWI
must require that all vehicles of repeat DWI offend e impounded or
immobilized for some time period during the licen-.. suspension period, or require
the installation of an ignition ir  'ock system on ail of the offender’s vehicles for
some time period after the en. > ae suspension. Otherwise, the State risks losing

Federal funding.52
[top]

State Laws

Forty-three States have laws providing for either the discretionary or mandatory
installation of ignition interlock devices on the vehicles of repeat DWI offenders.
New Mexico, for example, requires that as a condition of probation upon a first
conviction for aggravated driving while under the influence of intoxicating liquor or

drugs,53 an offender shall be required to have an ignition interlock device installed
and operating for a period of one year on all motor vehicles driven by the

offender.54

Costs

The offender is required to pay for the ignition interlock device. The average cost
for installation of the device is approximately $100-5150, and monthly monitoring

and calibration is approximately $65.

Effectiveness Of The Device

The ignition interlock device has proved to be an effective deterrent to DWI
because when properly installed and regularly monitored, the device is extremely
difficult to circumvent. It has also proved to be an effective deterrent when it is
emphasized to the offender that this is a lesser penalty than might be imposed (e.g.,
impounding the offender’s vehicle) and is conditioned on the offender’s correct use

of the device every time he or she drives.

Studies have shown:

m A recidivism rate of 0-4 percent by offenders whose vehicles were equipped
with an ignition interlock device.55

m That offenders were 65 percent less likely to re-offend while the device was

in place than those offenders who were not required to install the device.56

e That multiple DWI1 offenders who were required to install ignition interlock
devices were less than half as likely .0 have subsequent D\V I convictions
a:thin three years, us compared with other multiple DW|1 offenders who were

not required to install the devices."

m That after 30 months, the recidivism rate for offenders placed in an interlock
group was only 1.5 percent, compared to 16.1 percent for offenders in the

non-interlock group.58

m That a program which combined an ignition interlock requirement with
substance abuse treatment and license suspension was more effective in

http://wAvw.nhtsa.dot.gov/people/injury/enforce/PromisingSentence/pages/PSP5.htm
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preventing recidivism than any other program.59

Other researchers have found, however, that the deterrent effect of the device
generally ends once it is removed, and that the likelihood that offenders who were
required to install the device will commit a repeat DW1 offense following removal
of the device is virtually the same as for those who were not required to install the
device.60 Research suggests that the device should remain installed until the

offender can demonstrate an extended period of sobriety.61 When combined with
substance abuse counseling, there is some evidence that the deterrent effect of the

device may continue beyond its removal.62

One court found that the practical effectiveness of the device was limited because
only a small number of offenders were willing to install the device in order to be
able to drive legally. Consequently, it adopted a court policy that created a strong
incentive for offenders to install the device by making traditional penalties, such as
jail or electronically monitored house arrest, the alternative to participation in the
interlock program. Comparison of the recidivism rates of offenders subject to this
policy with offenders in similar, nearby courts, not using interlocks, indicated that

the p >licy was producing substantial reductions in DWI recidivism.63

[top]

Using Data Recorded by Device

The data recorded by the ignition interlock device may provide information
regarding the offender’s particular pattern of alcohol abuse that may be useful in
attempting to change the offender’s behavior through counseling or other means
(e.g , by showing the offender’s attempts to drive while intoxicated at a certain time

of day or under certain circumstances).64 Some researchers have concluded that
interlock data may eventually come to serve as a useful adjunct for monitoring
offenders by alcohol counselors, as well as by courts and motor vehicle

authorities.65

Barriers to Using the Device
Judges and prosecutors who participated in a 2003 study conducted by the
California Department of Motor Vehicles noted three barriers that exist to requiring

ignition interlock devices:
m Many offenders are unable to pay for these devices;
e Many offenders do not own a vehicle; and

m Monitoring offenders ordered :o install an ignition interlock device is time-

consuming and difficult.66

One method of dealing with offenders who do not own a vehicle is to require them
to sign a waiver stating that they will not own or operate a vehicle that
is not equipped with an ignition interlock device.
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51 See 23 U .S.C. § 164{aX5XB).

5JN.M. Stat. 866-8-102 (D): Aggravated driving while under the influence of intoxicating liquor or
drugs consists of a person who:

(1) has an alcohol concentration of sixteen one hundredths or more in his blood or breath while
driving a vehicle within this state;

(2) has caused bodily injury to a human being as a result of the unlawful operation of a motor
vehicle while driving under the influence of intoxicating liquor or drugs; or

(3) refused to submit to chemical testing, as provided for in the Implied Consent Act, and in the
judgment of the court, based upon evidence of intoxication presented to the court, was under the
influence of intoxicating liquor or drugs.

HAN.M. Stat. §66-8-102 (N).

% See “The Technology Answer to the Persistent Drinking Driver,” National Commission against
Drunk Driving (NCADD), http://www.ncadd.com/OI3.cfm.

% See Beck, Kenneth H,, et al., “Effects of Alcohol Ignition Interlock License Restrictions on
Multiple Alcohol Offenses: A Randomized Trial in Maryland,” American Journal of Public Health,
Vol. 89, No. I, pp. 1696-1700 (November 1999); Coben, Jeffrey, and Gregory Larkin,
“Effectiveness of Ignition Interlock Devices in Reducing Drunk Driving Recidivism," American
Journal of Preventive Medicine, Vol. 16, No. IS, pp. 81-87 (1999).

57 See Fulkerson, Andrew, “Blow and Go: The Breath-Analyzed Ignition Interlock Device as a
Technological Response to DWI,” American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse,” Vol. 29, pp. 219-
229 (2003).

51 See More, Barbara J. and Delbert S. Elliott, “Effects of Ignition Interlock Devices on DUI
Recidivism: Findings from a Longitudinal Study in Hamilton County, Ohio,” Crime & Delinquency,
Vol. 38, pp. 131-141 (1992).

% See Tashima, Helen N. and Clifford J. Helander, “1999 Annual Report of the California DUI
Management Information System,” California Department of Motor Vehicles, pp. 30, 38 (January
1999).

60 See Raub, R, et al., “Breath Alcohol Ignition Interlock Devices: Controlling the Recidivist,"
Traffic Injury Prevention, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp. 199-205 (2003); “Alcohol Ignition Interlock Devices I:
Position Paper,” International Council on Alcohol, Drugs and Traffic Safety (ICADTS), p. 11 (July

2001).
6l See Raub, supra.

6- See Raub, supra.
6l See Voas, Robert A., et al., “Evaluation of a Program to Motivate Impaired Driving Offenders to

Install Ignition Interlocks,” Accident Analysis and Prevention, Vol. 34, No. 4, pp. 449-455 (2002).
64 See Marques, Paul R, et al., “Predicting Repeat DUI Offenses With Alcohol Interlock Recorder,”
Accident Analysis and Prevention, Vol. 33, No. 5, pp. 609-619 (2001); Marques, Paul R., et al.,
“Behavioral Monitoring of DUI Offenders with Alcohol Ignition Interlock Recorder,” Addiction,
Vol. 94, No. 12, pp. 1861-1870(1999).

6 See Marques, Paul R, et al., “Behavioral Measures of Drinking: Patterns from the Alcohol
Interlock Record,” Addiction, Vol. 98, No. 2, pp. 13-19 (2003).

6 See DeYoung, David, “An Evaluation of the Implementation of Ignition Interlock in California,™

Licensing Operations Division, Research Notes—2003,
hnp:/."www,dmv.ca.gov/about/profile/rd/resnotes/evaluation_implementation.htm.
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Alcohol Ignition Interlock Fact Sheet

Alcohol ignition interlocks
An alcohol ignition interlock is a breath test device linked to a vehicle’s ignition system. When a

driver wishes to start his or her vehicle, he or she must first blow into the device. The vehicle
will nc: start unless the driver’s alcohol concentration is below a pre-set blood alcohol
concentration (BAC). A data recorder logs the driver’s BAC for each attempt to stait the
vehicle. Interlocks may be calibrated to have “rolling retests,” which requires a driver to provide
breath tests at regular intervals, preventing drivers from asking a sober friend to start the car,
drink while driving, or leaving the car idling in a bar parking lot.1

Use and prevalence of interlocks
Interlocks are used as a condition of probation for drunk driving offenders after their driver’s

licenses have been reinstated; they can also be directly mandated by judges. Sometimes
interlocks can be used when licenses are revoked upon arrest for drunk driving as well, before
conviction. As 0f2006,45 states and the District of Columbia allow for interlocks for some

drunk driving offenders.2

» In 20 of these states, the law mandates the use of ignition interlock devices for DWI
offenders. These states include: Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Illinois,
lowa, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Virginia and Washington. 3

» Twenty-five states have laws that provide for the discretionary use of ignition interlock
devices for DWI offenders. These states are: Alaska, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware,
Georgia, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, and the

District of Columbia.4
¢ Five states, Alabama, Hawaii, Maine, South Dakota and Vermont, have no ignition

interlock provisions.5

Despite these various laws throughout the nation, only 100,000 interlocks are in service in the

United States.6

Effectiveness of interlocks

Interlock devices are up to 90 percent effective while installed in a vehicle.7Once the interlock is
removed from the offender’s vehicle, however, the recidivism is similar for both offender
groups. The average offender with an interlock installed in their vehicle gives a breath test five
to nine times per day, of which 99 percent feature a BAC under .02." This data shows that
interlocks are an effective weapon against drunk driving.

Alcohol ignition interlocks save lives

Each year, one-third of all drunk driving arrests are ofdrivers who have previously been
convicted ofdrunk driving. Installing interlocks on all repeat offenders has the potential to save
the lives of at least 300 individuals per year.10Expanding the installation of interlocks into the



cars of first time offenders could save at least 1,600 lives.11By requiring interlocks for all
convicted drunk drivers, we could save at least 1,900 lives per year.

The public supports the implementation of alcohol ignition interlocks
Eighty-five percent of the public supports the mandatory installation of alcohol ignition
interlocks in the vehicles of repeat DWI offenders and 65 percent also support the mandatory

installation of interlocks for first time offenders.

Best use of interlock programs
New Mexico is the best model of successful judicial ignition interlock program. In 2005, New

Mexico passed a law making interlocks mandatory for all drunk driving offenders: one year for
first offenders, two years for second, three years for third, and a lifetime for the fourth offense.
As of June 2006,5,265 ignition interlocks had been installed in New Mexico, significantly more
per capita then in any other state. 3 Additionally, interlocks are perceived as a fair sanction by
85 percent of more than 3,000 offenders from that state. 4

Alcohol ignition interlock programs have been adapted in other countries, as well.

» Australia has interlock programs in three of its states, adding up to 2,500 total interlock
installations as of June 2006.155

» Almost all of the Canadian provinces have interlock programs for drunk driving
offenders, most of which are voluntary. 6

» The European Union has conducted feasibility studies in Belgium, Germany, Norway and
Spain, while voluntary ignition interlock programs for convicted drunk drivers are also
being tested in Finland, France, Germany and Great Britain. 7

» Sweden has the most advanced interlock laws, as drunk driving offenders can choose
between having their drivers license revoked or keeping it and participating in the
interlock program. For two years, offenders must drive only interlock vehicles and
cannot drive outside of Sweden. Drivers are dropped from the program if they are not
completely sober during the second year. Two years after they left the program,
successful participants had significantly fewer drunk driving arrests and crashes than they

did before starting the program. 8

Expanding interlock use for all convicted drunk drivers

The Campaign supports several approaches to implement greater use of interlocks for all
convicted drunk driving offenders. First, new state laws need to be enacted to require interlock
use by all drunk driving offenders, including first time offenders. Second, judges are one ofthe
keys to increasing interlock use because they have the power to implement interlock laws and t0
penalize drivers who fail to comply with interlock program requirements. The Campaign aims
to provide active education among state driver’s license officials, judges and prosecutors on

interlocks.10
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Overview

Repeat offenders are a significant portion of the drunk driving
problem - about one-third of all DUI arrests each year are of
people who have been convicted previously of driving under the
influence. (F e 111995) Considering that between SO and 7S percent
of those whose licenses are suspended or revoked as the result of
driving under the influence continue to drive without their license,
(Nichols and Ross, 1990) (Voas and Tippetts, 1994) revoking a
license is good, but not always enough.

Ignition interlocks prevent people who have alcohol In their system
from driving a car. An operator breathes into an interlock device to
determine blood alcohol concentration. If there is measurable
alcohol in the blood, the vehicle does not start.

As one might expect, this stops offenders from re-offending while
the interlock device is on the vehicle. Interlocks hove been shown
to be effective in Maryland (Beck, 1999) Alberta (Voas, et al,
1999), California (Tashima and Helander, 1999), and elsewhere
(Wemrath, 1997) (Cobun, 1999) with results ranging from SO to 90
percent reductions in subsequent offenses by those offenders who
were assigned interlock devices, compared with those who were

not.

While interlocks are not the only solution, as offenders tend to go
back to their old ways once the device >s off of the vehicle, they
certainly keep the roads safer while these devices are in place.

Taka Action

Thirty-one states and the District of Columbia have not yet
made interlock interlocks mandatory: Alabama, Alaska.

Arkansas, Connecticut Delaware, District of Columbia, Georgia,

Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas. Kentucky, Maine. Maryland. Michigan.
Minnesota. Mississippi, Montana. Nebraska, Nevada, New
Hampshire. New York, North Carolina. Norlh Dakota, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina. South Dakota.
Tennessee. Vermont. West Virginia. Wisconsin, and WWyoming,
if you are from one of these states, j -ease :m..<here t. \j:
*prefenntr/es to tellthem you vaneto nw.d.ve the . ; f
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MAQOCQ's Positions on Sanctions

Position:
License Plate/Vehicle Impoundment and Confiscation
Administrative License Revocation
Progressive Sanctions

Mandatory Confinement for Repeat Offenders
Minimum Security Off 1/DUI/ Facilities

Anti Charge Reduction

Equal Penalties

DWI Tracking Systems

Probationary Technology

Ignition Interlock Devices

Ucsnss Plats/Vehicle impoundment And Confiscation
MADD advocates confiscating (or impounding) vehicles or plates
from the vehicles of habitual impaired drivers or those who drive
while under driver's license suspension or revocation, where the
suspension or revocation was the result of driving under the
influence or any other alcohol related driving offense.

Administrative License Revocation
MADO advocates implementation of administrative drivers license
revocation or suspension laws for drivers whose blood alcohol

content exceeds the legal limit defined by law.

Progressive Sanctions

MADD advocates a two-track system of penalties applied in both
the administrative and criminal justice systems. Designed to
.educe impaired driving by repeat offenders and deter those who
have not been detected, the systermn will administer progressively
more severe sanctions to deter offenders who have not been
detected and reduce recidivism of those who have been

detected.

Mandatory Confinement for Repeat Offenders

MADO favors confinement which cannot be suspended or
probated for those convicted more than once of driving while
under the influence. Drunk driving is a crime, and continued
incidence of such offenses warrants the punitive effect of a
certain jail sentence. Making the sentence mandatory removes
the uncertainty and increases deterrent value of the sanction.

Minimum Security DWI/OUV/ Facilities
MADD calls for the development of special minimum security
faciiities for incarceration of convicted DWI/DUI offenders, which

include assessment and treatment while incarcerated.

Anti Charge Reduction

\tAOD ce eves mat ail whc are chargee >:h CLi.CWI senses
should oa prosecuted as charged, rather than oe allowed to
negotiate to a esser offense, sscec.a.ly a non a.ccncl related

c-erse.

Equal Penalties

MADD believes that all impaired driving violations resulting in
death or serious bodily injury, as well as leaving the scene ofa
crash, should be felonies. The penalties for these offenses should

be equal.

DWI Tracking Systems
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arrest to final disposition by the courts and driver licsnso
agencies. Tracking systems should indudo arrast racords from sfl
poke* agondas, prose™ition court deposition and driver licensing
racords and should ba accassibla by all law anforcamsnt
agondas and courts.

Probationary Technology

MADO supports investigation end evaluation of new scientific
technology designed to prevent individuals form driving under the
influence of alcohol, such as ignition mtertock device; however
MADO does not support the use of such technology as a
substitute for appropriate traditional penalties and sanctions for
drunk driving, such as license revocation and jail sentences.

lenition kterlock BAgkM

MADO supports the use of ignition interlock devices as an
additional penalty and sanction for drunk driving offenders. The
use of such devices should be in eddition to normal sanctions
such as fines, license sanctions and jail sentences. MADO
supports laws ftet would require that offenders metal tteje
devices on their vehicles during probationsty periods and as e
prerequisite to being issued a Nimited driving permit or a
probationary or restricted license, where such restricted permits
are permitted by law.
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Blow and go: the breath-analyzed ignition interlock device aa a technological response to DW I edriving while

intoxicated

Andrew Fulkerson

BACKGROUND

In the last two decades, the crime of driving while intoxicated (DWI) has been one of the most visible of criminal or traffic
related offenses. For many years, until the 19805 the violation of laws prohibiting the operation of motor vehicles while under

the influence of alcohol was not pursued with the same degree ofenthusiasm with which they are atthe present

The activist organization, Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD), was formed in 1980 as a part ofa grassroots campaign to
get impaired drivers offofthe roadways of America (1). Citizen involvement by groups such as MADD and others resulted in
campaigns to increase the minimum drinking age in statesthat permitted drinking under the age 0f21, passage of"dramshop™
laws that make sellers ofalcohol liable for damages sustained by persons injured by drank drivers, and programs to the

public more aware ofthe dangers of driving under the influence (2).

This groundswell of public opinion worked in tandem with legislative reforms to produce significant decreases in alcohol-
related crashes. In fact, the public opinion campaign isthoughtto be so important and effective, that it. in and of itself, should
be viewed as an intervention completely separate and apart from the legislative enactments that changed the law and

procedure of DWI/DUI offenses in the early 1980s (1).

The United States Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, reports a substantial decrease in the DWI arrest rate.
The arrest rate per 100,000 drivers fell from 1124 in 1986 to 809 in 1997 (3). This is an impressive decline of 28% in a little
over a decade (see Table 1). Thus, it may appear that there has been a positive cumulative effect from a combination of the
changing social and cultural climate regarding drinking and driving and the increased attention from law enforcement and the

courts.

Much ofthe public opinion regarding drunken driving mentioned above has supported a "gel tough™ approach to handling
DW!I cases. In keeping with this sentiment, the number of persons injail, prison, or on probation for DWI has increased from

270,100 in 1986 to 513,200 in 1997 (3)-
TECHNOLOGICAL RESPONSE TO DWI OFFENSES

The handling of cases involving driving under the influence has become increasingly dependent on technology. Examples
include the use of blood and breath tests to establish impairment. The level of ilcohol in the ivstem has been measured in
terms of blcod-alcchol content (BAC). Two pioneer studies that examined the relationship between BAC ind its relationship to
IUtomcbile crashes were the Manhattan Study and the Grand Rapids Study. The Manhattan Stud;, found that alcohol
increased the risk of a fatal vehicular crash (4). The Grand Rapids Study produced the "relative risk curve,” which predicts the

increased likelihood of being involved in an automobile crash at increasing BAC levels (5).
Persons can be, and often are, found guilty of DWI1 without scientific evidence of the person's BAC through testimony of

eyewitnesses who provide evidence ofthe defendant's demeanor, physical appearance, speech patterns, and driving skill.

However, this evidence will often not be enough in close cases where the defendant is not obviously under the influence of
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alcohol. As a result, courts began to rely on objective scientific evidence ofimpairment

Blood-alcohol content is measured in miOignms of ethanol per milliliter* of whole blood. Until recently, most states had laws
establishing the BAC level of too mg ofethanol per too mL ofwhole blood (0.io g/dL) as the point at which an individual ia
incapable of safely operating a motor vehicle. However, it has been reported that even low-dose BACs (under 0.05) will impair
the visual perception, acuity, and complex reaction times of subjects (6). Thus, itcould be argued that there is no "safe level" of
alcohol in one's system in terms of safely operating motor vehicles. In response to this factor, many states hive reduced the
"guilty per se” limitto a BAC 00.08. The federal government has encouraged this change by making the availability of certain

highway funding contingent on moving to this lower BAC limit.

Early scientific tests for determining BAC were based on venous blood samples. Alcohol found in the breath of subjects was
found to correlate to levels found in venous blood, and the National Safety Council Committee on Alcohol and Drugs

recommended the use of breath testing in impaired driving cases in 1953 (6).

The Breathalyzer was developed for use by law enforcement by Robert Borkenstein in 1954*This machine measures d|e BACof
persons based on breath samples. Because the taking ofbreath samples is much less intrusive and expensive th»n sampling
blood, the breath test soon became the accepted method for establishing the blood-alcohol level of suspected drunk driven (7).

There are presently several machines that provide breath analysis for law enforcement agencies on the market

In addition to the use of modem scientific technology for evidentiary purposes, technology may also be used in such a manner
as to prevent offenses. Such preventive technology has been considered since before 1970 (8,9). This preventive technology

seeks to fill the quest for a "car that drunks can't drive" (8,10).

Early devices included locking systems that required the driver to enter a numerical code in the proper sequence before the
vehicle would start. Hiis, and other exercises, called critical tracking tasks (CTT), met with only limited success. In-vehicle
breath testing was initially found to be impractical due to concerns over reliability and circumvention. Eventually, the
technology ofbreath testing improved and was found to be reliable (11). But circumvention remained a problem (7). Some
methods of circumventing the interlock included giving stored breath samples. When features that reduced the possibility of
cheating were introduced, the modem breath-analyzed ignition interlock device emerged. Now, the most frequent method of
"circumvention” by offenders is the operation ofa vehicle that is not equipped with the interlock (12). The interlock device

itself is not circumvented, but the court order requiring the use ofthe device is violated.

This device is installed in the ignition system ofa motor vehicle. An interlock device typically uses a handheld unit connected
by a wire to the analyzer unit mounted under the dash (7). The driver must give a breath sample that does not have the
presence of alcohol in excess of a predetermined threshold amount. An excessive amount of alcohol in the driver's breath
sample will prevent the ignition system from starting the vehicle. A "fail" BAC level will prevent the vehicle from being started
for a predesignated time, usually 30 min. The ignition interlock will not prevent a person from drinking, nor will the device
prevent a person from driving. But it will prevent one from drinking and driving in a particular vehicle. It has been observed
-hat the ignition interlock is "designed to control the intersecting risk behaviors (drinking and driving) rather than either

behavior separately"” (1:3).

The ignition interlock is r.picajiy required as a part of an offender's sentence as imposed by the tr.al judge following a
conviction for driving under the influence of alcohol. The offender is under court order not to drive any motor vehicle that is
not equipped with an interlock system. The interlock system can also be programmed to require subsequent breath samples,
called "rolling re-tests," which are used to deter an impaired driver from attempting to get his or her vehicle started with the
aid of a sober person. If not for this feature, a person under the influence of alcohol could have a friend provide the initial
sample to get the car started and then drive to his or her desired destination. The driver must continue to give breath samples
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even whilethe vehicle isin motion. A failure ofthe test while the vehicle is in motion does not cause the vehicle to stop for
safety concerns. A retest failure causes the lights to flash and the born to honk until the driver stops the vehicle. Atthat point,
the vehicle is shut down and wi'j not start again until such time aa a "passing" breath sample ia provided. These retests should
also deter a driver from consu ning alcohol while driving. The ignition interlock system records data ofall tests and is

downloaded at periodic intervals by technicians.

Studies have shown that the ignition interlock is effective in reducing recidivism rates among persons who have an interlock
device in their vehicle (14). The Beck study conducted in Maryland reported that offenders in interlock programs have reduced

their risk of being involved in an "alcohol traffic violation" within 1year (13).

A30-month longitudinal study ofthe interlock and its effect on recidivism in Ohio showed that a group of driven who were
sentenced to drive with an interlock device experienced a 65% decrease in the probability ofa subsequent drunken driving
arrest than a comparison group that was not required to use the interlock (15). The ignition interlock has been described aa
having an educational component in that it "requires the driver to change life habits related to drinking and driving" (16). It
may also include rehabilitative features. The machine provides instant feedback to the offender. Ifone has consumed enough
alcohol to exceed the preset BAC limit, then the vehicle will not start. This feature gives the offender the chance to learn how

much alcohol consumption is unacceptable prior to driving (10,16).

This study will examine whether the ignition interlock results in a reduction in subsequent convictions of persons convicted of
DWI1 in one courtjurisdiction. It will also consider both the deterrent and rehabilitative effect ofthe interlock as a part of DWI

sentences.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Greene County, Arkansas, is a rural community in Northeast Arkansas with a population of approximately 35000 Craighead
County is an adjoining county with a population of approximately 75000 Both counties have experienced significant growth
in population and industry in recent years. The county seats ofeach county are only 20 miles apartand are in the same judicial
circuit. According to Census 2000 ofthe U.S. Census Bureau, Greene County is 9756White, 69.5% of its residents are 21years
ofage or older, and 12.6% reside in family households. Craighead County is 89.3% white, 69.50 21 years of age or older, and

68.49% reside in family households.

To evaluate the effectiv ness ofthe interlock system, court records in Greene County were examined to determine the
identities ofall cases of DWI for the first 14 months ofthe program (May 1,1995 though June 30, 1996). This group included
315 offenders. From this group of 315 offenders, a total of 178 actually installed an interlock device on their vehicle. Ofthe 137
persons who failed to comply, many bad no vehicle and made other arrangements for transportation. We must realistically
presume that some were driving non-interlock-equipped vehicles. However, all will continue to have the requirement ofan

interlock device as a restriction on their license until such time as this requirement iscompleted.

A comparison group of 6 months of ;ffend-rs in adjoining Craighead County was then identified. This time frame was January
i. 1996 through Jur.e 30. 1996. This group was made up of 312 persons. The -.rudy population consisted ofall DUI .ffeadcrs i.i
the r.vo courts for the applicable rime periods. The Office of Driver Control of the State of Arkansas provided the driving

r.istor.' of all persons in the experimental and comparison groups for a period of3years after their conviction dates.

The treatment group subjects were required to use the interlock for time periods ofeither 6 or 12 months. The 3-year study-
period provides for examination of recidivism following the removal of the interlock from the subject's vehicle. One criticism of
other studies of the ignition interlock is that most only examine recidivism during the time that the interlock is actually in the
offenders' vehicle (14). Inasmuch as treatment subjects were required to use the interlock for 6-12 months and their driving
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even while the vehicle is in motion. Afailure ofthe test while the vehicle is in motion does not cause the vehicle to stop for
safety concerns. A retest failure causes the lights to flash and the bom to honk until the driver stops die vehicle. Atthat point,
the vehicle is shut down and will notstart again until such time as a "passing” breath sample is provided. These retests should

also deter a driver from consuming alcohol while driving. The ignition interlock system records data ofall testa and is

downloaded at periodic intervals by technicians.

Studies have shown that the ignition interlock is effective in reducing recidivism rates among persons who have an interlock
device in their vehicle (14). The Beck study conducted in Maryland reported that offenders in interlock programs have reduced

their risk ofbeing involved in an "alcohol traffic violation” within lyear (13).

A 30-month longitudinal study of the interlock and its effect on recidivism in Ohio showed that a group of drivers who were
sentenced to drive with an interlock device experienced a 65% decrease in the probability ofa subsequentdrunken driving
arrestthan a comparison group that was not required to use the interlock (15). The ignition interlock has been described as
having an educational component inthatit "requires the driver to change life habits related to drinking and driving" (16). It
may also include rehabilitative features. The machine provides instant feedback to the offender. 1f one has consumed enough
alcohol to exceed the preset BAC limit, then the vehicle will not start This feature gives the offenderthe chance to learn how

much alcohol consumption is unacceptable prior to driving (10,16).

This study will examine whether the ignition interlock results in a reduction in subsequent convictions of persons convicted of
DW 1 in one courtjurisdiction. It will also consider both the deterrent and rehabilitative effectofthe interlock as a part of DWI

sentences.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Greene County, Arkansas, is a rural community in North ast Arkansas with a population of approximately 35000 Craighead
County is an adjoining county with a population of approximately 75000 Both counties have experienced significant growth
in population and industry in recentyears. The county seats ofeach county are only 20 miles apartand are in the samejudicial
circuit Accordingto Census 2000 ofthe U.S. Census Bureau, Greene County is 97% white, 69.5% of its residents are 21yean
ofage or older, and 12.6% reside in family households. Craighead County is 89.396White, 69.50 21 yean of age or older, and

68.4% reside in family households.

To evaluate the effectiveness ofthe interlock system, court records in Greene County were examined to determine the
identities of all cases of DWI for the first 14 months of the program (May 1,1995 though June 30 1996) This group included
315 offenders. From this group of 315 offenders, a total of 178 actually installed an interlock device on theirvehide. Ofthe 137
persons who failed to comply, many had no vehide and made other arrangements for transportation. We must realistically
presume that some were driving non-interiock-equipped vehicles. However, all will continue to have the requirement of an

interlock derice as a restriction on their license until such time as this requirement is completed.

A comparison group of B months of offenders in adjoining Craighead County was then identified. This time frame was January
-396 through June 30, 1996. This group was made up 0(312 persons. The study population consisted of til D’VT offenders in
the r\Qcourts for the applicable time periods. The Office of Driver Control of the State of Arkansas provided the driving

history ofall persons in the experimental and comparison groups tor a period of3 years after their conviction dates.

The treatment group subjects were required to use the interlock for time periods ofeither Bor 12 months. The 3-year study
period provides for examination of recidivism following the removal ofthe interlock from the subject's vehicle. One criticism of
ether studies of the ignition interlock is that most only examine recidivism during the time that the interlock is actually in the

offenders’vehicle (14). Inasmuch as treatment subjects were required to use the interlock for 6-12 months and their driving
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and criminal records were examined for 3 yem following the installation ofthe interlock, this study has the benefit ofit least 2

yean ofreairesthistory alterthe removal ofthe device.

The interlock provider for Greene County offenders also reviewed data obtained from interlock devices regarding the blood
alcohol level found in breath samples of interlock clients for die time frame from which Greene County offenders were selected.

LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

This study mustbe viewed as being somewhat limited. Readers are cautioned regarding generalizing data on a nationwide
basis due to the factthat this project contains a small study population. The study also suffers from a similar problem for
which other studies have been criticized; it is not based on a random experimental design (16). However, an experimental
design will be difficult to achieve because mostjudges will be reluctant to assign offenders randomly to the interlock device.
The interlock is, in and of itself, a substantial penalty. Judges will not want to impose this punishment on a random basis,
which punishes halfofthe offenders in this manner while not punishing the other half on the basis of nothing more th«n the
hick ofwhen their case was docketed. Judges strive for fairness in sentences, believing that similarly situated persona should
be treated in a similar manner. The random assignment ofthis form of punishment runs contrary to this principle. When
judges impose a treatment procedure as a part ofa sentence, they do notwantto withhold this component ofthe sentence on

pure random chance.

The differences in experimental and control groups could be addressed in future studies by aligning 100 consecutive subjects
to an experimental group and the next 100 consecutive subjects to a control group. This method ofgroup assignment may be

sore acceptable to a sentencingjudge than pure random assignment
FINDINGS

Recidivism Rates

The experimental group of DWI offenders who were required to drive only when using the interlock device experienced a lower
rate of DWI recidivism than did the comparison group. Ofthe 315 offenders in the Greene County experimental group, 55
(17-594) were convicted ofa subsequent DWIwithin 3 years. The control group of 312 offenders whose group was not exposed
to the ignition interlock produced 79 (25.396) offenders who had subsequent DWI convictions within the 3-year follow-up

period (see Table 2).

This is a 3190 decrease in recidivism rates after 3 years for the interlock group subjects. W hat is the measure of association
between the independent variable of interlock use and the dependent variable of recidivism? The two variables produce a Phi

of only 0.096,Which must be described as a weak to moderate relationship.

Length of rime for use ofthe interlock had no effect on recidivism. .\s mentioned above, some offenders were required to drive
with the ignition interlock tor a period of 6 months, whereas others were sentenced to an interlock term of 1year. The 6-month
‘rreriock users ar.d 12-month interlock users had almost identical recidivism rates. This could be attributed to the fact that 12-

:h interlock users tended to be offenders who were convicted of multiple DWI offenses, a group that may be more difficult

*0 reach through treatment or punishment.

Survival Rates

The subject groups were followed for3years subsequent to their offense dates for the purpose of comparing survival data. For
the interlock group, 4.iBof the subjects had been charged with another DWI offense at the end of6 months, compared to
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ofthe control group subjects. Thus, the interlock group had a 6-month survival rate of95.9%, whereas the control subjects had
a 92% survival rate at this point Atlyear, the interlock group had a92 4% survival rate compared with 85.3% rate for the
control group. At 18 months, the survivors were 88.9% for the interlock subjects and 80.8% for the control group offenders.
This point marked the largest spread between the two groups. After 24 months, 85.4x ofthe interlock group remained free of
additional DWI charges compared to 18.2X of the control subjects. At 36 months, the gap narrowed to 81.3% ofthe 1995*1996
interlock group surviving 3years without subsequent DWI charges compared with 14. Tos of the Craighead County control

group.

The 1995-1996 interlock group had higher survival rates at all time periods. Both groups showed declining survival rates with
the lowest being at the 3-year mark. It is noteworthy that the spread between the two groups increased with the passage of
time, peaking at a difference of8.1% points after 18 months. Even a year or more after the device is removed, subjects were
exhibiting continued reductions in reoffense rates. However, the difference between the two groups declined sharply at the 24.-
and 36-month intervals. This may indicate lessening long-term benefit of the interlock, with the increased passage oftime after

removal ofthe device (see Table 3).
Compliance with Interlock Requirement

As mentioned previously, ofthe 3].5 cases in 1995-1996Where the offenders were ordered to install an interlock in their vehicle,
178 ofthe offenders complied with the court's order and 137 did notcomply. Thus, only a little more than half(57%) completed
the interlock requirement oftheir sentence. This compliance rate is consistent with that found in the Maryland study by Beck,
Rauch, and Baker (13). Those who did not comply with the interlock requirement will continue to have the requirement ofan
interlock as a restriction on their driver license until such time as they have completed this part of the sentence.

Any reduction in future offenses is desirable. However, the overall recidivism rate for the interlock subjects is not substantially
better than the non-interlock group. As noted above, the recidivism rate for the interlock group was 175% compared to the
comparison group rate 0f25.3%, with a Phi of 0.096 and a significance level 0f0.016, indicating a weak to moderate
relationship. However, when we control for whether the interlock group subject is a first offender or a multiple DWI offender,
the differences become more pronounced. First offenders experienced a 17.2% recidivism rate for interlock group, compared to
a 21.1% recidivism rate for the comparison group. The Phivalue is 0048 indicating a weak relationship. This, of course, is an
improvement, but not substantial. In contrast, the multiple offenders in the interlock group had a reoffense rate of 18.1%,
whereas the non-interlock group had a recidivism rate 0f36.9X. The Phivalue for the multioffender variable was 0211
indicating a moderate to strong relationship. The multioffenders in the group not subjected to the interlock were more than
twice as likely to have a subsequent DWI conviction within 3years than the repeat offenders who were subject to the interlock

requirement. This suggests that the interlock may be most effective when selectively used (see Table 4).

Controlling for age of the offender also produced interesting results. Offenders under 30 years of age showed much greater
improvement in recidivism rates than did the over 30 offenders. The interlock group under age 30 experienced a recidivism
rate of 12.296 compared to an under 30 comparison group rate 0f 23.3%. The interlock group subjects over 30 had a recidivism
rite of 19.8%. The over 30 comparison group members exhibited | recidivism rate of 27.1%4 (see Table 3).

‘Selective use of the interlock appears to produce much more substantial results than across-the-bcurd use. Offenders under 30
/-ars of ige in the non-interlock group had nearly twice the recidivism rate than the interlock group members iu the same age
group. The most important variable is prior DWI history. The offenders who had previously been convicted of DWI in the

interlock group were less than half as likely to receive another DWT within 3years than the multioffenders in the non-interlock

comparison group. The Phi value for the multiple offender variable (0.211) was much stronger than the value for the under 30

years of age variable (0.138).
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One ofthe traditional purposes of punishment is deterrence. Deterrence rational choice theory is at least partially baaed on
economic perspective of criminal behavior. The would-be offenderis presumed to make a calculation, which weighs die
potential benefitthat may be gained from the contemplated criminal act against the potential cost ifthe person is caught and
punished. The "cost” ofcriminal behavior may be increased by making greater the likelihood of detection and punishment (2).
The cost of criminal behavior is increased by enhancing the punishment This punishment may include fines, incarceration,
public service work, treatment requirements, license suspension, probation supervision, and other sentencing provisions,
which lnay include the use ofan ignition interlock device. This punishment goal can le directed toward the individual offender
in the form of specific deterrence or to society aa a whole in the form of general deterrence (17). Deterrence ia limited by low
rates of detection. Low detection rates regarding drunken drivers is also a serious limitation in measures of recidivism based

on rearrest rates (10}.

Incapacitation

The ignition interlock also uses another ofthe traditional purposes of punishment, incapacitation. The ultimate form of
incapacitation, in non-capital punishment, is incarceration. Jail sentences are totally effective in preventing die offender from
driving under the influence ofalcohol while the person remains incarcerated. Aa mentioned above, studies have shown that

incarceration has little deterrent effect on future violations. Another form ofincapacitation ia license suspension.

Adevice such as the interlock is a form of partial incapacitation. The offender is partially incapacitated in that his vehicle is
rendered functionally inoperable if the offender, or any person, attempts to start the vehicle with a prohibited breath alcohol

level.
Routine Activities Theory

Society's mobility subsequent to World War Il is noted to be related to crime and criminal activity. Cohen and Felson's (18)
‘routine activities theory points to "... the convergence in space and time of the three minimal elements of direct-contact
predatoiy violations: (1) motivated offenders, (2) suitable targets, and (3) the absence ofcapable guardians againsta
violation." (p. 589). Drunken driving is always potentially predatory, given the likelihood of injury of persons or property. It
thus appears that drunken driving could be examined in the context ofthis theory. The offender (a person under the influence
ofalcohol and in control ofa motor vehicle) meets in time and place with a victim (any member of society or their property in

the path of the offender) in the absence ofa capable guardian (anyone or anything that can stop the offender).

Routine activities theory ignores the motivation of criminal offenders. The theory assumes that certain pen ms are motivated
to commit offenses and will do so if they meet with a target and there is no one or nothing to stop them. A person who has been
convicted of DWT is such an offender. In fact, it could be said that the DWI offender is quite predisposed to commit this
offense. The vehicle is not the target of the offense but, rather, is the tool for the commissions of the offense. .As stated above,
the victim is any member of society, or their property, v.ho gets in the way of the impaired driver. The interlock becomes die
eapable guardian. The ir.terlo :k is aa example of "opportunity blocking.” It ;s similar to antithctt devices installed in vehicles
The major distinction between such devices and the interlock is that the crime-prev enting device is installed in the vehicle

of the potential offender instead of that of the potential victim.

The ignition interlock is a veiy capable guardian. .\s mentioned above, the interlock was extremely effective in preventing
drivers from operating the interlocked vehicle while intoxicated. One driver of315 (0.32%) was charged with DWI with an
interlock in place. This offender had a child provide the breath sample while she drove the vehicle. This incident is the only

time in overs years in the subjectjurisdiction that an offender has been discovered driving under the influence with an
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interlock device in place.

This incident underscores the feet that the interlock is effective but still imperfect. Other possible scenarios include the fact
that an offender can drive a vehicle that ia not equipped with an interlock. The offender ia legally constrained, but not
physically restrained, from driving another vehicle that is notequipped with an interlock. A household with more than one
vehicle will not be required to install the interlock in all of the family vehicles. In addition, being a mechanical device, it may be

possible to circumvent the system in some manner (13).

The provider ofinterlock devices (a private contractor) in the subjectjurisdiction reviewed the data retrieved from the
company's client base for the period ofJuly l, 1995 through June 30 1996. The interlock devices were all set to prevent the
operation ofavehide ifthe driver's blood-alcohol level (BAC) exceeded 0.025%. Interlock unit reports indicate thatthe
subjects were prevented from driving with a BAC in violation ofdie state's then-current illegal per se limit 0f0.10%a total of
90 times. Another 33 starts at the 0.08% BAC level (the presentlegal limit) were also prevented.

Punishment in General

The interlock may be viewed aa an additional sentencing option, which has a specifically deterrent effect on the offender. It
may also be viewed aa rehabilitative, or at least educational, in that it provides instant feedback to the offender whether an
excessive amount ofalcohol has been consumed to safely operate a motor vehide. It is certainly a form of incapacitation, in
that the offenderis limited in what he or she can do with regard to operating the interlock-equipped vehide. It also may satisfy
that basic sodetsl urge to get revenge on lawbreakers. The DWI sentences may indude incarceration, public service work,
treatment or counseling, probation supervision, license suspension, and alternatives such as the ignition interlock. All ofthese
sentencing components, individually or collectively, cover each ofthe four basic punishment goals. The interlock may be
viewed as another reasonable form of punishment, which covers each ofthese four traditional sentencing goals.

Other Intervening Factors

Are there other factors that may have played a partin this reduction in recidivism rates, particularly among repeat offenders?
State law mandates alcohol education or counseling. As such, these services were provided to offenders in both jurisdictions.
Moreover, the program was delivered by the same source, and subjects in both groups were provided the same program. A
review of court sentences indicates that the court's sentences were similar in both groups. First offenders typically were
sentenced to public service work in lieu of incarceration. Second offenders were usually sentenced to serve 10 days injail. Third
offenders were normally sentenced to serve a mandatory minimum of 90 days in jail. However, in Greene County, third
offenders typically were sentenced to a 6—monthjai| sentence, twice the normal sentence used in Craighead County. Itis
possible that the stifferjail sentence in Greene County could be associated with the lesser rate of recidivism found in Greene
County. But it must be recognized thatjail has notbeen found to have a significant deterrent effect. As stated above, all
offenders were sentenced to some form oftreatment based on recommendations of a presentence screening report, .til
offenders had additional jail time suspended on the condition that the other requirements of their sentence be completed.

There was also a difference in fines and court costs from the control group and the experimental group. Fin*:S .n Craighead
County were normally s500 for first offenders. s1500 for second offenders, and 5250 for third offenses. Court costs ranged
from S3GOto 8340 In 1996 fines, iu Greene County for DWI, were normally 8500 for a first offense; S75C for a second
offense; and 81000 for a third offense. Court costs were set at $325 Thus, Greene County used more jail rime in some
sentences and Craighead County used higher fines. In both courts, persons were permitted to perform public service work for
credit toward fines ifthey were financially unable to pay fines. Both jurisdictions had the benefit of probation services to

monitor offender compliance regarding the specific terms of their sentences.
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Judicial Response

Members ofthe Arkansas District Judges Council were surveyed regarding their usage ofthe ignition interlock device it an
annual meeting in May 1999. Thirty-seven judges participated in the survey. Thirty percent indicated that the interlock was
available for them to use as a part ofa DWI sentence. Sixty-eight percent of respondents stated they do notuse the interlock a
partoftheir DWI sentences. Twenty-two percent ofthe judges make use ofthe interlock as part oftheir sentences. Ofthose
judges who do not use the interlock, 53% stated the primary reason was that the costto the offender was prohibitive; 36% did
not know how to arrange for the use ofthe device; and 129%6said they believed the device was ineffective.

CONCLUSION

The breath-analyzed ignition interlock device is an example of a technological response to a technological problem. The
problem is that the technology ofthe modem automobile in the hands ofan impaired driver has created a serious danger to
society. The technological response isto render the vehicle inoperable for a driver with a proscribed amount ofalcohol in his ¢

her system.

The ignition interlock device is not a perfect response, but it may be viewed as appropriate in certain cases. The sentencing
judge must weigh the relevant factors. The interlock may be a burden on other family members who may have to share an
interlock-equipped vehide with an offender. It may also be a financial hardship on some offenders and their families.
However, the device may also preventnumerous alcohol-related motor vehicle crashes. It provides both incaparitidve and

rehabilitative functions. The device is also a new approach to the concept oftarget hardening.

Although there is a difference in recidivism rates between the experimental and control groups, comparing these rates for all
offenders, there was not a dear statistical relationship between the two. Butthe study demonstrates that reddivism is
decreased significantly for multiple offenders who are required to drive with the interlock. Multiple offenders who are ordered
to use the interlock are less than half us likely to have a subsequent conviction for drunken driving over a 3-year period. This
decrease in subsequent violations has been shown by this study to continue even after the removal of the interlock device. In
view ofthe foregoing, esperially when applied to multioffenders, the breath alcohol ignition interlock device appears to be an

effective tool in the prevention ofdrunken driving.

Table 1. DWI arrest rates.

Race of arrest per

Year Licensed drivers Arrest3 fnr DW 100,CCO
1536 159,486,000 1,793,300 1,124
1337 161,816,000 1,727,200 1

1333 152,351,0CC 1,-32,500 1, 101
—Z22 155,554,000 1,735,::: -4
.22 -y o I Sl
1> 1 ---/3+s% j3 3 —+ .10
212 B 333
1-353 1:3,149,000 1,524 300 S3:
135; .15,i33,0.0 1,324,500 733
1535 176,623,000 1,436,000 313
1335 179,539,000 1,457,300 a»?
1337 132,705,010 1,477,300 3:5
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Chang* (1) 14.6 -17.6 «28.0

Tabl* taken from Ref. (3), citing FBI, crime in the United
States (1986-1997), and Federal Highway Administration. Highway
Statistics (1986-1997).

Table 2. Three-year recidivism rates by group.

Interlock Comparison
group group

Total DWI offenders 312 315
Total offenders with DWI within 3 years ) 55 (17.5) 79 (25.3)

Table 3. Survival rates by group.

Time Interlock Comparison
(months) (N - 315 W (N - 312) ™

6 302 (95.9) 287 (92)
12 295 (92.4) 266 (85.3)
18 (284 (88.9) 252 (80.8)
24 273 (85.4) 244 (78.2)
36 260 (81.3) 233 (74.7)

Table 4. Three-year recidivism rates by offense level.

Interlock Comparison
group group
Total DWI first offenders 232 228
First offenders with DWI within 3 years 40 (17.2) 48 (21.1)
Total DWI multioffenders 83 84
Multi offenders with DWI within 3 years(%) 15 (18.1) 31 (36.9)
Symmetric measure
far20 PSAVA la-ue
?:rs: offender ?h: W.ﬁ‘?

Subsequent conviction

:der age 30

J*-?r aoe 30

Interlock (Ym

12.2

Comparison (%)

23.2
27.1
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Symmetric measures

Age Value
Under 30 Phi 0.138
Over 30 Phi 0.086
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States turn on to idea of ignition locks

By Haya El Nassar. USA TODAY

More convicted drunken drivers may have to blow into devices that won't let them start their cars if
they're intoxicated now that several states are embracing tougher penalties.

k w(f]tﬂlzmard Roth, hold* up tha ignition interlock davica which kaap* a car fromstarting it tha driver has
ng

By Jeff Geisslef. AP
New Mexico last Friday became the first state to require "ignition interlock™ systems for first-time offenders. The devices, which

act as breath-alcohol analyzers that control a car's ignition, will be on their cars for one year. Drivers with four or more DWI
convictions are required to drive with the interlocks for the rest of their lives.

The devices cost the offenders about $1,CO0 a year
Until now, they were required only for repeat offenders and for a maximum of a year.

"This is the first time it's been so broad." Jonathan Adkins, communications director for the Governors Highway Safety
Association, says of the New Mexico law. "States realize we haven't won the drunken driving battle yet"

At the same time, the Senate version of a federal highway spending bill before Congress threatens to withhold about $600 million
in highway construction and maintenance funds if states don't subject high-risk offenders to stiffer sanctions, including ignition

interlocks and license suspensions.

'‘Excellent tool’

Mothers Against Drunk Driving says 17.000 people are killed and a half-million injured in alcohol-related crashes every year. Only
18 states have mandatory ignition interlock laws, according to MADD President Wendy Hamilton.

"They have to play a bigger role."” she says about the devices. "They're an excellent tool and should be used for higher-risk

drivers '

H'gr.-rsk drivers irc.ude repeat offenders and those convicted cf driving with a blood-alcohcl levels of 0.15% or higher By
August v/her a Minnesota aw gees into effect, the legal limitin every state will be 0.08%.

Forty-three states and the D sfr.ct of Cciumbia have the cpton to make convicted drunken dnvers use interlocks MADD says.
More are making tn.ern mardatory. app.ymg the sentence to all offenders or .er.gthening the penalty:

» This month. Florida Gov. Jeb Bush signed a bill that allows the state to require the device without a court order.
« Last year, Washington state began requiring interlocks for first-time offenders with a blood-alcohol level of 0.15% or higher.
* New York Assemblyman Felix Ortiz, who spearheaded legislation that bans hands-on use of cell phones while driving in his

state introduced a bill that would require interlocks on all new cars. A similar measure failed in New Mexico last year, but others
are being proposed n New Jersey. Connecticut and W ashington state
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Growing buoliMM

About 80,000 interlocks are used in the USA, according to Lamar Ball, chief executive of Smart Start Inc., a manufacturer in
Irving, Texas.

“l would expect that to more than double in the next five years," he says. His business is growing 30% a year.

Interlocks also can be installed voluntarily by parents who worry about their teenage children's driving habits. The system keeps a
log of failed attempts to turn on the ignition.

Some drivers have tried to bypass the system by starting the car when sober and drinking while the engine is running. Others
have used air compressor hoses. The devices now require random breath samples while the person is driving. They have only a

few minutes to comply.

Amy Beming, research psychologist at the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration, says interlocks are "extremely
effective” when they're on a car. "The concern is when the devices come off the vehicle, the recidivism starts to go back up."

Tackling the problem

New Mexico, which ranks sixth in the nation in the rate of alcohol-related car fatalities, is becoming one of the toughest enforcers.
There are 3,000 interlocks on cars in the state, the highest per capita of any state.

In 2003,198 of New Mexico's 439 traffic fatalities were alcohol-related, according to the moet recent government date. Itwas the
first time since 1998 that the state's alcohol-related fatalities fell below 200.

Fighting drunken driving is one of Gov. Bill Richardson's signature issues. He has appointed DWI Czar Rachel O'Connor and
several task forces to tackle the problem of repeat offenders and set up drunken-driving checkpoints statewide.

"An interlock device is like a mechanical probation officer on duty and monitoring DWI offenders 24 hours per day and seven
days perweek," Richardson says. "It's a wonderful device. Ifs going to dramatically curb DWI in New Mexico ’

m FRNISSRRVSSING

Find this article at:
hittp/Nwwyiueatoday.conmvnews/nationy2005-08-23-drunk-drivino xhtm

r* Check the box to induck the list of links referenced inthe article.
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Extend the Termination Date for the Board of Governors ABA

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

House Bill 22 am
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Alaska Stale Capitol
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Phone (907) 465 4)5>
Fax (907) 465-4928
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1f) Box 464
Chu”ak, AK 99567

"An act extending the termination date for the Board of Governors of the Alaska Bar

Association; and providing for an effective date."

House Bill 22 extends the sunset date of the Board of Governors of the
Alaska Bar Association until June 30, 2009.

The Board of Governors for the Alaska Bar Association is comprised of 12
Nine members are elected by active members of the Alaska Bar

members.

Association: two from the I'1judicial district, four from the 3djudicial district,
two from the 2rd'4 hjudicial districts, and one at-large member. Ther* are also
three non-attorney members appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the
Legislature. The Board governors the Bar Association, administers exams,
approves, recommends rules concerning practice of law to the State Supreme
Court and provides continuing legal education and member services.

It is the opinion of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee that the
Board of Governors of the Alaska Bar Association should be extended. | ask for
your support in extending its sunset date to June 30, 2009.
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S tate Bap A ssociation D ues

Prepared for Senator Hollis French

By Chuck Burnham, Legislative Analyst

You asked for information on state bar associations. Specifically, you wanted to know what
organization administers the bar exam in each state and the amount of each state bar’s

membership dues and fees.

As you may know, state bar associations are generally either ‘unified" or ‘voluntary.* Under
unified associations, membership to the state bar is commonly mandatory for attorneys in active
practice. According to the American Bar Association (ABA), 33 states have unified bar
associations. At least seventeen states, primarily in the Northeast and Midwest, have voluntary

statewide associations.1l
Bar ExamAdministration

In twelve states, Alaska among them, the state bar association administers the bar exam. Each
of these twelve states have unified bar associations. In other states, the bar exam is most
corrmonly administered by judicially appointed, quasi-independent organizations, variously
known as state boards of law examiners, boards of bar examiners, or a similar title. States'
Supreme Courts or Courts of Appeals most often appoint tKk& members of such boards; although
some states require gubernatorial or legislative approval Of board members. For instance,
Michigan law provides that board members be nominated by the Supreme Court and appointed

1The following states are identified by the American Bar Association (ABA) as having voluntary bar associations:
Arkansas. Colorado. Connecticut. Delaware, lllinois. Indiana. lowa, Kansas. Maine. Maryland. Massachusetts. Minnesota.
New Jersey. New York, Ohio. Pennsylvania, and Tennessee. Some states. Vermont and Virginia, for example, have both
mandatory and voluntary statewide bar associations. The ABA, Division for Bar Services, provides a comprehensive
online guide to state and local bar associations at nttp:iiwww .abanetorgibarservistiobar.htm 1.

907-465-3901 laska Laglalatura . StataCapU
907-465.3006 () LaglslﬁUava Rasahrch Sanvicas Juneats AK 99601

w3.legta.stala.ak.ua/Resaarch/r9aaarch_homa.htm
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by the governor for five-year terms. Table 1 shows the division among the states of bar exam
administrators between state bar associations and judicial agencies.2

Table 1: State Bar Exam Administrating Agencies

Bar Exam Bar Exam
Admin atrator Administrator
Stat* State Bar Judicial State Stat* Bar Judicial
Assoc. Branch Assoc. Branch
Agency Agancv
Alabama I X Montana X
Alaska X Nebraska X
Arizona X Nevada X
Arkansas X New Hampshire X
California X New Jersey X
Colorado X New Mexico X
Connecticut X New York X
Delaware X North Carolina X
Florida X North Dakota X
Georgia X Ohio X
Hawaii X Oklahoma X
Idaho X Oregon X
llinois X Pennsylvania X
Indiana X Rhode Island X
lowa X South Carolina X
Kansas X South Dakota X
Kentuckv X Tennessee X
Louisiana X Texas X
Maine X Utah X
Maryland X Vermont X
M assachusetts X Virginia X
Michigan X Washington X
Minnesota X West Virginia X
Mississippi X Wisconsin X
Missouri X Wyoming X

Notes: States in italics are those identfied by the American Bar Association (ABA) as having a primary volunteer bar
association. 'Judicial Agency’ means an agency directly under the auspices of the state court system or a judicially
appointed board or committee. Most often the members of these bodies are appointed by states' Supreme Courts:
however, appeals courts in some states serve as the appointing body. Some states-Michigan for example-require
gubernatorial or legislative approval of nominees to such boards and committees.

Source: American Bar Association, Section of Leggl Education and Admission to the Bar; available online at

ritpeIvwaneberet orgflegpleclinidlicatiorsJoonopice2006 directory ok

2> We provide a copy cf the ABA's directory of state bar admission agencies as Attachment A.
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Bar Association Dues and Fees

Significant variation exists among state bar associations' membership dues and fees. The annual
‘total cost to practice' ranges from highs of about $550 in Alaska and Connecticut to lows of
approximately $105 in Indiana and Maryland. Likewise, dues and fees structures range from very
basic—Alaska charges $540 for active attorneys, nlus a $10 ‘dient security fund* fee, or $180 for
inactive members—to fairly complex—Illinois ha- at least twenty-three distinct dues rates and
four fees, which are assessed depending on years of experience and type of law practiced.3

We indude, as Attachment B, the following excerpts from the ABA's 2006 State and Local Bar
Membership Dues and Mandatory Fees, which collectively detail and rank bar association dues
and fees for each state:
¢ Section 1. Dues Structures and Mandatory Fees of State Bar Associations;
¢ Section 4: Ranking and Lists of Dues Levels and Fees:
(A) Ranking by Top Membership Dues for Ail State Bar Associations;
(F) Ranking by Total Cost to Practice in Each State; and

(G) Mandatory Dues and Fees in Each State.

Attachment C, excerpted from the American Bar Association's Comprehensive Guide to Bar
Admissions, shows the bar exam and admission fees for each state association.

I hope you find this information to be useful. Please do not hBSitate to contact us if you have
questions or need additional information.

3American Bar Association. Division for Bar Services, 2006 state and Local BarM em bership Dues and M andatory
Fees, Joanne O'Reilly, ed.. January 2006.

legislative Research f& crt 07.001 WEMS

STATEBARASSOCIATIONDUES................



Attachment A

American Bar Association, Section of Legal Education and Admission to the Bar,
‘Directory of State Bar Admission Agencies" in Comprehensive Guide to Bar
Admissions, pp 43-46; available online at
http://www.abanet. orgllegated/baradmissionslbar. htmi
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Directory of State Bar Admission Agencies

SOUTH DAKOTA

SHERIDAN CASH ANDERSON

Secretary

South Dakota Board of Bar
Examiners

500 E. Capitol Ave.

Pierre, SD 57501

TEL: 605/773-4898

FAX: 605/773-6128

WEB: www.sdjudicijl.com

TENNESSEE

ADELE ANDERSON
Administrator

Tennessee Board of Law Examiners
706 Church St.. #100

Nashville, TN 37243-0740

TEL: 615/741-3234

FAX: 615/741-5867

WEB:
www.tennessee.gov/lawexamincrs

TEXAS

JULIA VAUGHAN

Executive Director

Texas Board of Law Examiners
205 W. 14th St., #500

P.O. Box 13486

Austin. TX 78711-3486

TEL: 512/463-1621

FAX: 512/463-5300

WEB: www.ble.state.tx.us

UTAH

JOM DICKSON SEKO

Deputy General Counsel Admissions
Utah State Bar

645 South 200 East

Salt Lake City, UT 84111-3834
TEL: 801/531-9077

FAX: 801/531-0660

WEB: www.utahbar.org

VERMONT

MARTHA |. HICKS-ROBINSON
Administrator

Board of Bar Examiners

2418 Airport Rd., #2

Bari., VT 05641

TEL: 802/828-3281

FAX: 802/828-1695

licensing@ mail.crt.state.vl.us
WEB: www.vermonrjudiciary.org

VIRGIN ISLANDS

GEOFFREY W. BARNARD
Chairman

Committee of Bar Examiners
Superior Court of the Virgin Islands
ATTENTION: Elsie-Mae King,
Director of Bar Admissions
P.O. Box 70

St. Thomas, VI 00804

TEL: 340/774-6680, ext. 6423
FAX: 340/777-8187
elking@tcourt.gov.vi

VIRGINIA

W.SCOTT STREET 111
Secretary-Treasurer

Virginia Board of Bar Examiners
Shockoe Center

1 S. 12th St., #225

Richmond, VA 23219-4009
TEL: 804/786-7490

FAX: 804/786-0816

WEB: www.vbbe.state.va.us

WASHINGTON

MARY B. BARNES
Admissions Administrator
Washington State Bar Association
2101 Fourth Avenue, #400
Seattle. WA 98121-2330

TEL: 206/727-8200

FAX. 206/727-8320
admissions@wsba.org

WEB: www.wsba.org

W-ST VIRGINIA

SUE C. RUBENSTEIN

Bar Admissions Administrator

West Virginia Board of Law
Examiners

910 Quarrier Street. #212

Charleston. WV 25301

TEL: 304/558-7815

FAX: 304/558-0831

WEB: wvvw.state.wv.us/wvsca

WITNIN

JOHN E. KOSOBUCKI
Director

Board of Bar Examiners
Tenney Building

110 East Main St.. #715
Madison, W1 53703-3328
TEL: 608/266-9760

FAX: 608/266-1196
bbe@wicourts.gov

WEB: www.wicourts.gov/bbe

WOMN\G

KIM MAYO

Program Director

Wyoming Board of Law Examinen
500 Randall Ave.

P.O. Box 109

Cheyenne, WY 82003-0109

TEL: 307/632-9061

FAX: 307/632-3737

WEB: www.wyomingbar.otg/
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Directory of State Bar Admission Agencies

NEW HAMPSHIRE

EILEEN FOX

Clerk of the Supreme Court
Supreme Court Building
Noble Drive

Concord. NH 03301

TEL: 603/271-2646

FAX: 603/271-6630

WEB: www.courts.state.nh.us

NEW JERSEY

STEPHEN W. TOWNSEND

Board of Bar Examiners Secretary
and Clerk of the Supreme Court

New Jersey Board of Bar Examiners

P.O. Box 973

Trenton. NJ 08625-0973

TEL: 609/984-2111

FAX: 609/984-6859

WEB: www.njbarexams.org

NEW MEXICO

CAROL SKIBA

Executive Director

New Mexico State Board of Bar
Examiners

9420 Indian School Rd., N.E.

Albuquerque, NM 87112

TEL: 505/271-9706

FAX: 505/271-9768

WEB: www.nmexam.org

NEWYC'K

JOHN J. MCALARY

Executive Director

New York State Board of Law
Examiners

Corporate Plaza Bldg. #3

254 Washington Ave. Extension

Albany. NY 12203

TEL: 518/452-8700

FAX: 518/452-5729

WEB: www.nybarexam.org

NORTH CAROLINA

FRED P. PARKER, III

Exet Jtive Director

Board of Bar Examiners ofthe State
of North Carolina

One Exchange Plaza, #700

P.O. Box 2946

Raleigh. NC 27602

TEL: 919/828-4886

FAX: 919/828-2251

WEB: www.ncble.org

NORTH DAKOTA

PENNY MILLER

Secretary-Treasurer and Clerk of the
Supreme Court

State Board of Law Examiners

1st Floor, Judicial Wing, Dept. 180

600 E. Boulevard Ave.

Bismarck, ND 58505-0530

TEL: 701/328-4201

FAX: 701/328-4480

WEB: www.ndcourts.com/court/

comminees/barbd/boardjup

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS,
COMMONWEALTH OF THE

MARGARITA M. PALACIOS
Director of Court
Commonwealth Supreme Court
Northern Mariana Islands

P.O. Box 502165

Saipan, MP 96950

TEL: 670/236-9700

FAX: 670/236-9702
supteme.court@saipan.com
WEB: www.justice.gov.mp

OHIO

MARCIAJ. MENGEL

Clerk of the Court and Director of
Bar Admissions

Supreme Court of Ohio

65 S. Front St., 5th FI.

Columbus. OH 43215-3431

TEL: 614/387-9340

FAX: 614/387-9349

WEB: www.sconet.state.oh.us

OKLAHOMA

CHARLOTTE NELSON
Administrative Director

Oklahoma Board of Bar Examiners
1901 N. Lincoln Blvd.

P.O. Box 53036

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-3036
TEL: 405/416-7000

FAX: 405/528-4103

WEB: www.okbbe.com

OREGON

MARLYCE GHOLSTON
Executive Director

5200 SW Meadows Road

P.O. Box 1689

Lake Oswego, OR 97035-0889
TEL: 503/620-0222, ext. 410
FAX: 503/598-6990

WEB: www.osbar.org

PALAU, Rapublic of

ROSE ONGALIBANG
Administrative Director
Palau Supreme Court

P.O. Box 248

Koror, Palau 96940

TEL: 680/488-2607

FAX: 680/488-1597
palaujudiciary@ palaunet.com

PENNSYLVANIA

MARK S. DOWS

Executive Director
Pennsylvania Board

of Law Examiners
5070A Ritter Rd., #300
Mechanicsburg, PA 17055-4879
TEL: 717/795-7270

FAX: 717/795-8194
WEB: www.pabarexam.org

PUERTO R1CO

ANGEL COLON PEREZ

Executive Director

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
Supreme Court

P.O. Box 9022392

San Juan, PR 00902-2392

TEL: 787/289-0170

FAX: 787/725-5030

WEB: www.tribunalpr.org

RHODE ISLAND

CATHIE CACCHIOTTI

Bar Administrator

Rhode Island Board of Bar
Examiners

Supreme Court

250 Benefit St.

Providence, R1 02903

TEL: 401/222-8641

FAX: 401/222-3599

WEB: www.courts.state.ri.us

SOUTH CAROLINA

GAYLE B. WATTS

Deputy Clerk for Bar Admissions

South Carolina State Board of Law
Examiners

1231 Gervais St.

P.O. Box 11330

Columbia, SC 29211

TEL: 803/734-1080

FAX: 803//34-0394

WEB: www.judicial.state.sc.us
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INDIANA

MARY PLACE GOOSEY

Executive Director

Indiana State Board of Law
Examiners

South Tower #1370

115 W. Washington St.

Indianapolis, IN 46204-3417

TEL: 317/232-2552

FAX: 317/233-3960

WEB: www.in.gov/judiciary/ble

IOWA

R. KEITH RICHARDSON
Clerk

Supreme Court of lowa

1111 East Court Ave.

Des Moines, 1A 50319

TEL: 515/ 281-5911

FAX: 515/242-6164

WEB: www.judicial.state.ia.us

KANSAS

FRANCINE D. ACREE
Administrator

Kansas Board of Law Examiners
Kansas Judicial Center

301 W. 10th St., Rm. 374
Topeka, KS 66612-1507

TEL: 785/296-8410

FAX: 785/2%-1028
admissions@kscourts.org

WEB: www.kscourts.org

KENTUCKY

BONNIE C. KITTINGER
Director & General Counsel
PATRICIA E. DLCHARME
Deputy Director

Kentucky Office of Bar Admissions
1510 Newton Pike, Ste. 156
Lexington. KY 40511-1255

TEL: 859/246-2381

FAX: 859/246-2385

WEB: www.kyoba.org

LOUSANA

DENISE LEEPER

Bar Admissions Administrator
Louisiana Committee on Bar
Admissions

2800 Veterans Memorial Blvd.,

=310

Metairie. LA 70002

TEL: 504/836-2420

FAX: 504/834-1449

WEB: www.lascba.org

MAINE

CHERYL J. CUTLIFFE
Executive Director

Maine Board of Bar Examiners

59 Court St.

P.O. Box 140

Augusta, ME 04332-0140

TEL: 207/623-2464

FAX: 207/622-0059

WEB: www.mainebarexaminers.org

MARYLAND

BEDFORD T. BENTLEY, JR.
Secretary

State Board of Law Examiners
2011-F Commerce Park Dr.
Annapolis, MD 21401

TEL: 410/260-3640

FAX: Not published

WEB: www.courts.state.md.us

MASSACHUSETTS

ELAINE VIETRI

Executive Director

Massachusetts Board of Bar
Examiners

Suffolk County Courthouse

3 Pemberton Square, 7th FI.

Boston, MA 02108

TEL: 617/482-4466

FAX: 617/542-5943

WEB: www.mass.gov/bbe

MCHGAN

TIMOTHY J. RALBINGER
Assistant Secretary

Michigan Board of Law Examiners
925 W. Ottawa St.. 4th FI.

P.O. Box 30104

Lansing, MI 48909-7604

TEL: 517/373-4453

FAX: 517/373-5038
BLE-Info@courts.mi.gov

WEB: www.courts.mi.gov

MNNESOTA

MARGARET FULLER
CORNEILLE

Director

Minnesota State Board of Law
Examiners

Galtier Plaza

380 Jackson Street, #201

St. Paul. MN 55101

TEL: 651/297-1800

FAX: 651/297-11%

ble.cle.blc@mbcle.state.mn.us

WEB: www.ble.state.mn.us

MISSISSIPPI

LINDA B. KNIGHT

Bar Admissions Administrator
Mississippi Board of Bar Admissions
666 N. StateSt., 1stFl.

P.O. Box 1449

Jackson, MS 39215-1449

TEL: 601/354-6055

FAX: 601/354-6054

WEB: www.mssc.state.ms.us

MISSOURI

KELLIE R. EARLY
Executive Director

State Board of Law Examiners
Missouri Supreme Court

407 Jefferson St.

Jefferson City, MO 65101
TEL: 573/751-9814

FAX. 573/751-5335

WEB: www.mble.org

MONTANA

JAN WEBER

Bar Admissions Administrator
State Bar of Montana

7 W. 6th Ave., #2B

P.O. Box 577

Helena, MT 5%24

TEL: 406/442-7660

FAX: 406/442-7763

WEB: wwxv.montanabar.org

NEBRASKA

JANE SCHOENIKE

Director of Admissions
Nebraska State Bar Commission
635 S. 14th St., #200

P.O. Box 81809

Lincoln, NE 68501-1809

TEL: 402/475-7091

FAX: 402/475-7098

WEB: www.nebar.com

NEVADA

PATRICE EICHMAN
Director of Admissions
State Bar of Nevada
600 E. Charleston Blvd.
i_as Vegas, NV 89104
TEL: 702/382-2200 or
800/254-2797

FAX: 702/382-6676
WEB: www.nvbar.org
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ALABAVIA

DOROTHY D.JOHNSON
Director of Admissions
Board of Bar Examiners
Alabama State Bar

P.O. Box 671

Montgomery, AL 36101
TEL: 334/269-1515

FAX: 334/261-6310
adm@alabar.org

WEB: www.alabar.org

ALASKA

DEBORAH O'REGAN
Executive Director

Law Examiners Committee
Alaska Bar Association

P.O. Box 100279
Anchorage, AK 99510-0279
TEL: 907/272-7469

FAX: 907/272-2932

WEB: www.alaskabar.org

ARIZONA

CAROLYN de LOOPER
Director

Arizona Supreme Court

Committee on Examinations ,md
Character and Fitness

1501 W. Washington, #104
Phoenix, AZ 85007-3231

TEL: 602/364-0371

FAX: 602/364-0372

WEB:

www.supreme.state.az.us/admis

ARKANSAS

R. CHRISTOPHER THOMAS
Executive Secretary

State Board of Law Examiners
Justice Building, Rm. 120

625 Marshall St.

Little Rock, AR 72201-1020
TEL: 501/374-1855

FAX: 501/374-1853

WEB: www.courts.state.ar.us

CALIFCRNA

GAYLE MURPHY

Senior Executive, Admissions
The State Bar of California
Office of Admissions

180 Howard St.

San Francisco, CA 94105-1639
TEL: 415/538-2303

FAX: 415/538-2304

WEB: www.calbar.ca.gov/admissions

COLORAOO

ALAN OGDEN

Executive Director

Colorado State Board of Law
Examiners

1560 Broadway St., #1820

Denver, CO 80202

TEL: 303/866-6626

FAX: 303/893-0541

WEB: www.coloradosupremecourt.us

CONNECTICUT

HOWARD E. EMOND, JR.
Deputy Director

Connecticut Bar Examining
Committee

100 Washington St., 1st FI.

Hartford, CT 06106-4411

TEL: 860/706-5135

barexam@ jud.state.ct.us

WEB: www.jud.state.ctus/cbec

DELAWARE

SARAH ARNOLD

Executive Director

Board of Bar Examiners of the
Delaware Supreme Court

Carvel State Office Bldg.

820 N. French St., Ilth FIL

Wilmington, DE 19801-3545

TEL: 302/577-7038

FAX: 302/577-7037

WEB: http://courts.state.de.us/bbe/

DIST. OF COLUMBIA

JACQUELINE M. SMITH
Director of Admissions

D.C. Court of Appeals

500 Indiana Ave., NW, Rm. 4200
Washington, D.C. 20001

TEL: 202/879-2710

FAX: 202/879-2794
coa@dcca.state.dc.us

WEB: www.dccourts.gov

ACRDA

ELEANOR MITCHELL HUNTER

Executive Director

Florida Board of Bar Examiners
Tippin-Moore Building

1891 Eider Ct.

Tallahassee. FL 32399-1750
TEL: 850/487-1292

FAX: 850/414-6822

WEB: www.floridabarexam.org

GEORGIA

SARAH LOCKWOOD
Director of Admissions
Supreme Court of Georgia
Office of Bar Admissions

P.O. Box 38466

Atlanta, GA 30334

TEL: 404/656-3490

FAX: 404/657-9108

WEB: www.gabaradmissions.org

GUAM

JEANNE G. QUINATA

Clerk of Court and Secretary
Supreme Court of Guam

Guam Judicial Center, #300

120 W. O’Brien Dr.

Hagatna, Guam 96910-5154

TEL: 671/475-3180

FAX: 671/475-3181

WEB: www.guamsupremecourt.com

HAWAII

DARRELL N. PHILLIPS

Chief Clerk aid Secretary

Supreme Court o f Hawaii

Ali i olani Hale, 1st FI.

417 S. King St.

Honolulu, HI 96813-2912

TEL: 808/539-4919

FAX: 808/539-4978

WEB: www.courts.state.hi/index.jsp

DA

m.carol MdDonald
Admissions Director

Idaho State Bar

525 W Jefferson

P.O. Box 895

Boise, ID 83701

TEL: 208/334-4500

FAX: 208/334-2764

WEB: www.idaho.gov/isb

ILLINOIS

JANE HEFTI

Director of Administration
Illinois Board of Admissions to the Bar
625 S. College St.
Springfield. IL 62704-2521
TEL: 217/522-5917

FAX: 217/522-3728

WEB: www.ibaby.org
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Attachment B

American Bar Association, Division for Bar Services, "Section 1: Dues Structures
and Mandatory Fees of State Bar Associations,” and ‘Section 4. Ranking and
Lists of Dues Levels and Fees: (A) Ranking by Top Membership Dues for All
State Bar Associations: (F) Ranking by Total Cost to Practice in Each State; and
(G) Mandatory Dues and Fees in Each State in 2006 State and Local Bar
Membership Dues and Mandatory Fees, Joanne O’Reilly, ed,, January 2006



State Bar Associations

KEY:

pm*

* - Unified bar association
ASSO -Associates

CORP - Corporate lawyers
DIS - Disabled

GOVT - Government lawyers

INA - Inactive

JUD -Judiciary

LOA - Law office administrators
MIL -Military

NA - New admittees (first year)

O0S - Out-of-state
PARA -Paralegals
PROF - Law school professors

re - Public sector
RET - Retired
ST - Students

“Alabama State Bar (14,991 members)

DUES

$250 -Active/licensed
$125 -JUD, CORP,GOVT
$125 - Partial year fee (for six months or less)

“Alaska Bar Association (3,713 members)

DUES
$540 - Active/licensed
$180 -INA

“State BarofArizona (18,735 members)

DUES
$430 -2+yrs
$295 -JUD
$285 - 0-2yrs
$235 -INA
$215 -RET

$0 - Over 70 yrs of agt

$100

110

S30

- Client secunty fund

- Lawyer assistance program

- Licensing/registration fee

MCLE - Mandatory continuing legal education
- Mandatory insurance

- Professional responsibility fee

EEES

- CSF (one-time fee, payable
over four years)

EEES

- CSF

FEES

-CSF
(not charged toJUD or RET)



A rkansas Bar Association (4,873 mem bers)

DUES
1210 - Standard
$70 -00S
$45 -0-1yt
$0 - NA, seniors (over 75 yes of age and member for 10 yrs)

Members may elect to pay based upon the following income levels:
$270  -over $125,(X)0
$210 m$75,001-$125,000
$145  -$50,001 $75,000
$100 -$25,001-$50,000
$55 - $0-$25,000

+State Bar of California (201,682 members)

DUES
$320 - All active members
$65 -DMA

$0 -INA and over 70 yrs of age

FEES
$175 -L/RF
$10 -CSF

FEES
$40 - CSF (active)/$10 - CSF (inactive)
$25 < Discipline
$10 -Bulling fund

Reduction of dues based on income; deductions for lobbying activities; and elimination of bias programs are optional.

Colorado BarAssociation (15,400 members)

DUES
$185 -8+ yrs (called “senior™)
$165 - 4-8 yrs (called “intermediate")
$125 -PARA, ASSO.LOA, 0-3 yrs (called “junior")
$75 -INA, RET (65 yrs of age and not practicing full-time)
$25 -ST
$0 - NA (firstsi* months only)

Connecticut Bar Association (11,400 members)

DUES
$260 - 10+-yrs
$210 - 6-10 yrs
$185 -4-5yrs, 00S
$135 - 2-3yrs, 75 yrs of age
$80 -ASSO.NA
$0 -ST

GOVT,JUD, PROF, PS receive 25% discount

FEES
$195 -L/RF(3+yrs)
$155 -L/RF (0-3yrs)
$50 -L/RF (INA)

FEES

$450 - Occupational tax
$110 - CSF' ($17.50 for LAP)



GV -tyi-m ff

Delaware Suite Bar Association (3,534 members)

DUBS
$230 -15+ yrs
$180 -10-15 yrs, licensed in other states, ASSO
$14C - 5-9yra
$130 -GOVT >10yo
$110 - GOVT 5-10yrs, INA, RET

$100 -JUD
$95 -Myra
$90 -GOVT 1-4yrs
$30 -ST
$0 -NA

¢The Districtof Columbia Bor (82,545 memben)

DUBS
$173  Active
$11 -INA

$39 -JUD

$10

$100
$50
$20
$10

$180
$120
$90
$80

$10
$75

PRRt

L/RF

- All attorneys

PRF
-10+ yrs
- 5-10 yrs
-0-4 yrs
-GOVT

CSF

-10+yrs
- 5-10 yrs
-1-4 yrs
-GOVT,CORP

-MCLE
- Occupational tax

FEES

The Bar Association of the DistrictofColumbia (1,800 memben)

DUES FEES
$150 -6+ yrs
$75 -Over 65 yrs of age or member for 15 yrs, GOVT, PS, affiliates
$65 -2-6 yrs
$15 -ST
$0 -NA
¢The Florida Bar (75,000 memben)
DUES FEES
$265 - General
$190 -INA
$25 -PROF
$0 -RET
+State BarofGeorgia (35,656 memben)
DUES FEES
$218 - Active, Foreign law consultants $100
$109 - INA $200 - Bar facility assessment,
$100 -ASSO payable over 5 yes
$25 -ST

$0 -70yrsofage,in practice more than 25 yrs and INA

2VIU
CY

- CSF, one-time fee, payable over 4 yrs

xwfcH*

Jeia



¢Hawaii State Bar Association (6,941 memben) ) noitci.: jAm;. ijnig Atnfd

DUES PRRS
$160 -5+ yra $50 - CSF, 5yrs+
$150 -JUD $25 - CSF, <5 yrs
$100 -<5ya $250 - PRF,5yo+
$40 - ASSO, 00S, INA $150 - PRF, <5 yes
$20 -ST $25 -PRF,INA
$0 -RET $20 - Lawyer assistance program (active)

$10 - Lawyer assistance progam (inactive)

m"|ldaho State Bar (4,708 memben)

DUES FEES
$340 -3+ yrs $20 -CSF
$255 -1-3 yrs
$140 - NA (beforeJuly 1)
$120 -INA

$90 - NA (afterJuly 1)
$55 - 72 yesof age
$0 -JUD

Illinois State Bar Association (30,000 memben)

DUES FEES
$279 - 20+ yrs $180 -L/RF, 3+ yrs
$266 -16-20 yrs $42 -IOLTA
$262 -15 yrs $7 -LAP
$254 -14 yrs $90 -L/RF, 1-3yrs
$246 - 13yrs
$235 -12yrs
$231  -11 yrs
$220 -10 yrs
$193 -9 yrs
$173 -8 yrs
$159 -7 yrs
$135 -6 yrs
$112 -5 yrs

$90 -4 yrs
$67 -3 yrs
$54 -00S
$50 -INA
$48 - LOA, PARA
$45 - 2yrs
$40 -RET

$12 - ST or $30 for 3 yrs membership
$0 - MIL, NA, over 75 yrs old and 25 yrs of membership
$5,580 - Life membership



Indiana State Bar Association (11,750 members)

DUES
$230 - 6+ yrs, ASSO (cetideats)
$115 - 3-6 yrs (residents), 75 yrs of age and member for 25 yo
$110 -PARAD+ yrs
$105 -0O0S

$95 -GOVTO+ yrs
$85 -PARA3-6yrs
$75 -GOVT3-6yrs
$60 - PARA,LOA <3 yrs
$45 -GOVT<3yrs
$15 -ST
$0 - NA (0-6 mos.), MIL

lowa State Bar Association (7,900 members)

DUES
$210 -5+ yrs
$100 -3-5yrs, O0OS
$35 -2yrs
$25 -RET
$10 -MIL

$0 -NA (0-2yrs)

Kansas Bar Association (6,651 memben)

$175 -5+ yrs
$135 -4yrs, GOVT 5yrs
$105 -3yrs, GOVT 4yrs

$80 -2 yrs, GOVT 3yrs

$60 -1 yr, INA, PARA, GOVT 2 yrs
$45 -GOVT lys

$0 - ST, member for 50 yrs

"Kentucky Bar Association (14,880 memben)

$270 -5+yrs
$220 -0-5yrs
$110 -JUD

$0 - MIL, RET (75 yrs of age or member for 50 yrs)

"Louisiana State Bar Association (19,600 memben)

DUES
$100 - 3+ yrs
$40 -1-3 yrs, NA
$0 -INA

FEES
$90 -L/RF
$15 -MCLE

FEES
$200 - CSF (one-time fee)
$125 -PRF(alsofond*LAP)
$10 -MCLE

TEES
$150 -L/RF(active)
$50 -L/RF(INA)
$20 -MCLE

TEE3

FEES
$165 -PRF(3+yrs)

$100 -PRF (0-3 yrs)



Maine State Bar Association (3,250 members)

DUES fbrs

$245 -4+ yn $192 -L/RF (3+ yts and active)
$150 -00S $122 - L/RF (3+ yn and inactive, OOS)
$145 - ASSO,JUD, Serai-retired $87 -L/RF (0-3yn and active, OOS 0-3 yti
$100 -1-4yra and active, OOS 3+ yts and inactive)

$35 -0-1yr $67 - L/RF (50 yts in practice and active)

$30 - ST (or $50 for all three yean)  $43.50 - L/RF (0-3 yts and inactive, OOS 0-3

$0 -NA* yts and inactive)

$33.50 - L/RF (50yrs in practice and
inactive, O0S)
$30 -Client protection assessment

*Dues are waived for the hist fiscal year if first admission to the Maine State Bar Association and member makes application
during the same fiscal year.

Maryland State Bar Association (21,800 members)

DUES FEES
$125 -5+ yrs $85* -PRF
$75 -0-5yrs, LOA $20 -CSF
$50 -PARA
$25 -ST

$0 -NA, RET (70 yts of age and member for 30 yts)

*PRF will increase $5 each year for the next 5 years.

M assachusetts Bar Association (17,500 memben)

DUES FEES
$300 -10+yrs $220 -L/RF(5+yts)
$200 - 6-10yrs $165 - L/RF (0-5 yts)
$150 -1-5yrs, GOVT, PROF, O0S, PARA, RET, affiliates $110 -L/RF (INA 5+ yrs)
$35 -ST $82.50 -L/RF(INAO0-5yts)
$0 - NA,j UD, magistrates, member for 50 yrs $20 - L/RF (50 yts+, active)
$450 - Sustaining $10 - L/RF (50 yrs+, INA)

$0 -L/RF(JUD)

eState BarofMichigan (37,923 memben)

DUES FEES
$180 - Active $120 - Discipline
$90 -INA $15 - CSF, active

$0 -50yrsof membership, emeritus $7.50 - CSF, inactive (50 yrs of service)



