Portland forfeiture ro gram
on national agenda

By lan B. Crosby '95

A Reed study

- suggests that
deterring drunk
driving and
protecting civil
liberties are not

exclusive goals

10/ The Reed Magazine

n innovative program to curb drunk driving by seizing the vehicles
of repeat offenders has made its way from the streets of Portland to

the national agenda in legislation proposed by Oregon congressman
Earl Blumenauer.

The congressman wants to establish a vehicle forfeiture system as a

. qualifying program for federal anti-drunk-driving grants. Backing

. Blumenauer’s proposal is a study conducted by the Reed College Public

* Policy Workshop that found that vehicle seizure substantially reduced re-

« arrest among repeat drunk drivers under the Portland program. Most

. importantly, the study found that unusual steps taken to assure civil liberties
: did not have an adverse effect on the effectiveness of the program.

The Portland forfeiture program’s origins lie in Blumenauer’s days in the

- Oregon State Legislature. Blumenauer was concerned with the difference in
. treatment of drunk drivers and other less serious offenders. “A hunter could
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kill a deer out of season, and he would
lose his rig, his guns, and other equip-
ment and would spend significant time in
jail, while the drunk driver who killed a
little girl a block from my house could be
out of jail and driving again in a week,”
Blumenauer commented. Blumenauer was
struck by the logic of depriving offenders
of the instrument of their offense. While
recalcitrant drunk drivers could disregard
license suspensions and insurance
requirements, they could not pose a threat
to highway safety without their automo-
biles. Blumenauer attempted to pass a
statewide vehicle forfeiture bill in the
legislature, but was stymied by bank lien
holders, civil libertarians, and indiffer-
ence. '

Later, as a Portland city councilman,
Blumenauer had more success. Opposition
was softened by involving concerned
parties in the process and drafting an
ordinance that met their concerns.
Blumenauer also simply had fewer people
to convince on the City Council.
Portlands forfeiture ordinance was passed
by a unanimous vote and went into effect
in 1989. The Portland ordinance sub-
jected to forfeiture vehicles of offenders
arrested for driving with a license sus-
pended as a result of driving while
intoxicated, or those arrested as habitual
offenders who have committed three or
more serious traffic offenses, at least one
of which was driving while intoxicated.
Concerns of banking interests and civil
libertarians were addressed through
provisions allowing the return of vehicles
to lien holders or other innocent owners
not implicated in the offense. According
to Blumenauer, the program was an
immediate political success. “It was
simple, direct, and cost effective, and the
logical linkage between the sanction and
the offense resonated with the public,” he
recalled.

Despite such claims, others were more
skeptical about the untried program. No
other jurisdiction appeared to have
operated a similar program, and no data
existed concerning the effectiveness of

such a program in keeping drunk drivers
off the streets. Noting that many of the
vehicles seized were inexpensive and
uninsured “junkers,” some, including
Reed political science professor Stefan
Kapsch, speculated that many offenders
might simply purchase other “disposable”
vehicles, fail to register or insure them,
and continue driving.

Reed policy workshop tests program
Professor Kapsch and a group of his
students set out to empirically test the
putative success of the program in
research funded by the Rose E. Tucker

- Charitable Trust. A

literature review
discovered many
anecdotal claims -
about the effective-
ness of forfeiture in
depriving offenders
of the instrumental-
ity of their offenses,
but no hard data
actually linking
forfeiture to
reductions in
recidivism. The
Reed team surveyed
households of documented offenders and
a randomly selected control group in the
spring of 1992, and the data were ana-
lyzed for statistically significant varia-
tions.

The results were inconclusive, and
significant doubts emerged about the
validity of the data. Responses to control
questions, such as whether a member of
the household had been arrested for
drunk driving, exhibited minimal or
insignificant variation between the target
group and the control group. While the
survey results posed interesting method-
ological questions, they provided no
answers for the question at issue: does
forfeiture have an effect on driving
behavior?

My involvement with the forfeiture
project began in the fall of 1994. It was
readily apparent to both Professor Kapsch

and me that no amount of analysis of the
original survey results could yield
definitive results or overcome the method-
ological qualms, and I looked for other
sources of data. Working from the
Portland Police data system’s main arrest
files, the Asset Forfeiture Unit’s forfeiture
database, and handwritten patrol records
from the traffic division, I constructed
unified data file on nearly 17,000 perpe-
trators that included information on
virtually all factors with theoretical
relevance to re-offense. With the guidance
of mathematics professor Albyn Jones, 1
learned to use and interpret the sophisti-

cated Cox Proportional Hazards statistical
analysis model to test the independent
effects of seizure and forfeiture on
expected time from an initial offense to
subsequent re-arrest.

The results of the analysis were as
unequivocal as they were remarkable. To a
near-statistical certainty, all other signifi-
cant factors being equal, having a vehicle
seized correlated with a nearly doubled
expected time to re-arrest. In other words,
offenders whose vehicles were seized re-
offended only half as often as those whose
vehicles were not seized.

Equally interesting, whether the vehicle
subsequently was actually forfeited and
sold or instead returned to a lien holder or
innocent owner had no significant effect
on re-offense beyond the mere fact of
seizure itself. The conclusion was clear:
Portlandss forfeiture program worked, and
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the careful compromise that had facili-
tated its enactment had not hampered its
effectiveness.

Supreme Court rules

In the meantime, a number of develop-
ments significant to forfeiture had
occurred on the Oregon and national
political scenes. Bennis v. Michigan, an
important forfeiture case, was handed
down by the Supreme Court. Bob
Packwood resigned from the U.S. Senate
and was replaced by Portland's popular
Representative Ron Wyden. This left an
open seat in Congress that was filled by

Blumenauer, who immediately began
laying the groundwork for placing vehicle
forfeiture on the national agenda. While
Blumenauer’s efforts have the potential to
have a positive effect on highway safety
nationwide, a congressional failure to
require greater forfeiture protections than
those afforded by the lax constitutional
standards enunciated recently by the
Supreme Court may result in a deleteri-
ous—and in light of the Reed study,
probably a needless—erosion of civil
liberties.

In Bennis, the Supreme Court upheld
the constitutionality of a Michigan law
authorizing the forfeiture of a vehicle used
in the solicitation of prostitution over the
constitutional objections of the co-owner
of the car (and unfortunate wife of the
offender). Tina Bennis’s central claim was
that the statute failed to provide a defense

12 / The Reed Magazine

to forfeiture based on her lack of knowl-
edge or authorization of the offending use
to which the car was put, depriving her of
due process under the Fourteenth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

Law traced to Middle Ages

The Supreme Court’s rejection of her
claim lies in the peculiar legal status of
the civil in rem proceeding used in
forfeiture cases, which is rooted in the
idiosyncrasies of ancient English law.
Modern forfeiture processes stem from the
medieval law of the deodand, by which
property used in breaking a law was to be
returned to God, or
his representative
on earth, the
Crown. In the
scholastic jurispru-
dential logic of the
era, the proceeding
was against the
property itself, not
the owner, and
hence any interest
of the owner was
simply irrelevant.

Though this
fiction has been
abolished in other areas of American law,
it persists in nearly unaltered form in
respect to forfeitures. In Bennis, the
Supreme Court relied on an unbroken
string of decisions beginning with Justice
Story’s opinion in the 1827 forfeiture case
of The Palmyra and culminating in the
1974 case Calero-Toledo v. Pearson Yacht
Leasing Co. which concluded that “the
innocence of the owner of property has
almost uniformly been rejected as
defense” [against forfeiture].

Civil liberties affected

The omission in Congressman
Blumenauer’s proposed legislation of a
requirement that state forfeiture programs
provide innocent-owner defenses, coupled
with the Supreme Court’s decision in
Bennis v. Michigan, raises the prospect that
many more Tina Bennises will find their

property confiscated due to actions
beyond their authorization or control as
states respond to the incentive. Further-
more, Blumenauer’s intention is that the
current proposal is a first step toward a
larger goal of providing even greater
incentives, or perhaps even requiring
states to enact forfeiture programs to
qualify for certain federal funds.

Blumenauer admits that the breadth of
its innocent-owner defense in the Port-
land ordinance was in part due to uncer-
tainty about whether a more restrictive
law could withstand constitutional
challenge. Now that Bennis makes it clear
that no such defenses need be provided,
Blumenauer claims that he would “crank
down” the exceptions if he were writing
the ordinance today, but he would not
eliminate them because he feels that such
exceptions are correct as a matter of
fairness and necessary to maintain the
base of support for forfeiture, regardless of
what the Supreme Court says.

If Blumenauer thinks so, then why
doesn't the proposed Congressional
legislation have an innocent-owner
defense? He has a variety of answers,
including the hope that states will do so
without being required, possibly in
response to the same pressures as in
Oregon, and the availability from his
office of model statutes that do include
the defense. Let’s hope that Blumenauer is
right, and that in future legislation,
Congess will protect the Tina Bennises of
the world, because the Supreme Court
clearly will not. Vehicle forfeiture has the
potential to take drunk drivers off our
highways nationwide as it has in Portland,
but it need not do so at the expense of our
civil liberties.

lan B. Crosby, from Juneau, Alaska,
graduated from Reed in 1995 with a BA. in
philosophy. He is currently a second-year
law student at the University of Texas and
an editor of the Texas Law Review.
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'(k)(1) SAFETY INCENTIVE GRANTS: GENERAL AUTHORITY - The Secretary
shall make a grant to a State that takes specific actions to
advance highway safety under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (0) of
this section. A State may qualify for more than one grant and
shall receive a separate grant for each subsection for which it
qualifies. Such grants may only be used by recipient States to
implement and enforce, as appropriate, the programs for which the
grants are awarded.
'(2) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT- No grant may be made to a State under
subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of this scction in any fiscal year
unlcss such State enters into such agreements with the Secretary as
the Secretary may require to ensure that such State will maintain
its aggregate expenditures from all other sources for the specific
actions for which a grant is provided at or above the average level
of such expenditures in its 2 fiscal years preceding the date of
the enactment of this subsection.
"(3) MAXIMUM PERTOD OF ELIGIBILITY; FEDERAL SHARE FOR GRANTS-
Each grant under subsection (1), (in), (n), or (o) of this section
shall be available for not more than 6 fiscal years beginning in
the fiscal year afier September 30, 1997, in which the State
becomes eligible for the grant. The Federal share payable for any
grant under subscction (1), (m), (n), or (o) shall not exceed--
"(A) in the first and sccond fiscal years in which the State
reccives the grant, 75 pereent of the cost of implementing and
cnforcing, as appropriatc, in such fiscal ycar a program
adopted by the State;
"(B) 1n the third and fourth fiscal years in which the Statc
receives the grant, SO percent of the cost of inplementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program; and
(C) in the fifth and sixth fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 25 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program.
(1) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTERMEASURES: BASIC GRANT
ELIGIBILITY- The Secretary shall make grants to those States that
adopt and implement effective programs to rcducc traffic safcty
problems resulting from persons driving under the influence of
alcohol. A State shall become eligible for one or more of three
basic grants under this subscction by adopting or dcmonstrating the
following to the satisfaction of the Secretary:
(1) BASIC GRANT A- At least 4 of the following:
"(A) ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE REVOCATION- An administrative
driver's license suspension or revocation system for
pcrsons who operate motor vehicles while under the
influence of alcohol which requires that--
"(1) n the case of a person who, in any S-year
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"(k)(1) SAFETY INCENTIVE GRANTS: GENERAL AUTHORITY- The Secretary
shall make a grant to a State that takes specific actions to
advance highway safety under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of
this section. A State may qualify for more than one grant and
shall receive a separate grant for each subsection for which 1t
qualifies. Such grants may only be used by recipient States to
implement and enforce, as appropriate, the programs for which the
grants are awarded.
(2) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT- No grant may be made to a State under
subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of this section in any fiscal year
unless such State enters into such agreements with the Secretary as
the Secretary may require to ensure that such State will maintain
its aggrecate expenditures from all other sources for the specific
actions for which a grant is provided at or above the average level
of such expenditures in its 2 fiscal years preceding the date of
the enactment of this subsection.
'(3) MAXIMUM PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY; FEDERAL SHARE FOR GRANTS-
Each grant under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of this section
shall be available for not more than 6 fiscal years beginning in
the fiscal year after September 30, 1997, in which the State
becomes eligible for the grant. The Federal share payable for any
grant under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) shall not exceed--
"(A) in the first and second fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 75 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropnate, in such fiscal year a program
adopted by the State;
"(B) in the third and fourth fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 50 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program; and
'(C) in the fifth and sixth fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 25 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program.,
‘(1) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTERMEASURES: BASIC GRANT
ELIGIBILITY- The Secretary shall make grants to those States that
adopt and implement effective programs to reduce traffic safety
problems resulting from persons driving under the influence of
alcohol. A State shall become eligible for one or more of three
basic grants under this subsection by adopting or demonstrating the
following to the satisfaction of the Secretary:
(1) BASIC GRANT A- At least 4 of the following:
'(A) ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE REVOCATION- An admunistrative
driver's license suspension or revocation system for
persons who operate motor vehicles while under the
influence of alcohol which requires that--
"(1) 1n the case of a person who, in any S-year
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period beginning after the date of enactment of this
subsection, is determined on the basts of a chemical
test to have been operating a motor vehicle under the
influence of alcohol or 1s determined to have refused
to submit to such a test as proposed by a law
enforcement officer, the State agency responsible for
administering dnvers'
licenses, upon receiving the report of the law enforcement officer--
"(1) shall suspend the driver's license of such person for a
period of not less than 90 days if such person is a first offender
in such S-year period, and
“(IT) shall suspend the driver's license of such person for a
period of not less than 1 year, or revoke such license, if such
person is a repeat offender in such S-year period; and
"(11) the suspension and revocation referred to under
clause (A)(1) of this subparagraph shall take effect
not later than 30 days after the day on which the
person refused to submit to a chemical test or received
notice of having been determined to be driving under
the influence of alcohol, in accordance with the
State's procedures.

"(B) UNDERAGE DRINKING PROGRAM- An effective system, as
determined by the Secretary, for preventing operators of
motor vehicles under age 21 from obtaining alcoholic
beverages. Such system may include the issuance of
drivers' licenses to individuals under age 21 that are
casily distinguishable in appearance from drivers' licenses
issued to individuals age 21 years of age or older.

(C) STOPPING MOTOR VEHICLES- Either--

"(1) A statewide program for stopping motor vehicles
on a nondiscriminatory, lawful basis for the purpose of
determining whether the operators of such motor
vehicles are driving while under the influence of
alcohol, or

(11) a statewide Special Traffic Enforcement Program
for impaired dnving that emphasizes publicity for the
program.

(D) REPEAT OFFENDERS- Effective sanctions for repeat
offenders convicted of driving under the influence of
alcohol. Such sanctions, as determined by the Secretary,
may include electronic monitoring; alcohol interlocks;
intensive supervision of probation; vehicle impoundment, 71\

>¥\— confiscation, or forfeiture, and dedicated detention
"7 facilities,
"(E) GRADUATED LICENSING SYSTEM- A three-stage graduated

P. U3
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(})(1) SATETY INCENTIVE GRANTS: GENERAL AUTHORITY- The Secretary |
shall make a grant to a State that takes specific actions to
advance highway safety under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of
this section. A State may qualify for more than one grant and
shall receive a separate grant for each subsection for which 1t
qualifies. Such grants may only be used by recipient States to LT e
implement and enforce, as appropriate, the programs for which the '
grants are awarded.
(2) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT- No grant may be made to a State under
subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) of this section in any fiscal year
unless such State enters into such agreements with the Secretary as
the Secretary may require to ensure that such State will maintain
its aggregate expenditures from all other sources for the specific
actions for which a grant is provided at or above the average level
of such expenditures in its 2 fiscal years preceding the date of
the enactment of this subsection.
(3) MAXIMUM PERIOD OF ELIGIBILITY; FEDERAL SHARE FOR GRANTS-
Each grant under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (0) of this section
shall be available for not more than 6 fiscal years beginning in
the fiscal year after September 30, 1997, in which the State
becomes eligible for the grant. The Federal share payable for any
grant under subsection (1), (m), (n), or (o) shall not exceed--
"(A) in the first and second fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 75 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year a program
adopted by the State;
"(B) in the third and fourth fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, SO percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program; and
(C) in the fifth and sixth fiscal years in which the State
receives the grant, 25 percent of the cost of implementing and
enforcing, as appropriate, in such fiscal year such program.
(1) ALCOHOL-IMPAIRED DRIVING COUNTERMEASURES: BASIC GRANT
ELIGIBILITY- The Secretary shall make grants to those States that
adopt and implement effective programs to reduce traffic safety
problems resulting from persons driving under the influence of
alcohol. A State shall become eligible for ane or more of three
basic grants under this subsection by adopting or demonstrating the
following to the satisfaction of the Secretary:
(1) BASIC GRANT A- At least 4 of the following:
(A) ADMINISTRATIVE LICENSE REVOCATION- An administrative
driver's license suspension or revocation system for
persons who operate motor vehicles while under the
influence of alcohol which requires that--
“(1) in the case of a person who, in any 5-year
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period beginning after the date of enactment of this
subsection, 1s determined on the basis of a chemical
test to have becn operating a motor vehicle under the
influence of alcohol or is determined to have refused
to submit to such a test as proposed by a law
enforcement officer, the State agency responsible for
administering drivers'
licenses, upon receiving the report of the law enforcement officer--
"(1) shall suspend the driver's license of such person for a
period of not less than 90 days if such person is a first offender
in such S5-year period; and
"(IT) shall suspend the driver's license of such person for a
period of not less than 1 year, or revoke such license, if such
person is a repeat oflender in such S-year period; and
"(u) the suspension and revocation referred to under
clause (A)(1) of this subparagraph shall take effect
not later than 30 days after the day on which the
person refused to submit to a chemical test or received
notice of having been determined to be driving under
the influence of alcohol, in accordance with the
State's procedures.

(B) UNDERAGE DRINKING PROGRAM- An effective systein, as
determined by the Secretary, for preventing operators of
motor vehicles under age 21 from obtaining alcoholic
beverages. Such system may include the issuance of
drivers' licenses to individuals under age 21 that are
casily distinguishable in appearance from drivers' licenses
issued to individuals age 21 years of age or older.

(C) STOPPING MOTOR VEHICLES- Either--

"(1) A statewide program for stopping motor vehicles
on a nondiscriminatory, lawful basis for the purpose of
determining whether the operators of such motor
vehicles are driving while under the influence of
alcohol, or

"(11) a statewide Special Traffic Enforcement Program
for impaired driving that emphasizes publicity for the
program.

(D) REPEAT OFFENDERS- Effective sanctions for repeat
offenders convicted of driving under the influence of
alcohol. Such sanctions, as determined by the Secretary,
may Include electronic monitoring; alcohol interlocks; .
intensive supervision of probation; vehicle impoundment, ’>K

)( confiscation, or forfeiture; and dedicated detention
 facilities.

"(E) GRADUATED LICENSING SYSTEM- A three-stage graduated
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Years of public service campaigns have succeeded in m

By Carol J. Castaneda
and Paul Hoversten
USA TODAY

Imost two decades af-

ter public service ads

began preaching

against drunken
drinking, safety advocates can
declare victory on one front:
Friends don? let triends drink
and drive.

The campaign has created
such a stigma that it has
changed the behavior of most
social drinkers.

But with one segment of soci-
ety, safety advocates acknowl-
edge defeat: chronic drunken
dnvers. People with prior con-
victions represent fewer than
2% of all adults but cause up to
60% of alcohol-related deaths
and injuries on U.S. roads each
year.

As 27 million drivers hit the
highways Memorial Day week-
end, the National Safety Coun-
cil predicts that almost as
many people will die on the
roads during the four-day holi-
day as the 483 who were Killed
last year. More than half the
deaths will involve alcohol.
And in many, a chronic drunk-
en driver will be at the wheel.

Fed up with what seems an
intractable problem, judges
and juries are fighting back
with unprecedented punish-
ments. A repeat offender who
caused two deaths was sen-
tenced this month to life with-
out parole — after the prosecu-
tor had sought the death
penalty.

Other unconventional penal-
ties are being tried, too. They
include new “ignition inter-
lock™ devices that block a car
from starting if the driver has
any measurable amount of al-
cohol on his breath.

“This just pay-your-court-.

costs-and-call-the-next-case
(strategy) doesn’t work at all,”
says Richard Culver, a trial
judge in Hancock County, Ind.

Many tactics used

The threat of jail. time,.in-
cre:zx;ed use D'. sobriety check-

3

Tougher justice: Karolyn Nunnallee

tify a car's owner as a convict-
ed drunken driver.

Who are these drivers?

They are people like Eugene
Standerford, 56, who had eight
drunken-driving convictions
before he killed a Fort Worth
police officer in a traffic crash
in 1993.

On the night of the crash,
tests showed Standerford had
114 times the legal amount of
alcohol in his system. The un-
employed mail sorter was sen-
tenced to life in prison and
mustserve 30 years before he’s
eligible for parole.

And they're people like
stockbroker Susan Conkey
Rhea, 39, who had two drunk-
en-driving convictions before
she hit another car in Van
Nuys, Calif., 1n 1995, killing the
driver. In her car wer2 alcohol
education books from the

Alammn rhn me raanivad tnoats

on on

Alcohol-related
{atalities

Total
fatalities

Alcohol-related traffic deaths

Drunken driving deaths declined 31% between 1982 and
1995. But people with prior drunken drving convictions
are responsible for up to 60% of deaths and injuries.

% fatalities
alcohol-related

17,274
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n '
aking many Americans think twice about dn'viné__drunk. :

But chronic drunken drivers are a deadly constant, even as the law looks for new ways to stop them.

By Dand Carson for USA TODAY

of MADD with a photo of her 10-year-old daughter. Patly, kiled by a drunken driver in 1988.

the rest of my life without my
child; why shouldn't he?” says
Karolyn Nunnallee, president-
elect of MADD. Her l0-year-
old daughter, Patty, and 26 oth-
ers were killed by a repeat
offender in a Kentucky bus ac-
cident in May 1983.

The driver convicted in that
case got 16 years in prison and
is up for parole next month,
which inturiates Nunnaliee. “It
should make every American
angry,” she says. “He chose 1o
blatantly break the law and kil
and injure people.”

Defining the crime

Where to draw the line on
penalties for repeat offenders
is a hot issue for prosecutors.

“You don't want to reach the
point where you have the
death penalty for everything."”
lowa's Grady says.

They routinely drink to
get drunk and spend an av-
erage of $16 a day on alco-
hol. All drink at least week-
ly and nearly half drink al-
most every day.

Studies by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration and others
show repeat drunken driv-
ing offenders cut across so-
cial lines, but tend to fall
into certain categories.

Overwhelmingly, they're
men between 25 and 45
years old, but the number of
female offenders is growing

Most have high school
educations or less, hold blue-
collar jobs and are single.

They prefer beer over
other aicoholic drinks and
usually consume it at home.

They typically drive in-
toxicated four times a week
or 200 times a year.

They may have driven
drunk up to 1,000 times be-
fore they ever see the flash-

Most repeat offenders

are beer-drinking men

ing police lights "in their
rearview mirrors.”

Their blood-aicohol lev-
els are often two or three
times above the levels at
which states declare drivers
legally drunk. - )

Blood-alcohol standards

vary from state to state, but i

usually are 0.08 or 0.10. A
level of 0.10 is about what a }
160-pound man would regis- !
ter after five drinks in an
hour on an empty stomach. i

A chronic drunk driver, :
the National Commission
Against Drunk Driving says,
is someone who frequently ~
drives with a- blood-alcohol -
level of 0.15 or higher.

About twothirds of re-:
peat offenders’ think drink-
ing drivers are not alcohol-
ics or problem drinkers..

But a third think sanc-
tions against drinking driv-
ers should be more severt:.

By Paul Hoversten

about drinking and driving, offi-
cials of the National Commis-
sion Against Drunk Driving are
going after chronic drinkers
who need medical help.

The commission believes
drunken drivers must be
screened for alcohol depen-
dency on the first arrest. That
way, those with drinking prob-
lems can be treated for their
addiction before they become
repeat offenders. -

Culver, the Indiana judge,-
routinely requires repeat of-*

fenders to have the ignition in-

terlock device installed in their
cars. The driver must blow into *

the device before the engine
will start. If alcohol is detected,
the ignition won't work. .
" Some question the effective-
ness of the interlock. "Deter-
mined _offenders, can simpty
rent a car thit doesn’t have the
device, they say, or drive a

ptibienp AP b ere A e S

. drive impaired.”

“stiff sedténces

tion interlocks slightly lowered
the re-arrest rate among 'jabit-
ual drunken drivers. =~} .

Thirty five states have legis-
lation allowing use of the inter-
lock device, but only 10 states
are trying it e

For many repeat offenders,
there is no recourse but jall.

“When you have repeat DW1
offenders, who- have been
warned over and over again
and persist in drinking and
driving, 'society has to protect -
itself and step in and physically -
lock them'up,” prosecutor Ra-
bil says. "There is nothing short -
of jail that will protect society
ftrom people, who repeatedly

" Culver had no ‘qualms send-"

'ing Stephen” Presley to prison ~
“_ for 10 years-in January: It was

Ztha tuichact aentance

he eantd_-



points and a drumbeat of ap-
peals by police, Mothers
Against Drunk Driving and
even alcohol manufacturers
have been enough to keep the
vast majority of Americans
driving sober.

And sentences like suspend-
ed licenses, heavy fines, com-
munity service and classes on
alcohol abuse have so scared
or embarrassed most drunken
drivers who are caught that
they are unlikely to have re-
peat convictions,

But nothing has made a dent
in the behavior of drivers who
continue to rack up offense af-
ter offense, posing the biggest
risk on the nation’s roads.

Jail time doesn't work. Nor
does vehicle confiscation or
special license plates that iden-

classes she was required to at-
tend. She was sentenced to 15
years in prison.

Nationwide, one of every
three people arrested for
drunken driving is a repeat of-
fender, according to the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety
Administratdon. And one of
eight involved in a fatal crash
had a conviction within the
past three years.

“It's a very frustrating situa-
tion,” says Peter Grady, an
Iowa assistant attorney general
who prosecutes drunken-driv-
ing cases. “If we could resolve
that, we'd have this problem
sacked.”

Authorities are stepping up
the fight against repeat offend-
ers in places like Forsyth Coun-
ty, N.C., where prosecutors this

= 4

month sought the death penal-
ty for a repeat drunken driver
who was convicted of first-de-
gree murder in a traffic crash.

“I was frustrated with a cul-
tural belief system that says
there’s nothing you can do
about drunks on the road; that
we can enforce the law but go
only so far,” Assistant District
Attorney Vincent Rabil says. *I
didn't believe that. Everybody
knows this is murder.”

Rabil tried to persuade a
jury to give the death penalty
to Thomas Richard Jones, 40,
who was convicted of killing
two 19-yearold Wake Forest
University sorority sisters in a
crash last September.

Jones, who had two drunk-
en-driving convictions and a

third charge p‘?_nding, had been
under the influence of Yeer and
painkillers "when he Wit~ the
women's car. ‘Hé also mjured
four other stugents.

The- jury Tejected the death
penalty but gave Jones life in
prison wn.houl parole, also un-
precedented for a drunken-
driving case.

Tougher senlenca sit fine
with anti-drunken driving
groups. They:say lives can be
saved if even one repeat of-
fender is kept off the road.
MADD stops short of endorsing
a death sentence, but it does
approve of life sentences for
some repeat offenders.

“The justice system does
have to be tougher and the
laws enforced. I have to live

lowa’'s Grady says. “You do
want to make sanctions sévere
enough that the point will come
across” that drinking and driv-
ing is unacceptable behavior.

But doctors and others who
specialize in alcoholism say
that's the biggest hurdle: get-
ting drunken ‘drivers who are
alcoholics to accept responsi-
bility and see the conse-
quences of their actions.

“‘Our society promotes
heavy drinking. It does not en-
courage moderation,” says
Buzz Hoffman, chief probation
officer in Polk County, lowa.
“Many of those folks don’t be-
lieve they have a problem be-
cause society hides those is-
sues.”

Now that most secial drink-
ers have changed attitudes

device, they say, or drive a car
owned by a friend.

That’s what happened to Da-
vid Reynolds, an Arlington, Va.,
lawyer with five drunken-driv-
ing convictions who was re-
qQuired to have one installed in
his vehicle. Last October, driv-
ing a rental car while intoxicat-
ed, he hit a city bus.

During his court hearing,
Reynolds, 44, argued that he
shouldn't get any prison time
because of his alcohol illness.
The judge was unconvinced
and sentenced him to five
months in jail.

The ignition interlock sys-
tern is so new that only one sub-
stantial study has been done on
its effectiveness. The Universi-
ty of Maryland, in a study re-
leased last month, found igni-

for 10 years in January. It was
the toughest sentence he could
mete out under Indiana law for
Presley, who killed a motorist
one year after a drunken-driv-
ing conviction.

Presley, 33, had driven away
from a 1995 Christmas party in-
toxicated, ran a red light and
rammed a car driven by Carol
and John Toth of New Pales-
tine, Ind. Carol Toth died trom
her injuries. John Totk’s back
was crushed and he suffered a
heart attack.

Today, Toth, 64, is on the
mend but says he barely has
enough energy 1o wash his car.
He disagrees with Presley's
sentence. "They should have
given him life,” he says. “He
murdered my wife. To me, it's
not an accident.”

Prosecution’s
motel] testimony
is challenged

Deliveryman says VicVeigh
not the one who accepted order

By Kevin Johnson
and Richard Willing
USA TODAY

DENVER — The opening
day of Timothy McVeigh's de-
fense focused on a small Kan-
sas motel and a string of wit-
nesses who sowed seeds of
doubt about earlier testimony
placing McVeigh at what pros-
ecutors say was the staging

‘area for the Oklahoma City

bombing.

A Chinese food deliveryman
based in Junction City, Kan.,
testified that McVeigh was not
the man who met him outside
the room at the Dreamiand
Motel, where the defendant
was reportedly registered four
days before the April 19, 1995,
bombing that killed 168 people.

Jefl Davis, an employee of
the Hunan Palace restaurant,
said he delivered an order of
Moo Goo Pai Pan on Apnil 15 to
Room 25, handing the package
to a siender man with a light
complexion and tossled hair.

The order was phoned to the
restaurant by a person named
“Kling” an alias prosecutors
say McVeigh used to lease a
Ryder truck that carried a

massive bomb to the Alfred P.
Murrah federal building.

A prosecution witness had
earlier testified that McVeigh,
partial to buzz haircuts, had
been registered in the same
roomn from April 14 to April 18.

But on Thursday, Davis in-
sisted that McVeigh was not
the man who took the delivery.

“Was the person you deliv-
ered Moo Goe Gai Pan to Tim
McVeigh?" Jones asked.

“No, sir. | don't believe it
was,” Davis responded.

During a grueling cross-ex-
amination, prosecutors repeat-
edly suggested that Davis had
given conflicting accounts of
that delivery and descriptions
of the person who met him at
Room 25. They also said Davis
expressed fear that he might
be the target of retaliation if he
were to identify McVeigh.

Apparently irritated by the
line of questioning, Davis said
that he may have joked about
such a fear but did not feel any
threat to his safety.

“From my memory, [ have
never seen him, no,” said Da-
vis, who at one point stepped
down from the witness stand
and pointed to the spot on a

‘No questisn in my mind": Herta King uses models of the Dream-
land Motel and a Ryder rental truck at the trial of Timothy McVeigh

model of the motel where he
made his delivery.

Earlier Thursday, two visi-
tors to the Dreamland testified
they remembered seeing a Ry-
der truck in the parking lot on
Easter Sunday, April 16 —
three days before the bombing.

Their recollections could be
critical since prosecutors say
McVeigh did not rent the truck
until Monday, April 17. Their
testimony supports various the-
ories, including the possibility
that a second truck was used in
the -bombing. The accounts
also do not place McVeigh any-
where near the truck.

Prosecution witness Eric
McGown, a clerk at the

By Pat Lopez, CBS, via AP

Dreamland, testified earlier
that he saw McVeigh in the
truck on April 17

But Herta King, a former
Junction City resident, was ad-
amant Thursday that a yellow
Ryder was in the motel park-
ing lot on April 16.

“There is no question in my
mind,” said King, “it was East-
er Sunday.” ’

Linda Truong also recalled
seeing the truck on April 17
while visiting the motel owners
for Easter dinner.

“I asked (motei owner Lea
McGown) if somebody was
moving,” Truong said.

» Severed leg, 1A
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Putting ‘memory back in memorial’

Plan meant to restore holiday’s purpose

By Gary Fields
USA TODAY

WASHINGTON — A 60-sec-
ond National Moment of Re-
membrance marked by Taps
will be held around the country
Monday at 3 p.m. to commem-
orate Memorial Day.

The National Moment is the
brainchild of Carmella La-
Spada, founder and CEO of No
Greater Love.

The Washington, D.C.-based
organization is dedicated to
sponsoring annual remem-
brances of people who have
died in service to the country

or through an act of terrorism.

LaSpada said she organized
the nationwide campaign after
meeting a group of school chil-
dren on the Mall in Washington
in May 1996. "1 asked them
what Memorial Day meant and
they all paused and they said,
‘That's the day the pool opens.’
That’s when [ figured we’d bet-
ter show them why they are
free and who paid for their
freedom.”

Among the participants:

# Chicago’s O'Hare and At-
lanta’s Hartsfield airports will
broadcast Taps t.hrough their
terminals.

» The Mall of America in
Minneapolis will play Taps
throughout the mall at 2 pm.
central time. The mall has
about 100,000 visitors a day.

» President Clinton will par-
ticipate in services at Arlington
National Cemetery.

P All 200 Amtrak trains that
are traveling at 3 p.m. Monday
will blow their whistles for one
minute in salute.

"I can see Amtrak doing this
from now on,"” says spokesman
Kirk Rostron. “This is a great
way to help people put the
word memory back in memo-
rial. I will be lakjng a moment
to remember.”

Much of the pation’s work
force will have the day off.

‘Nun bun’ dough will stop rolhng in

Reuters

NASHVILLE — The owner of a coftee shop
who has displayed a cinnamon bun shaped in
the image of Mother Teresa said Thursday that
he will honor her request to stop selling mer-

chandise bearing her likeness.

Bob Bernstein, owner of the Bongo Java cof-
feehouse, had displayed the “nun bun” in a glass
case adorned with Christmas lights since De-
cember, when a custorner saw Mother Teresa's
likeness in a cinnamon bun he was served.

A subsequent merchandising industry
bloomed at the cafe and on the Internet.

But when word reached Mother Teresa in In-
dia, she had a lawyer ask Bernstein to stop the
promotion. Bernstein dropped the Mother Tere-

sa name and offered 15% of the proceeds to her

Sisters of Mercy charities.

In her letter this week, Mother Teresa wrote:
“I have always refused permission for the use of
my likeness for commercial ventures. And, as
we do not raise funds for ourselves, I have aiso
refused permission for the use of my name, im-

By B2 Stpber, Tha Tennesseen, via AP

Mother Teresa’s image: She opposed promotion

age or voice to raise funds for me or for any oth-

€r cause.”

resentatives.”

Said Bernstein, “We feel we're on firm legal
ground, but we decided to temporarily stop sell-
ing the merchandise until I check with her rep-




Mr. Bruce Reed

Director

Domestic Policy Council
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Reed:

As promised, I am enclosing the two-year report
(1996-1997) of Aluminum Anonymous, Inc., a national survey of
drinking while driving and riding, which focuses on measuring
the discard rate of beer cans/beer bottles from moving
vehicles. The front side summarizes the initial 18-month,
in-depth survey covering five mid-Atlantic states.

The poster side -- an "American patchwork quilt® of
distinct yet similar patterns of interests and involvements
-- portrays the national scope of Aluminum Anonymous, Inc.,
which has expanded to include:

1. Monitored roadsides in 22 Eastern states, covering
7,500 miles of roadways, 225 counties. Visits West ('98-'99).

2. Measured discard rates of beer cans/bottles (by one
or more) across 27 states, including 7 Western states
measured by others, 2 states visited/not measured, and
anecdotal information on discard rates for other 21 states.

3. Responses from 32 Governors, high-level Federal
executives, Congressional members, state legislators, Federal
and state employees, mayors and the grassroots; an NBC
"Nightly News" spot; as well as hundreds of interviews with
local citizens regarding 1itter accumulation rates, clean
ups, scavenging, etc.

4. "Symbols of Hope" displayed in every state.

Aluminum Anonymous, Inc., a non-profit corporation, will
increase its survey efforts with an expanded grassroots
network. It will sponsor innovative projects in alcohol abuse
prevention, 1itter reduction, a ban on "binger-friendly"®™ beer
cans and beer bottles and other concerns that focus on
in-vehicle alcohol consumption throughout America.

Sincerely,

Qr—«;&)-

Dennis W. Brezina,(Pirector

Encl:
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S 80% of roadsnde bottles are beer bottles

éggigSER BUSCH 45% ' : for MD and DE Dec ’96 for PA NJ and VA L
MILLERS ------ '. | ; COMING A NATIONAL PROGRAM TO REDUCE DRINKING WHILE

| Other Breweriés............. 97
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ALUMINUM ANON' )US: NATIONAL SURVEY OF INTEREST/ INVOLVEM'ENT —:'1996'-1997'

INTERCONNECTING ISSUES: Highway Trafflc Safety, Alcohol Abuse Preventlon

' Juvernile Justice; Law Enforcement; Education; Recycling; Litter Reduction;
Alcohol Sales, Advertising, Promotion, Regulation and Taxation; Corporate
Accountablllty, and Citizen Action. ' :

1 oonom v T m- v

Il
ALABAMA |v1s0f B. |AB4 ]G3 L M C5||MONTANA - [v*200] A |AB3] B L M2 C3
ALASKA [NV 0f A C3| G4 C4 || NEBRASKA V*200) A | AB3|G3 C3
.- |ARIZONA . [v*300| A C2| /4 (2 M.C5 |[NEVADA [Vv*200] A c3lar - 4
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10WA Av250) A | C3| /4 M3 C4 ||SOUTHCAROLINA|V 600y D- | AB4|G9. 13 M2 CHt
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KENTUCKY v22s| C |AB4| 5L M 6 |[TENNESSEE.  |v-300] C |ABA| 4 LM C6
LOUISIANA . [v*250] A. | ca] B M ¢5 || TEXAS ve400] B. | calam 3wms o)
| MAINE - |v15] B |AB3|a4a.L 4 ||UTAH | CJveaoo] A c2le4aL M C3
MARYLAND Vv1100| D | AB4 | G110L14 M15C29 || VERMONT va3o|l c |AB4] B L M C5
MASSACHUSETTS |V 325] C- | AB3|G6 L3 M C11]| VIRGINIA V40| C |AB4[Gs L2 M CO
MICHIGAN . |v 300] C |AB3|G8 L2 M2 C10||WASHINGTON  [v*250] B | AB3| /8 12. M4 CB
MINNESOTA  |v*300] A | c2] 4 13 M C6 ||WESTVIRGNIA |v400] C [AB3|G5 L M ¢C5
ImissIssiPPl . fvt150] A | c3 B . c4 [[wiSCONSIN - [v*300] A | C3|G4 (2°M C6.
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' ' **11 Foreign Countries (plus 3 reports) '

LEGEND
. Visited/Not Visited .
V — visited in 96-97, miles of road monltored
- . V*—touvisitin 98-99, miles of road monitored.
NV — not visited (1996-:1999).
ll."'SYMBOLS OF HOPE" for reducmg DRINKING WHILE DRIVING,
DRINKING WHILE RIDING and ROADSIDE LITTERING. Butterflies, crafted
" from roadside beer cans, are recycled to the roadside and displayed.
A 1t050 .
‘B.51t0 100
C.101t0 250
D. 251 and more :
lll. Roadside conditions re: dlscarded alcohol beverage containers.
A. Discard rate measured.
B. Condition of momtored roadways. (Welghted for pop. densny, '
scavenging, etc.) -
1. Clean 2. Moderately clean 3. Moderately glutted4 Glutted
C. Anecdotal info. on roadside conditions. (1,2,3,4-as above).
IV. Interest/involvement
G/— Govemor/State Employ.
) _L—Congress State Leg., Leg. Comm. -
M —~Mayor, Cnty. Exec., Cnty. Employ.
C—Citizenor Citizen Group. - -
o o PIVP/ — Pres./Vice Pres./Féd. Employ.
_ (Printed on recycled paper.) :
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""'.DELAWARE = Two ‘Counties: New Castle Kent 1250 sq.. mi. W R T T
. ‘_PENNSYLVANIA f'_‘.;_Two Counties: Chester, Delawaré: 200: sq. mi. SR, S S =
-NEW JERSEY L= ;'-Two Counties: Salem, Gloucester 350sq. mi. . T Ce
.,_VIRGINIA —— :One County Falrfax ]50 sq. mr . :'. : A QA\_'_\: AP
: : .--__WASH DC _ Central Nortlr/South Corrrdor PENNSYLVANIA ;,: —
MlLES OF ROADWAY R I AT MA:RXLA_-ND » / A
~ MARYLAND ~ ' -'-';-.fr 00 . N
S DELAWARE - 500
jPENNSYLVANIA — 3000
NEW JERSEY - '-——"-/300 -
TVIRGINIA T 2000 _ _ :
‘ ,_.'._WASH DC | _ " ..50 '_'j;'..--Arzr_A covCrzeo

AVERAGE RATE OF BEER CONTAINER DISPOSAL FROM MOVING EHICLES

O MARYLAND o —3 5 beer cans/mlle ofroad/day — S
o . .1.2beer bottles/mlle ofroad/day_ EER%?\%?TY %YB%QI'¥EETRATES e
o O DELAWARE " .4):beer cans/mile of road/day B-: (Per. m?eEoEf road >
o 3 S perday) . S
o & Obeerbottles/mrle ofroad/day-__» Cwps DE. N
PENNSYLVANIA 3 4 beer CanS/m‘le Ofroad/day - _'..Baltlmor:e ........... 5.6 © New Castle....: o3t
N _ .. " 1.8beerbottles/mile of road/day - ‘K:?‘ceeACr%S:g%?s 55 -:_sirrt.;_...j ........ i 42
C L )-'_N_EV_V'JERSEY " — *2:9 beer cans/mile of road/day * . | “Harford . . 570 ChesterlDeIaware 52
Lo T e T T beer bottles/mile of road/day - -j"_gﬁonltgomefy ------ '4'2'-. -gJ' Covensords |7
\' ; 'VIRGINIA' ' -+ 22,6 béer.cans/mile of road/day .~ | . Howaid, ;_.§f3 ,Vz &m ?l_‘?ééter 6"- H
' R 1.5 beer bottles/m1le ofroad/day 1 Kent: ! 301, Fairfax..... ... 41T
R . WASH DC = ""All urban unable to calculate QueenAne’s..... 2.7 DC:Could not calculate -
R :~'-.NOTES

- Miles ofroadway covered— 2 700 Number ofroadways — 335 Area covered s 000 square mrles Miles walked— 1; OOO

T -,'Mlles drlven — 12;000; Numbet ofcollectlons—— 2 150. Number ofalummum cans recycled .65, 000/2 1300 lbs (82 per cent -
" beercans). Number of SURVEY Sites ~— 77.(:1-to .25 miles in length in'a balanced variety of locatlons) Number of site sweeps Al

g '-_'441 ‘Numbe of times each site swept— 31013 times. Average interval.between sweeps — 5-weeks. Time period of SURVEYS— :
-'Jan 1, ’96 June 30 ’97 Number of days collectlons/sweeps made (*96-'97) — 480. Discard rate of distilled llquor/wme bottles -
_ " — 3/mile ofroad/day: Beer cans collected atSURVEY sites: MD-=7; 290, DE—— -
~ 4,726; PA—320 NJ—268 VA — 138. Mrledays MD=:2,111; DE—1 l6l '
1 PA —95 NJ—93; VA - 53. Beer bottlés collected at SURVEY srtes MD ="
’, 2,036; DE—772 PA — 1‘1 13N — 158 VA—79 Mile- days MD-— )3 748

82% of road5|de cans are beer cans
80% of road3|de bottles are beer bottles

. 'DF —805; PAZ=95:NJ = 93 VAL 53. Beer can counting started Jan. 1, ’96. .
CAN BREAKDOWN . for MD.and DE; Dec 96 for PA, NJ. and VA. Beer bottle countmg started July ’96
ANHEU_SER -BUSCH:. _for MD'énd DE; Dec. *96 forPA, NJ and VA. - T
COORS........; JRTRIURIETROURRP VR K SN B
MILLERS ------ A3 fCOMING A NATIONAL PROGRAM TO REDUCE DRINKING WHILE
-Other Breweries... : B O DRIVING DRINKING WHILE RIDING AND ROADSIDE LITI'ERING

S8 CaNSi o182
TS rrm—| | ALUMINUM ANONYMOUS, INC.,

' "--‘i-TOt?" - 100% | 565 Box 683; Chesapeake Clty, MD 2l915 1 800/440 1345




ALUMINUM ANONYMOUS: NATIONAL SURVEY OF INTEREST INVOLVEMENT — 1996-1997

INTERCONNECTING ISSUES: Highway Traffic Safety; Alcohol Abuse Prevention;
 Juvenile Justice; Law Enforcement; Education; Recycling; Litter Reduction;
Alcohol Sales, Advertising, Promotion, Regulation and Taxation, Corporate .
Accountablllty, and C|t|zen Action. : . -

-

| I | I 1 v 1 mnmom v
ALABAMA" . |v 150] B |AB4[a3 L M C5 ||MONTANA ‘fve200] A |[AB3] B L M C3
ALASKA NV 0] A -C3|GH " C4 ||'NEBRASKA v+200| A | AB3|G3 i3
ARIZONA vaol A | c2| 42 M o5 |[NEvaDA  [ve200f A | c3|or - . 4
| ARKANSAS v200l A [AB3| 5L c4 |[NEWHAMPSHRE |v-225] ¢ |ABal 5 12°M 6
CALIFORNIA _[v*500] C | AB3 | @123 M3 C29[| NEWJERSEY v3|. ¢ |ABsa|a5 LM C8
-|COLORADO - |Vv*250] . A |- C3|G&B L  -C5 || NEWMEXICO vas0| A | AB3|GE L2 M CB
CONNECTICUT [V 250 ¢ B3| 5L 7 || NEWYORK va3so| ¢ |AB3|G7 L3 M CY
DELAWARE  |v 750 ¢ | AB4 | &6 12 M3 c13||NORTHCAROLINA |V 350] C [ABA|G5 L2 M-C6
JrLoribA - |vea00] ¢ | c3]|e7 13 M C13][NORTHDAKOTA [v*200] A | c2|@&2 4.
GEORGIA ~ .{vJ00| c JAB4|as5 12 M Cs [[oHO vasol D | AB4|G7T L2 M2 C9
AHAawAl NV O] A | Cc2|aa4 . C4 || OKLAHOMA vaaoo] A | calas L oce |
IDAHO {v200] A | c3| 2 M ca {|oREGON v+300] B |AB2|G6 L M.C9
ILLINOIS v300] B c3lom 2.m cr2f{{pENNSYLvaNiA v 300f . C [AB4] .6, 14 M2 C10
INDANA ~ Iv175] ¢ | AB3| @8 12 M .c7 ||RHODEISLAND |V 50} B B4la3 L . c5
IOWA . |v250f A | C3| 4 - M3.C4 ||SOUTHCAROLINA [Vv-600] D. | AB4|@9 L3 M C11]
KANSAS fvasofl A |oc3alon ~ ¢5 ||soutHDAkOTA [v*200] A | c3] - c3
LKENTUCKY . [v'225] ¢ |ABA| 5 L. M C6 |[TENNESSEE v.300] ¢ | AB4] ML M Co
LOUISIANA - |v*250{ A | c4]| B =~ M -C5 || TEXAS - v400 B | c3lar L3 M5 Citl
MAINE  lv1rs] B |AB3|@4.L- ¢4 ||UTAH’ V*300f A c2la@a LM C3
|marYLAND  [v1100] D | AB4 | &10L14 M15C29 || VERMONT viao|l c. {aBs| B M 5
MASSACHUSETTS. |V 325] C- | AB3 [ a6 L3 M C11 || VIRGINIA v400] ¢ aBalas 2 M 9
MICHIGAN . v 30| ¢ |AB3 G812 M2 C10|| WASHINGTON v+250] B JAB3| B 12'M G5 |
MINNESOTA - |v*300] A | c2| /4 13 M C6 [[WESTVRGNIA |V 400] .C [AB3|G5 L M C5
MmississipPi  [v=1s0[ A cal| C4 || WISCONSIN v+300] A c3las 2 M C5
Amissouri- - |v300]. B | c3 |Gl 2 M C6 || WYOMING v+200] A c3l R
| FEDERAL Gov. . = |PvPias || WASH,DC . v 50 B | B2 M2 C3
L -"’ ’ **11 'Foreign'C'ountries (plus 3 reports) '
'LEGEND :

I. Visited/Not Visited
V — visited in 96- 97 miles of road monltored
V* —tovisitin 98 99, miles of road monitored.
" NV —notvisited (1996-1999).
Il.*SYMBOLS OF HOPE" for reducmg DRINKING WHILE DRIVING, -
DRINKING WHILERIDING and ROADSIDE LITTERING. Butterflies, crafted
from roadside beer cans, are recycled to the roadsrde and displayed.
"A 11050 . . .
B.51to0 100
C.101t0 250
D.251 andmore - :
[} Roadside conditions re: discarded alcohol beverage contamers
' A.Discard rate measured. .
B. Condition of monitored roadways (Welghted for pop density,
~ scavenging, efc.) -
1.Clean2. Moderately clean 3. Moderately glutted 4. Glutted
C."Anecdotalinfo. on roadside conditions. (1,2,3,4 - as above)
. V. interest/involvement
: G/ — Govemor/State Employ.
‘- - L —Congress, State Leg., Leg. Comm.
. M—Mayor; Cnty. Exec., Cnty. Erh'ploy'
" C— Citizen or Citizen Group. -

- ' "~ 'PIVPI—Pres.NVice Pes./Fed. Employ. -
(Printed on recycled paper )



