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The following terms and abbreviations are used throughout this report.

e BAC: blood alcohol concentration in the body, expressed as grams of alcohol per
deciliter (g/dL) of blood, usually measured with a breath or blood test. States use
different terminology for grams per deciliter, but they are all mathematically equivalent.

e DWTI: the offense of driving while under the influence of alcohol. In different States the
offense may be called Driving While Intoxicated (DWI), Driving Under the Influence
(DUI), or other similar terms.

e Interlock: an alcohol ignition interlock device.

o DWI fatalities: traffic crash fatalities involving at least one driver with a BAC of .08 or
higher.

e DWTI arrests: offenders arrested for driving while intoxicated with BACs of .08 g/dL or
higher.



Executive Summary
Introduction

Alcohol-impaired driving crashes in the United States accounted for 31 percent of all motor
vehicle fatalities in 2012, killing 10,322 people (NCSA, 2013). Drivers with previous
convictions for driving while impaired (DWI) are at increased risk of being involved in alcohol-
impaired crashes (Elder et al., 2011). One way to prevent drivers who have been convicted of
DWI from driving after drinking is to use ignition interlocks, breath-test devices connected to
vehicle ignitions. The driver must provide a breath sample below a State-established set point to
start the vehicle. Most States use a blood alcohol concentration set point of .02 grams per
deciliter. While installed, interlocks are effective in reducing recidivism by a median of 67
percent (Elder et al., 2011; Willis, Lybrand, & Bellamy, 2006).

Most States have laws that require some or all convicted DWI offenders to install ignition
interlocks on their vehicle and all States allow interlocks to be used for some offenders (NCSL,
2014; NHTSA, 2013a). Some States have implemented incentives for offenders to install ignition
interlocks when the offenders are not required to do so. All States have implemented ignition
interlock programs to manage interlock issues and monitor offenders who are required or eligible
to install them. Despite these laws and programs, the proportion of convicted offenders who
install interlocks is low. In 2013, the number of interlocks in use was 300,000 (Roth, 2013), but
approximately 1.4 million people are arrested for DWI yearly (FBI, 2012). Therefore, only about
21 percent of those arrested for DWI install interlocks. Due to the low use of interlocks, the
maximum potential reductions in alcohol-impaired driving are not being achieved.

In order to increase use of ignition interlocks through improving State programs, in 2010 the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration sponsored an expert panel on key features of
State interlock programs. This panel identified a strong need for research to determine the
benefits of different program features (Marques, 2010). In 2010, the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention (CDC) and NHTSA began collaborating on a project to evaluate ignition
interlock programs in selected States. The purpose of the evaluation was to provide information
and best practices to States for ignition interlock programs. The project was managed by the
Governor’s Highway Safety Association and conducted by the Preusser Research Group.

This report provides the results from the first part of the project that had the following objectives:
e Determine how States can increase interlock use among DWI offenders who are required
or eligible to install one.
e Determine which changes in ignition interlock programs led to increases in ignition
interlock use.
e Identify the key features of ignition interlock programs.
e Determine which key program features were related to higher ignition interlock use rates.
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Methods
Data
Interlock-in-use rates

Data on interlocks in use for each State were obtained from Impact DWI, Inc. for 2006 to 2011
(Roth, 2006-2011). From these, 28 States that had more than 2,000 interlocks in use in 2010
were identified. Ignition interlock program personnel in the 28 States were contacted. Data from
several sources was requested from each of the 28 States, including arrest, court and interlock
data. Interlock-in-use data was difficult to obtain from some States. When available from the
State, State interlock-in-use data was used. When State interlock-in-use data was not available,
Impact DWI data was used.

Data also was collected to use as denominators in interlock-in-use rate calculations. Ideally, the
number of DWI offenders who are required or eligible to install interlocks would be used as
denominators; however, this information was not available from most of the States. The
following denominator data was obtained for 2006 to 2011 for each of the 28 States:

1) Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau.

2) DWI arrests from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports.

3) DWI fatalities in motor vehicle crashes that each involved at least one driver with a
BAC > .08 g/dL from NHTSA’s Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS).

Three different interlock-in-use rates were calculated by dividing the number of interlocks in use
by the three denominators described above.

1) Interlocks in use per 10,000 population
2) Interlocks in use per 100 DWI arrests
3) Interlocks in use per DWI fatality

The three interlock-in-use rates were calculated for all 28 States for the years 2006 to 2011.

State interlock program features

Discussions with State interlock program staff and managers were conducted to obtain
information on the State’s interlock requirements and incentives including interlock eligibility
for offenders in four categories (first offenders, repeat offenders, high-BAC offenders, and BAC-
test-refusal offenders) and penalties for failing to comply with interlock requirements. These
discussions also obtained information on interlock program features including program
administration, resources, costs, data systems, offender monitoring procedures, training of
program staff, alcohol screening and treatment requirements, and program changes from 2006 to
2011. Once this information was obtained, further discussions were conducted to determine
features that might be associated with successful interlock programs. Additional information was
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obtained from published studies, State public information sources on the internet, and from the
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety’s (IIHS) records of laws in each State.

Comparisons of State interlock use counts with program changes
Each State’s interlock use counts from 2006 to 2011 were compared with its interlock program
changes to evaluate whether program changes were associated with changes in interlock use.

State interlock program keys

Eight ignition interlock program keys believed to be important to program success were
identified from the discussions with the 28 States and from review of previously published
studies (Beirness & Marques, 2004; CDC, 2012; Elder et al., 2011; Fieldler, Brittle, & Stafford,
2012; Marques & Voas, 2010; NHTSA, 2011; Robertson, Holmes, & Vanlaar, 2013; Willis,
Lybrand, & Bellamy, 2006).

These eight program keys are organized by three program aspects.

Program Design

1. Requirements: A requirement or strong incentive for all DWI offenders to install an
interlock. Typical incentives include reduction of hard suspension periods, fines, or other
penalties.

2. Penalties: Swift, certain, and appropriately severe penalties for offenders who are
required or elect to install interlocks if they drive vehicles that do not have operating
interlocks.

Program Management

3. Monitoring: Careful monitoring after interlocks are ordered or required to assure that
offenders install the interlocks and that they do not circumvent the requirement after
interlocks are installed.

4. Uniformity: Uniform interlock program operations statewide.

5. Coordination: Close coordination and communication across all agencies involved in
interlock program operations, including law enforcement, prosecutors, judges, probation,
licensing, alcohol treatment, and interlock vendors.

6. Education: Thorough education on interlock program requirements and procedures for
the public and for all program staff and management.

Program Support

7. Resources: Adequate staff and funding resources to operate the program effectively and
efficiently.

8. Data: Accurate, accessible, and up-to-date record systems to determine which offenders
are required or eligible to install interlock, to monitor offenders and report violators, and
to evaluate program effectiveness and suggest improvements.

The project’s principal investigator reviewed all interlock program information collected and
rated each State on the eight program keys using a 5-point rating scale with strongest
performance scored 5 and least strong performance scored 1. The scores reflected each
program’s operations throughout 2011 and do not account for law or program improvements
during or subsequent to 2011.
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Some program keys were assessed objectively; for example, the requirements key received a
higher rating for a State with a first-offender interlock requirement compared to a State with no
first-offender requirement. Other keys lacked objective measures and were assessed more
subjectively based on discussions with each State’s program administrators and staff. If a State
mentioned struggling with a key, and that struggle negatively affected the interlock program,
then the State was given a low rating. For example, if a State mentioned a lack of communication
between agencies such as the Department of Motor Vehicles, courts, and law enforcement, and
this lack of communication resulted in information not being exchanged that caused a direct
negative affect on the program, then that State received a lower rating on the coordination key.

Analysis Strategy

Descriptive analysis

Interlock use counts and rates were examined for the 28 States to determine variation. Trends in
interlock use counts and rates were analyzed from 2006 to 2011. Interlock program keys and
time of enactment were plotted from 2006 to 2011 for each State.

Relation of program changes to State interlock use counts
Each State’s interlock use counts from 2006 to 2011 were compared with its interlock program
changes to evaluate whether program changes were associated with changes in interlock use.

Relation of key program features to interlock use rates

Correlation analysis was used to measure the strength of the relationship between the key feature
ratings and the three interlock-in-use rates for 2011 to determine which program keys were
related to higher interlock use. For this analysis, California was excluded because two different
interlock programs were in effect for that State due to a four-county pilot study.

Results

There were 238,997 interlocks reported in use in 2011 in the 28 study States. Georgia had the
fewest, at 2,308, while Texas had the most, at 33,064. Only 6 States reported more than 10,000
interlocks in use.

X



Figure 1. Interlocks in Use by State, 2011, by Number of Interlocks in Use
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Interlock use increases following program changes

Table 1. Interlocks in use by State, 2006-2011

State Percent
difference
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 from 2006

to 2011

Arizona 3,654 7,700 6,849 15,397 18,300 17,026 366%

Arkansas 1250 1,697 1366 [0 5830 3952  216%
California 4876 5204 5904 7545 [IEBEEM 15180 211%
Colorado 2,755 BEGI 6,104 8,775 | 17,056 17,461  534%
Florida 5434 5,950 7,791 8514 8976 65%
Georgia 1,612 1,938 1,919 1,995 2,182 2,308 43%

Mlinois 2,731 2876 3,387 [GBOOM 11,000 9974  265%

Towa 4,049 5000 4,618 5,225 5,491 36%
Kansas 420 739 861 1,919 3,500 [NEEEO 1419%
Louisiana 1,613 B 3085 4124 4806 5337  231%
Maryland 4,006 4,905 5966 6400 9,600 9,000 125%
Massachusetts 223 952 2,186 2,483 4,601 4872  2085%
Michigan 4,000 4,825 3,994 4,033 [N 5249 31%
Missouri 1,852 3,020 2,743 | 4,649 4,693 6,179  234%
N 286 500 1,030 1,136 1,800 3,100  984%
New Mexico 6,311 IR s.625 BBOG 13500  114%
New York 702 1,544 1276 1,762 |00 5,000  612%

North Carolina 6,034 7,685 8,003 8303 8,500 8,761 45%
2260 3,105 2,580 2,974 4217 6,741 198%
Oklahoma 1,709 2,200 1,722 1,635 4,500 163%
Oregon 2,012 2302 BB 2957 349 3,715 85%
Pennsylvania 2,875 4,254 4,336 5,122 5,722 6,331 120%
Texas 8,582 17,000 14,935 17,025 31,150 33,064  285%
Utah LI11 1,186 1,311 1,497 1,950 2,550 130%
Virginia 3,593 4306 SR 4641 4200 3,841 7%
Washington 8,833 9,792 9997 |G 14,117 JBOOON 126%
West Virginia 701 1252 [OOSM 1503 2,112 2,68  283%
Wisconsin 832 998 967 945 [IOEH 7.324 840%
Total 84,316 115,745 112,012 151,649 207,697 238,997  183%

Ke Requirements | Penalties | Monitoring | Uniformity | Coordination | Education | Resources | Data
Shadin Yellow Orange n/a n/a

*In 2008, Florida made changes to both requirements and monitoring.
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Interlock use increased in all 28 States from 2006 to 2011, sometimes substantially (Table 1). Of
the 28 States, 18 changed their interlock laws or programs during the period 2007 to 2010. The
changes added to the number of offenders required or eligible for interlocks, changed the
incentives for interlocks, or changed interlock program management in some way. The total
percent increase for all 28 States from 2006 to 2011 was 183 percent.

The names of the 18 States with law or program changes are highlighted in yellow in the first
column of Table 1. The columns of the year or years that law or program changes were
implemented are shaded based on the key feature that was implemented during that year (see
shading key above).

Many States implemented several changes at the same time or in sequential years, so an increase
in interlock use might be associated with any of the changes or to a combination of the changes.
The associations between interlock law or policy changes and the State’s interlocks in use are
summarized below and presented generally as follows.

Law or policy change: change in interlock use summary
State, year of change, change detail: outcome

Required interlocks for first offenders: interlock use increased in all three States
Florida, 2008, at court’s discretion: small increases through 2011
Kansas, 2011: use almost doubled in 2011(same year)
New York, 2010: use doubled in 2011

Required interlocks for repeat- or high-BAC offenders: interlock use increased in 3 of 4 States
Michigan, 2010, high-BAC: a small increase through 2011
Virginia, 2008, repeat offenders: use increased in 2009 then decreased through 2011
West Virginia, 2008, high-BAC: use more than doubled by 2011
Wisconsin, 2010, high-BAC, refusal-, and repeat offenders: use increased by 6 times in 2011

Required interlocks for hardship license: interlock use increased, at least slightly in all 3 States
[linois, 2009, first offenders: use nearly doubled in 2009 (same year) and increased further in
2010
Iowa, 2010: increased slightly in 2011
Louisiana, 2007, first offenders: use more than doubled by 2010

Interlock to reduce or eliminate license suspension period: interlock use increased in 5 of 6 States
Arkansas, 2009, first offenders: use more than doubled in 2010
Colorado, 2007, first offenders: use more than tripled by 2010
Iowa, 2010, first offenders: increased slightly in 2011
Oregon, 2008, increased suspension times unless interlock installed: use increased about a
half by 2011
Washington, 2009, first offenders: use increased about a third by 2011
West Virginia, 2008, first offenders: use more than doubled by 2011

Xii



Management and other changes: interlock use increased in most States

California, 2009, program administration moved from courts to DMV: use almost doubled in
2011

California, 2010, four-county pilot project: use (for entire State) almost doubled in 2011

Colorado, 2010, improved tracking system: use increased slightly in 2011

Florida, 2008, provisions for program violators, third-time and fourth-time offenders: small
increases through 2011

Missouri, 2009, added administrative oversight to judicial program: use increased by almost
half by 2011

New Mexico, 2007-2010, yearly changes to law: use increased steadily

Oklahoma, 2010, added treatment requirement: use decreased by one quarter by 2011

Washington, 2010 and 2011, standardized procedures and compliance-based interlock
removal: use increased by about a third in 2011

Measures affecting first-time offenders, such as whether to require interlocks for all or to permit
earlier licensure through a hardship or regular license with the use of the interlock, were
associated with increased interlock use. Measures affecting only high-BAC or repeat offenders
were associated with increased use in many States, as were management and other changes.

Comparison of interlock-in-use rate

The correlations of the three interlock-in-use rates — interlocks in use per 10,000 population, per
100 DWI arrests, and per DWI fatality — show the three rates are strongly related (Table 2).

A correlation value of 0.5 and above suggests a strong relationship, 0.3 to 0.5 a moderate
relationship, 0.1 to 0.3 a weak relationship, and 0.0 to 0.1 no relationship.

Table 2. Correlations of State Interlock Rates, 2011

Rate Population | DWI arrests | DWI fatalities
Population 1.00 0.85 0.87
DWI arrests 1.00 0.77
DWI fatalities 1.00

Comparison of program keys and interlock-in-use rate

The correlations of the eight program key ratings with the three interlock-in-use rates (Table 3)
show the relationships between the program keys and the interlock-in-use rates. The range of the
correlations for each key, shown in the final row, is color coded by strength of relationship as
follows: uncorrelated (red), weak (tan), moderate (light green), and strong (dark green).
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Table 3. Correlations of State Interlock Program Key Ratings With Interlock Rates, 2011

Interlock

Rate per: Requirements |Monitoring| Coordination |Uniformity|Penalties| Education | Resource Data
10,000 0.63 0.56 0.55 0.52 0.47 0.38 0.41 0.12
Population

200 DWI 0.51 0.39 0.36 0.38 0.31 0.19 0.17 0.02
rrests

DWI 0.64 0.56 0.50 0.45 0.47 0.37 0.28 0.12
Fatalit

R_TLL— 0.36-0.55 | 0.38-0.52 [0.31-0.47] 019-0.37 | 0.17-0.41 | 0.02-0.12

Each of the State interlock program keys is associated with higher interlock use with the
exception of data. This finding was consistent for all three interlock rates. The relative order of
correlations was similar for each of the rates with the requirements key having the highest
correlation with all three rates and monitoring the second highest. The population rates generally
had the strongest correlations with the program keys, followed by the DWI fatality rates, and
then the DWI arrest rates.

Further insight on the eight keys comes from the correlations of the keys with each other, or
inter-correlations (Table 4). The requirements and penalties keys in program design are strongly
related (0.82). The monitoring, uniformity, coordination, and education keys in program
management also are strongly related to each other (range 0.80—0.94).

Table 4. Inter-Correlations of State Interlock Program Key Ratings, 2011

Program Design Program Management Program Support
Requirements | Penalties | Monitoring | Uniformity | Coordination | Education | Resource Data
Requirements 1.00 0.82 0.72 0.62 0.69 0.61 0.62 0.37
Penalties 1.00 0.70 0.47 0.70 0.64 0.65 0.36
Monitoring 1.00 0.82 0.94 0.89 0.72 0.77
Uniformity 1.00 0.85 0.80 0.65 0.67
Coordination 1.00 0.94 0.76 0.75
Education 1.00 0.79 0.82
Resources 1.00 0.59
Data 1.00
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Conclusions

The majority of States in this study increased the numbers of ignition interlocks in use from 2006
to 2011 with an overall increase of 183 percent for all 28 States combined. The results of the two
main analyses — interlock use increases associated with program changes, and the correlations of
program key ratings with interlock-in-use rate — show that requirements that cover more types of
offenders, especially first-time offenders, were associated with interlock use increases. This
finding is supported by both systematic review findings (Elder et al., 2011) and
recommendations from the ignition interlock research community (Marques, 2010).

Despite this increase, there was only one interlock installed for every 4.5 DWI arrests in 2013
(Roth, 2013). Additionally, over half the States still do not require ignition interlocks for first-time
DWI offenders. Very few States require interlocks for all convicted offenders without exception.

The requirements key had the strongest relationship to higher interlock use rates. Changing
requirements and incentives to cover more classes of offenders requires making changes to State law.

The program management keys of monitoring, coordination, uniformity, and education also are
moderately to strongly related to higher interlock-in-use rates, and are keys that interlock
program administrators can improve by working with others in the State. For example, some
States have implemented ignition interlock task forces comprised of representatives from all
agencies related to the interlock program. In these task forces, judges, prosecutors, administrative
office of the courts staff, defense attorneys, law enforcement, licensing authority, treatment
facilities staff, and legislative representatives discuss and work on interlock program issues.

The resources and data keys had weaker relationships to interlock use rates but are important
because they support the other program keys. Data especially plays an important role in that
accurate, timely, coordinated, and accessible records are critical for an effective interlock
program. Complete and coordinated record systems help determine which offenders are required
or eligible to install an interlock, help monitor offenders and report violators, and can be used to
evaluate program effectiveness and suggest improvements. If reporting could be standardized
and data from different sources could be coordinated, then tracking of offenders would be less
time consuming and more efficient. Florida and Colorado have data systems that can track
offenders in this manner. States that want to evaluate and improve their interlock programs
should improve their record systems.

One limitation to the current study was the availability of data. Data on DWI convictions,
interlock orders, interlock installations, and interlock completions were needed to fully evaluate
how State program factors affect the proportion of convicted DWI offenders who receive an
interlock order, the proportion of those who receive an order who install an interlock, and the
proportion of those who complete their requirement successfully. These data were not available.
In addition, most States do not have a central repository where data from these sources can be
merged and accessed.
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In summary, to achieve and sustain high ignition interlock use, States should consider the
following:
e Start with a program design of strong interlock requirements and incentives, coupled with
effective penalties for non-compliance.
e Support these with strong program management: monitoring, uniformity, coordination,
and education.
e The final two program support keys, data and resources, are necessary to support
program management and to evaluate changes in program design.
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Evaluation of Ignition Interlock State Programs
Interlock Use Analyses From 28 States
I. Introduction

Background

Alcohol-impaired driving crashes in the United States accounted for 31 percent of all motor
vehicle fatalities in 2012, killing 10,322 people (NCSA, 2013). Drivers with previous
convictions for driving while impaired (DWI) are at increased risk of being involved in alcohol-
impaired crashes (Elder et al., 2011). One way to prevent drivers who have been convicted of a
DWI from driving after drinking is to use ignition interlocks. An ignition interlock is a breath-
test device connected to a vehicle’s ignition. The driver must provide a breath sample below a
State-established calibration setting (called a set point) to start the vehicle. Most States use a
calibration setting of .02 blood alcohol concentration. While installed, interlocks are effective in
reducing recidivism by a median of 67 percent (Elder et al., 2011; Willis, Lybrand, & Bellamy,
20006).

Most States have laws that require some or all convicted DWI offenders to install ignition
interlocks on their vehicles and all States allow interlocks to be used for some offenders (NCSL,
2014; NHTSA, 2013a). Some States have implemented incentives for offenders to install ignition
interlocks when the offenders are not required to do so. All States have implemented ignition
interlock programs to manage interlock issues and monitor offenders who are required or eligible
to install them. Despite these laws and programs, the proportion of convicted offenders who
install interlocks is low. In 2013, the number of interlocks in use was 300,000 (Roth, 2013), but
approximately 1.4 million people are arrested for DWI yearly (FBI, 2012). Therefore, only about
21 percent of those arrested for DWI install interlocks. Due to the low use of interlocks by
convicted offenders, the maximum potential reductions in alcohol-impaired driving are not being
achieved.

In order to increase use of ignition interlocks through improving State programs, in 2010
NHTSA sponsored an expert panel on key features of State interlock programs. This panel
identified a strong need for research to determine the benefits of different program features
(Marques, 2010). In 2010, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and NHTSA began
collaborating on a project to evaluate ignition interlock programs in selected States. The purpose
of the evaluation was to provide information and best practices to States for ignition interlock
programs. The project was managed by the Governor’s Highway Safety Association and
conducted by the Preusser Research Group.

This report provides the results from the first part of the project that had the following objectives:

e To determine how States can increase interlock use among DWI offenders who are
required or eligible to install one.

e To determine which changes in ignition interlock programs led to increases in ignition
interlock use.

e To identify the key features of ignition interlock programs.

e To determine which key program features were related to higher ignition interlock
use rates.



Interlock programs are receiving increasing attention from both policymakers and researchers.
NHTSA recently released its Model Guideline for State Ignition Interlock Programs (NHTSA
2013b). Other NHTSA publications regarding interlocks and interlock programs include Ignition
Interlock: An Investigation Into Rural Arizona Judges’ Perceptions (Cheesman, Kleiman, Lee, &
Holt, 2014), Countermeasures That Work (NHTSA, 2013a, Sec. 4.2) and Ignition Interlocks —
What You Need to Know (Mayer, 2014). The CDC’s Community Guide (CDC, 2012), Case
Studies of Ignition Interlock Programs (Fiedler, Brittle & Stafford 2012), the Traffic Injury
Research Foundation Alcohol Interlock Curriculum for Practitioners (TIRF, 2013), and Marques

and Voas (2010) document interlock programs and program features in the United States as of
2010.

Interlock types and function

Most States currently use interlocks with semiconductor or fuel cell technology sensors. Fuel cell
interlocks use an ethanol-specific fuel cell for a sensor. NHTSA recently published Model
Specifications for Breath Alcohol Ignition Interlock Devices (BAIIDs) (Model Specifications,
2013) stating that:

Model Specifications should ensure that BAIIDs are as accurate as
possible and that it is not desirable to accept devices that generate
high levels of false positives. The agency is also

persuaded by the comments that current technology has progressed
sufficiently to expect that BAIIDs should be able to distinguish
between alcohol and other chemicals or substances. Accordingly,
the Model Specifications provide in Test 12 and 13 that BAIIDs
should distinguish between alcohol and other specific substances,
such as acetone and cigarette smoke, which are commonly found
on breath. BAIIDs that are unable to distinguish these substances
from alcohol will not meet the Model Specifications.

At one time, States used interlocks with semiconductor technology. Semiconductor interlocks
require more service than fuel cell interlocks and are not specific to alcohol detection. Over time,
there has been a shift to fuel cell interlocks, and most States now require fuel cell interlocks.

Interlock effectiveness while installed

Interlocks work as intended. Extensive day-to-day experience with over 300,000 interlocks
currently in use, produced and managed by 13 commercial vendors, demonstrates that ignition
interlocks accurately and consistently locks the vehicle’s ignition for an impaired driver and do
not lock it for a sober driver. Post-start retests require the driver to remain sober while driving.

The best formal evidence comes from comparing DWI arrests for offenders with an interlock
installed and for similar offenders with no interlock. Beirness and Marques (2004) summarized 10
evaluations of interlock programs in the United States and Canada. They concluded that interlocks
reduce DWI arrests by at least half, and sometimes more, compared to similar offenders without
interlocks. The CDC’s Community Guide Systematic Review (Elder et al., 2011) and a Cochrane
review of 14 studies (Willis, Lybrand, & Bellamy, 2006) reached similar conclusions.



What’s known about interlock use?

Many offenders required or eligible to install an interlock fail to do so. As a first estimate,
compare the number of interlocks in use with the number of DWI arrests. The number of
interlocks in use has nearly tripled in the past 7 years, from about 101,000 in 2006 to about
210,000 in 2010 and 313,000 in 2013 (Roth, 2006-2013; see Appendix K). However, from the
FBI Uniform Crime Report (FBI, 2012), at least 1,400,000 people were arrested for DWI in
2010. Therefore at most 15 to 20 percent of those arrested for DWI in 2010 installed interlocks.
Across the 28 States that provided State-level data for this report, the ratio of interlocks in use to
DWI arrests in 2010 ranged from 3 percent to 73 percent with the median State at 17 percent.

This low interlock use, measured either by interlocks in use per DWI arrest or by interlock
installations per offender required to install one, seriously impair the effectiveness of interlock
programs. As the CDC states:

Public health benefits of the intervention [alcohol interlocks] are currently limited by the
small proportion of offenders who install interlocks in their vehicles. More widespread and

sustained use of interlocks among this population could have a substantial impact on
alcohol-related crashes (CDC, 2012).

Carryover effect

The interlock’s effect is only temporary. The studies reviewed by Beirness and Marques (2004),
Willis, Lybrand, and Bellamy (2006), and Elder et al. (2011) concluded that after the interlock
was removed, interlock and comparison drivers had similar recidivism rates. Additional research
is needed to investigate whether there are strategies for combining an interlock with other
offender measures to produce longer-lasting reductions in impaired driving.

Report organization
The report is organized into the following sections:

Methods:

e Describes how interlock and program data were sought.
Documents what data were obtained from States and from national sources.
Documents how interlock and State program data were collected and analyzed.
Describes the eight interlock program keys believed to be important to program success.
Documents how each State’s performance or correlation on each key was assessed.

Results:
e Provides data on interlocks in use, by State, from 2006 to 2011.
e Provides an overview of program and law changes since 2006.
e Analyzes interlock use increases following law and program changes.
e C(alculates three interlock-in-use rates for each State.
e Compares program keys with interlock-in-use rates.



Program successes and obstacles:
e Documents interlock program successes and obstacles in the 28 States.

Potentially promising practices:
e Provides examples of States with potentially promising practices for each key.

Conclusions:
e Summarizes the program changes associated with increases in interlocks in use between
2006 and 2011.
e Summarizes the correlations of the eight program keys with interlock use.
e Provides advice to States seeking to increase interlock use.
e Notes how the study was limited by the lack of data on DWI convictions, interlock
orders, interlock installations, and interlock completions.

I1. Methods
Data

Counting interlocks — installed or in use

Interlocks can be counted by the number of interlocks installed in a year or the number of
interlocks in use at a given date during the year. These measures differ because the length of an
offender’s interlock requirement varies, typically from 6 months to 2 years.

Each measure must be interpreted with care. Interlocks installed are a cumulative measure over a
year, while interlocks in use are a snapshot of the number of interlock vehicles on the road at a
moment in time. If an offender installs an interlock, removes the interlock for some reason, and
then reinstalls it later in the year, this would be counted twice under interlocks installed and may
not count at all under interlocks in use (depending on the date when interlocks in use are
counted). If an offender receives an interlock term of more than one year, that one interlock
could be counted in 2 or more years under interlocks in use, but would be counted only in one
year under interlocks installed.

Interlock-in-use measures (see Appendix F) were used exclusively in this report because data
was available from all 28 States while interlock installation data was available only for a few
States.

Interlock use data

Data on interlocks in use for each State was obtained from Impact DWI, Inc. for 2006-2011
(Roth, 2006-2011). This data identified the 28 States that had more than 2,000 interlocks in use
in 2010. Ignition interlock program personnel in these 28 States were contacted. Data from
several sources was requested from each of the 28 States including arrest, court and interlock
data. Interlock-in-use data was difficult to obtain from some States. When available from the
State, State interlock-in-use data was used. When State interlock-in-use data was not available,
Impact DWI data was used. Fifteen States provided data for at least some years. In 9 of the 15,
the Roth data and State totals agree to within about 10 percent and in 3 more they agree to within




about 20 percent. In Arkansas, Nebraska, and North Carolina they differ quite substantially.
Florida’s 2010 count appears far too low based on previous years and on Roth’s data.

Data also were collected to use as denominators in interlock-in-use rate calculations. The number
of DWI offenders who are required or eligible to install an interlock could potentially be used as
a denominator; however, this information was not available from most of the States. The
following denominator data were obtained for 2006-2011 for each of the 28 States:

1) Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau.

2) DWI arrests from the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reports or the
State data when available.

3) DWI fatalities (fatalities in motor vehicle crashes that involved at least one driver with a
BAC > .08) from NHTSA’s Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS).

DWTI arrests are reported to the FBI by police agencies in each State. All police agencies in a
State may not report every year, so it is not known how complete the totals are for any State and
year. Some agencies in some States never report their data. FBI arrest counts in some States vary
greatly from year to year.

DWI arrest data for 2006 through 2011 were requested from each study State. Eighteen States
provided data for at least some years. The State and FBI arrest totals were consistently very close
in only 3 States — California, Nebraska, and Pennsylvania. In a fourth — Maryland — they were
close except for 2010. In all other States except Texas the FBI total was smaller than the State
total, as expected. In 6 States, the FBI totals were consistently less than two-thirds of the State
totals. In Texas, the reported State total was less than one-third of the FBI total in the only year
when a State total was provided. Illinois confirmed that only two agencies reported data to the
FBI, so the FBI totals substantially under-report true statewide arrests. Overall, State arrest data
usually are more accurate than the FBI data but even State totals may not be complete for some
States or some years (see Appendix C and D).

Three different interlock-in-use rates were calculated by dividing the number of interlocks in use
by the three denominators described above.

1) Interlocks in use per 10,000 population
2) Interlocks in use per 100 DWI arrests
3) Interlocks in use per DWI fatality

The three interlock-in-use rates were calculated for all 28 States for 2006 to 2011. Data was
estimated by extrapolation when not provided or available. Data was most frequently not
provided or available for 2011.

Statistical analyses

The interlock-in-use rates cannot be analyzed with formal statistical models for two reasons.
First, as noted above, there are uncertainties in both the interlock-in-use and the DWI arrest data
and the uncertainties vary across the States. Next, State interlock laws, policies, and programs
vary enormously. The laws, policies, and programs all interact to affect interlock use. This means




that statistical comparisons of interlock-in-use rates across States with specific law, policy, or
program components make little sense unless the interactions with other components are
considered. For example, one could consider comparing interlock-in-use rates of States with a
first-offender interlock requirement to States without a first-offender requirement. But if a first-
offender requirement is enforced only judicially then interlock-in-use rates may be low because
some courts may not order interlocks. If a State with no first-offender requirement has a strong
first-offender incentive, for example, to eliminate a license suspension or to divert the offender
from a DWI charge, then interlock-in-use rates may be high. Instead of formal models, the
changes in interlock use associated with program changes and the correlations of program factors
with interlock-in-use rates were used to assess which interlock program features are most
effective in producing higher interlock use.

State interlock program features

Discussions with State interlock program staff and managers were conducted to obtain
information on the State’s interlock requirements and incentives including interlock eligibility
for first, repeat, high-BAC, and BAC test refusal offenders and penalties for failing to comply
with interlock requirements. These discussions also obtained information on interlock program
features including program administration, resources, costs, data systems, offender monitoring
procedures, training of program staff, alcohol screening and treatment requirements, and
program changes from 2006 to 2011. Once this information was obtained, further discussions
were conducted to determine features that might be associated with interlock programs that had
achieved higher levels of, or increases in, use. Additional information was obtained from
published studies, State public information sources on the Internet, and from ITHS records of
laws in each State.

Each State’s interlock laws, programs, recent changes, and interlock use rates are provided in
Appendix B, State Profiles, along with observations on anomalies in the data or the rates and
potential explanations for rate changes. Each State’s program successes, obstacles, and key
features are summarized and tabulated in the Overview of Interlock programs section: program
types; interlock requirements, and eligibility for first-, repeat-, high-BAC, and BAC-test-refusal
offenders; interlock vendors; offender monitoring procedures; penalties for failing to comply
with an interlock requirement; and alcohol screening and treatment requirements.

Comparisons of State interlock use counts with program changes
Each State’s interlock use counts from 2006 to 2011 were compared with its interlock program
changes to evaluate whether program changes were associated with changes in interlock use.

State interlock program keys

Eight ignition interlock program keys believed to be potentially important to program success
were identified from the discussions with the 28 States and from review of previously published
studies (Beirness & Marques, 2004; CDC, 2012; Elder et al., 2011; Fieldler, Brittle, & Stafford
2012; Marques & Voas, 2010; NHTSA, 2011; Robertson, Holmes, & Vanlaar, 2013; Willis,
Lybrand & Bellamy, 2006).




The eight program keys are organized by three program aspects.

Program Design
1. Requirements: A requirement or strong incentive for all DWI offenders to install an
interlock.
2. Penalties: Swift, certain, and appropriately severe penalties for offenders who are
required or elect to install interlocks if they fail to install or circumvent the requirement.
Program Management
3. Monitoring: Careful monitoring after interlocks are ordered or required to assure that
offenders install the interlocks and that they do not circumvent the requirement after
interlocks are installed.
4. Uniformity: Uniform interlock program operations statewide.
Coordination: Close coordination and communication across all agencies involved in
interlock program operations, including law enforcement, prosecutors, judges, probation,
licensing, alcohol treatment, and interlock vendors.
6. Education: Thorough education on interlock program requirements and procedures for
the public and for all program staff and management.
Program Support
7. Resources: Adequate staff and funding resources to operate the program effectively and
efficiently.
8. Data: Accurate, accessible, and up-to-date record systems to determine which offenders
are required or eligible to install interlocks, to monitor offenders and report violators, and
to evaluate program effectiveness and suggest improvements.
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The project’s principal investigator reviewed all interlock program information collected and
rated each State on the eight program keys using a 5-point rating scale with strong performance
scored 5 and least strong performance scored 1 (see Table 1 and Table 2). The scores reflected
each program’s operations throughout 2011 and do not account for law or program
improvements during or subsequent to 2011.



Table 1. Ratin

Scores for Performance Keys-1, 3, 5 Ratings

Key 5-Rating Example 3-Rating Example 1-Rating Example
Requirement | Strong law or All offender law, significant | Moderately strong | High-BAC and repeat- Weak or no law Repeat-offender law only,
incentives to reduction of hard suspension | law with moderate | offender law with small exceptions in mandatory
install period incentives reduction of hard suspension programs that let offenders
period drive without interlocks for
certain purposes, no
incentives to install
Penalties Strong, swift and | Jail time, home monitoring if | Moderate Extension of interlock No penalties No license suspension, no
appropriate refuse to install penalties installation period for failure extension of interlock
penalties to install, license suspension installation period
until term is completed
Monitoring Careful Random checks by DMV, Average Letter of notification sent to | No agency Only vender reports, no
monitoring to probation, treatment center monitoring of offender from monitoring monitoring of other monitoring of
assure interlocks | or other interlock involved offender, ex. agency if failed to install offender offender
are installed agency to ensure installation
Uniformity Uniform and All agencies report data Moderately Most agencies are consistent | No uniformity or | County or municipalities
consistent regularly in same format, on | consistent with operations throughout consistency govern interlock operations
operations same time frame operations State statewide individually, no consistency
statewide statewide across the State
Coordination | Close Regular task force meetings | Moderate Occasional meetings or No No meetings or discussions
coordination, with representatives from all | coordination, discussions between communication between interlock involved
communication | interlock involved agencies communication interlock involved agencies, | between interlock | agencies
across all across all agencies | may not include all agencies | involved agencies
agencies, involved
Education Regular training | Regular meetings between Intermittent May hold some training or No education or No meetings between any
or education for | interlock program managers, | training or education sessions for one or | training of interlock agency staff
all interlock law enforcement, vendors, education for all more agencies yearly or interlock involved
involved agency | DMV, and court staff interlock involved | quarterly agency staff and
staff and agency staff and management
management management
Resources Adequate staff Designated interlock Average staff and | Interlock staff has other Few or no staff or | No designated interlock
and funding program manager and funding resources | duties in addition to interlock | funding resources | program manager or staff-
resources interlock staff responsibilities duties are completed by
regular staff when time
permits
Data Excellent data Available from all agencies Average data Available from some Poor data records | Data unavailable to monitor

records

to monitor offenders, report
violators and evaluate
program effectiveness

records

agencies to monitor
offenders, report violators
and evaluate program
effectiveness

offenders, report violators
and evaluate program
effectiveness




Table 2. State interlock program ratings, 2011

Program Design

Program Management

Program Support

Requirements

Penalty

Monitor

Uniform

Coordination

Education

Resource

Data

Arizona

5

3

3

3

3

3

2

Arkansas

Colorado

Florida

Georgia

Illinois

Iowa

Kansas

Louisiana

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Missouri

Nebraska

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Texas

Utah

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

W [ W = (W [N W N [— [ | W [ DD W [W [N [[W W IN [W A~ W

D [ | |— (W [W [N W [— (WL [ W (NN | |W [N [W W N [ [ |

W | W = [ [W [N W [ [ W [ | (W [W = W [W W | W |W| W L W |~

W | (W= [ W [W A (= W [W|H (W [W W | W W [N (W |W WL [ |

Wisconsin

3

2

3

3
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2.85
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5= Strongest

3=Moderate Strength

1=Least Strength

Some program keys were assessed objectively; for example, the Requirements key received a

higher rating for a State with a first-offender interlock requirement compared to a State with no

first-offender requirement. Other keys lacked objective measures and were assessed more

subjectively based on discussions with each State’s program administrators and staff. If a State
mentioned struggling with a key, and that struggle negatively affected the interlock program, then

the State was given a low rating. For example, if a State mentioned a lack of communication

between agencies, such as the DMV, courts, and law enforcement, and this lack of communication
resulted in information not being exchanged which caused a direct negative affect on the program,

then that State received a lower rating on the coordination key. Individual key ratings vary in
correlation with program performance; they cannot be added to a meaningful overall score.




Relation of key program features to interlock use rates

Correlation analysis was used to measure the strength of the relationship between the key feature
ratings and the three interlock-in-use rates for 2011 to determine which program keys were
related to higher interlock use. For this analysis, California was excluded because two different
interlock programs were in effect for that State due to a four-county pilot study.

I11. Results

Figure 1. Interlocks in Use by State, 2011, Arranged by Number of Interlocks in Use
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There were 238,997 interlocks reported as in use in 2011 in the 28 study States. Georgia had the
fewest, at 2,308, while Texas had the most, at 33,064. Only 6 States reported more than 10,000
interlocks in use (Figure 1).

Figure 2 illustrates the number of interlocks in use in each study State from 2006 to 2011. Figure
2 also shows how and when use increased in the States (see also Appendix G).
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Figure 2 Interlocks in Use by State, 2006-2011
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Interlock use increases following program changes

Table 3. Number of Interlocks in use by State, 2006-2011

State Percent
difference
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 from 2006

to 2011

Arizona 3,654 7,700 6,849 15,397 18,300 17,026 366%

Arkansas 1250 1,697 1366 [0 5830 3952  216%
California 4876 5204 5904 7545 [IEBEEM 15180 211%
Colorado 2,755 BEGI 6,104 8,775 | 17,056 17,461  534%
Florida 5434 5,950 7,791 8514 8976 65%
Georgia 1,612 1,938 1,919 1,995 2,182 2,308 43%

Mlinois 2,731 2876 3,387 [GBOOM 11,000 9974  265%

Towa 4,049 5000 4,618 5,225 5,491 36%
Kansas 420 739 861 1,919 3,500 [NEEEO 1419%
Louisiana 1,613 B 3085 4124 4806 5337  231%
Maryland 4,006 4,905 5966 6400 9,600 9,000 125%
Massachusetts 223 952 2,186 2,483 4,601 4872  2085%
Michigan 4,000 4,825 3,994 4,033 [N 5249 31%
Missouri 1,852 3,020 2,743 | 4,649 4,693 6,179  234%
N 286 500 1,030 1,136 1,800 3,100  984%
New Mexico 6,311 IR s.625 BBOG 13500  114%
New York 702 1,544 1276 1,762 |00 5,000  612%

North Carolina 6,034 7,685 8,003 8303 8,500 8,761 45%
2260 3,105 2,580 2,974 4217 6,741 198%
Oklahoma 1,709 2,200 1,722 1,635 4,500 163%
Oregon 2,012 2302 BB 2957 349 3,715 85%
Pennsylvania 2,875 4,254 4,336 5,122 5,722 6,331 120%
Texas 8,582 17,000 14,935 17,025 31,150 33,064  285%
Utah LI11 1,186 1,311 1,497 1,950 2,550 130%
Virginia 3,593 4306 SR 4641 4200 3,841 7%
Washington 8,833 9,792 9,997 |G 14,117 JBOOON 126%
West Virginia 701 1252 [OOSM 1503 2,112 2,68  283%
Wisconsin 832 998 967 945 [IOEH 7.324 840%
Total 84,316 115,745 112,012 151,649 207,697 238,997  183%

Ke Requirements | Penalties | Monitoring | Uniformity | Coordination | Education | Resources | Data
Shadin Yellow Orange n/a n/a

*In 2008, Florida made changes to both Requirements and Monitoring.
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Interlock use increased in all 28 States from 2006 to 2011, sometimes substantially (Table 3). Of
the 28 States, 18 changed their interlock laws or programs during the period 2007-2011. The
changes added to the number of offenders required or eligible for interlocks, changed the
incentives for interlocks, or changed interlock program management in some way. The total
percent increase for all 28 States from 2006 to 2011 was 183 percent.

The names of the 18 States with law or program changes are highlighted in yellow in the first
column of Table 3. The columns of the year or years that law or program changes were
implemented are shaded based on the key feature that was implemented during that year (see
shading key above).

Many States implemented several changes at the same time or in sequential years, so an increase
in interlock use might be associated with any of the changes or to a combination of the changes.
The associations between interlock law or policy changes and the State’s interlock use are
summarized below and presented generally as follows.

Law or policy change: interlock use outcome summary
State, date of change, change detail: outcome

Required interlocks for first offenders: interlock use increased in all 3 States.
Florida, October 2008, at court’s discretion: small increases through 2011
Kansas, July 2011: use almost doubled in 2011(same year)

New York, August 2010: use doubled in 2011

Required interlocks for repeat or high-BAC offenders: interlock use increased in 3 of 4 States.
Michigan, October 2010, high BAC: a small increase through 2011
Virginia, 2008, repeat offenders: use increased in 2009 then decreased through 2011
West Virginia, June 2008, high BAC: use more than doubled by 2011
Wisconsin, July 2010, high BAC, refusal, and repeat offenders: use increased by six times in
2011

Required interlocks for hardship license: interlock use increased, at least slightly in all 3 States.
[llinois, January 2009, first offenders: use nearly doubled in 2009 (same year) and increased
further in 2010
Iowa, July 2010: increased slightly in 2011
Louisiana, August 2007, first offenders: use more than doubled by 2010

Interlock to reduce or eliminate license suspension period: interlock use increased in 5 of 6
States.

Arkansas, April 2009, first offenders: use more than doubled in 2010

Colorado, 2007, first offenders: use more than tripled by 2010

Iowa, July 2010, first offenders: increased slightly in 2011

Oregon, 2008, increased suspension times unless interlock installed: use increased by about a

half by 2011

Washington, 2009, first offenders: use increased by about a third by 2011

West Virginia, June 2008, first offenders: use more than doubled by 2011
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Management and other changes: interlock use increased in most States.

California, 2009, program administration moved from courts to DMV: use almost doubled by
2011

California, July 2010, four county pilot: use (for entire State) almost doubled in 2011

Colorado, 2010, improved tracking system: use increased slightly in 2011

Florida, October 2008, provisions for program violators, third and fourth offenders: small
increases through 2011

Missouri, 2009, added administrative oversight to judicial program: use increased by almost
a half by 2011

New Mexico, 2007-2010, yearly changes to law: use increased steadily

Oklahoma, 2010, added treatment requirement: use decreased by one quarter by 2011

Washington, 2010 and 2011, standardized procedures and compliance-based interlock
removal: use increased by about a third 2011

Measures affecting first time offenders, such as whether to require interlocks for all or to permit
earlier licensure through hardship or regular licenses, were associated with increased interlock
use. Measures affecting only high-BAC or repeat offenders were associated with increased use in
many States, as were management and other changes.

Figure 3 arranges the interlock-in-use percentage changes from the lowest State, 7 percent in
Virginia, to the highest, 2,085 percent in Massachusetts.
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Figure 3. Interlocks in Use by State 2006-2011, Arranged by Percent Change
Interlocks in Use by State 2006-2011, Percent Change, arranged by Percent
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Comparison of interlock-in-use rate

The correlations of the three interlock-in-use rates — interlocks in use per 10,000 population, per
100 DWI arrests, and per DWI fatality — show the three rates are strongly related (Table 4). A
correlation value of 0.5 and above suggests a strong relationship, 0.3 to 0.5 a moderate
relationship, 0.1 to 0.3 a weak relationship, and 0.0 to 0.1 no relationship.

Table 4 Correlations of State Interlock Rates, 2011

Rate Population | DWI arrests | DWI fatalities
Population 1.00 0.85 0.87
DWI arrests 1.00 0.77
DWI fatalities 1.00

Figure 4 presents the interlock-in-use rates per population (see also Appendix H) from the
smallest to the largest. While the pattern of interlock use rates is similar to that of interlock
counts, with a few States notably higher than the rest, the order of the States has changed
considerably. Texas, the State with the most interlocks in use, has an average rate per population.
Kansas is quite the opposite, with an average number of interlocks in use and a high rate per
population. Five States had rates of 20 or higher: New Mexico, Colorado, Washington, Arizona,
and Kansas.
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Figure 4. Interlocks in Use per 10,000 Population, 2011, Arranged by Size

Interlocks in use per 10,000 population, 2011
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A second useful rate is interlocks in use per DWI arrest. The number of persons arrested for DWI
provides a reasonable measure of the impaired driving problem in a State. It’s not a perfect
measure, because many impaired drivers are never detected. Some of those who are detected
may not be arrested or may not be charged with DWI, and data in many States is incomplete, but
it’s the best measure that’s reasonably consistent across the States.

Figure 5 present the interlock-in-use rates per DWI arrest (see also Appendix I) from the smallest
to the largest. The pattern arranged by size is similar to that of the rates per population. Four
States had rates of 50 or higher: New Mexico, Colorado, West Virginia, and Kansas, with
Washington close behind with a rate of 49. Four of the top 5 States also were in the top 5 in
population rates.
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Figure 5. Interlocks in Use per 100 DWI Arrests, 2011, Arranged by Size

Interlocks in use per 100 DWI arrests, 2011
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A third useful rate is interlocks in use per DWI fatality — a fatality in which at least one driver
had a BAC at or above the per se legal limit of .08. DWI fatalities are a good measure of the
societal harm caused by impaired driving, so it’s reasonable to expect that interlocks, whose
purpose ultimately is to reduce or prevent this harm, should be used in proportion to the amount
of harm.

Figure 6. Interlocks in Use per DWI Fatality, 2011, Arranged by Size

Interlocks in use per DWI fatality, 2011
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Figure 6 present the interlock-in-use rates per DWI fatality (see also Appendix J) from the
smallest to the largest. The pattern arranged by size is again similar to those of the rates per
population and per DWI arrest. Six States had rates of 60 or higher: New Mexico, Washington,
Colorado, Arizona, Nebraska, and Iowa, with Kansas close behind with a rate of 59. Of these 7
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States, only Nebraska and lowa were not in the top group in either population or DWI arrest
rates. Colorado, New Mexico, and Washington were in the top group in all three rates.

Table 5 provides more detail on State performance across the three rates. For each rate, States are
ranked from 1 — the State with the lowest ranking — to 27 — the State with the highest ranking. In
table 5, States in the top third (19-27) are highlighted green, States in the bottom third (1-9) are
highlighted red, and States in the third middle (10-18) are highlighted yellow. With very few
exceptions, each State’s ranking is quite similar for each of the three rates.
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Table S. State Interlock Rate Rankings, 2011
State interlock rate rankings, 2011
per 100 DWI arrests

per 10,000 pop per DWI fatality

Arizona
Arkansas

Colorado
Florida
Georgia
lllinois

lowa

Kansas
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Texas

Utah*

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin 18 13 17

Another way to examine how States compare across the three rates is to scale each rate to a
baseline of 100. Each State’s scaled score is its percentage of the highest State’s rate. These
scaled rates are presented in Table 6 and Figure 7. As in Table 5, States with scaled rates in the
top third (67-100) are highlighted green, States in the bottom third (1-33) are highlighted red,
and States in the middle third (34-66) are highlighted yellow.

New Mexico’s rate is highest in each case, so each State’s scaled rate compares it to New
Mexico. In general, the scaled population rates are lower than the DWI rates that in turn are
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lower than the fatality rates: the population rate average is 22, the DWI rate average is 31, and
the fatality rate average is 34.

These scaled rates also can be used to evaluate and set goals for State programs. The average
State needs to triple or quadruple its interlock rate (depending on which rate is used) to reach the
level of the best State. Said another way, only 8 States exceed 50 percent of the best State on
even one of their scaled rates.

Table 6. State Interlock Scaled Rates, 2011
State interlock scaled rates, 2011
per 10,000 pop per 100 DWI arrests | per DWI fatality
Arizona 41 47 62
Arkansas 42 20
Colorado 53 64
Florida
Georgia
lllinois
lowa 51
Kansas 34 53 46
Louisiana
Maryland 38 43
Massachusetts 44
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska 54
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Texas 38
Utah* 37
Virginia
Washington 45 51
West Virginia 57
Wisconsin
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Figure 7. State Interlock Scaled Rates, 2011, New Mexico = 100
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Comparison of program keys and interlock-in-use rate

The correlations of the eight program key ratings with the three interlock-in-use rates (Table 7)
show the relationships between the program keys and the interlock-in-use rates. The range of the
correlations for each key, shown in the final row, is color-coded by strength of relationship as
follows: uncorrelated (red), weak (tan), moderate (light green), and strong (dark green).

Table 7. Correlations of State Interlock Program Key Ratings With Interlock Rates, 2011

Interlock

Rate per: | Requirements |Monitoring| Coordination |Uniformity|Penalties| Education | Resource Data
10,000 0.63 0.56 0.55 0.52 0.47 0.38 0.41 0.12
Population

100 DWI 0.51 0.39 0.36 0.38 0.31 0.19 0.17 0.02
Arrests

?VVI. 0.64 0.56 0.50 0.45 0.47 0.37 0.28 0.12
atalit

E— 0.36-0.55 | 0.38-0.52 [0.31-0.47] 019-0.37 | 0.17-0.41 | 0.02-0.12

Each of the State interlock program keys is associated with higher interlock use with the
exception of Data. This finding was consistent for all three interlock rates. The relative order of
correlations was similar for each of the rates with the requirements key having the highest
correlation with all three rates and monitoring the second highest. The population rates generally
had the strongest correlations with the program keys, followed by the DWI fatality rates, and
then the DWI arrest rates.
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Further insight on the eight keys comes from the correlations of the keys with each other, or
inter-correlations (Table 8). The requirements and penalties keys in program design are strongly
related (0.82). The monitoring, uniformity, coordination, and education keys in program
management also are strongly related to each other (range 0.80-0.94).

Table 8. Inter-correlations of State Interlock Program Key Ratings, 2011

Program Design

Program Management

Program Support

Requirements | Penalties | Monitoring | Uniformity | Coordination | Education | Resource Data
Requirements 1.00 0.82 0.72 0.62 0.69 0.61 0.62 0.37
Penalties 1.00 0.70 0.47 0.70 0.64 0.65 0.36
Monitoring 1.00 0.82 0.94 0.89 0.72 0.77
Uniformity 1.00 0.85 0.80 0.65 0.67
Coordination 1.00 0.94 0.76 0.75
Education 1.00 0.79 0.82
Resources 1.00 0.59
Data 1.00
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IV. Program successes and obstacles

Many States are aware of the obstacles they face with interlock programs and have taken steps to
overcome these obstacles. Program successes and obstacles faced by the States are summarized
below, organized into the three categories of the eight program keys. Details for each State are
provided in Appendix B, State Profiles.

Program successes

Program Design:

Legislative changes — laws and penalties: As State interlock programs are evolving,
States are learning what works and what doesn’t. Many States have improved their
interlock laws and programs in recent years and are implementing laws which close
loopholes in their programs. From 2006 to 2011, 3 States added an interlock requirement
for first offenders, 4 States added interlock requirements for repeat or high-BAC
offenders, 3 States added interlock requirements as conditions of hardship licenses, and 6
States added interlock requirements for offenders to reduce or eliminate their license
suspensions.

Program Management:

Data for monitoring offenders: States are moving towards bridging the gaps between
agencies involved in their interlock programs. For example, the Florida Department of
Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles serves as the governing agency with a central data
repository and staff members assigned to the interlock program. The central repository
makes data on interlock offenders easily available and allows Florida to monitor
offenders efficiently and impose sanctions for interlock requirement violations in a timely
manner. The interlock program is uniform across the State, with a statewide cost structure
for interlock and DUI education fees.

Monitoring of offenders through alcohol screening and treatment: Most States require
screening and risk assessment for DWI offenders dependent upon offense or conditions
of the offense (see Appendix E State Ignition Interlock Program Features). Risk
assessment may lead to mandatory or court-ordered treatment as a condition of license
reinstatement or probation or as an ignition interlock requirement. Some States require all
offenders to receive treatment as a condition of license reinstatement. Florida and West
Virginia have voluntary treatment programs unrelated to interlock requirements. New
York has a voluntary treatment program for conditional license or license reinstatement
of driving privileges (NYS Drinking Driver Program). Missouri, New Mexico, North
Carolina, and Texas have treatment programs unrelated to the interlock requirements.

Uniformity and coordination — communication through interagency taskforces: Some
States, including Colorado, Oregon and Texas, have implemented inter-agency task
forces which include representatives from the judicial, administrative, and law
enforcement agencies where communication is critical. Colorado also has implemented a
Persistent Drunk Driver Committee to provide continual program assessment, education,
and training.
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Education: Education of law enforcement, judges, prosecutors, probation officers,
treatment providers, and driver licensing agency staff is crucial to proper ignition
interlock program implementation. Several States have regular training sessions for
agency staff. Most training is agency specific — for example, the Texas Center for the
Judiciary holds regular education and information sessions for judges. Some law
enforcement agencies are considering implementing interlock training into their academy
curriculum.

Program Support:

Data and resources — electronic reporting: Some States have implemented interlock
reporting systems that provide more accurate and timely data. Without the ability to
monitor offenders regularly through good and accessible data, offenders may ignore or
violate an interlock order without any consequences. Required time intervals for interlock
downloads can vary from every 30 days to every 60 days. A greater time lapse between
downloads could miss a greater number of violations. Colorado implemented the Online
Interlock System (OIS) in 2007. The OIS allows interlock program staff to monitor
interlock offenders efficiently and regularly — daily if appropriate. Offenders tracked
through the OIS are aware that they may be monitored daily, so that violations, including
failure to install an interlock, may be considered more of a risk than in States where this
data is not easily accessible.

Program obstacles

Program Design:

Requirements — laws: In several States the interlock law itself is a major obstacle to high
levels of, or increases in interlock use. Several States have implemented laws but have
not educated their law enforcement, courts, or licensing divisions on these laws. Many
courts are reluctant to require interlocks for low income or first time offenders.

Requirements — delays in processing the offender: Long delays between a DWI arrest and
conviction contribute to reporting delays and make it difficult to match interlock use to
specific offenses. DWI arrests occurring in one year may not be adjudicated until the next
calendar year or even later. Interlocks associated with an arrest may be installed within
weeks of the arrest or may not be installed until 1, 2, or 3 years later.

Penalties — lack of consequences for interlock violations: Many administrative States do
not monitor positive alcohol event, or failure to retest or other violations. Vendors are
instructed only to send reports of installations and removals, not of violations. Therefore,
an offender can have several confirmed interlock lockouts, tampering, or circumventions,
pay for recalibration of the interlock upon a lockout, and serve no penalties for these
violations. As long as the offender completes the full interlock term, their license will be
reinstated. Many States are now moving towards extending the interlock term upon
notification of these violations. Some are moving to compliance-based removal.
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Program Management:

Monitoring — offender monitoring: Offender monitoring is difficult. Agencies are rarely
alerted if an offender does not install an ignition interlock when ordered. Several States
do not track offenders who do not install or who violate an interlock order; therefore the
licensing agency will only have a record that the offender has a suspended license.
Vendors usually monitor individual offenders while the interlock is in use and report start
and end dates and violations to the appropriate agency. If the administrative agency is
alerted by the vendor, there is little they can do other than suspend the offender’s license
or extend the interlock period. If the interlock is required by a court order, often the
probation officer or judge will monitor the offender and deal with the offender on an
individual basis. If the offender does not appear for court or probation, a warrant is
issued. However, most courts and probation services do not have sufficient staff to chase
down offenders who do not install interlocks or who violate their interlock requirement.
Interlock-required offenders are a small percentage of probation officer’s cases and are
viewed by many probation officers as a lower priority.

Monitoring — vendor oversight: Many States require vendors to receive certification. Utah
vendors are not required to be licensed or certified. Most States with statewide vendor
service require each vendor to have installation sites in all areas of the State or have other
distribution requirements to ensure that all State residents have access to installation sites.
All 28 States except Florida, North Carolina, and West Virginia allow the offender to
choose an interlock vendor among those registered and certified and all 28 States allow
the offender to select the installation facility. Several States have no vendor oversight. In
these States each vendor proposes their specific interlock equipment to the certifying
agency. If the interlock meets the criteria required by the State and is approved, any
vendor who provides one may do business in that State. In most States, vendors are left to
provide oversight of their own garages and technicians.

Uniformity and coordination: Several staff members who are familiar with State
databases have retired or will be retiring and their positions have not been filled or will
not be filled due to budget cuts within the State. Their interlock program knowledge is
not being passed on and will be difficult to recover. Reporting agencies within a State
sometimes report different totals for the same events. This could be due to some citations,
arrests, or convictions not being reported or reported late or to inconsistent reporting rules
or practices. Of course, data entry errors or coding differences also can contribute to
inconsistencies. Reporting may be confounded because more than one interlock
installation may be associated with a single arrest — one associated with an administrative
license suspension and one after adjudication, or two interlocks installed at the same time
on two vehicles.

Education: Funding for multiagency staffing, including resources for training and
education, is limited. Many agencies have staff that are knowledgeable about the
interlock requirements of their agencies but are not familiar with other agencies’ interlock
involvement or procedures. A good understanding of the State’s entire interlock program
and of how interlocks work is crucial, especially in States where interlocks may be
elected by offenders or ordered at the discretion of the court.

25



Program Support

Resources — indigent offenders: Resources for indigent funding are difficult to find and
uniform indigence requirements are difficult to establish and maintain. Most States have
suggested using Federal income tax records as guides. This may not always be an
adequate representation of those offenders who are truly indigent. Also, those who may
not qualify for indigence according to Federal or State poverty levels may still not be able
to afford all the fees and fines associated with DWI arrests. Several States assess hefty
fees or fines for DWI offenses. For example, a Texas DWI offender must pay a fine
designated by the Driver Responsibility Program that for a repeat or high-BAC offender
could be as high as $4,500 to $6,000. This fine is in addition to other fines or fees
assessed for a DWI. The need for an established indigence fund is often questioned and
responsibility to lower offender costs is left to the vendors or courts. Several States
reported that inadequate funding hindered effective implementation of their interlock
programs. Several States have suggested allocating money from alcohol fines or fees to
set up an indigence fund. However, in most States this money is already allocated to fund
other projects, so that creating an additional fund with this money would further deplete
the funds for existing programs. Many judges are hesitant to impose interlocks on low-
income offenders.

Staffing resources for agency programs: Often States are forced to “borrow” funds from
other State programs. Few States have appointed staff for interlock purposes only. It is
common that interlock duties are a small portion of a person’s daily responsibilities.
These staff members are doing the work of more than one person. Several agencies were
incapable of providing interlock data simply because they do not have the personnel or
time to answer requests.

State data: Most States do not have a central repository for interlock program participant
data. Many State record systems use hardware and software that are extremely outdated
and/or incompatible with other agencies. Several State agency database programs were
written in languages that few programmers now understand. Very few States have data
available to monitor offenders and evaluate their programs. Cells with blank or X in
Appendix D — more than half the table’s cells — show where data is not available or not
accessible. Appendix E shows that even when data was available, in many instances
States were unable to provide it. Arrest records often are housed within municipalities
and may not be reported to State repositories at all; if reported, they frequently are
incomplete. Conviction records usually are housed within the State judiciary
administrative office of the courts (AOC). These records are reported by county and
district courts, again often incompletely if reported at all. The likelihood of county and
district court reporting is further diminished if they do not have electronic reporting
systems since manual reporting requires data to be input to staff members at the
repositories. Most State agencies are overwhelmed with data reports and understaffed so
that record reporting may be delayed by several months.
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e Vendor data: Vendor software is usually fully electronic and more sophisticated than that
of the State agencies. However, most States have multiple vendors, each with its own
proprietary software and methods of reporting. In some instances States are receiving
more than 15 different forms from 15 different vendors. This is one of the reasons why
Florida chose to deal with only 2 vendors. Tarrant County, Texas, did the same.

Other obstacles

Offenders who otherwise would be required or encouraged to install interlocks may be
prohibited from doing so. Florida, for example, has over 370 reasons, few of them driving-
related, that can disqualify drivers from obtaining interlock-based driving privileges. That these
drivers do not obtain interlocks in timely fashion should not affect interlock use, but these drivers
often are classified as non-compliant in the driver record data. The Responsible Driver Act in
Texas requires a fine of $1,000 per year over a 3-year period for an offender to be eligible for
relicensure, in addition to other DWI-related fees. These expenses may discourage offenders
from serving a probation that requires interlocks and may require treatment. It is estimated that in
recent years approximately 75 percent of DWI offenders in Texas plead to jail time and risk
driving on suspension rather than going on probation with interlocks.

V. Potentially promising practices

Potentially promising practices for each of the eight program keys follow. Details of specific
State programs may be found in the State Profiles of Appendix C.

Program Design

Requirements: Interlock use cannot be high unless all or most DWI offenders are required or
have a strong incentive to install them. That means a requirement or strong incentives for first
offenders, since most DWI offenders do not have previous DWI convictions within the State’s
look back period. Because plea bargains, diversion, and pretrial programs may involve a large
proportion of DWI offenders, there should be an interlock requirement associated with them.

Penalties: Offenders who are required or elect to install interlocks must face consequences if they
fail to install or circumvent the requirement. This of course requires good monitoring. A common
consequence is that an offender cannot be relicensed until the interlock requirement is completed.
However, many offenders simply choose to drive unlicensed unless they are likely to be detected
and to receive substantial consequences. In programs with judicial components, judges have the
ability to impose more serious consequences, such as revoking probation or even jail.

Program Management

Monitoring: Vendors must assist monitoring by reporting interlock installations, violations, and
removals to probation or the DMV in a timely fashion. Proactive field inspections can be very
useful in uncovering attempted circumvention of ignition interlock requirements even after
installation, such as driving other vehicles and/or “parking” the interlock vehicle for the duration
of the installation period and driving another vehicle. Inspections require staffing, funding, and
consequences for inspection failures; as a result, the inspection programs are often are less
effective than they might be.
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Few States have interlock monitoring and reporting systems that provide accurate and timely
data. Without good monitoring, offenders may ignore an interlock order without any
consequences. Required time intervals for downloads can vary from every 30 days to every 60
days. A greater time lapse between downloads could miss a greater number of violations.

Uniformity: It is difficult for a State to have high interlock use statewide unless the program
requirements and administration are similar, if not uniform, across the State. Proper
documentation of offenses and uniform reporting among agencies would increase overall
program efficiency and provide the ability to monitor offenders accurately. Uniform certification
procedures for vendors and interlocks, certified installation centers, and uniform reporting
procedures also would increase efficiency.

Coordination: Interlock programs involve several independent parties, including law
enforcement, DMV, courts, probation, and interlock vendors. Information from each is needed to
determine which offenders are required or eligible to install interlocks, to monitor interlock
requirements and use, to report violators, and to evaluate program effectiveness and suggest
improvements. This information includes DWI arrests with BAC levels or test refusal status,
driver history to determine repeat offender status, court and DMV records that include conviction
records and interlock orders, and vendor and probation records to track installations, violations,
and successful completion of an interlock requirement. These record systems must be
coordinated so that the same offender can be identified and tracked through law enforcement,
court, DMV, probation, and vendor records. Data systems also need to be organized to report on
overall system performance through such measures as summary counts of interlock
requirements, installations, violations, dropouts, and completions by classes of offenders (first-
offender basic DWI, first high-BAC DWI, etc.) with further breakdowns of interest to the State,
such as by court district, county, interlock vendor, and year. In June 2013 the Traffic Injury
Research Foundation released a report looking at the implementation of automated reporting
systems to alcohol interlock programs. This report, Alcohol Interlock Programs: Data
Management System Implementation (Robertson, Holmes, & Vanlaar, 2013), provides useful
information for States to streamline reporting systems and aid in monitoring offenders and
program evaluation.

Close cooperation and regular communications are necessary to keep the program operating
effectively and efficiently. Several States reported regular organized conferences or meetings
between agencies to discuss impaired-driving matters including interlocks.

Education: All participants in the interlock program must know how it operates. In particular, the
driving public must understand that interlocks will be required for specified DWI offenses that
may reduce driving after drinking. Offenders must understand the interlock requirements,
incentives, and consequences for failing to comply or violating the requirements. Judges must
understand how interlocks protect the public and serve as a useful component of probation. Law
enforcement must know what installed interlocks look like and how to determine if drivers are
required to use them. An interlock liaison or interlock interagency taskforce would improve
interlock program communications and logistics between State agencies in many States.
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Program Support

Data: Accurate, timely, coordinated, and accessible records are important for an effective
interlock program. Good record systems help determine which offenders are required or eligible
to install interlocks, monitor offenders and report violators, evaluate program effectiveness, and
suggest improvements. If reporting could be standardized, then tracking of offenders would be
less time consuming and more efficient.

Resources: Interlock programs require sufficient funding to operate effectively. While data on
interlock program costs and funding was not examined, two conclusions are apparent. First,
interlocks are expensive to install and maintain. Each State realizes this. Some States have
established indigent offender programs or some other methods to accommodate offenders who
cannot afford these charges. Additionally, overall program management is expensive. States
wishing to achieve high interlock use must plan for and provide adequate funding for these
management costs.

VI. Conclusions

There are eight interlock program features, or keys that were examined to determine whether
they are associated with interlock use in different ways. They fall into three groups: requirements
and penalties, in the program design group; monitoring, uniformity, coordination, and education,
in the program management group; and resources and data, in the program support group.

Every State in this study increased the number of ignition interlocks in use between 2006 and
2011; some by very large margins; with an overall increase of 183 percent for all 28 States
combined. The results of the two main analyses — interlock use increases associated with
program changes, and the correlations of program key ratings with interlock-in-use rates — show
that program requirements that cover more types of offenders usually were associated with
interlock use increases and with higher interlock use. More specifically, requirements that apply
to first offenders, whether to require interlocks for all or to permit earlier licensure through a
hardship or regular license, usually were associated with substantially increased interlock use.
Requirements that apply only to high-BAC or repeat offenders were not always associated with
increased use. This finding is supported by both systematic review findings (Elder et al., 2011)
and recommendations from the ignition interlock research community (Marques, 2010).

The analyses, together with discussions conducted with interlock program staff and managers,
lead to the following additional conclusions.

e The single most important influence on high interlock use is a strong program design of
requirements or incentives to install an interlock, especially for first offenders.

e Strong program management, measured by offender monitoring, program uniformity and
coordination is important to achieving high interlock use, but not as important as
requirements or incentives, which are part of program design.

e Penalties, which are also a part of program design, were also moderately associated with
high levels of or increases in interlock use.

e Strong program design (including requirements, incentives, and penalties) by itself does
not guarantee high interlock use: some States with acceptable or higher program design
ratings have low interlock use.
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e Similarly, strong program management by itself does not guarantee high interlock use.
e Some States with acceptable or lower design and management ratings have achieved
relatively high interlock use.

Despite the recent substantial increase in interlock use, there was only one interlock installed for
every 4.5 DWI arrests in 2013 (Roth, 2013). Additionally, over half the States still do not require
ignition interlocks for first-time DWI offenders. Very few States require interlocks for all
convicted offenders without exception, so they do not employ the most effective strategy to raise
their interlock use rates.

The requirements key had the strongest relationship to higher interlock use rates. Changing
requirements and incentives to cover more classes of offenders requires making changes to State
law.

The program management keys of monitoring, coordination, uniformity, also are moderately to
strongly related to higher interlock-in-use rate, and are keys that interlock program
administrators can improve by working with others in the State. For example, some States have
implemented ignition interlock task forces comprised of representatives from all agencies related
to the interlock program. In these task forces, judges, prosecutors, judicial liaisons,
administrative office of the courts staff, defense attorneys, law enforcement, law enforcement
liaisons, licensing offices, DMV staff, treatment facilities staff, and legislative representatives
discuss and work on interlock program issues. Penalties are also moderately related to higher
interlock-in-use rates. Changing penalties may require changes to State law.

The education, resources and data keys had weaker relationships to interlock use rates but are
important because they support the other program keys. Data especially play an important role in
that accurate, timely, coordinated, and accessible records are critical for an effective interlock
program. Good record systems help determine which offenders are required or eligible to install
an interlock, help monitor offenders and report violators, and can be used to evaluate program
effectiveness and suggest improvements. If reporting could be standardized and data from
different sources could be coordinated, then tracking of offenders would be less time consuming
and more efficient. Florida and Colorado have data systems that can track offenders in this
manner. Most States that want to evaluate and improve their interlock programs could improve
their record systems.

Determining which offenders arrested for DWI are required or eligible to install interlocks is not
easy. State laws on who must or may install an interlock vary substantially and change over time.
There is no single source of data on DWI convictions by State, much less a breakout of DWI
convictions by the offenses for which interlocks are required. There also is no single source of
data on the number of offenders who have volunteered to install interlocks or who have been
ordered to install interlocks by judges rather than required to install them by statute. This means
that the national number of DWI offenders who are required or who have volunteered to install
interlocks cannot be determined accurately.
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The State-level analyses in this report provide useful though highly incomplete information. In
2009, the year with the most complete data, 6 States provided data on both the number of
interlocks required and the number installed (Appendix E). In these 6 States the proportion of
offenders required to install interlocks who in fact installed them ranged from 37 percent to 77
percent. Even in the best States, interlock use leaves real room for improvement.

One limitation to the current study was the availability of data. Data on DWI convictions,
interlock orders, interlock installations, and interlock completions was needed to fully evaluate
how State program factors affect the proportion of convicted DWI offenders who receive
interlock orders, the proportion of those who receive orders who install interlocks, and the
proportion of those who complete their requirement successfully. This data was not available. In
addition, most States do not have central repositories where data from these sources can be
merged and accessed.

In summary, to achieve and sustain high ignition interlock use, States should consider the
following:
e Start with a program design of strong interlock requirements and incentives, coupled with
effective penalties for non-compliance.
e Support these with strong program management: monitoring, uniformity, coordination,
and education.
e The final two program support keys, data and resources, are necessary to support
program management and to evaluate changes in program design.
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Ap

endix A. States With Recent Law and Program Changes

Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change
AZ | 5/20/05 | Establishes special IID 5/1/07 2nd and 3rd offenses require operation of vehicle with device for at least
driver licenses one year.

1/1/12 Expands eligibility for special IID restricted license to all DWI
suspensions, notation on license, 6 month extension period, license
revocation for IID non-compliance.

4/17/13 | HB 2182 to remove exemptions to comply with Federal Statutory
requirements.
AR | 12/1/94 3/8/07 Established the look back period as 5 years.
3/30/09 | Ist offense DWI allowed IID restricted license, increased suspension time
for a Ist offense DWI and reduced ineligibility time for an IID certain
DWI offenses.

2010 Ist or 2nd offenders may be restricted to an IID vehicle and additional

penalties.
6/13 Act 479 amended hard restriction times for repeat and subsequent
offenders. Also allowed court to order IID for additional year.
CA 1986 | Pilot program in 4 7/1/09 Transferred regulatory authority for the administration of mandatory IID
counties programs from the State courts to DMV.
7/10- All offenders in pilot program required to install an IID.
12/31/15
CO 1995 | Pilot program high-BAC 1996 Established probationary program.
and repeat offenders 2001 Increased IID restriction time for high-BAC and repeat offenders, 1st
offenders introduced.
2007 Expanded the IID program to include all first-time offenders seeking early

license reinstatement; established the current repeat and high-BAC
offender requirements and implemented requirements for designated
habitual traffic offenders with one alcohol related driving offense to install
an IID for 4 years after serving a 1-year suspension and is approved for
early reinstatement.




Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change
GA 1999 | Mandatory use of IID as a 4/18/06 | The IID Program now administered by the director of the Regulatory
condition of probation Compliance Division of the Department of Driver Services, and any staff
repeat DWI offenders the commissioner deems necessary for the efficient operation of the
within a 5-year period program.
(Heidi’s Law). 7/1/13 HB 407 increased the minimum IID requirement for repeat offenders from
6 months to 1 year.
IL 1/1/05 | Repeat offenders may 1/1/09 1st offenders may install an IID as a condition of Restricted Driving Permit
install IID as a condition (RDP).
of RDP. 2007 Monitoring
Device Driving Permit
(MDDP).
IA | 7/1/95 | Requires the IID for 7/1/00 | Requires the IID for 1 year upon restating from a 2nd offense DWI.
temporary restricted 7/1/13 SF 386 requires 2nd or subsequent offenders requiring an IID at license
licenses (if the BAC was reinstatement to maintain the device for a total of 1 year even with a
over .10 or if they were previous temporary restricted license (TRL), closing a loophole which
involved in an accident.) waived the 1-year requirement if the offender had a TRL with an interlock.
KS 1988 | Discretionary IID 7/1/2001 | IID required for repeat offenders as a condition of license reinstatement.
7/1/11 Ist offender requirement (sunset provision ends 6-30-15).
7/1/14 | New rules and regulations for repository are to be established by this date.
LA | 1/1/93 | IID restricted license into 2005 IID as a condition of bail (Article 336.2 of the LA Code of Criminal
effect. (Cf. LRS 32: Procedure).
378.2) 8/15/07 | Required an installed, functioning, IID for all DWI related restricted
licenses effective. LRS 14:98K.
9/1/09 Suspension periods for administrative IID sanctions changed.
8/15/10 | Act 409 required 45-day hard suspension for repeat offenders.
8/15/11 | Act 192 required electronic reporting.
6/15/13 | HB 424 amended R.S. 32:667I-to include 2nd and subsequent

ALR/implied consent offenders to maintain IID as a condition of
reinstatement.




Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change

MD 1989 | IID court discretion for 10-1-11 | HB 1276 / SB 803 Drunk Driving Reduction Act: IID-court discretion for
repeat DWI offenders as Ist and high-BAC of .15+ offenders. High-BAC offenders required to
part of probation. successfully complete the IID program for 1 year, suspended indefinitely

until successful completion of the IID program; created criminal sanctions
for failure to abide by interlock restrictions; opportunity to enroll in IID
program at various times; more drivers required to participate in [ID
program.

MA | 10/28/05 | Melanie’ Law required n/a
IID for hardship license
and licenses
reinstatement.

MI 1999 The IID program was 10/31/10 | High BAC (.17+) after October 31, 2010, in lieu of waiting out a 1-year
implemented in Michigan suspension, after a 45-day hard suspension offenders may apply for a
in 1999, but no restricted license which requires an IID for a minimum of 1 year.
requirement.

MO 1995 | Court-ordered only. 2009 Added administrative portion as condition of license reinstatement.
Discretionary for 1st 2010 Allowed limited driving privileges for repeat offenders through courts after
offenders, mandatory for a 45-day hard suspension.
repeat offenders. 8/28/12 | Compliance based removal for repeat offenders.

10/1/13 | 1st offenders may restore license privileges after 15 days of hard
suspension if apply for IID for 75 days-any violations result in additional
75-day extension.

NE Voluntary for all DWI 1/1/2012 | The 1st offender can choose ALR with an immediate required IID for 6
offenders, discretionary months, or request a hearing but no IID and not eligible for an IID until
for repeat offenders. sentenced by court. Required of all DWI offenders as a condition of license

reinstatement. Establishes an indigency fund, extends look back period
from 12 to 15 years, establishes ignition interlock permit (IIP), non-
compliance violations require 6 month extension.

1/18/13 | LB 158 emergency clause to adopt MAP 21 1-year IID requirement for

repeat offenders. Also removed limitations on driving privileges with IID.




Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change
NM | 6/1/05 1999 Ist law-authorized courts to require devices on 2nd and 3rd offenders,
required device for any DWI limited license (work, school allowances)
2002 Mandatory for all Aggravated and Subsequent DWIs, Indigent Fund
2003 Ignition Interlock License Act an alternative to revocation.
2005 Mandatory Interlocks for all DWI’s: 1yr for 1st; 2 for 2nd; 3 for 3rd;
Lifetime for 4+
2007 Drivers from out of State with out of State convictions seeking NM license
must do period of interlock.
2008 Penalties for Circumvention Attempts
2009 The New Mexico Interlock Memorial created a task force this led to the
requirement of 6 months tamper-free interlock driving prior to license
reinstatement.
2010 NMDOT established indigency requirements for interlock orders as well as
allowed administrative funding for NMDOT to oversee the program.
NY 1988 | Pilot program in 7 of 62 2003 New laws extended the IID to multiple offenders in 2003 and extended the
counties. pilot program to all the counties in the State.

8/15/10 | “Leandra’s law,” the 2009 Child Passenger Protection Act, requires courts
to order all drivers convicted of misdemeanor and felony drunk driving
charges, including 1st offenders, to install and maintain IIDs on any
vehicles they own or operate for at least 6 months after their license
revocation period at their own expense.

4/16/13 | Required offenders to install IIDs as a condition of relicensure on any
vehicle they own or used to commit the offense, if claim no vehicle, then
required to wear continuous alcohol monitoring devices (CAMs). Also
allows each alcohol offense to be reviewed individually before issuing a
conditional license.

NC 1989 | IID laws adopted repeat 2000 IID laws formally adopted.
and high BAC 12/1/08 | North Carolina indigent offender fund created
12/1/11 | Laura’s law-repeat 1-3 years jail; better tracking system.
2012 Added two new vendors to list of State approved vendors.




Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change
OH Required as a condition of 2003 3rd offenders mandatory enacted in 2003, effective 2004.
probation or occupational
license. 1st and 2nd
offenders discretionary
limited driving privileges.
OK 1993 The IID program 1996 47 0.85.754.1,47 O.S.755
implemented (regulations 1997 47 0.5.6-211
were not officially created 1999 47 0.S.11-902a
until the late 1990s). 2003 Fuel Cell only.
2005 47 0.S.6-212.3
2010 Aaron Gilling Act, alcohol evaluation and appropriate treatment was
mandated for all DWI offenders.

11/1/11 | 47 O.S. 11-902 IID required for hardship license for 1st offender. Range of
device requirements is 6 months to 8-plus years, dependent upon number
of offenses and breath refusals-Erin Swezey Act

OR 1987 | Pilot program in 11 1993 Statewide-interlock required for 6 month or judge may require as
counties. 2008 diversion.
Requirement extended in 2008 from 6 months to 1 year for 1st conviction
1/1/12 or 2 years for 2nd or subsequent conviction.
Judges required to order the IID as a condition of DWI Diversion
Agreement (previously discretionary) when the person has valid driving
privileges. Requirement may be up to 1 year; Sober Diversion; 5-year 11D
requirement for lifetime revocations.
PA 2003 | 2nd, subsequent offenses: n/a
IID is mandatory.
X 1995 | 1ID as a condition of bond, 2005 High BAC .15+ mandatory,
discretionary, mandatory 9/01/11 | SB 880 expands the scope of probation services-allowed to charge a fee;
repeats diversion requires I1D.
9/01/11 | SB 953 authorizes the court granting ODL to require an IID.




Initial Interlock Law Date Law Revisions or Changes
Date Change

UT 2001 | First program evolved 5/1/06 The IID Restricted Driver Law. High BAC (.16+) court-ordered supervised
over years as a condition probation and/or electronic home confinement (IRD provision.
of the courts. IID required for 1st offender for 18 months, 2nd or 3rd or refusal-3 years.

7/1/12 | Also implemented an IID program structure that will license vendors and
facilities, create mandatory audits, provide for notification of installations
and removals, and establish other program requirements.

VA 1995 | IID installed as a 2009 Discretionary IID for 1st offenders-required for hardship or restricted
condition of VASAP and license, mandatory for 2nd + offenders as a condition of license
may be required operate reinstatement.
an IID vehicle only. 7/1/12 All offenders require IID for at least 6 months post-conviction.

WA 1987 | IID for DUI offenders at 1998 Repeat and high BAC .15+ mandatory if refuse breath test
court discretion. 2003 Added administrative portion. DOL notifies offender.

2004 IID required for all DWI offenders.

2009 IID driver license law-allows ability to drive during suspension with IID.

2010 IID service center and technician certification, NIST certified testing
devices, unified reporting and standardized calibration procedures.

2011 Compliance based removal-4 months of no violations before removal.

1/1/13 IID requires camera.

WV | 7/8/05 | Repeat offender must 6/6/08 | High-BAC .15+ offenders required alcohol test and lock program license
complete the alcohol test reinstatement. 1st offenders may participate in the IID program voluntarily.
and lock program 2012 Updated Test & Lock program was passed allowing offenders to obtain an
(interlock) for license [ID-restricted license during any period of license suspension beyond a
reinstatement. hard suspension period

WI 2003 | Court discretion for repeat 7-1-10 “Act 100” Mandatory IID order by the court to all repeat DWI, implied

offenders.

consent offenders and 1st DWI offenders with BAC of .15+.




Appendix B. State Profiles

Arizona
Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: required for 12 months; first offenders may be suspended for 45 days.
Required for a special restricted license.
o New legislation (effective 1/1/12) allows for the reduction of the interlock term to
6 months upon completion of a 16-hour alcohol education program and after all
statutory requirements have been met. High BAC (.20+): required after a 45-day
license suspension for an 18-month period.
o BAC test refusal: required, 12 months; required for a special restricted license.
e Repeat offender: required for a period of 24 months for second and subsequent offenders
before the license can be reinstated; required for a special restricted license.
e The court may require additional interlock time.
e The look-back period is 7 years.
e The law does not appear to allow offender to wait out the interlock requirement before
regaining full license privileges.
e Use of an interlock during a license suspension period does not reduce the required
interlock time.
e Arizona does not allow pleading DWI to lesser charges.

Program type and administration
Arizona’s interlock program is administrative, operated by the Motor Vehicle Department.

Other notable program features and observations

First offenders may be required to serve 10 days in jail, reducible to 1 day if they comply with
required alcohol treatment. Repeat offenders may be required to serve 90 days in jail, reducible
to 30 days if they comply with required alcohol treatment.

Recent changes

Arizona also extended the time periods when offenders are required to operate only interlock
vehicles and implemented license revocation for interlock non-compliance effective January 1,
2012. The last 6 months of the interlock requirement may be permanently suspended, but it is
reinstated on any subsequent DWI arrest (not conviction). On April 17, 2013, Arizona passed
and signed HB 2182 to remove exemptions to comply with Federal statutory requirements.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 | % Change
Population 10,000s 602.91 616.77 | 628.04 | 634.32 | 641.08 | 646.73 7%
Alcohol fatalities 399 337 262 218 194 215 -46%
DWI arrests 100s 352.51 382.60 | 397.46 | 392.60 | 362.00 | 377.43 7%
Interlocks in use 3654 7700 6849 15397 | 18300 | 17026 366%
Interlock-in-use rates | per 10,000 population 6.06 12.48 10.91 24.27 28.55 26.33 334%

per 100 DWI arrests 10.37 20.13 17.23 39.22 50.55 | 45.11 335%

per DWI fatality 9.16 22.85 26.14 70.63 94.33 79.19 765%

Discussion

The interlock-in-use rates increased substantially in 2009; for example the rate per DWI arrest
increased from about 17 percent in 2008 to 39 percent in 2009 and increased further in 2010 and
2011. There is no apparent law or policy change to explain the sharp increase. Because the rates
increased in 2009, and the interlocks in use during 2009 would generally correspond to arrests
occurring in 2008, any law or policy change likely would have occurred in early 2008.




Arkansas

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: required for a provisional license.
o High BAC: no additional requirement
o BAC test refusal: required for a provisional license on first offense; repeat
offenders who refuse are not eligible.

e Repeat offender: required for a provisional license for second and third offenses.

e The Office of Driver Services may require an interlock for 1 year after license
suspensions expire. Arkansas statute §5-65-118(a)(1)(A)(ii) the restriction may
continue for a period of up to 1 year after the person’s license is no longer suspended
or restricted under the provisions of §5-65-104. This statute gives the department the
authority to continue the interlock for a longer period of time, however, procedurally
the interlock restriction is not extended beyond the suspension period.

e Look-back period is 5 years.

e Offenders may wait out the interlock-required period and regain their licenses.

e All offenders are eligible providing they are licensed, they did not refuse BAC test on
2nd or 3rd offense (allowed if refused on 1st offense), there is not another suspension
in effect for some other unrelated reason, the intoxication was not drug related, and it
is not a 4th or subsequent offense.

e Pleading a DWI to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless,” is prohibited.

Program type and administration
Arkansas’ interlock program is administrative, operated by the Office of Driver Services.

Other notable program features and observations

Unless an interlock is ordered by the court, a low-BAC first offender has little incentive to install
one since there are no consequences for not installing except license suspension. However if
caught driving while suspended, an offender receives 10 days in jail and a fine. Suspension takes
place 30 days after arrest even if the offender hasn’t yet appeared in court. An Arkansas offender
may establish a payment schedule for the reasonable cost of leasing or buying, monitoring and
maintaining the ignition interlock.

Recent changes

In 2009 Arkansas encouraged interlocks by increasing license suspension times for first offense
DWI but allowing an interlock-restricted license in lieu of all or part of the suspension. A 2nd or
3rd offender could obtain an interlock-restricted license after 45 days’ hard suspension.

The 2013 legislative session passed Act 479 which allows an interlock to be available
immediately and without additional restrictions (to and from work, interlock provider, education,
and drug and alcohol rehab) for offenders with 2nd and 3rd DUI offenses. The previous law
required a hard time suspension of 45 days, in which an ignition interlock is not allowed. After
the 45-day hard suspension the offender was limited to driving only for the purposes stated
above. Act 479 also allows a court to order interlock for an additional year after the offender
would otherwise be eligible for full driving privileges.



Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 282.18 | 284.87 | 287.46 | 289.68 | 292.28 | 293.86 4%
Alcohol fatalities 200 181 170 173 173 156 -22%
DWI arrests 100s 93.88 88.92 117.07 | 101.30 | 86.16 9747 4%
Interlocks in use 1250 1697 1366 1704 5880 3952 216%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 4.43 5.96 4.75 5.88 20.12 13.45 204%

per 100 DWI arrests 13.31 19.08 11.67 16.82 68.25 40.55 205%

per DWI fatality 6.25 9.38 8.04 9.85 33.99 25.33 305%

Discussion

The 2010 rates are based on State-provided interlock data, which are not available for other years
(see Appendix D). Interlock-in-use rates increased substantially in 2010 and 2011 compared to
2009 and earlier. The 2009 and 2010 laws may explain the increase. Completion of a drug or
alcohol education or treatment program is required prior to reinstatement for any offender,
regardless of whether the offender was issued an interlock or not. Courts might order an offender
to have an interlock as a component of treatment or as a pretrial condition.




California

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: required in four pilot counties (Alameda, Los Angeles, Sacramento,
and Tulare), effective July 1, 2010. Outside of these four counties interlocks are at the
discretion of the court. First offenders may opt out and wait out a 4-month suspension
period.

o High BAC (.15+): The court is encouraged to order an interlock for first
offenders with BACs of .15 or greater.

o BAC test refusal: The court shall give heightened consideration to those who
refused the chemical tests at arrest; 1-year suspension for first offense, 2-year
suspension for second offense, 3-year suspension for third and subsequent
offenses without interlock installation.

e Repeat offender: may reinstate after a 90-day suspension with proof of enrollment in
a DUI program.

e July 1, 2009, SB 1388 transferred regulatory authority for the administration of
mandatory interlock programs from the State courts to DMV. This law

authorizes DMV to require any driver convicted of driving while suspended or

revoked for a prior DUI conviction to install an interlock in any vehicle that the
offender owns or operates.

e Multiple offenders in the non-pilot counties who are not required to install an
interlock and do not wish to reinstate early can opt to serve their full suspension or
revocation period and forego interlock installation.

e The look-back period is 10 years.

e [tis possible to plead to a lower charge, such as “wet reckless”; this still counts as a
prior offense.

Program type and administration
Administrative for first offenders in four pilot counties and for drivers convicted of driving while
suspended or revoked for a prior DWI conviction, operated by the Motor Vehicle Department.

Other notable program features and observations
Counties outside the pilot program have more incentive to install an interlock after a required
hard suspension period in order to decreases their suspension significantly.

Recent changes

California enacted legislation effective July 1, 2010, requiring the California DMV to conduct a
pilot program which requires interlocks for all DWI offenders in four counties. This legislation
also allowed repeat offenders throughout the State to obtain restricted driving privileges after
hard suspensions (90 days for second offense, 6-month suspension for third or subsequent
offense). Formerly, repeat offenders required 1-year suspensions with no provision for early
restriction. California transferred regulatory authority for the administration of mandatory
interlock programs from the State courts to DMV in 2009. Also effective July 1, 2010,
legislation (SB 598) allows a shorter suspension/revocation period for A second or third DUI
offender to install an interlock and receive an interlock restricted license after a mandatory
suspension/revocation period. In 2012 the pilot interlock program was extended statewide.



Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 3,602.12 | 3,625.03 | 3,660.43 | 3,696.12 | 3,733.44 | 3,768.39 5%
Alcohol fatalities 1,272 1,132 1,025 924 791 774 -39%
DWTI arrests 100s 1,972.48 | 2,038.66 | 2,148.11 | 2,085.31 | 1,952.76 | 2,041.45 3%
Interlocks in use 4,876 5,204 5,904 7,545 8,223 15,180 211%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.35 1.44 1.61 2.04 2.20 4.03 198%

per 100 DWI arrests 247 2.55 2.75 3.62 4.21 7.44 201%

per DWI fatality 3.83 4.60 5.76 8.17 10.40 19.61 412%

Discussion

The interlock-in-use rates are misleadingly low because of the program differences between the
four pilot counties and the rest of the State. Most of the interlocks in use are in the four counties
while the DWI arrest data are statewide. The four-county pilot study, which began July 2010,

undoubtedly led to the doubling of the statewide rate in 2011.




Colorado

Interlock laws and policies

e First Offender: For violations on or after January 1, 2007, if approved for early
reinstatement after serving 30 days hard suspension - 8 month interlock requirement,
eligible for early reinstatement after 4 months of compliance.

o High BAC (>.17): 2 years (for all stops after January 1, 2007), required for
all. The last 4 months of the 2-year interlock period must be violation free. If a
violation occurs an additional 4 months will be added to the interlock term
starting at the date of the violation. Four consecutive violation-free months are
required for the interlock to be removed. If an offender has an interlock
violation the interlock must stay in place for at least 8 additional months.

o BAC test refusal: no requirement for first offense.

e Repeat offender: a 2-year interlock requirement within a 5-year look-back period for
a second offense and a 2-year interlock requirement with a lifetime look-back for a
third offense.

o BAC test refusal: second refusal, 1-year interlock requirement after serving 1-
year revocation and approved for early reinstatement; third or more, 2-year
requirement after serving 1-year revocation and approved for early
reinstatement.

e Pleading to a lesser charge, such as “wet reckless,” is permitted.

e High-BAC and repeat offenders may not wait out an interlock requirement.

Program type and administration

Colorado has an administrative-based program operated by the Motor Vehicle Department
Driver Control Unit with very limited judicial participation. Courts are encouraged to use
interlocks as a component of probation.

Other notable program features and observations

The initial interlock program began as a pilot program in1996 that allowed qualified offenders to
receive a probationary license if they installed an interlock. A University of Colorado study
evaluated this pilot program and made recommendations to establish the program permanently,
remove program responsibility from hearing officers, incentivize participation, and extend the
interlock requirement for bad performance. These changes were adopted in 2000 and became
effective in 2001. In 2007, after two high-visibility DWI cases occurred in his district, Colorado
Rep. Joel Judd introduced new legislation that expanded the State’s interlock program to include
all first-time offenders who were seeking early license reinstatement. This legislation established
the current repeat and high-BAC offender requirements and implemented requirements for
designated habitual traffic offenders with one alcohol related driving offense to install ignition
interlocks for 4 years after serving a 1-year suspension and are approved for early reinstatement.

Colorado has a persistent drunk driving fund funded by license reinstatement fees of
offenders who committed a DWI offense. OIS system offenders can receive a subsidy of $50.
The offender must remain compliant to receive a monthly per diem; non-compliance will



result in the cessation of indigent funding. Overall a $400 cap is placed on the amount of
assistance that an offender may receive. Tax files are checked for eligibility.

Recent changes

Colorado developed a new electronic Online Information System (OIS) that uploads and
transfers interlock certification of installation information, interlock downloads, calibrations,
removals, interlock data logs, violations and circumventions. The OIS determines offender
eligibility and verifies that offenders are installing at the proper time. The OIS also administers
the financial assistance program for indigent offenders. The length of the interlock time is
determined by BAC level: less than .17 requires 8 months in the program, more than .17 requires
2 years. In 2010, Colorado encouraged the courts to require interlocks as a condition of bond
and/or probation for all alcohol related driving offenses, regardless of the driver’s license status.
This component is still too recent to evaluate its contribution to interlocks in use.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 472.04 480.39 488.97 497.23 | 504.85 | 511.63 8%
Alcohol fatalities 179 167 176 158 127 161 -10%
DWI arrests 100s 308.62 279.69 281.98 27043 | 278.33 | 283.81 -8%
Interlocks in use 2,755 5,267 6,104 8,775 17,056 | 17,461 534%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 5.84 10.96 12.48 17.65 33.78 34.13 485%

per 100 DWI arrests 8.93 18.83 21.65 32.45 61.28 61.52 589%

per DWI fatality 15.39 31.54 34.68 55.54 134.30 | 108.45 605%
Discussion

While high interlock-in-use rates are consistent with Colorado’s strong interlock incentive for
first-time offenders and requirement for repeat offenders, the reported rates in 2010 and 2011
seem higher than might be expected. In the 2007 first-offender law Colorado changed its focus
from repeat to first offenders, based in part on a profile developed in Denver of those
incarcerated for impaired driving violations, which likely affected the increased interlock rates in
the last few years. The electronic OIC management system is very efficient and includes
designated personnel in the DMV. Colorado has designated a Drunk Driver Committee-Interlock
Counseling Model to provide continual program assessment.
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Florida

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: if ordered by a judge, though data tabulations suggest no such cases;
required for at least 6 months if a minor is present in car or BAC is .15 or higher;
required for a hardship license.

o High BAC (.20+ prior to October 1, 2008, .15+ since then): required for 6
months.

o BAC test refusal: no requirement, but data suggest some are given judicial
orders to install.

e Repeat offender: required for at least 1 year for second conviction, 2 years for a third
conviction or a second conviction with a BAC of .15 or more or a minor in the car.
An offender with four or more convictions may install an interlock as a condition of a
hardship license for at least 5 years only if accepted into the Special Supervision
Services program which is a voluntary abstinence program in which offenders are
intensely monitored and treatment is required.

e Look-back is 5 years for a second offense, 10 years for a third offense, lifetime for
fourth or higher.

e Offenders required to install interlocks must do so and complete their requirement
successfully in order to regain unrestricted driving privileges.

e DWI arrests can be pled down to “wet reckless” which does not count as a prior for a
subsequent offense and which does not require an interlock.

Program type and administration
Florida’s interlock program is hybrid, operated by the Florida Department of Highway Safety
and Motor Vehicles (DHSMYV).

Other notable program features and observations

Record keeping is excellent. Data availability is unparalleled. DWI education and treatment
providers monitor interlock offenders closely and report violations to the DHSMYV to determine
violation penalties or treatment enhancement.

Recent changes

In October 2008 Florida changed interlock regulations to require a continuous period of interlock
use, longer interlock time for third or subsequent violations of the interlock requirement and
provide for substance abuse treatment for some offenders. As of October 1, 2010, offenders
convicted of a fourth or subsequent offense can petition for a restricted driving license with an
interlock. In July 2013 interlock threshold was lowered from .05 to .025.



Data

The Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles provided extensive data tabulations.

Combined with Roth’s data on interlocks in use, they provide a complete set of data to calculate
interlock-in-use rates.

Units

2006

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 1,816.70 | 1,836.78 | 1,852.73 | 1,865.26 | 1,884.60 | 1,908.23 5%
Alcohol fatalities 926 917 887 7717 660 716 -23%
DWI arrests 100s 63591 644.10 646.54 630.19 581.74 627.70 -1%
Interlocks in use 5,434 5,950 6,738 7,791 8,514 8,976 65%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 2.99 3.24 3.64 4.18 4.52 4.70 57%

per 100 DWI arrests 8.55 9.24 10.42 12.36 14.64 14.30 67%

per DWI fatality 5.87 6.49 7.60 10.03 12.90 12.54 114%

Discussion

Florida’s interlock-in-use rates based on total arrests are low, but those figures are deceptive.

Relatively few classes of offenders — first offenders with high-BAC and repeat offenders —

require interlocks. The highest interlock-in-use rates occurred after the October 2008 law
changes. These rates demonstrate a significant success story.




Georgia

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: no requirement
o High BAC: no requirement
o BAC test refusal: no requirement
e Repeat offender: required for repeat offenders within the 5-year look-back period as a
condition of probation. Minimum requirement is 1 year as of July 1, 2013.
e Pleading to a lesser offense, such as a “wet reckless,” is not allowed.

Program type and administration

Georgia’s interlock program is administered by the Regulatory Compliance Division of the
Georgia Department of Driver Services. Georgia law also permits any additional staff the
commissioner deems necessary for the efficient operation of the program to participate in the
program’s administration. This allows Georgia judicial and law enforcement agencies to play a

large role.

Other notable program features and observations
Unless an interlock is ordered by a judge, first offenders have little incentive to install a device.

Recent changes
July 1, 2013, HB 407 increase the minimum interlock requirement for repeat offenders from 6

months to 1 year.

Data
Computations are based on Roth and estimates of interlocks in use and estimates of DWI arrests.

For arrests, 2006 FBI statistics were abnormally low and 2011 values are not available at this
time, so averages of the other years were used for these years.

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 915.58 | 934.10 | 950.48 | 96.208 | 971.47 | 981.25 7%
Alcohol fatalities 454 445 405 333 298 277 -39%
DWI arrests 100s 268.89 | 264.42 | 254.21 | 269.82 | 287.12 | 268.89 0%
Interlocks in use 1,612 1,938 1,919 | 1,995 | 2,182 2,308 43%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.76 2.07 2.02 2.07 2.25 2.35 34%

per 100 DWI arrests 6.00 7.33 7.55 7.39 7.60 8.58 43%

per DWI fatality 3.55 4.36 4.74 5.99 7.32 8.33 135%

Discussion
Georgia’s basic interlock-in-use rates are low, though the install/required rate may be much

higher because of the very limited requirements. Interlocks are required only for repeat offenders
or at a judge’s discretion, and the minimum interlock period is 6 months. The only consequence
for noncompliance or refusal is that the license will remain suspended.
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Illinois

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: the license is suspended for 6 months. As of January 1, 2009, after 30-

day license suspension an offender may obtain a restricted driving permit (RDP)

under the Monitoring Device Driving Permit (MDDP) program. Previously, first-time

DWI offenders were only permitted to use vehicles for employment or educational

purposes.
o High BAC: no requirement

o BAC test refusal: no requirement, but ALS period is extended to 12 months,

months before the license can be reinstated; repeat offense within 10-year period.

with MDDP with interlock available after 30 days.
e Repeat offender: required for a hardship license; required to be installed for 12

e Pleading to a lesser charge is prohibited by statute.

Program type and administration

Illinois’ interlock program is hybrid, operated by the Breath Alcohol Ignition Interlock Device

(BAIID) Division in the Secretary of State’s Office.

Other notable program features and observations

The MDDP program is completely voluntary and enables first-time DWI offenders to obtain a

restricted license with an installed interlock in lieu of waiting out the suspension period.

Recent changes

As of January 1, 2009, first offenders must install an interlock as a condition of a restricted
driver permit to obtain driving privileges during their license suspension period.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 1,264.40 | 1,269.59 | 1,274.70 | 1,279.68 | 1,284.05 | 1,285.98 2%
Alcohol fatalities 446 439 356 313 298 278 -38%
DWI arrests 100s 655.92 655.55 636.49 598.57 547.64 618.83 -6%
Interlocks in use 2,731 2,876 3,387 6,500 11,000 9,974 265%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 2.16 2.27 2.66 5.08 8.57 7.76 259%

per 100 DWI arrests 4.16 4.39 532 10.86 20.09 16.12 287%

per DWI fatality 6.12 6.55 9.51 20.77 36.91 35.88 486%

Discussion

Arrest data are State-provided; FBI data include only two agencies in the State. Interlock-in-use

rates increased after the 2009 law change, which made the MDDP interlock option available to

first offenders and to repeat offenders who did not refuse to be tested. Offenders may choose not

to participate in the MDDP program and wait out their suspension period, therefore retaining a

suspended or revoked license for the State mandated period.




Towa

Interlock laws and policies

First offender: an interlock is required for a temporary restricted license for first
offenders (no DWI license revocations in the previous 12 years) with a BAC over .10,
or over .08 and involved in an accident. An offender in a crash or with a BAC over
.15 must wait 30 days before requesting a temporary restricted license. The offender
may opt to sit out the 180-day license suspension period instead of applying for a
temporary restricted license. The same license actions apply post-conviction and pre-
conviction interlock time counts toward the post-conviction requirement.

o High BAC (>.15): an interlock is required for a work permit after a 30-day
hard suspension.

o BAC test refusal: the license suspension is for 1 year. After 90 days from the
effective date of the sanction, an offender may apply for a temporary
restricted license with an interlock.

Repeat offender: the license suspension is for 1 year; a temporary restricted license
(TRL) with an interlock is available after 45 days of hard suspension (2 years and 90
days for test refusal). Again, the post-conviction license actions are essentially the
same, and pre-conviction time with an interlock counts toward the post-conviction
requirement. One year of interlock after license reinstatement is required before
repeat offenders can reacquire their unrestricted license. Offenders with third offenses
have a 6-year license revocation period; they may apply for a temporary restricted
license after 1 year; interlocks are then required for the remainder of the revocation
periods.

It is legal to plead a DWI arrest to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless.”

Program type and administration
Iowa is an administrative State operated by the Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations

A first-offense restricted license allows an offender to drive only to work, school, doctor, or
emergency care. Offenders with two or more offenses are more restricted and are only allowed to
drive to work.

Recent changes
Restricted licenses weren’t permitted for DWI offenders until July 2010. Now certain offenders
as described above may apply for a restricted license with an interlock.

July 1, 2013, SF 386 amends 321J.17, 321.20(1), and 321J.20 (2) this requires second or
subsequent offenders requiring interlocks at reinstatement to maintain the devices for 1 year even
if they previously had temporary restricted licenses (TRL). Iowa had a loophole that waived the
1-year requirement if the offender had a TRL with interlock installed. When the TRL was over
the offender could reinstate without the interlock.



Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 298.26 | 299.92 | 301.67 | 303.29 | 305.03 | 306.41 3%
Alcohol fatalities 119 108 89 98 90 83 -30%
DWTI arrests 100s 211.56 | 209.65 | 215.92 | 208.81 | 200.45 | 189.21 -11%
Interlocks in use 4,049 5,000 4,618 5,225 5,342 5,491 36%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population | 13.58 16.67 15.31 17.23 17.51 17.92 32%

per 100 DWI arrests 19.14 23.85 21.39 25.02 26.65 29.02 52%

per DWI fatality 34.03 46.30 51.89 53.32 59.36 66.16 94%

Discussion

The interlock-in-use rates seem high when interlocks are required only for first offenders seeking
a temporary restricted license and repeat offenders, especially since the temporary restricted
license for repeat offenders only became available in July 2010.



Kansas

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: since July 1, 2011, an interlock is required for 6 months following a
30-day hard suspension; no requirement before that date.

o High BAC (.15+): required, 1-year interlock after 1-year license suspension.
o BAC test refusal: no interlock requirement.

e Repeat offender: interlock required for 1 year following 1-year license suspension
(with BAC .15+, 2 years suspension and 2-year interlock requirement, after July 1,
2011); lifetime look-back.

e Pleading to a lesser offense is not allowed, nor is simply waiting out the interlock
period without installing an interlock.

e A diversion option exists for one time only; there is no interlock requirement; a
successful diversion is counted as a prior offense.

e Test refusal produces extended license suspensions: First refusal, 1 year; second
refusal, 2 years; third refusal, 3 years; fourth refusal, 10 years; fifth or subsequent
refusals, lifetime. As of July 1, 2012, a second refusal is a separate crime.

Program type and administration
The program is hybrid, operated by the Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations
None.

Recent changes

The first offender requirement went into effect July 1, 2011: 30-day hard suspension followed by
6 months of interlock. If the offender is caught driving without interlock during this period, the
interlock period will start over. Any high BAC (.15+) requires 1-year suspension, then 1-year
interlock; second offense: 2-year suspension then 2 years interlock. This first-offender
requirement will sunset on July 1, 2015. Kansas is creating a new repository which will require
district and municipal courts to report filing and disposition of DWI cases directly to the Kansas
Bureau of Investigation (KBI). This system will also incorporate electronic reporting. New rules
and regulations for this repository are to be established by July 1, 2014.



Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 | % Change

Population 10,000s 276.29 | 278.38 | 280.81 | 283.27 | 285.88 | 287.04 4%
Alcohol fatalities 125 109 138 123 168 108 -14%
DWI arrests 100s 112.49 | 120.80 | 130.80 | 132.23 | 129.69 | 125.20 11%
Interlocks in use 420 739 861 1919 3500 6379 1419%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.52 2.65 3.07 6.77 12.24 22.22 1362%

per 100 DWI arrests 3.73 6.12 6.58 14.51 26.99 50.95 1265%

per DWI fatality 3.36 6.78 6.24 15.60 20.83 59.06 1658%

Discussion

The 2011 first-offender requirement is estimated to have increased the interlock-in-use rates
substantially in 2011, though complete data are not yet available and the change in law only
applied to arrests after July 1. Increases through 2010 must result from program and management
changes implemented to increase penetration. Interlocks are required for license restoration;

otherwise offenders will be perpetually suspended. This may create incentive to install

interlocks.




Louisiana

Interlock laws and policies

Louisiana interlock laws are complex with several conditions regarding suspension times and
interlock requirements. For administrative purposes, an offender with a prior alcohol related
arrest (a refusal, submittal, DWI or vehicular negligent injury) within 5 years; or an aggravated
DWI first offender (a first offender who has caused a crash involving bodily injury or the
offender has a minor under the age of 12 in the vehicle) is required to install an interlock as a
condition of reinstatement for the length of the suspension or 6 months, whichever is greater. All
basic DWI first offense offenders may sit out their suspension or apply for a hardship license
with a required interlock. There are several different suspension periods for refusals and
submittals of a breath test based on the number of prior offenses, age and BAC level.

Submittal of a Breath Test Suspension/interlock (device) period
Ist offense 21 years old +; BAC .08-.19 90-day suspension/6 months interlock*
Ist offense < 21years old; BAC .02-.19 180 days suspension/180 days interlock*

Ist offense Any age; BAC .2 + 730 days suspension/730 days interlock*
2nd offense 21 years old+ BAC .08-.19 365 days suspension/365 days interlock
2nd offense 21 years old +; BAC .20 + 1,460 days suspension/1,460 days interlock
3rd offense 21 years old + BAC .08 + 365 days suspension/365 days interlock
R;T;iall););? Il);el:iztlh ;f(fitg(:o Refusal of a Breath Test Refusal of a Breath Test
requirement) Prior to 9/1/09 (any age) After 9/1/09 (any age)
Ist offense 180 days suspension 365 days suspension
180 days interlock* 365 days interlock™
2nd offense 545 days suspension 730 days suspension
545 days interlock 730 days interlock
3rd offense after 9/1/09 545 days suspension 730 days suspension
545 days interlock 730 days interlock
1st offense with a fatality or 545 days suspension 365 days suspension
serious bodily injury 545 days interlock 365 days interlock
2nd offense with a fatality no law prior to 9/1/09 730 days suspension
730 days interlock

*device is required only if ordered as a condition of reinstatement

Once an offender is convicted, suspension and interlock times vary depending on the number of
prior offenses and their BACs within a 10-year period. Age and refusal or submittal to a breath
test are no longer factors. An interlock is required for a hardship license to regain driving
privileges during the suspension period.




Suspension/interlock (interlock device) requirement
with hardship license or condition of reinstatement
365-day suspension, interlock required for hardship
license.
730-day suspension, required to serve 45-day hard
2nd offense; BAC .08-.19 suspension before eligible for a hardship license, hardship
license requires interlock
1,095-day suspension, required to serve 1 year hard
suspension before eligible for a hardship license, hardship
license requires interlock
2 years suspension, can sit out 1st year and obtain a non-
Ist offense ; BAC .2 + interlock hardship for 2nd year, or immediately request
hardship license with interlock.

Offense/BAC

1st offense; BAC .08-.19

3rd & subsequent offense;
BAC .08-.19

4 years suspension, required to serve 45-day hard

2nd offense suspension before eligible for a hardship for the remainder
BAC 2 + of the first 3 years, on the 4th year can have a non-
interlock hardship license.

Program type and administration

Louisiana has a two track system where interlock requirements can be imposed as a restriction
on a hardship license, as a condition of license reinstatement, as a condition of pre-trial bail by
order of the court, or required in a prosecutor's pre-trial diversion program. The criminal track
(judicial) may require an interlock for those convicted of DWI. The civil track (administrative)
governed by the Louisiana Office of Motor Vehicles imposes a license suspension and issues all
hardship licenses.

Other notable program features and observations
Interlocks are being used in DWI courts as part of sobriety courts, pre-trial diversion and
intervention programs; currently this is the only real monitoring effort.

Recent changes

As of August 15, 2007, suspension periods were extended and interlock requirements were
introduced. On September 1, 2009 suspension periods for administrative interlock sanctions
changed again (see above). Prior to August 15, 2011, interlock vendors were reporting offender
data by paper and only twice a year. As of August 15, 2011 interlock vendors are required to
report data to the OMV electronically every 60 days.

In the 2013 legislative session HB# 424 amended R.S. 32:6671-to clarify that offenders arrested
for a second or subsequent DWI must obtain and maintain an interlock as a condition of
reinstatement, less any time during the course of suspension served with an interlock restricted
hardship license. The Louisiana Supreme Court had recently limited applications of R.S.32:6671
to convictions for DWI only. This restores the original legislative intent where any second or
subsequent offender whether suspended under implied consent provisions or convicted for DWI
must have an interlock on his vehicle for the length of suspension or as a condition of
reinstatement.



Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 430.27 | 437.56 | 443.56 | 449.17 | 454.41 | 45748 6%
Alcohol fatalities 371 375 339 290 225 226 -39%
DWI arrests 100s 258.65 | 254.76 | 247.35 | 319.24 | 310.04 314.64 172%
Interlocks in use 1613 2111 3085 4124 4806 5337 231%
Interlock-in-use rates | per 10,000 population 3.75 4.82 6.96 9.18 10.58 11.67 211%

per 100 DWI arrests 6.24 8.29 12.47 12.92 15.50 16.96 172%

per DWI fatality 4.35 5.63 9.10 14.22 21.36 23.62 443%

Discussion

The FBI arrest data are substantially under-reported, so the interlock-in-use rates based on State-
reported arrest totals are more accurate. Interlock-in-use rates increased each year after the 2007
interlock requirement, even with minimal monitoring, perhaps in response to the 2007 law

change. However the rates seem low for Louisiana’s requirements and incentives. The estimated

2011 Interlock-in-use rate increases may be an artifact of the new electronic reporting

requirement.




Maryland

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: only if ordered by a judge.

o High BAC (.15+): required for 1 year. High-BAC drivers are suspended
indefinitely until successful completion of the interlock program.
o BAC test refusal: no requirement

e Repeat offender: required if two offenses in 5 years or three offenses lifetime under
the Ignition Interlock Program. The interlock requirement is for 3 to 12 months. A
person who is subject to license suspension via the point system for a DWI conviction
may be issued a restricted license by participating in the Ignition Interlock Program.
A person who is subject to license revocation following a DUI conviction may have
the license suspended in lieu of revocation by participating in the same program. The
suspension or restricted license periods imposed are the same as for DUI.

e Pleading to a lesser charge, “wet reckless,” is possible.

e Maryland has probation before judgment (PBJ) diversion option, which has treatment
requirements but no interlock. PBJ can be chosen once. It does not count as a prior
offense for the purposes of determining subsequent repeat offenses.

e Maryland has two separate offenses, DWI (driving while impaired), applicable for
BACs of .07, and DUI (driving under the influence), for BACs of .08 and above.
Interlocks are not required for DWI; the descriptions above apply to DUIL.

Program type and administration
Maryland has a hybrid program operated by the Motor Vehicle Department.

Other notable program features and observations

Probation monitors offenders. If offenders violate or refuse then they get jail time which could be
a deterrent. If someone drops out of the interlock program and then decides to return to it they
must start all over again, with no credit for their previous interlock time.

Recent changes

On October 1, 2011, HB 1276/SB 803 Drunk Driving Reduction Act extended interlock
requirements. Previously, if a driver had registered a BAC between .08-.15, the driver was only
eligible for an interlock only if the license is required for employment, alcohol treatment,
obtaining health care, or attending school. The 2011 extension allowed the courts to offer an
interlock license to all drivers with a BAC between .08-.15. This eliminated an incentive to
refuse a BAC test by creating parity with individuals who refuse the test, who are offered
suspension or 1 year of interlock. This bill also created a separate criminal charge for drivers
who are in the interlock program and who operate a motor vehicle that is not equipped with an
interlock.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 562.74 | 56534 | 568.50 | 573.04 | 578.80 | 583.96 4%
Alcohol fatalities 189 178 145 165 154 162 -14%
DWI arrests 100s 252.45 | 251.29 | 249.09 | 243.80 | 244.22 | 247.10 -2%
Interlocks in use 4006 4905 5966 6400 9600 9000 125%
Interlock-in-use rates | per 10,000 population 7.12 8.68 10.49 11.17 16.59 15.41 116%

per 100 DWI arrests 15.87 19.52 23.95 26.25 39.31 36.42 130%

per DWI fatality 21.20 27.56 41.14 38.79 62.34 55.56 162%

Discussion

Maryland’s interlock-in-use rates appear high for a State with no first offender requirement, with
PBJ, and with relatively short interlock installation periods. If offenders violate or refuse then
they get jail time, which could be a deterrent. With the new changes in the law Maryland is
looking to increase interlock-in-use rates.
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Massachusetts

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: no requirement.

e Repeat offender: required as a condition of a hardship license for two or more
offenses within a lifetime; hardship license can be for up to 1 year (second offense,
after 1 year hard suspension); up to 6 years (3rd offense, after 2 years hard
suspension); or up to 5 years (4th offense, after 5 years hard suspension). There is an
additional 2-year interlock requirement after reinstatement of full license.

e High BAC: no requirement.

e BAC test refusal: no requirement.

e Offenders can plead to a lesser “wet reckless” charge, which has no interlock
requirements.

Program type and administration
The Massachusetts program is hybrid, operated by the Registry of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations
None.

Recent changes

None.
Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 641.01 | 643.16 646.90 651.76 656.33 660.70 3%
Alcohol fatalities 144 155 120 106 115 114 -21%
DWI arrests 100s 83.59 117.46 129.41 123.69 116.34 114.10 36%
Interlocks in use 223 952 2186 2488 4601 4872 2085%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 0.35 1.48 3.38 3.82 7.01 7.37 2020%
per 100 DWI arrests 2.67 8.10 16.89 20.11 39.55 42.70 1501%
per DWI fatality 1.55 6.14 18.22 23.47 40.01 42.74 2660%
Discussion

These interlock-in-use rates seems very high for the current law which affects only repeat
offenders, especially with little or no monitoring of offenders except by vendors. However,
since each repeat offender has an interlock requirement of at least 2 years which may extend,
with a hardship license, up to 3 years or more, the interlock-in-use rates based on
installations, rather than interlocks in use, would be half or less of the rates shown in the
table above. These values may be consistent with a credible proportion of repeat offenders
among all DWI offenders; even so, the 2010 and 2011 rates appear high. The applicable DWI
law is known as “Melanie’s Law,,” which was passed in October 2005 and has applied
throughout the reporting period. There is no obvious explanation for the substantial interlock-
in-use rate increases in 2010.
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Michigan

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: no requirement.

o High BAC (.17+): up to October 31, 2010, no requirement; after October 31,
2010, in lieu of waiting out a 1-year suspension, after a 45-day hard
suspension offenders may apply for a restricted license which requires an
interlock for a minimum of 1 year.

o BAC test refusal: no requirement.

e Repeat offender: for offenders with two or more offenses within 7 years, or three or
more within 10 years, there is a mandatory 1-year license suspension. After 45 days
of mandatory license suspension, offenders may apply for a restricted license which
requires an interlock.

e Offenders who receive a restricted license are required to install an interlock and
successfully complete the interlock period before regaining an unrestricted licensure.

e After October 31, 2010, offenders who have installed interlocks must keep them in
place for at least 1 year. At the end of the required period, they must apply to the
Secretary of State for license restoration; the license is not automatically restored.

e Drivers who would qualify for a restricted license with an interlock requirement may
instead wait out their original full suspension period and regain their licenses.

e DWTI arrests can be pled to lesser charges.

Program type and administration
Michigan has an administrative-based interlock program that is run primarily through the
Michigan Department of State Driver’s License Appeal Division (DLAD).

Other notable program features and observations
Michigan offenders can only be charged $1 per day to cover maintenance fees if their previous
year’s State income falls within the State’s published poverty guidelines.

Recent changes

Michigan is in the process of linking adjudication, crash reporting, and emergency response data.
Until October 31, 2010, there was no interlock requirement; after October 31, 2010, in lieu of
waiting out a 1-year suspension after a 45-day hard suspension offenders may apply for a
restricted license which requires an interlock for a minimum of 1 year.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 1003.61 | 1000.13 | 994.69 | 990.16 | 987.77 | 987.68 -2%
Alcohol fatalities 335 304 284 243 230 255 -24%
DWI arrests 100s 445.53 | 405.84 | 355.34 | 389.41 | 348.82 | 388.99 -13%
Interlocks in use 4000 4825 3994 4038 4974 5249 31%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 3.99 4.82 4.02 4.08 5.04 5.31 33%
per 100 DWI arrests 8.98 11.89 11.24 10.37 14.26 13.49 50%
per DWI fatality 11.94 15.87 14.06 16.62 21.63 20.58 72%

Discussion

Some courts appear not to have ordered interlocks for offenders who claim to be unable to afford

the interlock fees. The courts do not have the authority to remove driving privileges. DWI

offenders must enter a mandatory treatment program, even if the court orders an interlock, and
need to appear before an administrative hearing officer to restore their license. One analyst is
responsible for the entire interlock system. The interlock-in-use rates are low, though. Offenders
may avoid an interlock by waiting out their suspension period, but those who do choose an
interlock must keep it in place for at least a year and (after 10/31/10) must apply to restore their
license. Interlock violations either extend the minimum required interlock period or cause the
restricted license to be revoked and the original suspension or revocation period to start again.
The 2010 first-offender high-BAC requirement may have increased the rate slightly.
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Missouri

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: only if ordered by the court or the DMV.
o High BAC: only if ordered by the court or the DMV.
o BAC test refusal: only if ordered by the court or the DMV.
e Repeat offender: required as a condition of relicensing for a second offense within 5
years or a third offense lifetime. The interlock use requirement is 6 months.
e Itis possible to plead a DWI arrest to a lesser charge, such as “wet reckless.”

Program type and administration

The interlock program began as a judicial program in 1995. An administrative portion was added
in 2009. The interlock program is now operated by both the Department of Motor Vehicles and
the courts.

Other notable program features and observations
None.

Recent changes

In 2010 legislation was passed to allow limited driving privileges for repeat offenders through
the courts after a 45-day hard suspension. Other legislation required fingerprinting and
background checks of these offenders to determine eligibility for the restricted license. Limited
driving privileges were to be granted only if the offender’s record was violation and conviction
free for a certain time period dependent upon the level of offense. Based on a study showing this
law was confusing and difficult to implement and track, major revisions are being considered.

On August 28, 2012 a law requiring compliance based removal was passed. Repeat offenders
will be required to have an interlock for 6 months. During this time, if the offender violates the
interlock requirement, their interlock period will be extended for an additional 6 months from the
date of the violation. The 6 month extension can only be applied once.

This bill also added language to allow first offenders to restore license privileges after 15 days of
hard suspension if they apply for a restricted license with an interlock for 75 days. If a first
offender violates during this 75-day period, the interlock term will be extended for an additional
75 days. This extension will be repeated indefinitely until the offender completes 75 days of
violation-free interlock driving. This law will be effective October 1, 2013.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 584.27 | 588.76 | 592.39 | 596.11 | 599.61 | 600.90 3%
Alcohol fatalities 258 333 314 302 258 258 0%
DWI arrests 100s 394.38 | 399.81 | 395.64 | 393.97 | 356.95 | 386.37 -2%
Interlocks in use 1852 3020 2743 4649 4693 6179 234%
Interlock-in-use rates | per 10,000 population 3.17 5.13 4.63 7.80 7.83 10.28 224%

per 100 DWI arrests 4.70 7.55 6.93 11.80 13.15 15.99 241%

per DWI fatality 7.18 9.07 8.74 15.39 18.19 23.95 234%

Discussion

The administrative component added in 2009 may have brought more uniformity to the program
and increased the interlock-in-use rates modestly. However, the only consequence for not
installing an interlock was no legal licensure. Missouri recently improved its driver license
record system by adding new components to capture information regarding interlocks and also
changed its reinstatement requirements. This may enable more efficient monitoring which may
increase the interlock-in-use rates further.
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Nebraska

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: required as a condition of license reinstatement.
o High BAC: .15, “enhanced”; required as a condition of reinstatement.
o BAC test refusal: no additional interlock requirement.
e Repeat offender: required
e Pleading to lesser charges, such as “wet reckless,” is allowed.
e The look-back period was 12 years prior to 1/1/2012, 15 years thereafter.

Program type and administration
Nebraska has a hybrid program operated by the Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations
Nebraska requires an interlock for all restricted licenses as a condition of probation under
judicial discretion.

Recent changes

As of January 1, 2012, interlocks are required for all DWI offenders as a condition of license
reinstatement. First offenders can voluntarily choose administrative license revocation (ALR)
with an immediate interlock for 6 months or request an ALR hearing but forfeit their voluntary
pretrial interlock and not be eligible for an interlock until sentenced by the court. The new law
also establishes an indigence fund, extends the look-back period from 12 to 15 years, establishes
an ignition interlock permit, and establishes a required 6-month interlock period extension for
non-compliance violations.

January 18, 2013 the legislature passed LB 158 which carried an emergency clause and is now in
effect to adopt the part of MAP-21 that required 1 year of interlock installation for repeat
offenders. This bill also removed the limitations on driving privileges for those who are driving
with an ignition interlock permit, since those were not required by MAP-21.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 177.27 | 178.34 | 179.64 | 181.27 | 182.97 184.22 4%
Alcohol fatalities 71 77 53 68 51 45 -37%
DWI arrests 100s 13421 | 134.37 | 136.60 | 133.99 | 123.99 120.34 -10%
Interlocks in use 286 500 1030 1136 1800 3100 984%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.61 2.80 5.73 6.27 9.84 16.83 943%
per 100 DWTI arrests 2.13 3.72 7.54 8.48 14.52 25.76 1109%
per DWI fatality 4.03 6.49 19.43 16.71 35.29 68.89 1610%
Discussion

The low interlock-in-use rates seem accurate since first offender interlocks were required only
for the short-term hardship licenses and repeat offender interlocks had to be ordered by the court.
The rate should increase once the new law is in effect and more judges require interlocks. The
sharp increase in rates from 2007 to 2011 is hard to explain.
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New Mexico

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: interlock required as a condition of probation, 1 year.
o High BAC: no additional requirement.
o BAC test refusal: no additional requirement.

e Repeat offender: required as a condition of probation, 2 years (second offender), 3
years (third offender), and lifetime (fourth or more offender).

e The judicial look-back period is 5 years, but MVD will use a lifetime look-back
period to determine the length of the administrative license revocation period, during
which a special license and interlock are required for legal driving.

e The interlock requirement cannot be “waited out.” At a minimum, there must be 6
months of interlock violation-free performance before full driving privileges can be
restored.

e A DWTI arrest cannot be pled down to a lesser, non-DWI charge.

Program type and administration
New Mexico has an administrative program operated by the New Mexico Department of
Transportation’s Traffic Safety Bureau.

Other notable program features and observations
New Mexico law also requires juvenile offenders to obtain an interlock for 1 year after a
conviction for a DWI offense relating to drugs or alcohol.

New Mexico established an indigent fund in 2010 governed by the Traffic Safety Bureau funded
through a $300,000 annual appropriation from the State’s liquor excise tax and a $100-per-year
fee collected by the service centers for each center’s non-indigent installations. The indigent fund
participant is responsible for all charges associated with the installation, servicing, and removal
of the interlock. The vendor reduces the standard fees according to supportive documentation
with the application and then seeks reimbursement from the State indigent fund.

Recent changes

New Mexico is currently implementing the Ignition Interlock Data Analysis Project which will
establish a statewide depository for all interlock data. The New Mexico Interlock Memorial
created a task force in 2009. This led to the requirement of 6 months tamper-free interlock
driving prior to license reinstatement. In 2010 NMDOT established indigency requirements for
interlock orders as well as allowed administrative funding for NMDOT to oversee the program.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 196.21 | 199.01 | 201.07 | 203.68 | 206.48 | 207.87 6%
Alcohol fatalities 136 132 105 112 111 105 -23%
DWI arrests 100s 185.66 | 199.02 | 197.84 189.79 | 165.63 | 139.43 -25%
Interlocks in use 6311 7437 8955 8625 12064 13500 114%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 32.16 37.37 44.54 42.35 58.43 64.95 102%

per 100 DWI arrests 33.99 37.37 45.26 45.44 72.84 96.82 185%

per DWI fatality 46.40 56.34 85.29 77.01 108.68 | 128.57 177%

Discussion

New Mexico has led the way in implementing a comprehensive interlock program and
improving it regularly. The interlock-in-use rates are high, though perhaps not as high as these
estimates suggest. “Installations” may be overstated, possibly based on confusion between
“interlocks in use” and “installations”; evidence is that repeat offenders must have the interlocks
installed for 2, 3, or even 4 years, which should make installations lag behind interlocks in use
more than shown in the table. New Mexico requires an interlock for all offenders. Sanctions are
both administrative and judicial, as a condition of probation. Probation officers may monitor
compliance more carefully and violations may result in jail time. All offender laws have been in
place since 2005 with constant “revisiting” and strengthening of the effectiveness of the laws and
program by a task force created in 2009, consistent with the gradual increase in interlock use
rates over the years.
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New York

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: prior to Leandra’s Law (8/15/2010), at court’s discretion; under
Leandra’s law, requires courts to order all drivers convicted of misdemeanor and
felony drunk driving charges, to install and maintain an interlock on any vehicles they
own or operate for at least 6 months after their license revocation period at their own
expense with conditional license.

o High BAC: above .18, converts DWI to Aggravated DWI which, for first
offenders, extends the revocation period from 12 to 18 months but does not
change the 6-month post-suspension interlock requirement.

o BAC test refusal: same effect as high BAC.

e Repeat offender: required, with conditional license, during any part of the revocation,
suspension, or probation period; post-suspension, minimum of 6 months for second
offenders, 5 years for third offenders.

e Post-suspension interlock periods required; they may not be waited out.

e The look-back period is 10 years.

e Pleading to lesser charges is not allowed.

Program type and administration

The New York State interlock program is judicial. It was designed by the State’s Division of
Criminal Justice Services — Office of Probation and Correctional Alternatives (OPCA) and
primarily operates at the county level.

Other notable program features and observations

Ninety-nine percent of offenders receive some kind of alcohol treatment. New York’s Office of
Probation and Correctional Alternatives (OPCA) established a $3 million grant administered
through the New York State Governor’s Traffic Safety Committee to distribute to counties based
on the number of DWI convictions and conditions imposed for installation of ignition interlocks.

Recent changes
New interlock Negative Event/Failed Tests Reports (by vendor & county) were implemented
May 2012.

April 16th, 2013 S.1941 two senate bills were passed. One requires offenders to install interlocks
on any vehicle they own or used to commit the DWI offense. This bill will close loopholes where
offenders previously could the registration out of their name to avoid installing and interlock. If
an offender claims they do not own a car, or show cause for not installing an interlock the
offender would then be required to wear a continuous alcohol monitoring device (CAM). These
requirements are a condition of relicensure. The second bill sponsored by Senator Fuschillo
(S.742) requires each alcohol offense case be reviewed individually before being issued a
conditional driver’s license.

One major change will be implemented tentatively August 1, 2013. The interlock Classification
System will be changing and all units (those installed after 08/01/13) will require a camera.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 1910.46 | 1913.23 | 1921.24 | 1930.70 | 1939.92 | 1950.16 2%
Alcohol fatalities 433 377 346 318 364 315 -27%
DWI arrests 100s 577.65 | 588.25 | 583.69 | 575.07 | 544.86 | 500.43 -13%
Interlocks in use 702 1544 1276 1762 2500 5000 612%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 0.37 0.81 0.66 0.91 1.29 2.56 598%

per 100 DWI arrests 1.22 2.62 2.19 3.06 4.59 9.99 722%

per DWI fatality 1.62 4.10 3.69 5.54 6.87 15.87 879%

Discussion

New York’s Leandra’s law requires an interlock for all offenders as of August 15, 2010. Prior to
that, interlocks were required only for repeat offenders which likely explains the low Interlock
rate up through 2010. Offenders who do not install the required interlock cannot get their license

privileges restored.

There have been various legislative proposals (Senator Fuschillo) to address some of the

limitations of “Leandra’s Law” (Chapter 496 of the Laws of 2009), in an attempt to increase the
installation rate of interlock’s in New York State directed at addressing operator avoidance in
complying with the law by “waiting-out” the mandatory 6-month minimum installation period
required by law. Specifically, the proposal is to increase the interlock period of installation to run
concurrent with the period of Probation Supervision or Conditional Discharge (Judge Robert

Maccarone 2013).
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North Carolina

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: interlock required for hardship license.

o High BAC (.15+): interlock required for a period of 1 year.
o BAC test refusal: no requirement.

e Repeat offender: interlock required; there is a 1-year interlock requirement if the
repeat offense came with a 1-year revocation period, a 3-year interlock requirement if
the repeat offense came with a 4-year revocation period (second or higher offense;
prior within 3 years), and a 7-year interlock requirement if the repeat offense (third or
higher; at least one prior within 5 years) came with a lifetime revocation. The
requirement takes effect when driving privileges have been restored.

e It does not appear that the offender can simply wait out the interlock period and
regain unrestricted driving privileges.

e [tis possible to plead to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless”; this still counts as a
prior offense for repeat violation calculation.

e Sentencing, in general, has complex guidelines based on aggravating factors, gross
aggravating factors, and mitigating factors.

Program type and administration
The program is administrative, operated by the Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations

The North Carolina indigent offender fund was created on December 1, 2008. It is funded by 50
percent of the DWI offender fees and is used for the installation and removal of interlocks. If the
court determines that a convicted offender is unable to pay for the installation of an interlock
system, the court may order that the costs will be paid out of the indigent fund, provided the
offender agrees to pay the required costs for monitoring the system.

Recent changes
2012 increased number of approved vendors in the State; added SmartStart and ACS to their list
of approved vendors.

North Carolina indigent offender fund was created on Dec. 1, 2008, and it is sustained by
receiving 50 percent of the offender fee to be used for the installation and removal of interlocks.
If the court determines that the convicted person is unable to pay for the installation of an
ignition interlock system, the court may order that the costs will be paid out of the Ignition
Interlock Device Fund, provided the person agrees to pay the required costs for monitoring the
system.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 891.73 | 911.80 | 930.94 | 944.96 | 95590 | 965.11 8%
Alcohol fatalities 421 497 423 358 388 365 -13%
DWI arrests 100s 506.74 | 503.60 | 495.99 | 502.61 | 509.07 | 503.60 -1%
Interlocks in use 6034 7685 8003 8303 8500 8761 45%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 6.77 8.43 8.60 8.79 8.89 9.08 34%

per 100 DWI arrests 11.91 15.26 16.14 16.52 16.70 17.40 46%

per DWI fatality 14.33 15.46 18.92 23.19 2191 24.00 67%

Discussion

These rates seem low. However, North Carolina is currently unable to track how many first
offenders are required to have an interlock because interlocks only are required for high-BAC

offenders and hardship licenses.
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Ohio

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: only if ordered by the court.
o High BAC: same.

o BAC test refusal: same.

e Repeat offender: required for fourth offense.
e Any offenders who have chosen to get limited driving privileges during their

suspension period must use interlocks as a condition of the restricted occupational

license.

e Courts may order an interlock for any offender as a condition of probation.
e [t is possible to plead to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless;” this still counts as a

prior offense for repeat violation calculation.

Program type and administration

Ohio’s program is judicial, operated by the courts and probation.

Other notable program features and observations
There is no statewide program administration or monitoring. An offender person may be required
to use an interlock when operating under an occupational license.

Recent changes
None.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 1148.12 | 1150.05 | 1151.54 | 1152.89 | 1153.83 | 1154.10 1%
Alcohol fatalities 386 389 351 325 341 316 -18%
DWI arrests 100s 189.60 191.55 190.88 189.93 | 362.59 | 224091 19%
Interlocks in use 2260 3105 2580 2974 4217 6741 198%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.97 2.70 2.24 2.58 3.65 5.84 197%

per 100 DWI arrests 11.92 16.21 13.52 15.66 11.63 29.97 151%

per DWI fatality 5.85 7.98 7.35 9.15 12.37 21.33 264%

Discussion

Ohio does not have a statewide interlock program — interlocks are ordered only by individual
judges — though any offenders who want limited driving privileges during their suspension
period must have an interlock. An interlock is required only for fourth offenses as a condition of

probation. FBI arrest numbers appear to be under-reported, so actual interlock-in-use rates

probably are lower than the calculated 12-16 percent. Arrests records were not available but
42,896 DWI convictions were reported in 2010. At the end of May 2011 there were 6,741 orders
for interlock installations. There is no apparent reason for the increase in interlocks in use in

2010 and 2011.
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Oklahoma

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: interlock required if an offender obtains a hardship license during 180-
day revocation; any interlock time during the revocation counts against the 6 months
interlock required after the revocation period. Prior to 11/1/11, interlocks were
required only by court option.

o High BAC (.15+): required for 1 and a half years following a mandatory 180-
day revocation before full driving privileges are reinstated.
o BAC test refusal: same as basic DUI.

e Repeat offender: second offenders require 12 months full license revocation, with the
option of a hardship license with an interlock, followed by an interlock requirement
for 4 years after reinstatement. Third offenders require a 3-year full license revocation
period, again with the option of a hardship license with an interlock, then an
additional 5 years with an interlock upon reinstatement.

e Look-back period is 10 years.

e tis possible to plead a DWI arrest to a lower charge such as “wet reckless.”

Program type and administration

Hybrid; Oklahoma has both an administrative and court-based interlock program for offenders
which is operated by the Board of Tests for Alcohol and Drug Influence (BOT) as an
independent entity of the Department of Public Safety’s (DPS) general operating budget.

Other notable program features and observations
Oklahoma established the use of fuel cell interlocks in 2003. Oklahoma BOT collects a $10
Installation Decal fee for each certified installation which is paid for by offenders.

Recent changes
As of November 2011, with the Erin Swezey Act, the bulleted regulations listed above became
effective.
In 2010, with the Aaron Gilling Act, alcohol evaluation and appropriate treatment was
mandated for all DUI offenders.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 359.41 | 363.44 | 366.90 | 371.76 | 375.95 | 378.42 5%
Alcohol fatalities 199 223 242 229 220 220 11%
DWI arrests 100s 159.36 | 182.29 | 189.80 | 189.96 | 174.46 | 179.17 12%
Interlocks in use 1709 2200 1722 1635 6000 4500 163%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 4.76 6.05 4.69 4.40 15.96 11.89 150%
per 100 DWI arrests 10.72 12.07 9.07 8.61 34.39 25.12 134%
per DWI fatality 8.59 9.87 7.12 7.14 27.27 20.45 138%
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Discussion

Oklahoma’s interlocks in use and interlock-in-use rates vacillate. In part, this is due to an unusually
high 2010 value for interlocks in use, based on a count provided by the State to Roth rather than his
other estimates based on vendor data. There is little incentive for first offenders to install when
they can opt to sit out a 180-day license revocation. Oklahoma requires an interlock for high-BAC
and repeat offenders and recently (November 2011) increased the amount of time the interlock is
required as a condition of a modified license, or if refusal of breath test. These changes would not
be reflected in the 2011 rates. The 2010 law change affected alcohol screening and treatment but is
not likely to affect interlock installations. It is not clear what produced the substantial increase in
interlocks use in 2010 and decrease in 2011. A physical decal process registers and tracks
installations but there is no monitoring of those who do not install.
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Oregon

Interlock laws and policies
e Judicial or Administratively Mandated:
o st offense — 1-year interlock (Diversion, Judicial with exception of hardship)
o 2nd offense — 1st conviction 1-year interlock (administration 1-year
suspension)
o 3rd offense — 2nd conviction 2-year interlock (administration 3-year
suspension)
o 4th offense — 5-year interlock (administrative life time suspension/revocation)
e Implied Consent Suspensions:
o 90 days 30-day hard suspension with hardship
o 1 year 90-day hard suspension with hardship
o 3 year 90-day hard suspension with hardship (no hardship if a breath refusal)
e Interlock required for all hardship licenses. Look-back period is 10 years, but a prior
offense within 5 years extends the suspension for second offenders to 3 years.
e Offenders required to get an interlock must do so in order to regain an unrestricted
license; it is not possible to just wait out the interlock period.
e It is not possible to plead a DWI charge to a lesser offense.
e Oregon’s diversion program is frequently chosen by first offenders; it lasts 1 year, has
an interlock requirement if the offender drives during the year

Program type and administration

Oregon has a hybrid interlock program operated by the DMV upon DWI conviction and a
judicial component where the judge may order an interlock as a condition of a DWI Diversion
Agreement.

Other notable program features and observations

Indigent funding is available. The costs are paid from the Intoxicated Driver Program Fund.
Oregon DMV may waive, in whole or in part, or defer the offender’s responsibility to pay all or
part of the costs if the offender meets the standards for indigence adopted by the Federal
Government for purposes of the food stamp program. To request a fee waiver, proof of indigence
must be provided to a service provider who is contracted with the Addictions and Mental Health
Division (AMHD). Service providers are contracted with AMHD. Interlock fees and other
negotiated costs are paid from the Intoxicated Driver Program Fund.

Recent changes

Oregon changed its law effective January 1, 2012, to require anyone convicted of DWI to install
an interlock when the driving privileges are restored. With Oregon’s previous law the first
conviction was generally the second arrest due to diversion; the 2012 new legislation establishes
the requirement for first offenders. Interlock and suspension times were increased in 2008.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 367.09 | 372.24 | 376.87 | 380.86 | 383.82 | 386.82 5%
Alcohol fatalities 148 148 137 115 71 97 -34%
DWI arrests 100s 25,091 | 25,618 | 24,811 | 21,443 | 24,241 | 24,241 -3%
Interlocks in use 2,012 | 2,302 2,570 2,957 3,499 3,715 85%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 5.48 6.18 6.82 7.76 9.12 9.60 75%

per 100 DWI arrests 8.02 8.99 10.36 13.79 14.43 15.33 91%

per DWI fatality 13.59 15.55 18.76 25.71 49.28 38.30 182%

Discussion

Oregon’s interlock-in-use rates appear accurate. The January 2012 requirement for all offenders
to install an interlock should increase the rates substantially. Interlock and suspension times were
increased in 2008. Prior to this people could sit out a 6-month suspension; now the requirement
is 2 years. This could explain the increase in interlock-in-use rates in 2009 and 2010. The FBI
arrest data are under-reported, so State data are used. Oregon reported about 25,000 arrests/year,
of which about 10,000 are convicted and approximately 3,200 to 3,400 have interlocks installed.
The low conviction rate is likely due to the very popular diversion program. Currently there is no
monitoring. Only interlock installations are reported to the State. Lane County is the only county
where judges seem to be ordering interlock with any regularity.
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Pennsylvania

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: no requirement.
o High BAC: no requirement, but three levels of BAC affect other penalties: .08
to .099, .10 to .159, and .16+.

o BAC test refusal: no requirement.

e Repeat offender: required for 1 year after the suspension period (12 or 18 months).
e Offenders may not wait out the interlock requirement period. One interlock violation
extends the interlock period by 1 additional year; a second interlock violation causes

the interlock to be removed and extends the license suspension period by a year.

e The look-back period is 10 years.

e First offenders can avoid most penalties through Accelerated Rehabilitative
Disposition (ARD). This requires a 2-year supervision period, with a license
suspension of zero, 30, or 60 days depending on the BAC. It can be used only once. It
is counted as a prior offense for subsequent DWIs.

e Pleading to lower charges, such as “wet reckless,” is prohibited.

Program type and administration
Pennsylvania’s program is administrative, operated by Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other notable program features and observations

None.

Recent changes

None.
Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 1,251.08 | 1,256.39 | 1,261.23 | 1,266.69 | 1,271.13 | 1,274.39 2%
Alcohol fatalities 492 504 499 399 433 407 -17%
DWI arrests 100s 505.87 547.75 564.46 524.27 521.26 532.72 5%
Interlocks in use 2,875 4,254 4,336 5,122 5,722 6,331 120%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 2.30 3.39 3.44 4.04 4.50 4.97 116%
per 100 DWI arrests 5.68 7.77 7.68 9.77 10.98 11.88 109%
per DWI fatality 5.84 8.44 8.69 12.84 13.21 15.56 166%

Discussion

Basic interlock-in-use rates are low, around 10 percent, because first offenders have no interlock
requirement or incentive. For repeat offenders, who in Pennsylvania make up one-third of the
arrests, interlock-in-use rates are much higher. It seems likely that a significant number of drivers
convicted of a repeat DWI offense are driving without valid licenses.
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Texas

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender: interlock only if ordered by a judge.

o High BAC (>.15): required as a condition of probation (community
supervision) for 1 year following the end of the license suspension.
o BAC test refusal: no requirement.

e Repeat offender: required as a condition of bond, a condition of probation
(community supervision) following conviction which, for third and subsequent
offenders, can be up to 10 years, as a condition of an occupational license, or as a
condition of the “5-year rule” (2nd or subsequent DWI committed within 5 years of
the date of the most recent DWI conviction).

e There is a 10-year look-back period (and, if there is one prior within 10 years, a
lifetime look-back for additional priors).

e Pleading to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless,” is prohibited.

Program type and administration
Texas has a judicial-based interlock program for offenders that is administered by the Texas
Department of Public Safety and operates primarily at the county level.

Other notable program features and observations

The Texas Center for the Judiciary is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporation established in 1973 to
provide education to Texas judges. Since its creation, the Texas Center has served as the primary
source of judicial education for all appellate, district court, statutory county court, probate,
associate and retired and former judges covered by the Rules of Judicial Education. The Texas
Center for the Judiciary has been exemplary in educating not only Texas State judges but judges
nationwide on how interlocks can be used as an effective tool in sentencing DWI offenders.

Texas offenders who are unable to pay can make an arrangement with the courts for an adjusted
payment/fee schedule not to exceed twice the period of the court's order.

Recent changes

SB8&80 (effective September 1, 2011) expanded the scope of services probation may provide to
include the supervision of any persons released on bail or in pre-trial diversion programs who are
ordered to use an interlock, subject to an occupational driver’s license or otherwise ordered by a
court to submit county supervision. This bill also authorized community supervision to assess a
reasonable monthly administrative fee of not less than $25 nor more than $60.

SB 953 (effective September 1, 2011) amended Chapter 521 of the Transportation Code
(occupational drivers’ licenses ODL) and authorized the court granting ODL to require an
interlock, and periodic testing for alcohol and controlled substances, to order the offender
receiving ODL to submit to supervision by community supervision, to order a monthly
administration fee of not less than $25, nor more than $60, to order supervision to continue until
the end of the period of suspension of the person’s driver’s license, including any extensions of
that period and to modify or terminate supervision before the end of the license period for good
cause.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 2,335.96 | 2,383.20 | 2,430.90 | 2,480.18 | 2,524.27 | 2,563.18 10%
Alcohol fatalities 1400 1333 1310 1253 1259 1213 -13%
DWI arrests 100s 881.65 882.36 900.66 938.56 935.33 907.71 3%
Interlocks in use 8,582 17,000 1,4935 1,7025 31,150 33,064 285%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 3.67 7.13 6.14 6.86 12.34 12.90 251%

per 100 DWI arrests 9.73 19.27 16.58 18.14 33.30 36.43 274%

per DWI fatality 6.13 12.75 11.40 13.59 24.74 27.26 345%

Discussion

The interlock-in-use rates seem somewhat high in recent years, considering that first offenders
obtain interlocks only when ordered by the court. Rates are based on FBI arrest tallies and Roth
interlocks in use, supplemented by State data.

Interlocks may be ordered at the judge’s discretion for first offenders — sometimes judges use it
as a pretrial condition of bond (with jail for bond violators) or as a condition of probation (with
probation revoked for violators) where the offender would be monitored. Interlocks are required
for high-BAC (condition of probation — monitored) and repeat offenders. The interlock
requirement is linked to the driver license and checked on an individual basis. The law allows the
courts not to order an interlock if they believe that is in the offender’s best interest. Urban areas
were the first to comply with these interlock requirements, followed by suburbs (18 counties
over 250,000 population), and finally rural areas. As of September 1, 2011, the probation
department may monitor any interlock offender’s compliance, and may charge a fee. Previously
the vendor sent compliance records to the court reporter. The interlock-in-use rates are expected
to increase over the next few years as probation takes over monitoring and more courts start
ordering interlocks.
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Utah

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: only if ordered by a judge.
o High BAC (.16+): supervised probation, treatment, and an interlock and/or
electronic home confinement are required (called the IRD provision).
o BAC test refusal: no requirement.
e Repeat offender: required for 3 years for a second or third DWI offense within 10
years. The licensing agency or court may order an additional 90 days, 180 days, 1 or
2 years.
e Pleading to lesser offense, such as “wet reckless,” is possible.

Program type and administration

Until summer 2012 there was no statewide program administration in Utah other than a
notification process that an offender is interlock restricted. Only the Utah Driver's License
Division has the authority to place a restriction on the offender's electronic driving record.

Other notable program features and observations

Offenders are monitored if a court orders the interlock and chooses to take action on violations.
For a third or subsequent offense within 10 years, if serious bodily injury occurred or the
offender has any prior felony DWI conviction or automobile homicide conviction, Utah law
requires up to a S-year prison term or 1,500 hours jail (62.5 days). The offender may be required
to install an interlock for 6 years.

Recent changes

Effective July 1, 2012, an offender who is ignition interlock restricted shall have their driving
privilege suspended until they have had ignition interlocks device installed in their vehicle and
paid a license reinstatement fee to the Driver License Division. If the ignition interlock is
removed prior to the ending date of the ignition interlock restriction period, the driver license
will be re-suspended until an ignition interlock is installed and an additional license
reinstatement fee is paid.

e First offender: required for a conviction on a driving under the influence (DUI) —
(UCA 41-6a-502) State issued. 18 month interlock.
o High BAC (.16+): court-ordered-supervised probation, treatment, and an
interlock and/or electronic home confinement are required (called the Utah's
Ignition Interlock Restricted Driver IRD provision).
o BAC test refusal: (UCA 41-6a-518.2) 3-year interlock requirement.
e Repeat offender: required for 3 years for a second or third DWI offense within 10
years. The licensing agency or court may order an additional 90 days, 180 days, 1 or
2 years.

In July 2012, Utah also implemented an interlock program structure that will license vendors and
facilities, create mandatory audits, provide for electronic notification of installations and
removals, and establish other program requirements. Courts have a new reporting system which
is uploaded to the Driver’s License Division nightly.
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In March 2013, Utah added if an offender can electronically verify that they do not have a
vehicle registered in their name then the offender doesn’t have to pay the suspension fee or
penalty for not installing an interlock.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 252.55 | 259.77 | 266.30 | 272.34 | 277.51 | 28143 11%
Alcohol fatalities 53 56 49 41 44 53 0
DWI arrests 100s 154.22 | 15422 | 152.97 | 156.83 | 152.85 | 154.22 0%
Interlocks in use 1,111 1,186 1,311 1,497 1,950 2,550 130%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 4.40 4.57 4.92 5.50 7.03 9.06 106%
per 100 DWI arrests 7.20 7.69 8.57 9.55 12.76 16.53 130%
per DWI fatality 20.96 21.18 26.76 | 36.51 44.32 48.11 130%
Discussion

Utah’s interlock-in-use rates seem high with no first offender requirement or incentive. However,
because interlock periods were 3 years for repeat offenders, much longer than in most other
States, the “interlocks in use” figures are about three times higher than the numbers of offenders
installing interlocks.

This is consistent with the fact that, prior to July 2012, there was no coordinated statewide
interlock program. Vendors weren’t licensed or registered; the interlock order was put on the
license file only. There was no enforcement. Interlocks are required as a condition of probation
upon discretion of the courts for first offenders. By law probation may track all offenders who have
been ordered to install and interlock, however this may vary by county. Interlocks are ordered for
high-BAC offenders, and required for 3 years from conviction for repeat offenders. Courts weren’t
ordering interlocks. Perhaps the July 2012 changes will increase interlock-in-use rates.
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Virginia

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: required for hardship/restricted license; as of July 2012, also required
post-conviction for at least 6 months.
o High BAC (.15+): required as a condition of a restricted license or license
restoration.
o BAC test refusal: same as basic DWI.
e Repeat offender: required as a condition of a restricted license or license restoration
for repeat offenses within 10 years.
e It is not clear how long the interlocks must remain installed.
e Pleading to lesser charge, such as “wet reckless,” is permitted.

Program type and administration
Virginia’s program is hybrid, administered by the Commission on Virginia Alcohol Safety
Action Program (VASAP) as a condition of probation.

Other notable program features and observations

Enrollment into an Alcohol Safety Action Program (ASAP) is required for enrollment into the
Virginia interlock program. The Virginia Insurance Commission has authorized insurance
carriers in Virginia to offer discounted assigned risk insurance premiums for persons
participating in the interlock program. There also is an indigent program that allows courts to
waive some or all of the program costs. In addition, courts can suspend or reduce any fines
imposed. Virginia law also allows the waiver, suspension or reduction of some or all of the
program costs by the court ordering the interlock.

Recent changes

In 2009, interlocks were required for repeat offenders as a condition of license reinstatement.
In July 2012, the interlock requirement was extended to all first offenders with a restricted
license for at least 6 months.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 767.37 | 775.10 | 783.35 | 792.59 802.51 810.44 6%
Alcohol fatalities 298 303 276 243 211 224 -25%
DWTI arrests 100s 214.22 | 241.70 | 277.32 | 348.29 355.80 331.30 55%
Interlocks in use 3,593 4,306 4,253 4,641 4,200 3,841 7%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 4.68 5.56 543 5.86 5.23 4.74 1%

per 100 DWI arrests 16.77 17.82 15.34 13.33 11.80 11.59 -31%

per DWI fatality 12.06 14.21 15.41 19.10 19.91 17.15 42%
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Discussion

Virginia’s program has been in place since 1995 and had recent modifications in 2009 and 2012.
Probation does the monitoring as a condition of relicensing. Interlocks are only required for
relicensing of repeat offenders, effective in 2009, but this did not appear to affect the interlock-
in-use rates. In fact the interlock-in-use rate per arrest estimate dropped. VASAP has their data
management system tied to the DMV system electronically in real time, which makes monitoring
easier. This program is completely offender funded so offenders who claim they can’t afford it
may not be ordered to have the interlock. There is also limited treatment access in rural areas.
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Washington

Interlock laws and policies

e First offender, basic offense (2004-2006): required, 1 year.

o High BAC (.15+) (2004-2006): no additional requirement.
o BAC test refusal (2004-2006): no additional requirement.

e Repeat offender: required, 5 years for second offense, 10 years for third and
subsequent offenses.

e Deferred prosecution: interlock requirements the same as the offense being deferred,
as part of 2-year treatment and monitoring program followed by 3 years of probation.

e Reduced charges: no interlock requirement for first offenders, 6 months requirement
for repeat offenders.

e Until 2011, offenders could wait out their interlock-required period and regain
unrestricted licensing privileges without ever installing; since 2011 this is no longer
the case.

e Look-back period is 7 years.

e Pleading of DWI arrest charges to Negligent Operation—First Degree (“wet neg”) is
possible and frequent.

Program type and administration
The program is hybrid; the Washington State Patrol has full authority over field monitoring.
Interlocks are administratively required or court mandated.

Other notable program features and observations

Since 2009, offenders may install an interlock after arrest in lieu of an administrative license
suspension. Starting in 2011 the interlock requirement will not be removed without certification
from the interlock vendor indicating continuous compliance for the final 4 months.

Washington DOL allows offenders to apply for indigency. To qualify, offenders must be
indigent as defined in RCW 10.101.010 and have an income below the Washington State poverty
cut-off level. If an offender is approved to receive financial assistance, the offender will need to
reapply every year. If denied they may reapply in 6 months.

Recent changes

In 2010 Washington implemented interlock service center and technician certifications, unified
reporting, and standardized calibration procedures. In 2011 Washington added compliance-
based removal requiring 4 months with no violations and eliminated the possibility of waiting
out the interlock period. A change on January 1, 2013, required a camera device to be installed
for all offenders.
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Data

Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 637.08 | 646.16 | 656.22 | 666.74 | 674.36 | 682.33 7%
Alcohol fatalities 221 195 183 207 170 156 -29%
DWTI arrests 100s 420.29 | 415.69 | 394.45 | 410.06 | 381.91 | 404.48 -4%
Interlocks in use 8,833 9792 9997 14,974 | 14,117 | 20,000 126%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 13.86 15.15 15.23 22.46 20.93 29.31 111%

per 100 DWI arrests 21.02 23.56 25.34 36.52 36.96 49.45 135%

per DWI fatality 39.97 50.22 54.63 72.34 83.04 128.21 221%

Data are from a variety of sources. Interlocks in use are from Roth. Installations are based on
data from the Department of Licensing (DOL) provided for this project. DWI arrests are State-
provided totals. Interlocks required is based on 75 percent of total convictions, based on
tabulations from the DOL database showing that first offender-reduced charges, the only
conviction category that does not require an interlock, make up 25 percent of all convictions.

Discussion

Washington’s program requirements and administration produce high interlock-in-use rates,
reaching an estimated 72 percent of all required offenders. A judicial interlock program started in
1987 allowed the course to require interlocks for offenders. An administrative component, where
interlocks can be both court-ordered and administratively required, was added in 2003. Tracking
of interlock requirements and vendor information transferred from the courts to Department of
Licensing in 2003. Since 2004 an interlock is required for all offenders except first offenders
who plead to lesser charges (“wet neg” in Washington terms). In 2009, offenders were allowed
and encouraged to install interlocks immediately after arrest to allow them to continue driving
and to make them early converts to using interlocks and more likely to continue using interlocks
as required post-conviction. The number of installations went up significantly in 2009.
Compliance-based removal was enacted in 2011.

The laws have changed several times over the years, including statewide compliance regulations
for vendors, service centers, technicians and interlocks, standardized calibration procedures, and
unified reporting procedures, all of which may have contributed to the increasing Interlock rate.
The State patrol has full authority over monitoring in-the-field compliance with the interlock
program (one leader). Legislative interlock workgroups meet yearly to discuss how to enhance
the effectiveness of the interlock program.
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West Virginia

Interlock laws and policies
o First offender: only if ordered by a judge, required for shorter revocation periods.
o High BAC (>.15): required for 9 months following a 45-day license
suspension.
o BAC test refusal: required.
e Repeat offender: required — 1-year suspension followed by 1-year interlock.
e Look-back period is 10 years.
e [t is not possible to wait out the interlock-required period; the interlock must be
installed and used properly for license restoration.
e It may be possible to plead a DWI charge to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless.”

Program type and administration
West Virginia’s interlock program is administrative, operated by the DMV.

Other notable program features and observations

West Virginia requires a 1-year suspension and 1-year interlock use for each DWI offense for
repeat offenders. This requirement is extended for an additional 2 months for each DWI
involving child endangerment, an additional 1 year for each DWI involving bodily injury, and an
addition 2 years for each DWI involving a death.

Recent changes

In June of 2008, interlocks were required for high-BAC (.15+) offenders as a condition of license
reinstatement and first offenders were allowed to participate in the interlock program voluntarily
to reduce the revocation period. Jail time was also established for offenders if convicted of
driving under revocation (30 days to 6 months).

In 2012, a law for an updated Test & Lock program was passed. It allows offenders to obtain an
interlock-restricted license during any period of license suspension beyond a hard suspension
period. Interlock periods are complex; they range from a minimum of 125 days to 2 years plus 1
additional year for each prior offense beyond one.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change

Population 10,000s 182.79 | 183.41 184.03 184.78 185.40 185.49 1%
Alcohol fatalities 105 138 126 112 88 90 -14%
DWI arrests 100s 40.28 63.27 44.29 47.80 49.22 48.97 22%
Interlocks in use 701 1,252 1,095 1,503 2,112 2,686 283%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 3.83 6.83 5.95 8.13 11.39 14.48 278%

per 100 DWI arrests 17.40 19.79 24.72 31.44 4291 54.85 215%

per DWI fatality 6.68 9.07 8.69 13.42 24.00 29.84 347%
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Discussion

West Virginia’s Interlock-in-use rates have increased yearly, especially since the changes in
2008. The rates seem high for a program that does not require first offenders to install interlocks.
The State reported about 10,000 revocations/year and 5,500 convictions as of October 2011.
Two-thirds of these are full convictions and one-third are guilty pleas entered for the Test and
Lock program.

B-50



Wisconsin

Interlock laws and policies
e First offender: no requirement for basic DWI.
o High BAC (.15+): required as a condition of a restricted license or license
restoration, minimum 6 months.
o BAC test refusal: required as a condition of a restricted license or license
restoration.
e Repeat offender: required, minimum 1 year.
e Look-back period is 10 years for a second offense, lifetime for third or more.
e [t may be possible to plead a DWI charge to a lesser offense, such as “wet reckless.”

Program type and administration
Wisconsin’s program is judicial, operating primarily on a local or county level. All court orders
requiring the installation and use of an interlock are reported by the clerk of court to the DMV.

Other notable program features and observations
None.

Recent changes

As of July 1, 2010, courts were required to order an interlock for a minimum of 1 year for all
repeat DWI offenders, implied consent refusals, and high-BAC first-time offenders. Interlocks
are required for every vehicle owned by or registered to the offender, unless the vehicle is
specifically exempted by the court. The restriction begins when the offender is issued an
occupational license or reinstates operating privilege. The offender can no longer "wait out" the
suspension period. Courts may order the interlock restriction to begin immediately. Failure to
install, removal, disconnection, tampering or circumvention violations result in a 6-month
extension of interlock.

The minimum waiting period for occupational license eligibility was reduced to 45 days, for
second or subsequent OWIs. The reinstatement fee for alcohol related offenses also increased
from $60 to $200.

Data
Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Population 10,000s 557.77 | 561.08 | 564.10 | 566.93 | 568.96 | 570.98 2%
Alcohol fatalities 307 314 205 209 205 196 -36%
DWI arrests 100s 411.05 | 413.08 | 405.49 | 382.15 | 402.94 | 402.94 -2%
Interlocks in use 832 998 967 945 1,195 7,824 840%
Interlock-in-use rates per 10,000 population 1.49 1.78 1.71 1.67 2.10 13.70 819%
per 100 DWI arrests 2.02 2.42 2.38 247 297 19.42 859%
per DWI fatality 2.71 3.18 4.72 4.52 5.83 39.92 1373%
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Discussion

The July 2010 law (““Act 100”) required courts to order interlocks for all repeat offenders,
refusals, and high-BAC (.15+) offenders and also established an indigency fund. This may
explain the increased interlock-in-use rates for 2011. Perhaps more judges are ordering interlocks
with the new law, but Wisconsin officials reported judges are only ordering interlocks for about
half of the required offenses.
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Appendix C. Data Availability by State, Type, and Year

Stat DWI Arrests Convictions Interlocks Interlocks in Use Interlock Use Treatment

ate FBI | State | break | Total | break | Order | break | Roth | State | break | Installs | Complete | break | Order | Done | Fail
AZ 6-10 6-11
AR 6-10 10/R SR 10/R SR SR SR 6-11 10 X X SR X
CA 6-10 6-9 X 6-9 6-9 10 X 6-11 11 X X X
co 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
FL 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
GA 6-10 X X SR SR X X 6-11 11 X X X
IL 6-10 6-10 6-10 6-10 6-10 X X 6-11 7-11 X
1A 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 10 X SR
KS 6-10 6-10 6-10 6-10 6-11
LA 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 X X X
MD 6-10 7-10 6-11
MA 6-10 6-11
Ml 6-10 6-11
MO 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 7-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 11
NE 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 9-10 X 6-11 11 X X
NM 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
NY 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 11 6-11 11 11
NC 6-10 X X 9-10 SR X 6-11 6-10 6-10 6-11 X
OH 6-10 X X 10-11 X 11/R X 6-11 X X X X
OK 6-10 X X 6-11 X X X X
OR 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
PA 6-10 6-10 X 7-10 7-10 6-10 6-10 6-11 6-10 6-10 11
X 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 X X X
uT 6-10 8-10 10 8-10 8-10 8-10 6-11 X X X X X 8-10 X X
VA 6-10 9-11 9-11 9-11 9-11 9-11 9-11 6-11 9-11 X
WA 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 X
WV 6-10 7-10 6-10 6-10 6-11 6-10 6-10 7-11 7-10
Wi 6-10 11 11 6-11
Total 28 18 15 22 18 17 10 28 20 10 10 6 6 4 3 3

SR: data available only by special request break: breakout of any sort
X: no data or unable to provide blank: no response to request for data
Case study States
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Appendix D. Data Provided by State, Type, and Year

Stat DWI Arrests Convictions Interlocks Interlocks in Use Interlock Use Treatment

ate FBI | State | break | Total | break | Order | break | Roth | State | break | Installs | Complete | break | Order | Done | Fail
AZ 6-10 6-11

AR 6-10 10 6-11 10

CA 6-10 6-9 6-11

co 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
FL 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
GA 6-10 6-11

IL 6-10 7-10 6-11 8-10

1A 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

KS 6-10 6-11

LA 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

MD 6-10 7-10 6-11

MA 6-10 6-11

M 6-10 6-11

MO 6-10 6-11 6-11 7-11 7-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

NE 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

NM 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

NY 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 11

NC 6-10 6-11

OH 6-10 6-11

OK 6-10 6-11

OR 6-10 6-09 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11
PA 6-10 6-10 7-10 7-10 6-10 6-10 6-11 6-10 6-10

TX 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11 6-11

uT 6-10 6-11

VA 6-10 9-11 9-11 9-11 9-11 6-11 11

WA 6-10 6-10 6-11 6-09 6-09 6-09 6-09 6-11 6-11

WV 6-10 6-11 6-11 6-11 7-11 11

WI 6-10 6-11

Total 28 17 12 13 12 11 10 28 11 6 10 5 6 3 3 3

break: breakout of any sort




Appendix E. State Interlock Program Features

State Look-Back Number of Fail-Install Tamper or Risk Treatment
Period Vendors Compliance Circumvent Assessment | Required
/Local or Regulations Compliance Screening
Statewide Regulations Required
Arizona 7 years 10 suspend extend interlock all court
statewide license period
Arkansas 5 years 5 remove interlock, all all
statewide. suspend license
California 10 years 9 remove interlock, all in 4
statewide suspend suspend license all counties,
license court
elsewhere
Colorado 2 in 5 years 5 remove interlock, repeat and
or 3 in statewide sgspend suspend license all high BAC
o license
lifetime
Florida lifetime 2 remove interlock, all third
divided-north suspend license offenders;
and south court
Georgia 5 years 8 suspend remove interlock, all
statewide license suspend license
Illinois 10 years 7 suspend all court
statewide license
Iowa 12 years 4 suspend remove interlock, all all
statewide license suspend license
Kansas lifetime 6 suspend remove interlock, third
. . ! all
statewide license suspend license offenders
Louisiana 5 years 6 suspend remove interlock, third
statewide license suspend license all offenders,
court
Maryland 2 in 5 years 5 suspend remove interlock, all all
or 3 in statewide license suspend license
lifetime
Massachusetts lifetime 5 suspend remove interlock, all repeat
statewide license suspend license offenders
Michigan 2 in 7 years 4 suspend remove interlock,
or3in 10 statewide license suspend license
years
Missouri 2 in 5 years 6 all
or 3 in statewide
lifetime
Nebraska 15 years 8 suspend remove interlock, Court
statewide license suspend license




New Mexico 5 years 7 suspend remove interlock,
statewide license suspend license
New York 5 years 7 suspend remove interlock, court
regional license suspend license
North 3 years or 3 1 suspend remove interlock, all all
Carolina in 10 years statewide license suspend license
Ohio 5 years 9 suspend all court
statewide license
Oklahoma 10 years 5 suspend remove interlock, all court
statewide license suspend license
Oregon 15 years 12 suspend remove interlock, all court
county based license suspend license
Pennsylvania 10 years 8 suspend remove interlock,
8 statewide, 2 license suspend license all
regional
Texas 10 years 6 suspend discretion second & forth and
county based license of the court third subsequent;
offenders court
Utah 10 years 5 all court
statewide
Virginia 5 years 4 suspend remove interlock, all all
statewide license suspend license
Washington 7 years 6 suspend remove interlock, all offenders
statewide license suspend license in DWI
courts;
court
West Virginia 10 years 1 suspend all all
statewide license
Wisconsin 5 years 3 criminal remove interlock,
statewide charge suspend license
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Appendix F. State Interlock Use 2006-2011

2006 | Population | DWI fatals | DWI arrests | InUse | In Use/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop | DWI arrest (100) DWI fatal
AZ 602.91 399 352.51 3,654 6.06 10.37 9.16
AR 282.18 200 93.88 1,250 4.43 13.31 6.25
CA 3,602.12 1272 1,972.48 4,876 1.35 2.47 3.83
Cco 472.04 179 308.62 2,755 5.84 8.93 15.39
FL 1,816.70 926 635.91 5,434 2.99 8.55 5.87
GA 915.58 454 268.89 1,612 1.76 6.00 3.55
IL 1,264.40 446 655.92 2,731 2.16 4.16 6.12
1A 298.26 119 211.56 4,049 13.58 19.14 34.03
KS 276.29 125 112.49 420 1.52 3.73 3.36
LA 430.27 371 258.65 1,613 3.75 6.24 4.35
MD 562.74 189 252.45 4,006 7.12 15.87 21.20
MA 641.01 144 83.59 223 0.35 2.67 1.55
Ml 1,003.61 335 445,53 4,000 3.99 8.98 11.94
MO 584.27 258 394.38 1,852 3.17 4.70 7.18
NE 177.27 71 134.21 286 1.61 2.13 4.03
NM 196.21 136 185.66 6,311 32.16 33.99 46.40
NY 1,910.46 433 577.65 702 0.37 1.22 1.62
NC 891.73 421 506.74 6,034 6.77 11.91 14.33
OH 1,148.12 386 189.60 2,260 1.97 11.92 5.85
OK 35941 199 159.36 1,709 4.76 10.72 8.59
OR 367.09 148 250.91 2,012 5.48 8.02 13.59
PA 1,251.08 492 505.87 2,875 2.30 5.68 5.84
TX 2,335.96 1400 881.65 8,582 3.67 9.73 6.13
uT 252.55 53 154.22 1,111 4.40 7.20 20.96
VA 767.37 298 214.22 3,593 4.68 16.77 12.06
WA 637.08 221 420.29 8,833 13.86 21.02 39.97
wv 182.79 105 40.28 701 3.83 17.40 6.68
WI 557.77 307 411.05 832 1.49 2.02 2.71
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2007 | Population | DWIfatals | DWI arrests | In Use In Use/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop DWI arrest (100) | DWI fatal
AZ 616.77 337 382.60 7,700 12.48 20.13 22.85
AR 284.87 181 88.92 1,697 5.96 19.08 9.38
CA 3,625.03 1,132 2038.66 5,204 1.44 2.55 4.60
Cco 480.39 167 279.69 5,267 10.96 18.83 31.54
FL 1,836.78 917 644.10 5,950 3.24 9.24 6.49
GA 935.00 445 264.42 1,938 2.07 7.33 4.36
IL 1,269.59 439 655.55 2,876 2.27 4.39 6.55
1A 299.92 108 209.65 5,000 16.67 23.85 46.30
KS 278.38 109 120.80 739 2.65 6.12 6.78
LA 437.56 375 254.76 2,111 4.82 8.29 5.63
MD 565.34 178 251.29 4,905 8.68 19.52 27.56
MA 643.16 155 117.46 952 1.48 8.10 6.14
Ml 1,000.13 304 405.84 4,825 4.82 11.89 15.87
MO 588.76 333 399.81 3,020 5.13 7.55 9.07
NE 178.34 77 134.37 500 2.80 3.72 6.49
NM 199.01 132 199.02 7,437 37.37 37.37 56.34
NY 1,913.23 377 588.25 1,544 0.81 2.62 4.10
NC 911.80 497 503.60 7,685 8.43 15.26 15.46
OH 1,150.05 389 191.55 3,105 2.70 16.21 7.98
OK 363.43 223 182.29 2,200 6.05 12.07 9.87
OR 372.24 148 256.18 2,302 6.18 8.99 15.55
PA 1,256.39 504 547.75 4,254 3.39 7.77 8.44
TX 2,383.20 1,333 882.36 17,000 7.13 19.27 12.75
uT 259.77 56 154.22 1,186 4.57 7.69 21.18
VA 775.10 303 241.70 4,306 5.56 17.82 14.21
WA 646.16 195 415.69 9,792 15.15 23.56 50.22
wv 183.41 138 63.27 1,252 6.83 19.79 9.07
WI 561.08 314 413.08 998 1.78 2.42 3.18
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2008 | Population | DWI fatals | DWI arrests | InUse | InUse/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop DWI arrest (100) DWI fatal
AZ 628.04 262 397.46 6,849 10.91 17.23 26.14
AR 287.46 170 117.07 1,366 4.75 11.67 8.04
CA 3,660.43 1025 2148.11 5,904 1.61 2.75 5.76
Cco 488.97 176 281.98 6,104 12.48 21.65 34.68
FL 1,852.73 887 646.54 6,738 3.64 10.42 7.60
GA 950.48 405 254.21 1,919 2.02 7.55 4.74
IL 1,274.70 356 636.49 3,387 2.66 5.32 9.51
1A 301.67 89 215.92 4,618 15.31 21.39 51.89
KS 280.81 138 130.8 861 3.07 6.58 6.24
LA 443.56 339 247.35 3,085 6.96 12.47 9.10
MD 568.50 145 249.09 5,966 10.49 23.95 41.14
MA 646.90 120 129.41 2,186 3.38 16.89 18.22
Ml 994.69 284 355.34 3,994 4.02 11.24 14.06
MO 592.39 314 395.64 2,743 4.63 6.93 8.74
NE 179.64 53 136.6 1,030 5.73 7.54 19.43
NM 201.07 105 197.84 8,955 44.54 45.26 85.29
NY 1,921.24 346 583.69 1,276 0.66 2.19 3.69
NC 930.94 423 495.99 8,003 8.60 16.14 18.92
OH 1,151.54 351 190.88 2,580 2.24 13.52 7.35
OK 366.90 242 189.8 1,722 4.69 9.07 7.12
OR 376.87 137 248.11 2,570 6.82 10.36 18.76
PA 1,261.23 499 564.46 4,336 3.44 7.68 8.69
TX 2,430.90 1310 900.66 14,935 6.14 16.58 11.40
uT 266.30 49 152.97 1,311 4.92 8.57 26.76
VA 783.35 276 277.32 4,253 5.43 15.34 1541
WA 656.22 183 394.45 9,997 15.23 25.34 54.63
wv 184.03 126 44.29 1,095 5.95 24.72 8.69
WI 564.10 205 405.49 967 1.71 2.38 4.72
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2009 | Population | DWI fatals | DWI arrests | InUse | In Use/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop | DWI arrest (100) | DWI fatal
AZ 634.32 218 392.60 15,397 24.27 39.22 70.63
AR 289.68 173 101.30 1,704 5.88 16.82 9.85
CA 3,696.12 924 2085.31 7,545 2.04 3.62 8.17
CcO 497.22 158 270.43 8,775 17.65 32.45 55.54
FL 1,865.26 777 630.19 7,791 4,18 12.36 10.03
GA 962.08 333 269.82 1,995 2.07 7.39 5.99
IL 1,279.68 313 598.57 6,500 5.08 10.86 20.77
IA 303.29 98 208.81 5,225 17.23 25.02 53.32
KS 283.27 123 132.23 1,919 6.77 14.51 15.60
LA 449.16 290 319.24 4,124 9.18 12.92 14.22
MD 573.04 165 243.80 6,400 11.17 26.25 38.79
MA 651.76 106 123.69 2,488 3.82 20.11 23.47
Ml 990.16 243 389.41 4,038 4.08 10.37 16.62
MO 596.11 302 393.97 4,649 7.80 11.80 15.39
NE 181.27 68 133.99 1,136 6.27 8.48 16.71
NM 203.68 112 189.79 8,625 42.35 45.44 77.01
NY 1,930.71 318 575.07 1,762 0.91 3.06 5.54
NC 944.96 358 502.61 8,303 8.79 16.52 23.19
OH 1,152.89 325 189.93 2,974 2.58 15.66 9.15
OK 371.76 229 189.96 1,635 4.40 8.61 7.14
OR 380.86 115 214.43 2,957 7.76 13.79 25.71
PA 1,266.69 399 524.27 5,122 4.04 9.77 12.84
X 2,480.18 1,253 938.56 17,025 6.86 18.14 13.59
uT 272.34 41 156.83 1,497 5.50 9.55 36.51
VA 792.59 243 348.29 4,641 5.86 13.33 19.10
WA 666.74 207 410.06 14,974 22.46 36.52 72.34
wv 184.78 112 47.80 1,503 8.13 31.44 13.42
Wi 566.93 209 382.15 945 1.67 2.47 4.52
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2010 | pPopulation | DWI fatals | DWI arrests | In Use | In Use/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop | DWIl arrest (100) | DWI fatal
AZ 641.08 194 362.00 18,300 28.55 50.55 94.33
AR 292.28 173 86.16 5,880 20.12 68.25 33.99
CA 3,733.44 791 1952.76 8,223 2.20 4.21 10.40
co 504.85 127 278.33 17,056 33.78 61.28 134.30
FL 1,884.60 660 581.74 8,514 4.52 14.64 12.90
GA 971.47 298 287.12 2,182 2.25 7.60 7.32
IL 1,284.05 298 547.64 11,000 8.57 20.09 36.91
IA 305.03 90 200.45 5,342 17.51 26.65 59.36
KS 285.88 168 129.69 3,500 12.24 26.99 20.83
LA 454.41 225 310.04 4,806 10.58 15.50 21.36
MD 578.80 154 244.22 9,600 16.59 39.31 62.34
MA 656.33 115 116.34 4,601 7.01 39.55 40.01
M 987.77 230 348.82 4,974 5.04 14.26 21.63
MO 599.61 258 356.95 4,693 7.83 13.15 18.19
NE 182.97 51 123.99 1,800 9.84 14.52 35.29
NM 206.48 111 165.63 12,064 58.43 72.84 108.68
NY 1,939.92 364 544.86 2,500 1.29 4.59 6.87
NC 955.90 388 509.07 8,500 8.89 16.70 21.91
OH 1,153.83 341 362.59 4,217 3.65 11.63 12.37
OK 375.95 220 174.46 6,000 15.96 34.39 27.27
OR 383.82 71 242.41 3,499 9.12 14.43 49.28
PA 1,271.13 433 521.26 5,722 4.50 10.98 13.21
TX 2,524.27 1259 935.33 31,150 12.34 33.30 24.74
uT 277.51 44 152.85 1,950 7.03 12.76 44.32
VA 802.51 211 355.80 4,200 5.23 11.80 19.91
WA 674.36 170 381.91 14,117 20.93 36.96 83.04
A% 185.40 88 49.22 2,112 11.39 42.91 24.00
WI 568.96 205 402.94 1,195 2.10 2.97 5.83
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2011 | Population | DWI fatals DWI arrests In Use In Use/ In Use/ In Use/
State (10,000) (100) 10k Pop DWI arrest (100) DWI fatal
AZ 646.73 215 377.43 17,026 26.33 45.11 79.19
AR 293.86 156 97.47 3,952 13.45 40.55 25.33
CA 3,768.39 774 2041.45 15,180 4.03 7.44 19.61
Cco 511.63 161 283.81 17,461 34.13 61.52 108.45
FL 1,908.23 716 627.7 8,976 4.70 14.30 12.54
GA 981.25 277 268.89 2,308 2.35 8.58 8.33
IL 1,285.98 278 618.83 9,974 7.76 16.12 35.88
1A 306.41 83 189.21 5,491 17.92 29.02 66.16
KS 287.04 108 125.2 6,379 22.22 50.95 59.06
LA 457.48 226 314.64 5,337 11.67 16.96 23.62
MD 583.96 162 247.1 9,000 15.41 36.42 55.56
MA 660.70 114 114.1 4,872 7.37 42.70 42.74
Ml 987.68 255 388.99 5,249 5.31 13.49 20.58
MO 600.90 258 386.37 6,179 10.28 15.99 23.95
NE 184.22 45 120.34 3,100 16.83 25.76 68.89
NM 207.87 105 139.43 13,500 64.95 96.82 128.57
NY 1,950.16 315 500.43 5,000 2.56 9.99 15.87
NC 965.11 365 503.6 8,761 9.08 17.40 24.00
OH 1,154.10 316 22491 6,741 5.84 29.97 21.33
OK 378.42 220 179.17 4,500 11.89 25.12 20.45
OR 386.82 97 242.41 3,715 9.60 15.33 38.30
PA 1,274.39 407 532.72 6,331 4.97 11.88 15.56
TX 2,563.18 1213 907.71 33,064 12.90 36.43 27.26
uT 281.43 53 154.22 2,550 9.06 16.53 48.11
VA 810.44 224 331.3 3,841 4.74 11.59 17.15
WA 682.33 156 404.48 20,000 29.31 49.45 128.21
wv 185.49 90 48.97 2,686 14.48 54.85 29.84
WI 570.98 196 402.94 7,824 13.70 19.42 39.92
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Appendix G. Interlocks in Use by State 2006-2011

State 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
Arizona 3,654 7,700 6,849 15,397 | 18,300 | 17,026 366%
Arkansas 1,250 1,697 1,366 1,704 5,880 3,952 216%
California 4,876 5,204 5,904 7,545 8,223 15,180 211%
Colorado 2,755 5,267 6,104 8,775 17,056 | 17,461 534%
Florida 5,434 5,950 6,738 7,791 8,514 8,976 65%
Georgia 1,612 1,938 1,919 1,995 2,182 2,308 43%
Illinois 2,731 2,876 3,387 6,500 11,000 9,974 265%
Iowa 4,049 5,000 4,618 5,225 5,342 5,491 36%
Kansas 420 739 861 1,919 3,500 6,379 1419%
Louisiana 1,613 2,111 3,085 4,124 4,806 5,337 231%
Maryland 4,006 4,905 5,966 6,400 9,600 9,000 125%
Massachusetts 223 952 2,186 2,488 4,601 4,872 2085%
Michigan 4,000 4,825 3,994 4,038 4,974 5,249 31%
Missouri 1,852 3,020 2,743 4,649 4,693 6,179 234%
Nebraska 286 500 1,030 1,136 1,800 3,100 984%
New Mexico 6,311 7,437 8,955 8,625 12,064 | 13,500 114%
New York 702 1,544 1,276 1,762 2,500 5,000 612%
North Carolina 6,034 7,685 8,003 8,303 8,500 8,761 45%
Ohio 2,260 3,105 2,580 2,974 4,217 6,741 198%
Oklahoma 1,709 2,200 1,722 1,635 6,000 4,500 163%
Oregon 2,012 2,302 2,570 2,957 3,499 3,715 85%
Pennsylvania 2,875 4,254 4,336 5,122 5,722 6,331 120%
Texas 8,582 17,000 | 14,935 | 17,025 | 31,150 | 33,064 285%
Utah 1,111 1,186 1,311 1,497 1,950 2,550 130%
Virginia 3,593 4,306 4,253 4,641 4,200 3,841 7%
Washington 8,833 9,792 9,997 14,974 | 14,117 | 20,000 126%
West Virginia 701 1,252 1,095 1,503 2,112 2,686 283%
Wisconsin 832 998 967 945 1,195 7,824 840%




Appendix H. Interlocks in Use per 10k Population, by State (2006-2011)

State 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 % Change
Arizona 6.06 12.48 | 1091 | 24.27 | 28.55 | 26.33 334%
Arkansas 4.43 5.96 4.75 5.88 | 20.12 | 1345 204%
California 1.35 1.44 1.61 2.04 2.20 4.03 198%
Colorado 5.84 | 1096 | 12.48 | 17.65 | 33.78 | 34.13 485%
Florida 2.99 3.24 3.64 4.18 4.52 4.70 57%
Georgia 1.76 2.07 2.02 2.07 2.25 2.35 34%
Illinois 2.16 2.27 2.66 5.08 8.57 7.76 259%
Iowa 13.58 | 16.67 | 1531 | 17.23 | 17.51 | 17.92 32%
Kansas 1.52 2.65 3.07 6.77 | 12.24 | 2222 1362%
Louisiana 3.75 4.82 6.96 9.18 10.58 | 11.67 211%
Maryland 7.12 8.68 10.49 | 11.17 | 16.59 | 1541 116%
Massachusetts 0.35 1.48 3.38 3.82 7.01 7.37 2020%
Michigan 3.99 4.82 4.02 4.08 5.04 5.31 33%
Missouri 3.17 5.13 4.63 7.80 7.83 10.28 224%
Nebraska 1.61 2.80 5.73 6.27 9.84 | 16.83 943%
New Mexico 32.16 | 37.37 | 44.54 | 4235 | 5843 | 64.95 102%
New York 0.37 0.81 0.66 0.91 1.29 2.56 598%
North Carolina 6.77 8.43 8.60 8.79 8.89 9.08 34%
Ohio 1.97 2.70 2.24 2.58 3.65 5.84 197%
Oklahoma 4.76 6.05 4.69 4.40 15.96 | 11.89 150%
Oregon 5.48 6.18 6.82 7.76 9.12 9.60 75%
Pennsylvania 2.30 3.39 3.44 4.04 4.50 4.97 116%
Texas 3.67 7.13 6.14 6.86 | 12.34 | 12.90 251%
Utah 4.40 4.57 4.92 5.50 7.03 9.06 106%
Virginia 4.68 5.56 543 5.86 5.23 4.74 1%
Washington 13.86 | 15.15 | 1523 | 22.46 | 20.93 | 29.31 111%
West Virginia 3.83 6.83 5.95 8.13 11.39 | 14.48 278%
Wisconsin 1.49 1.78 1.71 1.67 2.10 | 13.70 819%




Appendix L. Interlocks in Use per 100 DWI Arrests, by State (2006-2011)

State 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2011~
Arizona 10 20 17 39 51 48
Arkansas 13 19 12 17 68 51
California 2 3 3 4 4 15
Colorado 9 19 22 32 61 64
Florida 9 9 10 12 15 21
Georgia 6 7 8 7 8 7
Illinois 4 4 5 11 20 276
TIowa 19 24 21 25 27 46
Kansas 4 6 7 15 27 56
Louisiana 6 8 12 13 16 89
Maryland 16 20 24 26 39 52
Massachusetts 3 8 17 20 40 49
Michigan 9 12 11 10 14 18
Missouri 5 8 7 12 13 21
Nebraska 2 4 8 8 15 26
New Mexico 34 37 45 45 73 118
New York 1 3 2 3 5 14
North Carolina 12 15 16 17 17 16
Ohio 12 16 14 16 12 19
OKklahoma 11 12 9 9 34 31
Oregon 8 9 10 14 14 25
Pennsylvania 6 8 8 10 11 13
Texas 10 19 17 18 33 39
Utah 7 8 9 10 13 80
Virginia 17 18 15 13 12 13
Washington 21 24 25 37 37 180
West Virginia 17 20 25 31 43 50
Wisconsin 2 2 2 2 3 27
~ FBI data
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Appendix J. Interlocks in Use per DWI Fatality, by State (2006-2011)

State 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 2010 2011 | Pct Change

Arizona 9.16 | 22.85 | 26.14 | 70.63 | 94.33 79.19 765%
Arkansas 6.25 9.38 8.04 9.85 33.99 25.33 305%
California 3.83 4.60 5.76 8.17 10.40 19.61 412%
Colorado 15.39 | 31.54 | 34.68 | 55.54 | 134.30 | 108.45 605%
Florida 5.87 6.49 7.60 | 10.03 12.90 12.54 114%
Georgia 3.55 436 | 4.74 5.99 7.32 8.33 135%
Illinois 6.12 6.55 9.51 | 20.77 | 3691 35.88 486%
Towa 34.03 | 46.30 | 51.89 | 53.32 | 59.36 66.16 94%
Kansas 3.36 6.78 6.24 | 15.60 | 20.83 59.06 1658%
Louisiana 4.35 5.63 9.10 | 1422 | 21.36 23.62 443%
Maryland 21.20 | 27.56 | 41.14 | 38.79 | 62.34 55.56 162%
Massachusetts 1.55 6.14 | 18.22 | 23.47 | 40.01 42.74 2660%
Michigan 11.94 | 15.87 | 14.06 | 16.62 | 21.63 20.58 2%
Missouri 7.18 9.07 8.74 | 1539 | 18.19 23.95 234%
Nebraska 4.03 6.49 | 1943 | 16.71 | 35.29 68.89 1610%
New Mexico 46.40 | 56.34 | 85.29 | 77.01 | 108.68 | 128.57 177%
New York 1.62 | 4.10 3.69 5.54 6.87 15.87 879%
North Carolina 14.33 | 1546 | 18.92 | 23.19 | 2191 24.00 67%
Ohio 5.85 7.98 7.35 9.15 12.37 21.33 264%
Oklahoma 8.59 9.87 7.12 7.14 27.27 20.45 138%
Oregon 13.59 | 15.55 | 18.76 | 25.71 | 49.28 38.30 182%
Pennsylvania 5.84 8.44 8.69 | 12.84 13.21 15.56 166%
Texas 6.13 | 12.75 | 11.40 | 13.59 | 24.74 27.26 345%
Utah 20.96 | 21.18 | 26.76 | 36.51 | 44.32 48.11 130%
Virginia 12.06 | 14.21 | 1541 | 19.10 | 19.91 17.15 42%
Washington 39.97 | 50.22 | 54.63 | 72.34 | 83.04 128.21 221%
West Virginia 6.68 9.07 8.69 | 13.42 | 24.00 29.84 347%
Wisconsin 2.71 3.18 4.72 | 4.52 5.83 39.92 1373%




Appendix K. Estimates of Currently Installed Ignition Interlocks by State 2006-2012

Currently Installed Interlocks by State
2006 Data from 8 of 9 Interlock Distributors; Plot by Dick Roth, June 10, 2006

Louisiana
West Virginia

Wisconsin
All Other States
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Figure 1

Currently Installed Interlocks by State
Surveys of Interlock Providers and State Officials

by Dick Roth, November 20, 2007
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Currently Installed Interlocks by State

Figure 1

Data From 9/10 Providers; Plot by Richard Roth; August 2008
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Currently Installed Interlocks by State
Data from 9 of 10 providers; Plot by Richard Roth, PhD; August 2009

Figure 1
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Figure 2 Currently Installed Ignition Interlocks by State
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Figure 2 Currently Installed Interlocks by State
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Figure 2 Currently Installed Interlocks by State

July 2012 Surve
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Figure 2 Currently Installed Interlocks by State
July 2013 Survey
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A

pendix L. Ignition Interlock Program Staff Contributors

State Name Title Affiliation Address Phone # E-Mail
AZ Alberto Director Governor's Office of Highway 3030 North Central Avenue, Office: 602-255-3216 agutier@azdot.gov
Gutier Safety Suite 1550 Direct: 602-255-3201
Phoenix, AZ 85012 Fax: 602 -255-1265
AZ Jackie Assistant Division Department of Transportation 1801 W. Jefferson, Phoenix, Phone: 602-712-7384 jallgood@azdot.gov
Allgood Director Division of Motor Vehicles AZ 85007
AR Anita Assistant Arkansas Department of Finance 1900 W 7th St., Little Rock, Phone: 501-682-7373 Anita.Boatman@dfa.arkansas.gov
Boatman Administrator & Administration AR 72201
Office of Driver Services
AR | Tonie Shields Administrator Arkansas Department of Finance 1900 W 7th St., Little Rock, Phone: 501-371-5581 Tonie.Shields@dfa.arkansas.gov
& Administration AR 72201
Office of Driver Services
AR Virginia L. Hearing Officer Arkansas Department of Finance PO Box 1272 Phone: 501-682-5416 Virginia.Cates@dfa.arkansas.gov
Cates-Russell & Administration Little Rock, AR 72203 Fax: 501-682-1592
Driver Control
AR Bridget S. Administrator Arkansas State Police 1 State Police Plaza Dr. Phone: 501-618-8356 bridget.white@asp.arkansas.gov
White Highway Safety Office Little Rock, AR 72209 Fax: 501-618-8124
CA David Research & Development Branch 2415 First Ave., F-126 Phone: 916-657-7954 email: ddeyoung@dmv.ca.us
DeYoung CA DMV Sacramento, CA 95818
CA Jenny Meaux Manager [V CA DMV 2415 First Ave., F-126 Phone: 916- 657-8220 jmeaux@dmv.ca.gov
DL Policy Sacramento, CA 95818
CO Glenn Davis Manager Colorado Department 4201 E Arkansas Ave Phone: 303-757-9462 Glenn.Davis@state.co.us
of Transportation Denver, CO 8022
Office of Transportation Safety
Behavioral Safety Programs
Impaired Driving
CO Steve Hooper Manager Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St Phone: 303-205 5795 stephen.hooper@state.co.us
Driver Control Lakewood, CO 80214
CcoO Don Snow Driver License Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St Phone: 303-205-5890 dsnow(@dor.state.co.us
System Specialist Driver Control Lakewood, CO 80214 Fax: 303-205-5945
CcoO Brett Close Operations Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St Phone: 303.205.8303 bclose@dor.state.co.us
Manager Division of Motor Vehicles Lakewood, CO 80214 Fax: 303.205.5990

Driver Control
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Cco Kevin Acker Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St. Phone: 303-205-8325 kevin.acker@state.co.us
Division of Motor Vehicles Lakewood, CO 80214
Driver Control
CO Cheri Urda Manager of Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St. Phone: 303-205-5796 Cheri.Urda@state.co.us
Traffic Program Division of Motor Vehicles — Lakewood, CO 80214
Operations Driver Control
CO Kathy Mock Interlock Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St. Phone: 303-205-5851 kmock@spike.dor.state.co.us
Compliance Division of Motor Vehicles Lakewood, CO 80214 Fax: 303-205-5625
Coordinator Driver Control
CO Michelle Assistant Chief Colorado Department of Revenue 1881 Pierce St. Phone: 303-205-5918 mjones@dor.state.co.us
Jones Hearing Officer Division of Motor Vehicles Lakewood, CO 80214
Hearings Division
CcoO Johannes IT Professional III Colorado Governor's Office of 1881 Pierce St. Phone: 303-205-5783 johannes.markus@state.co.us
Markus Information Technology Lakewood, CO 80214
CcoO Troy Evatt Data Manager Colo. Dept. of Human Services 3824 West Princeton Circle Phone: 303-866-7485 Troy.Evatt@state.co.us
Division of Behavioral Health Denver, CO 80236-3111
Data and Evaluation
(0(0) Kris Nash Probation Analyst Denver Division of Probation 1300 N. Broadway, Suite 1100 Office: 720-625-5762 kris.nash@judicial.state.co.us
Evaluation Unit Denver, CO 80203 Fax: 720-625-5933
CcO Eileen Kinney Evaluation Colorado Division of Probation 101 West Colfax, Suite 500 Office: 303-837-2319 eileen.kinney@judicial.state.co.us
Manager Services Evaluation Unit |Denver, CO 80202 Fax: 303-837-2340
CO Heather Probation Analyst Colorado Division of Probation 101 West Colfax, Suite 500 Office: 303-837-3620 heather.garwood@judicial.state.co.
Garwood / Adult Programs Services [Denver, CO 80202 Fax: 303-837-2340 us
Coordinator
CO Christine Manager Colo. Dept. of Human Services 3824 West Princeton Circle Direct: 303-866-7496 christine.flavia@state.co.us
Flavia Division of Behavioral Health Denver, CO 80236-3111 Main: 303-866-7400
DUI Services Program Fax: 303-866-7428
CO David S. Director Center for Impaired Driving P.O. Box 17624 Phone: 303-442-5780 cidre@comecast.net
Timken, Research and Evaluation Boulder, CO 80308-0624 Fax: 303-442-5740
Ph.D,
CO Paul Hofmann | Probation Fellow NHTSA/APPA Phone: 720-308-3784 probationfellow(@csg.org
FL Marianne Chief Safety Florida Department of 605 Suwannee St. 850-245-1504 office Marianne. Trussell@dot.state.fl.us>
Trussell Officer Transportation Tallahassee, Florida 850-933-1947 cell

32399-0450
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FL Julie W. Chief Florida Department of Highway 2900 Apalachee Parkway Phone: 850-617-2570 JulieGentry@flhsmv.gov
Gentry Safety and Motor Vehicles Tallahassee, FL 32399 Fax: 850-617-3938
Bureau of Motorist Compliance
FL Ray Graves | Program Manager | Florida Department of Highway 2900 Apalachee Parkway Phone: 850-617-2529 RayGraves@flhsmv.gov
Safety and Motor Vehicles Tallahassee, FL 32399 Fax: 850-617-5246
Bureau of Motorist Compliance
FL Milton J. Operations and Florida Department of Highway 2900 Apalachee Parkway Phone: 850-617-2527 MiltonGrosz@flhsmv.gov
Grosz 111 Management Safety and Motor Vehicles Tallahassee, FL 32399
Consultant I1 Bureau of Motorist Compliance
FL J.David Assistant State Office of the State Attorney 301 S. Monroe St. Phone: 850-606-6000 MarseyD@leoncountyfl.gov
Marsey Attorney Second Judicial Circuit Tallahassee, FL 32301
Leon County Courthouse
FL Judge Pinellas County Pinellas County South County 1800 66th Street North, Phone: 727-582-7620 woverton@jud6.org
William H. Court Judge Traffic Court St. Petersburg, FL 33710 dbailey@jud6.org
Overton
FL Judge James | Lee County Court Lee County Justice Center 1700 Monroe St. Phone: 239-533-2954 JAdams@CA.CJIS20.org
Adams Judge Fort Meyers, FL Fax: 239-485-2709
FL Sue Staff Orange County Community P.O. Box 4970 Phone: 407-836-3074 Sue.McLendon@ocfl.net
McLendon Corrections Department Orlando, FL 32802-4970
Pretrial Diversion
FL Lee Anderson Staff Orange County Community P.O. Box 4970 Phone: 407-836-3074 Lee.Anderson@ocfl.net
Corrections Department Orlando, FL 32802-4970
Pretrial Diversion
FL Debbie Kirby Staff Orange County Community P.O. Box 4970 Phone: 407-836-3074 Debbie.Kirby@ocfl.net
Corrections Department Orlando, FL 32802-4970
Pretrial Diversion
GA Spencer R. Deputy Director Governor's Office of Highway 7 Martin Luther King Jr. Phone: 404-656-6996 smoore@gohs.ga.gov
Moore Safety Drive, Suite 643 Fax: 404-651-9107
Atlanta, GA30334
GA Jennifer General Counsel Georgia Department of Driver P.O. Box 80447 Phone: 678-413-8765 JAmmons@dds.ga.gov
Ammons Services Conyers, GA 30013 FAX: 678-413-8773
GA Rob Mikell, Deputy Georgia Department of Driver P.O. Box 80447 Phone: 678.413.8660 rmikell@dds.ga.gov
Esq. Commissioner Services Conyers, GA 30013 Toll free: 866.754.3687
GA Michael B. Director Georgia Department of Driver P.O. Box 80447 Phone: 678-413-8413 mbmitchell@dds.ga.gov
Mitchell Services Regulatory Compliance Conyers, GA 30013 Fax: 678-413-8661
IL Susan Administrator BAIID Division 501 S. 2nd St. Phone: 217-785-4128 smckinn@ilsos.net
McKinney IL Sec. of State Springfield, IL 62756 Fax: 217-785-5239
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1A Mark D. Director Iowa Department of P.O. Box 9204 Phone:515-237-3121 Phone: 515-237-3121
Lowe, Transportation Des Moines, 1A 50306-9204 Fax: 515-237-3355 Fax: 515-237-3355
Motor Vehicle Division
1A Kathy Record Manager Iowa Department of 6310 SE Convenience Blvd. Phone: 515-237-3023 Kathy.McLear@dot.iowa.gov
McLear Transportation Driver Services Ankeny, A 50021 Fax: 515-237-3071
1A Joanne Program Iowa Department of Public Safety 215 E 7th St. Phone: 515-725-6134 jtinker@dps.state.ia.us
Tinker, Evaluator Governor’s Traffic Safety Bureau Des Moines, 1A 50319
1A Larry D. Bureau Chief Iowa Department of Public Safety 215 E 7th St. Office:515-725-6306 sauer@dps.state.ia.us>
Sauer, CAS Governor’s Traffic Safety Bureau Des Moines, IA 50319 Cell: 515-447-7812
KS Pete Bodyk, Manager Kansas Bureau of Transportation 700 S.W. Harrison, 6th Floor Phone: 785-296-3618 peteb@ksdot.org
and Technology. Traffic Safety Topeka, KS 66603 Fax: 785-291-3010
Section
KS Marcy Staff Kansas DMV Docking State Office Building Phone: 785-296-6894 marcy.ralston@kdor.ks.gov
Ralston Driver Control Bureau Driver Control - Room 100
915 SW Harrison St.
Topeka, KS 66612-2021
KS Karen C. Assistant Kansas Traffic Safety Resource P.O. Box 1656 Phone: 785-230-1106 kstsrp@gmail.com
Wittman Attorney General/ Office Topeka, KS 66601
Prosecutor
LA John A. Executive Louisiana Highway Safety 7919 Independence Blvd. Phone: 225-925-6991 Mike.Barron@dps.la.gov
LeBlanc Director Commission Baton Rouge, La 70896 Fax: 225-925-0083
LA Mike Barron | Impaired Driving Louisiana Highway Safety 7919 Independence Blvd, Phone: 225-922-0131 Mike.Barron@dps.la.gov
Coordinator Commission Baton Rouge, LA 70806
LA Cathy Policy Specialist Louisiana Highway Safety 7919 Independence Blvd, Phone: 225-337-7513 catherinechilders@yahoo.com
Childers Commission Baton Rouge, LA 70806
LA Kelly Manager Louisiana Department of Public 7701 Independence Blvd, Phone: 225-922-2870 Kelly.Simmons@dps.la.gov
Simmons Safety Office of Motor Vehicles Baton Rouge, LA 70806
Impaired Driver Withdrawal Unit
LA Geanette P.C.Lan Baton Rouge City Court 233 Saint Louis St. Phone: 225-389-8465 GPHENIX@brgov.com
Phenix Specialist Sobriety Court Room 208 225-389-5279 Office
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 225-389-7656 Fax
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LA Judge Suzan Judge Baton Rouge City Court 233 Saint Louis St. Phone: 225-389-8465 n/a
S. Ponder Sobriety Court Room 208
Baton Rouge, LA 70802
LA Lisa Freeman Prosecutor Baton Rouge City Court 233 Saint Louis St. Phone: 225-389-8465 LFreeman@brgov.com
Sobriety Court Room 208
Baton Rouge, LA 70802
LA James Cook Coordinator Baton Rouge City Court 233 Saint Louis St. Phone: 225-389-8465 JCook@brgov.com
Sobriety Court Room 208
Baton Rouge, LA 70802
LA Robbie Staff Baton Rouge City Court 233 Saint Louis St. Phone: 225-389-8465 RHARELSON@brgov.com
Harrelson Sobriety Court Baton Rouge, LA 70802
LA Dr. Helmut Director Louisiana State University, ISDS 3199 Patrick F. Taylor Hall Ph.: 225-578-2516 hschnei@lsu.edu
Schneider Department Highway Safety Baton Rouge, LA 70803 Fax: 225-578-2511
Research Group
LA Crystal DWI Coordinator East Baton Rouge District Triangle Building Phone: 225-389-3428 Crystal. McKlemurry@ebrda.org
McKlemurry Attorney’s Office Pretrial 233 St. Ferdinand St.
Intervention Program Baton Rouge, LA 70802
LA Shanna Clinical Director O’Brien House 1231 Laurel St., Baton Rouge, | Phone:225-344-6345 ext. | shannarichardson@obrienhouse.org
Richardson LA 70802 332
LA Katherine Staff O’Brien House 1231 Laurel St., Baton Rouge, Phone: 225-344-6345 katherinemartin@obrienhouse.org
Martin LA 70802
MD Thomas Director Maryland Motor Vehicle 6601 Ritchie Highway Phone: 410-424-3043 tliberatore@mdot.state.md.us
Liberatore Administration Glen Burnie, MD 21062 Fax: 410-424-3101
Driver Programs
MD Liza Aquila- Chief Maryland State Highway 7491 Connelley Drive Phone: 410-787-4076 laguilalemaster@sha.state.md.us
Lemaster Administration's Highway Safety Hanover, MD 21076 Fax: 410-787-4020
Office Safety Programs Section
Impaired Driving Prevention
Coordinator/Grant Manager
MD JoAnn Division Manager Maryland Motor Vehicle 6601 Ritchie Highway, NE Phone: 410 424-3644 jschlachter@mdot.state.md.us
Schlachter Administration Glen Burnie, MD 21062 Fax: 410 768-7627
Driver Wellness & Safety
MA Caroline J. Senior Program Executive Office of Public Safety 10 Park Plaza, Suite 3720 Phone: 617.725.3334 caroline.hymoff(@state.ma.us>
Hymoff Manager and Security Highway Safety Boston, MA 02116

Division
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MA Barbara Program Executive Office of Public Safety 10 Park Plaza, Suite 3720 Phone: 617-725-3357 barbara.rizzuti@state.ma.us
Rizzuti, Coordinator and Security Highway Safety Boston, MA 02116 Fax: 617-725-0260
Division
Office of Grants and Research
MA | Denise Flynn Hearings Officer Massachusetts Department of 10 Park Plaza, Suite 6620, Phone: 617-973-7997 denise.flynn@state.ma.us
Transportation Boston, MA 02116 Fax: 617-973-7996
Registry Division
Driver Control Unit
MA Erin Deveney Chief of Staff Massachusetts Department of 10 Park Plaza, Suite 6620, Phone: 617-973-7997 Erin.Deveney@state.ma.us
Transportation Boston, MA 02116 Fax: 617-973-7996
Registry of Motor Vehicles
Division
Ml Diane Perukel | Impaired Driving Michigan Office of Highway 333 South Grand Ave. Phone: 517-241-2565 PerukelD@michigan.gov
Chair Safety Planning Lansing, MI 48933
Ml Jason Impaired Driving Michigan Office of Highway 333 South Grand Ave. Phone: 517-333-5756 HamblenJ@michigan.gov
Hamblen Program Safety Planning Lansing, MI 48933
Coordinator
MI Mary Departmental Michigan Department of State 430 W Allegan St., Lansing, Phone: 517-335-0104 rademacherm1@michigan.gov
Rademacher Analyst MI 48933
MO Leanna Highway Safety Missouri Department of 105 West Capitol Phone: 573- 751-7643 leanna.depue@modot.mo.gov
Depue, Ph.D. Director Transportation Jefferson City, MO 65102-
Traffic & Highway Safety 0270
Division
MO Jaqueline Senior System Missouri Department of 105 West Capitol Phone: 573-751-5960 Jacqueline.Rogers@modot.mo.gov
Rogers Management Transportation PO Box 270
Specialist Traffic & Highway Safety Jefferson City, MO 65102
Division
NE Fred E Administrator Nebraska Office of Highway 5001 South 14th St. Phone: 402-471-2515, Fred.Zwonechek@nebraska.gov
Zwonechek Safety Lincoln, NE 68512 FAX: 402-471-3865
NE Noelie Legal Counsel Nebraska Department of Motor P.O. Box 94699 Phone: 402-471-9593 Noelie.Sherdon@nebraska.gov
Ackermann Vehicles Lincoln, NE 68509-4699 Fax: 402-471-4828
Sherdon
NE Deb Minardi | Deputy Probation | Office of Probation Administration 521 S. 14th St. n/a Deb.Minardi@Nebraska.gov
Administrator Programs and Services Lincoln, NE 68508
NE Betty Johnson Administrator Nebraska Department of Motor P.O. Box 94699 n/a Betty.Johnson@nebraska.gov>

Vehicles Driver and Vehicle
Records Division

Lincoln, NE 68509-4699
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NM Michael R. Director New Mexico Department of 604 West San Mateo Office 505-827-0427 Michael.Sandovall @state.nm.us
Sandoval Transportation Santa Fe, NM. 87505 Cell 505-231-1826
Traffic Safety Bureau Fax 505-827-0431
NM Franklin Bureau Chief New Mexico Department of 604 West San Mateo Phone: 505-827-3200 Franklin.garcia@state.nm.us
Garcia Transportation Santa Fe, NM. 87505 Cell: 505-490-0890
Traffic Safety Bureau
NM | Jolyn Sanchez New Mexico Department of 604 West San Mateo n/a Jolyn.Sanchez@state.nm.us>
Transportation Traffic Safety Santa Fe, NM. 87505
Bureau
NM Richard Roth President/CEO Impact DWI 2300 West Alameda Unit D4 Phone 505-471-4764 RichardRoth2300@msn.com
Santa Fe, NM 87507 FAX 505-471-7471
NY Chuck Assistant New York Department of Motor Swan Street Building Phone: 518-474-0972 Chuck.DeWeese@dmv.ny.gov
DeWeese Commissioner Vehicles Empire State Plaza
Governor's Traffic Safety Albany, NY 12228
Committee
NY Robert Director New York State Office of Alfred E. Smith Building Phone: 518-485-2395 Robert.Maccarone@dcjs.ny.gov
Maccarone Probation and Correctional 80 South Swan St.
Alternatives Albany, NY 12210
NY Patricia Program New York State Office of Alfred E. Smith Building Phone: 518-485-2395 Patricia.Hogan@dcjs.ny.gov
Hogan Administrator Probation and Correctional 80 South Swan St.
Alternatives Albany, NY 12210
NC Michael Commissioner North Carolina 1100 New Bern Avenue Phone: 919-861-3035 mdrobertsonl@ncdot.gov
Robertson Division of Motor Vehicles Raleigh, NC 27699 Fax: 919-861-3535
NC Reita D. Director of North Carolina 1100 New Bern Avenue Phone: 919-861-3035 rsmolka@ncdot.gov
Smolka Administrative Division of Motor Vehicles Raleigh, NC 27699 Fax: 919-861-3535
Hearings
OH Nicole Chief Policy Ohio Office of Criminal Justice 1970 W. Broad St., Ste. 521 Phone: 614-466-1830 NMDehner@dps.state.oh.us
Dehner Advisor Services Columbus, OH 43223 Fax: 614-466.5061
OH Lora Manon Traffic Safety Ohio Office of Criminal Justice 1970 W. Broad St., Ste. 521 Phone: 614-466-1830 IImanon@dps.state.oh.us
Resource Services Columbus, OH 43223 Fax: 614-466-5061
Prosecutor
OK J. Kevin Interim Director | Oklahoma Highway Safety Office 3223 N. Lincoln Blvd. Phone: 405-523-1570 KBehrens@dps.state.ok.us
Behrens Oklahoma City, OK 73105
OK Toby Taylor | Ignition Interlock Oklahoma Board of Tests for P.O. Box 36307 Oklahoma Phone: 405-425-2460 totaylor@dps.state.ok.us

Program
Administrator

Alcohol and Drug influence

City, OK 73136-2307

Fax: 405-425-2490
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OK Shelly Schultz | Ignition Interlock Oklahoma Board of Tests for P.O. Box 36307 Oklahoma Phone: 405-425-2460 sschultz@dps.state.ok.us
Program Alcohol and Drug influence City, OK 73136-2307 Fax: 405-425-2490
Administrator
OK J. Robert State Director Oklahoma Board of Tests P.O. Box 36307 Phone: 405-425-2460 JBlakebu@dps.state.ok.us
Blakeburn for Alcohol and Drug Influence Oklahoma City, OK 73136 Fax: 405-425-2490
OR Troy Costales Director Oregon Department of 4040 Fairview Industrial SE Phone: 503-986-4192 Troy.E.COSTALES@odot.state.or.
Transportation Safety Division Salem, OR 97301-1142 us
OR Linda Fisher- | Impaired Driving Oregon Department of 4040 Fairview Industrial SE Phone: 503-986-4183 Linda.Fisher-
Lewis Program Manager Transportation Safety Division Salem, OR 97301-1142 Fax: 503-986-3143 Lewis@odot.state.or.us
OR Mary Garcia Program Oregon Department of 1905 Lana Ave NE, Salem, Phone: 503-945-5276 | Mary.L.Garcia@odot.state.or.us
Coordinator Transportation — Department of OR 97314 Fax:503-945-5497
Motor Vehicles Driver Control
OR Susie Hanlon Program Oregon Department of Motor 1905 Lana Avenue, NE Phone: 503-945-8906 n/a
Specialist Vehicles Records Policy Unit Salem, OR 97314 Fax: 503-947-4065
OR Peggy Program Oregon Department of 1905 Lana Avenue, NE Phone: 503-945-5131 Peggy.M.RECKOW @odot.state.or.
Reckow Specialist Transportation — Department of Salem, OR 97314 us
Motor Vehicles Driver Programs
OR Nori J. Special Counsel Office of the State Court Supreme Court Building 503-986-5520 nori.j.cross@ojd.state.or.us
McCann Administrator 1163 State St. 503-986-5503 fax
Cross Supreme Court Salem OR 97301-2563 503-986-5504
OR Christopher J. DUII/Justice Oregon Health Authority 500 Summer St. NE Phone: 503-947-5548 christopher.j.hamilton@state.or.us
Hamilton Programs Analyst Addictions and Mental Health Salem, OR 97301-1118 Fax: 503-947-5043
Division
OR Judge Circuit Court Multnomah County Courthouse 1021 SW Fourth Ave., Rm. Phone: 503-988-3062 Kathleen.M.DAILEY @ojd.state.or.
Kathleen M. Judge 716 Fax: 503-276-0942 us
Dailey Portland, OR 97204-1123
OR Edward J. Circuit Court Multnomah County Courthouse 1021 SW Fourth Ave. Phone: 503-988-3540 Edward.J. JONES@ojd.state.or.us
Jones Judge Portland, OR 97204 Fax: 503.276.0954
OR Mitch Ruska Manager Alcohol and Drug Evaluators of 506 SW 6th Ave Suite 611 Phone: 503-719-5741 adesptld@comcast.net
Portland Portland, OR 97204 Fax: 503-719-5742
PA Girish N. Division Chief Department of Transportation 400 North St. | Harrisburg, PA Phone: 717-783-1190 GMODI@pa.gov
Modi, P.E. Bureau of Highway Safety & 17105 Fax: 717-783-8012
Traffic Engineering
PA Troy J. Love Manager Department of Transportation PO Box 2047, Harrisburg, PA Phone: 717-783-1902 trlove@pa.gov
Phone: Bureau of Highway Safety & 17105-2047 Fax: 717-783-8012

Traffic Engineering
Impaired Driving Program
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PA Scott Asst. Manager Department of Transportation PO Box 2047, Harrisburg, PA Phone: 717-346-8193 skubisiak@pa.gov
Kubisiak BHSTE/Central Office AHSP 17105-2047 Fax: 717-783-8012
TX Terry A. Traffic Safety Texas Department of 125 E. 11th St. Phone: 512-416-3167 tpence@dot.state.tx.us
Pence Director Transportation Austin, TX 78701
X Frank Saenz, Alcohol and Texas Department of 125 E. 11th St. Phone : 512-416-2235 Frank.Saenz@txdot.gov
TxDOT Other Drugs Transportation Austin, TX 78701 Fax: 512-416-3349
Program Manager Traffic Safety Section
X Brenda Texas Department of Public Safety P.O. Box 4087, Austin, TX Phone: 512-424-2970 Brenda.Musgrove@txdps.state.tx.us
Musgrove 78773
X John Research Texas District and County 505 W. 12th St., Suite 100 Phone: 512-474-2436 memillin@tdcaa.com
McMillin Attorney Attorneys Association Austin, TX 78701 Fax: 512-478-4112
TX Judge Mark | Judicial Resource Texas Center for the Judiciary 1210 San Antonio St., Suite M: 713-922-0314 matkinson@yourhonor.com
D. Atkinson Liaison 800 T: 512-482-8986
Austin TX 78701 F: 512-469-7664
X Liz Goins Assistant General | Texas Department of Public Safety P.O. Box 4087, Austin, TX Phone: 512- 424-5247 Elizabeth.Goins@dps.texas.gov
Counsel Office of General Counsel 78773
TX Rebekah Manager Texas Department of Public Safety 5805 N Lamar Blvd. Phone: 512-424-5001 Rebekah.Hibbs@dps.texas.gov
Hibbs Enforcement and Compliance Austin, TX 78752
Service
X JoeAnna F. Staff Texas Department of Public Safety 5805 N Lamar Blvd. Phone: 512-424-5415 joeanna.mastracchio@dps.texas.gov
Mastracchio Driver License Division Austin, TX 78752
TX Judge Roger Bureau Chief Professional Development, 1201 Franklin, Suite 600 Phone: 713-755-3796 BRIDGWATER ROGER@dao.hct
Bridgwater Community Protection & Ethics Houston, TX 77002 x.net
Bureau
Harris County District Attorney's
Office Criminal Justice Center
X Judge Diane County Court Harris County Criminal Justice 1201 Franklin -- 7th Floor n/a Diane Bull@ccl.hctx.net
Bull Judge Center Houston, TX 77002-1900
TX Melissa Assistant District | Harris County District Attorney's 1201 Franklin, Suite 600 Phone: 713-755-0667 MUNOZ MELISSA@dao.hctx.net
Munoz Attorney Office Houston, TX 77002
TX Raymie Special Programs Harris County Office of Court 1201 Franklin St. Phone: 713-755-3924 Raymie Hairell@ccl.hctx.net
Hairell Manager Management Suite 7000 Fax: 713-437-8543
Houston, TX 77002
X Karen Senior Research Harris County Criminal Courts at 1201 Franklin, 7th Floor Phone: 713-755-4583 Karen Welborn@ccl.hctx.net
Welborn & Assessment Law Office of Court Management Houston, TX 77002

Analyst
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X Kim Director Harris County Community 49 San Jacinto, Suite 600, 6th n/a Kim.Valentine@csc.hctx.net
Valentine Supervision and Corrections floor Houston, TX 77002
Department
X Gloria Peralez Supervisor Harris County Community 49 San Jacinto, Houston, TX Phone: 713-755-2508 Gloria.Peralez@csc.hctx.net
Supervision and Corrections 77002
Department
Bond Supervision Unit
X Harry Assistant. Court Harris County Courts n/a Phone: 713-755-5394 Harry Leverette@ccl.hctx.net
Leverette Manager
TX Judge Daryl County Court Tarrant County Criminal Court #8 Tim Curry Justice Center Phone: 817-884-340 dcoffey@tarrantcounty.com
R. Coffey Judge 7th Floor 401 W. Belknap
Fort Worth, TX 76196-0401
X Kelli D. Doctoral Fellow Tarrant County. Community 200 W. Belknap Phone: 817-884-1222 kdstevens@TarrantCounty.com
Martin Researcher Supervision and Corrections Fort Worth, TX 76196
Department
X Richard Assistant Tarrant County District Attorney’s Tim Curry Criminal Justice Phone: 817-884-1918 ralpert@tarrantcounty.com
Alpert Criminal District Office Center
Attorney 401 West Belknap
Fort Worth, TX 76196
X Leighton Iles Director Tarrant County Community 3210 Miller Ave., Fort Worth, Phone: 817-884-1474 LGlIles@TarrantCounty.com
Supervision and Corrections TX 76119
Department
X Alisa Division Director Travis County Adult Probation 3210 Miller Ave., Fort Worth, Phone: 512.854.4773 alisa.stanfield@co.travis.tx.us
Stanfield TX 76119
X Irma Guerrero Staff Travis County Adult Probation 3210 Miller Ave., Fort Worth, Phone: 512.854.4773 Irma.guerrero@co.travis.tx.us
TX 76119
TX Carsten Staff Travis County Adult Probation 3210 Miller Ave., Fort Worth, Phone: 512.854.4773 Carsten.andresen@co.travis.tx.us
Andresen TX 76119
uT David Beach Director Utah Department of Public Safety 5500 Amelia Earhart Drive, Phone: 801-366-6040 dbeach@utah.gov
Highway Safety Office Suite 155 Salt Lake City, UT Fax: 801-366-6044
84116
uT John Manager Utah Dept. of Public Safety - Third Floor - South Phone: 801-965-4802 johnfairbanks@utah.gov
Fairbanks Driver License Division 4501 South 2700 West Fax: 801-964-4499
PO Box 144501
Salt Lake City, UT 84129
VA Angela Executive Virginia Alcohol Safety Action 701 E. Franklin St., Suite 1110 Phone: 804-786-5895 acoleman.vasap@state.va.us
Coleman Director Program Richmond, VA 23219 Fax: 804-786-6286
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VA Christopher Special Programs Virginia Alcohol Safety Action 701 E. Franklin St., Suite 1110 Phone: 804-786-5895 cmorris.vasap@state.va.us
B. Morris Coordinator Program Richmond, VA 23219 Fax: 804-786-6286
WA Lowell Porter Director Washington Traffic Safety 621 8th Avenue SE Phone: 360-725-9899 Iporter@wtsc.wa.gov
Commission Olympia, WA 98501
WA Steve Luce Ignition Interlock Washington Traffic Safety 811 E Roanoke St. Phone: 206-720-3018 Steve.Luce@wsp.wa.gov
Program Commission Impaired Driving Seattle, WA 98102
Coordinator Section
WA Dick Doane Research Washington Traffic Safety 621 8th Avenue SE Phone: 360-725-9894 ddoane@WTSC.WA.GOV
Investigator Commission Olympia, WA 98501
WA Judy Administrator Division of Licensing Driver PO Box 9030 Phone: 360-902-3840 JGROEZINGE@DOL.WA.GOV
Groezinger Records Olympia, WA 98507-9030 Fax: 360-570-7827
WA Craig Sloan Analyst Division of Licensing Data PO Box 9030 Phone: 360-902-3794 CSLOAN@DOL.WA.GOV
Analysis & Planning Support Olympia, WA 98507-9030
Programs & Services Division
WA Carla Weaver Court Liason Division of Licensing PO Box 9030 Phone: 360-902-3669 CWEAVER@DOL.WA.GOV
Olympia, WA 98507-9030
WA Maile Assistant Department of Licensing PO Box 9030 Phone: 360-902-4089 MABRAHAM@DOL.WA.GOV
Abraham Administrator Contracts and Initiatives Olympia, WA 98507-9030 Fax: 360-570-7885
Management
Program Services Division
\VAY Harry B. Program Manager Governor’s Highway Safety 5707 MacCorkle Ave. SE. Phone: 304-926-0713 Harry.B.Anderson@wv.gov
Anderson Program PO Box17600 Fax: 304-926-3880
Charleston, WV 25317
WV Gordon R. Supervisor 1I West Virginia Department of P O Box 17060 II Phone: 304-926-2507 Gordon.R.Cook@wv.gov
Cook 1II Motor Vehicles Interlock Unit Charleston, WV 25317 Fax: 304-926-3898
WI Erin Egan, Chief Wisconsin Department of Phone: 608-266-9901 erin.egan@dot.wi.gov
Transportation Bureau of Driver
Services Citations & Withdrawals
Section
WI Susan Chemical Test Wisconsin State Patrol P.O. Box 7912, Rm. 99A, Phone: 608-267-2881 susan.hackworthy.dot.wi.gov
Hackworthy Section Chief Madison, WI 53707-7912 Fax: 608-267-2880
MT (ASCP)




Vendors Luz Mitera Application Alcohol Countermeasures System 60 International Blvd. Phone: 416-619-3500 Imitera@acs-corp.com
Support Services Corporation Toronto, Ontario x3584
Manager MO9W 6J2 Canada Fax: 416-679-9370
George W. Alcohol Detection Systems 1718 Belmont Ave. Phone: 800-STOP-DWI george@stopdwi.com
Lesini Suite E Baltimore, MD 21244
Mike Fraser Alcohol Detection Systems 1718 Belmont Ave. Phone: 800-STOP-DWI mikef@pmortg.com
Suite E Baltimore, MD 21244
Nick Cassiere Alcohol Detection Systems 1718 Belmont Ave. Phone: 410-298-5400 nick@stopdwi.com
Suite E Baltimore, MD 21244 ext.113
Fax: 410-281-1239
David CEO Consumer Safety Technology, 10520 Hickman Road, Phone: 515-564-2019 DArringdale@cstinc.com
Arringdale Inc./Intoxalock Des Moines, IA 50325 Fax: 515-331-7513
Brad Fralick Director of Consumer Safety Technology, 10520 Hickman Road, Phone: 515-564-2019 BFralick@cstinc.com

Government
Relations

Inc./Intoxalock

Des Moines, IA 50325

Fax: 515-331-7513

Erica Pastrano

Judicial Services
Supervisor

Draeger Safety Diagnostics, Inc

4040 W. Royal Lane,
Suite 136
Irving, TX 75063

Phone: 972 929-1100
Fax: 972 929-6765
Mobile: 817 401-3478

erica.pastrano@draeger.com

Harlan Regional Service Draeger Safety Diagnostics, Inc. | 4040 W Royal Lane, Suite 136 Phone: 972 573-1759 harlan.williams@draeger.com
Williams Manager Irving, TX 75063 Fax: 972 573-1793
Mobile: 817 403-8552
David Vice President Guardian Interlock Systems 228 Church St. Phone: 770-499-0499 dcontreras@guardianinterlock.com
Contreras Marietta, GA
Scott Elting Assistant Vice Guardian Interlock Systems 720 Valley Ridge Circle 972-632-0241 cell scott.elting@guardianinterlock.com
President — Suite 14 800-499-0994 x109 office
Western Lewisville, TX 75057 678-784-7693 DID
Operations
Emily Clines Director of Guardian Interlock Systems 228 Church St. 678-784-7687- direct emily.clines@guardianinterlock.co
Judicial and Marietta, GA 30060 404-903-8082- cell m
Legislative
Affairs
Louis M. Colorado State Guardian Interlock Systems 5475 Peoria St., #3-101 Office: 303-373-4507 louismartinez@guardianinterlock.c
Martinez Manager Denver, CO 80239 Fax: 303-373-0214 om
Cell: 303-406-3609
Coy Michael State Director Guardian Interlock Systems 14781 SE 82nd Dr. Cell: 503-453-5000 coym(@guardianinterlock.com
Clackamas, OR 97015 Fax: 503-655-0937
Jennifer Assistant Program Interlock Systems of Florida 5776 Hoffner St., Ste 303 Phone: 407-207-3337 jramnarain@floridainterlock.com
Ramnarain Manager Orlando, FL 32822 Fax: 407-207-3314
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David Lewis Vice President LifeSafer 4920 Glendale Milford Rd. Phone: 513-651-9560 dlewis@LifeSafer.com
Marketing Cincinnati, OH 45242 x123
Ron Davis - IT Manager LifeSafer Inc. 4290 Glendale Milford Rd. Phone: 513-744-0949 rdavis@lifesafer.com
Cincinnati, OH 45242-3704
John Rimblas Regional LifeSafer, Inc. n/a n/a jrimblas@lifesafer.com
Manager
Mike House State Director Oregon 10732 SE Highway 212 T: 800-328-9890 mhouse@lifesafer.com
LifeSafer, Inc Clackamas, OR 97015 C: 971-246-9066
F: 503-723-9932
Mike Wyatt State Director LifeSafer of Florida, Inc n/a work 800-728-7396 mwyatt@LifeSafer.com
cell 850-377-8652
Daryl W. Vice President of Smart Start, Inc. 4850 Plaza Dr. Phone: 800-880-3394, DGrimes@smartstartinc.com
Grimes Operations Irving, TX 75063
Debra Coffey Vice President, SmartStart Inc. 4850 Plaza Dr. Phone: 800-880-3394, dcoffey@smartstartinc.com
Government Irving, TX 75063 ext. 225
Affairs
Justin Franchise Smart Start, Inc. 4850 Plaza Dr. Phone: 800-880-3394 JMcCord@smartstartinc.com
McCord Director Irving, TX 75063 Ext. 271
Cell: 972-814-2535
Thomas Director of IT Smart Start Inc. 4850 Plaza Dr. Mobile:214-207-3959 tallison@smartstartinc.com
Allison Irving, TX 75063 Office: 972-621-0252
ext.205
Fax: 972-929-6638
Michael Database Smart Start Inc. 4850 Plaza Dr. Phone: 972-621-0252 mmartinez@smartstartinc.com
Martinez Administrator Irving, TX 75063 Ext.257
Fax:972-929-6638
Cory LeBlanc Owner SmartStart Louisiana 210 Gemini Court Office: (985) 873-8333 cleblanc@smartstartla.com

Houma, LA 70360

Fax: (985) 873-8973
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