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PREFACE 

In 1979, the Washington State Legislature enacted a 
tougher driving while intoxicated (DWI) law (SHB 665) 
which contained stricter provisions for the 
determination of guilt and provided for mandatory 
sentencing of DWI offenders. It was the intent of both 
the executive arid the legislature that such a change 
would ultimately act as 'a deterrent to future acts of 
driving while intoxicated. Thi~ study not only provides 
some initial indications·of the deterrent effect of the 
new DWI law, but also identifies the impacts of the 
implementation of this law on various organizations 
within the criminal justice system. 7he findings of 
this study will better enable us to assess the impacts 
of this, new state law. 

Reports such as this represent the Office of Financial 
Management's commitment to pursuit of improved 
decision-making capabilities. Pub~ic policy is best 
formulated in an enviroriment that seeks out information 
regarding the impacts of existing policies and then uses 
that information to guide decisions about future 
actions. 

We welcome comments on the content and format of this 
do~ument. We also wish to acknow~edge the valuable 
contribution of those who contributed to the production 
of this ~ocument. The ,data were collected urider 
contr.ct by Performance Evaluation, S~attle, Washington. 
Analysis of the data and the publication were prepared 
in the Statistical Analysis Center, Office of Financial 

'Management, Division of Criminal Justice by John P~ 
O'Connell. Peter Galitelo and Russ Chadwick assisted in 
thepr~par~tion of the publication. 

M. Lyle Jacobsen~ Director 
Office of Financial Management 
December, 1980 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study is to provide an assessment of 
the implementation and impact of the new driving while 
intoxicated (DWI) law, SHB 665, which was fully enacted 
on January 1, 1980. The law increases the certainty of 
punishment for DWI offenders by establishing the Illegal 
Per Se section (i.e., the assumption of guilt when the 
weight of alcohol in the defendant's blood reaches or 
exceeds 0.10 percent) and by introducing a provision for 
mandatory jail sentences of one day for all first-time 
DWI offenders and longer terms for repeat offenders. 
The intent of the law was the deterrence of future 
occurrences of driving while ~ntoxicated. It was also 
anticipated that the implementation of this law would 
impact operations of the criminal justice system -­
especially the jails. 

This study was designed to assess, within existing 
constraints, the' ways in which the new DWI law was 
implemented and the impact it has had on the various 
segments of the criminal justice system. In addition 
initial indicators of the deterrent effect of the new' 
DWI law are presented. The findings summarized in this 
section are generalizations drawn from data collected in 
the seven counties incl~ded in the study -~ Adams, King, 
Pacific, Pierce, Spokane, Whatcom and Yakima Counties. 
Because SHB 665 provided that th~s report be delivered 
to the legislatu~e no later than December 31, 1980, the 
data upon which the findings are based are for the first 
half of 1980 only. Keeping in mind the limitations of 
the study and qualifiers on the data and analysis, these 
generalizations describe the statewide experience with 
the implementation of the new DWI law: ' 

..... 

..... 

Contrary to popular belief, change in the number 
of persons arrested is a poor indicator of the 
deterrent effect of changes in the DWI law. 

For the most part, police procedures su~h as 
booking persons arrested for DWI, giving 
breatha1y~er tests, and making additional charges 

of the at arrest, did nat change with initiation 
new pWI. law. 

Early indications, as measured by the percentages 
of DWI related accidents and the percentage of 
DWI injury and fatal accidents per the number of 
reported DWI· arrests, are that the new law is not 
having the desired deterrent effect. 
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More time and better analysis are needed before 
the deter.rent outcome can be more accurately 
as~essed. Research in this area is difficult 
and e:xpensive. 

Thetilegal Per Se section o~ the law led to a 
reduction in the percentage of cases where the 
DWI charge was reduced to a lesser charge. 

In nearly all counties, requests for DWI, jury 
trials have increased, 

There has been a minor shift away from guilty and 
hot guilty dispositions and toward deferr~l 
programs and an increase in defendantg fa1ling to 
appear at trial or sentencing. 

A trend for appealirtg DWI convictions to higher 
courts may be starting. 

The bSS of jail sentences 
has increased from levels 
before the new DWI law to 
following imple.entation. 

for thoSe found guilty 
of 10 to SO percent 
nearly 100 percent 

Partieipatiort in alcohol education programs is 
required by the new law, but thus far has only 
been partially implemented. 

All jails show a large. increase in the number of 
short term (lesS than'four days) sentenced DWI 
offenders confined. 

Some areas have counteracted the impac~ of 
large increase itt the short 'termsen~enced 
offenders by shortening the length 0_ stay 
long term sentenced DWI offenders. 

the 
DWI 
:eor 

There has been ~ small increase in the use of 
ith the advent of the 

weekend jail sentences w 
new DWI law. 

Based upon the preliminary information available, 
the law did increase eosts of operat~ng.the 
criminal justice system, especially 1n Jails. 
In mo~~ instances, however, these increased costs 
were absorbed by the agencies with a resulting 
decrease itt the quality and efficiency of other 
services delivered. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This study' was designed, within available resources and 
time constraints to provide the most representative 
information on the implementation and impact of the new 
DWI law. In a ~eneral sanse, the results of the study 
ar~ representative of the entire state, because the 
seven counties !ncluded in the study were selected to 
represent a cross section of the types of counties in 
the state. King and Pierce counties represent urban 
Western Washington, and Spokane County represents urban 
Eastern Washington. Yakima County is included for two 
reasons. First, Yakima County has historically been 
unique in its crime and criminal justice system 
experiences. Second, Yakima County pioneered the 
enactment of man4itory jail sentences for DWI offenders. 
Whatcom County, which is a middle size county, was 
chosen to represent the special problems that border 
counties face with DWI offenders. Pacific and Adams 
counties were chosen to represent rural counties in 
Western and Eastern Washington, respectively. In, 
addition, Adams County lies along the Interstate 90 
corridor. 

Although the sample counties are meant to represent the 
state's enactment of the new DWI law~ all of the 
analysis is done by individual county. The reason for 
this, is that there are distinct variations between the 
counties. Much valuable information would be lost if a 
composite of the seven counti~s in the study was 
completed. It is possible to make summary statements 
concerning the study, but it is rare that such a 
statement can be made without stating conditions. 

After selecting the counties that were to be included in 
the study, speCific courts were selected within each 
county. Again, as with the selection of counties, the 
courts were selected to represent a cross section of the 
entire county. For example, in King County, the 
following courts were selected: Seattle Municipal 
Seattle District, Bellevue Municipal, Bellevue Dis~rict, 
Issaquah Municipal, Issaquah District, ~nd Enumclaw 
Municipal. Within each of the courts a random sample 
(ranging from a fifty percent sample in the smallest 
courts to a seventeen percent sample in the largest 
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court) of all DWI cases was selected. Police 
information was collected where possible from the court 
records., but in a few situations it was necessary to 
obtain police information by tracing, cases back to 
police records. A subsample of the court sample (in 
some cases the entire court sample) was tracked into the 
j~ils to obtain jail related information. 

In addition to the court sampl~, a special random sample 
of incarcerated DWI off9nders (ranging from eleven to 
fifty percent) was drawn directly from jail records. 
This information was collected to support a more 
de~a1led analysis of the new DWI law's impact on jail 
spac~ and jail conditions. 

The research approach was a simple pre-post comparison 
of pertinent information for comparable months in 1979 
and 1980. Except for Yakima County, the g~neral 
comparison was for the first six months of 1979 (the pre 
DWI law period) and the first six months of 1980 (the 
post DWI law period). Some comparisons were made using 
only four month comparison periods because 1979 arrest 
cases which were subject to the dictates of the old 
law, ~ere still pending in the courts in the early 
months of 1980. This was also the case in the analysis 
of the change in jail population. Other parts of the 
analysis were limited to four mnnths because of the May 
18th eruption of Mt. St. Helens. Police and court 
patterns in the Eastern Washington counties shifted 
during the aftermath of the volcano's eruption, 
~esulting in noncomparable inform~tion being generated 
for May and June for Yakima, Spokane, and Adams 
counties. 

Information was collected from two other sourceS for 
this study. First, a mail survey with telephone 
follow-up was used to collect information concerning the 
cost impact of the new DWI law. A second telephone 
survey was used to collect information concerning the 
availability, utilization, and cost of alcohol treatment 
programs that were available for DWI offenders. Both of 
these surveys included King, Pierce, Spokane, and 
Whatcom counties in their sampl~s. 

This study presents a detailed analysis of many facits 
of the implementation and impact of the new DWI law, but 
it cannot -- due to a number of factors out-side of the 
control of the study -~ sufficiently answer all 
questions regarding the law's implementation and impact. 
For example~ it is very important to realize that the 
results presented in this report are at best preliminary 
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regarding the long term impact of the new DWI law 
because a maximum of only six months of post 
implementation data was available for analysis. The 
snapshop taken by this study was of a complex system 
adapting to a new law; analysis of the information 
available to it does not allow statements to be made 
with any certainity regarding where the system will 
stabilize. On the other hand, the direction in which 
the system is headed is quite clearly established and 
these indicators should provide guidance for current 
consideration of the new DWI law. 

It will be noticed in the analyses that follow that 
there are usually thrp.e years of data (1977, 1979, and 
1980) presented for Yakima County, whereas only two 

.years of information (1979 and 1980) are presented for 
the other counties. In the middle of 1978, Yakima 
County started implementing a more stringent DWI 
ordinance similar to the p~esent st*te law. As a result 
1977 serves as the pre "stringent law" period for Yakim~ 
County. 

The final qualification for this study deals with the 
presentation of the data in the early sections of the 
study. In the sections of the study dealing with 
police DWI activities and court DWI operations, 
information is presented and discussed as ·percentages. 
The percentages for each indicator are assumed to be 
representative of the counties because it is assumed 
that the selected courts are representative of all 
courts in each of the counties. However, it is 
virtually impossible to extrapolate from the number of 
cases occurring within the sample courts to the total 
number of cases in each county because the proportion of 
the total court caseload in each county handled in the 
sampled courts is not known. 
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1. COMPARATIVE ARREST INFORMATION 

Arrest information can be used to address two 
crucial factors cODcerni~g the new driving while 
intoxicated (DWI) law. The impact of the law on 
the patterns of police practice and its deterrent 
effect on the occurrence of DWI can be examined. 
Unfortunately, the ~na~ysia of these factors is 
only partially feasible. F~r instance, the 
reduction in the number of arrests in a 
jurisdiction could be a key Lndicator of the 
deterrence effect of the DWI law. This would be 
~he case if the prnbability of being arrested for 
DWI was constant for all people who are driving 
while intoxicated across j"rlsdictions and within 
jurisdictions over time. However, the correlation 
be tween making a DWI arres t and the number .of DWI \ S 

on the road appears to be relatively weak. As the 
records of arrests in most Washington State 
jurisdictions indicate, the frequency of DWI 
arrests is probably more closely tied to police 
policy than it is to the actual number of persons 
driving while intoxicated. (See appendix 1 for a 
five year history of DWI arrests by reporting 
jurisdiction). The policy of individual police 
departments in allocating limited resources 
probably has more to do with changes in the 
frequency of DWI arrests than do changes in 
secondary indicators such as the number of persons 
driving while intoxicated on the highway, the 
number of miles driven or the amount of alcoholic 
beverages sold within a jurisdiction. 

As a result, different ~ndicators have to be used 
and less direct arguments have to be made for the 
analysis of police practices and of the deteYrent 
effect of the DWI law. Nevertheless, the results 
produce pieces of information helpful for . 
understanding the larger picture of the DWI 
offender, police practices, and the impact of the 
new DWI law. The remainder of this section will be 
divided into two separate parts: (1) the 
comparison of DWI policing patterns and (2) a 
discussion of the impact of the new law on DWI 
behavior. 
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Policing Patterns 

On the whole, the DWI policing patterns (excludina 
arrests) ~ave remained remarkably stable during the 
two years including the year prior to the 
initiation of the law (the preperiod) and the 
initial year of the new DWI law (the post period). 
Thia stability from one year to the next does not 
mean, however, that there is uniformity across 
jurisdictians. As reported in Table I, DWI 
policing patterns differ greatly from county to 
county, but are stable within each county from one 
year to the next. The general stability through 
time within a single county is striking when it is 
considered that ~any separate local police, county 
sheriff, and Washington State Patrol units 
contribute to the summary statistics for each 
county. 

The first indicator of police practice examined is 
the percentage of arrested DWr· cases that were 
booked into jail following the arrest. As shown in 
Table 1, the percenta~e booked into jail varies 
~reatly across the sample counties. However, 
within a county there was limited or no change in 
the percentage of DWI arrestees booked between the 
year prior to and the first year of the 
implementation of the law. Adams County has the 
highest percentage of DWI cases booked into jail 
after arrest (68.7% in 1979 and 86.7% in 1980), 
while Pacific County had the lowest percentage of 
DWI cases booked at arrest (13.6% in 1979 and 8.3% 
in 1980). In cases where DWI offenders were not 
booked, those persons were most often released to 
the custody of a relative or friend. 

One important consequence of not booking DWI 
offenders is the reduction in jail cost. The 
reduction in the number of bookings is one method 
through which a jurisdiction could offset the 
anticipated increase of jail use resu1ting from DWI 
cases being sentenced to jail for one day as called 
for under the new law. The only jurisdictions 
included in this study that may have realized such 
a savings are Spokane County and the City of 
Spokane where law enforcement officers have 
apparently reduced the percentage of DWI arrestees 
that are booked by 7 a~d 16 percent, respectively. 
In Yakima County the situation was just the 
opposite. The percentage of persons booked after 
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arrest rose 29 percentage points. Assuming that 
the frequency of arrest remained constant, this 
would tend to e:acerbate jail space problems. The 
booking following arrest patterns in the remaining 
five counties in the study remained stable. 

Another indicator of policing patterns is frequency 
with which the DWI arrestee is charged with 
offenses in addition to DWI. As can be noted in 
Table 1, ~he frequency with which additional 
charges are cited along with a DWI charge varies 
greatly across the sample counties. The ranle is 
from a low of about 25 percent in Pacific and 
Whatcom counties to a high of 97 percent in the 
City of Spokane. The most frequently cited 
additional charge to that of DWI in most 
jurisdictions is driving without a valid license or 
a similar charge. In the City of Spokane, the most 
frequent additional charge is negligent or reckless 
driving. 

The third item relevant to the DWI policing 
patterns is the use of a breathalyzer or some other 
chemical test to ascertai~ the amount of alcohol in 
the arrested person's blood. Administration of 
this test became even more crucial in 1980 because 
under the Illegal Per Se section of the new law, a 
person is automatically guilty if he has 0.10 
percent or more by weight of alcohol in his blood. 
Because of the increased importance of the 
breathalyzer test score, one might expect that 

'there would be a greater rate of refusal to take 
such a test at the time of arrest p even though such 
refusal results in a six month suspension of the 
person's driver's license. Table 1 shows that the 
rate of utilization· of the breathalyzer test 
remained very stable before and after 
implementation of the law. In most jurisdictions 
80 percent or more of the persons arrested for DWI 
are given a breathalyzer test. 

Two other items--the percentage of persons arrested 
for DWI who reside in the county in whi.ch. the 
arrest occurred and the percentage of p~rsons 
arrested for DWI in each county who are residents 
of the state--are presented in Table 1. These 
contribute to an understanding of DWI police 
practices. This information not only sheds light 
~n the simple patterns of arresting local residents 
and nonresidents for DWI, but--when ~elated to 
othet information such as the percentage booked 
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after arrest within a county--helps yield a better 
understanding of some local law enforcement 
practices. The most striking item is the low 
percentage of local residents arrested for DWI in 
Adams County. This fact provides a plausible 
explanation for the facet that Adams County books a. 
higher percentage of DWI offenders into jail than 
any other county included in the. study. If persons 
arrested for DWI are booked into jail primarily 
when the police are unable to locate a friend or 
relative into whose custody the offender can be 
placed, it i~ reasonable to presume that the high 
booking rate in Adams County is caused by the high 
proportion of nonresidents among persons who are 
arrested for DWI In that county. 

Deterrent Effect of the New DWI Law 

As noted earlier in this section, comparing the 
numbers of DWI arrests pre and post implementation 
of the DWI law as a method of ascertaining the 
impact ,of law on drinking and driving behavior is 
somewhat misleading. This is due to the probable 
low correlation between the number of arrests mad~ 
within a jurisdiction and the number of persons on· 
the highways at risk of being arrested for DWI 
because they are driving while intoxicated. Data 
in Appendix 1 provides supportive evidence for this 
point of view. When the 1980 data for DWI arrests 
do become available, however, they should be 
examined. Because of the great fluctuation th~t 
has historically .been present in the DWI arrest 
data, it would take a rather widespread reduction 
in the number of DWI arrests to provide convincing 
evidence that the new DWI law is having an impact 
on drinking and driving behavior. 

In evaluation research, another method that is 
often used to aSBess the impact of a program change 
(experimental treatment) on the criminal behavior 
of persons is the pre post cumparison of recidivism 
rates. This methodology is not appropriate for the 
present study because this type of analysis 
requires tracking similar samples of persona pre 
and post implementation of the new. law. Neither 
the time or the resources were available for such 
an effort. Furthermore, as the information in 
Table 1 shows, valid recidivism data for DWI cases 
is scarce in most local court tecords and would 
require additional extensive data collection 
efforts. 

8 

Not unlike other short term DWI studies that have 
been attempted, this study produced secondary data 
elements with which judgements about the deterrent 
effect of the new DWI law can be made. One of 
these elements is the number of DWI related 
accidents. Referring to Table 1, one can quickly 
ascertain that the pattern of c~ange in DWI 
accidents is mixed.' InKing County, the ,erc~ntage 
of DWI arrests related to an auto accident 
increased by 4.7 percent over the pre-post 
cl)mparison period. On the other hand, during the 
same time period, the percentage of DWI arrests 
related to an auto accident decreased in Pierce 
County by 9.2 percentage points. In the other 
sample counties, there does not appear to be a 
significant percentage change. While it appears 
that the percentage changes in the small rural 
counties are significant, such interpretations are 
misleading because a very small number of cases in 
these small counties can cause a relatively large 
change in the percentage change over time. 

The evidence collected in this study is consistent 
with Washington State Patrol information comparing 
statewide totals for the first six months of 1979 
(the pre period) and the first six months of 1980 
(the post period). The information from the State 
Patrol shows that the number of auto accidents 
related to DWI increased slightly from 3,915 cases 
in 1979 to 3,981 cases in 1980. It is interesting 
to note that this small increase in DWI related 
accidents can be compared to a small decrease in 
the total number of accidents for the same time 
period statewide. This may indicate that there was 
actually a somewhat greater increas~ in DWI 
accidents than expected because DWI accidents 
increased while the tota~ number of accidents 
decreased. 

This interpretation, though, must be viewed with 
some caution. An argument that DWI accidents 
actually increased more than they appeared to 
because the total number of accidents actually 
decreased requires that the pro~ability for being 
on the road were equal for both kinds of drivers in 
both time periods. It is plausible to argue that 
the motivation for driving by a DWI driver is 
governed 'by different forces than tho~e operating 
for the average driver--i.e. a DWI driver may not 
reduce his miles driven when drinking because of 
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the increased economic cost of driving while an 
average driver would do so. Thus, it is also 
reasonable to conclude that DWI accidents per mile 
driven really remained stable rather than 
increasing because DWI offenders may not have 
reduced their miles driven (at least while 
drinkinr,) in spite of higher costs of driving. 

Another factor to be considered in examining the 
impact of the DWI law is the number of injury or 
fat~l accidents that are associated with DWI 
arrests. Table 1 shows a distressing increase in 
most sampl~ counties between the pre and post law 
periods. The increase may not be statistically 
significant in all cases, but the general pattern 
of the increase is most convincing. Washington 
State Patrol accident information provides another 
source to examine the question of fatal DWI 
accidents (See Appendix 2). This data is of 
limited use because 1980 data is not yet av~ilable. 
Pre-post comparison of accidents is possible only 
for Yakima County (1977 - pre; 1978, 1979 - post); 
this comparison shows that although there was an 
initial reduction in the number of DWI collieions 
in~1978, the first year of a similar DWI law in 
Yak~ma County, there was an increase again in 1979~ 
Fti~thermore, examination of fatal collisions 
revealo that the number of fatal collisions in 
Yakima County remained relatively stable in spite 
of the increased punishment called for in its new 
laws. 

At this point, assessment of the deterrent eff~ct 
of the new DWI law is not promising. A detAiled 
analysis of the number of arrests is dependent on 
the avaIlability of complete 1980 data; even then, 
arrest data--bec8use of their high rate of 
fluctuation withiri indi~idual jurisdictions--do not 
promi~e to be a fruitful area of artalysis. Next, 
the _ercentag~ of DWI arrests related to accidents 
bas not shown improvement. Finally, the number of 
injury and fatal ~ccidents compared over pre-post 
periods does not show a promising outcome. 

In summary, the evidence presented bere suggests 
that the DWI law may not be producing the intended 
deterrent effect. However, there are a number of 
maj~r limitations to the present .nalysi~' ~he 
most serious limitation is its extremely short time 
frame. At best, the analysts compares the events 
related" to DWI offenders for like six month periods 

10 

1 j' 
\ ' 

~.~ 

',~ 

1 
! 

'1 , 

! 
J 
j 
} 

early in 1979 and in 1980. It would be very 
optimistic to expect that the success or failure of 
the statute could be demonstrated in such a short 
time period. Next, there are serious 
methodological limits with any deterrence study of 
DWI offenders. Probably the most serious 
methodological di~f!cu1ty for this type of study is 
its inability to obtain a valid measure of the 
number of persons ac~ua11y driving 
while intoxicate4 OQ the sta~e~s highways. The 
best measure available this time is the number of 
arrests made by the various police 
agencies,although the problems inherent in this 
information have been discussed at length above. 
The paucity of direct measures leaves the 
researcher with nothing but indirect measures, the 
numbers of DWI related accidents and DWI related 
injury or fatal accidents. Another question that 
needs to be addressed is whether or not there are 
different types of DWI offenders and whether or not 
the same deterrent is equally effective with all 
types. 

Given such serious limitations to the analysis of 
the deterrent effect of the new DWI law, one must 
resist making hasty judgements about its efficacy. 
The conclusion that must be reached at this time is 
that it is too early to determine the long term 
success or failure of the deterrent effect of the 
new DWI law. HQwever, it i8 not too early to take 
into account the early indications of negative 
outcomes for the initial deterrent effect of the 
new DWI law. 
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TABLE I 

COMPARATIVE 'DWI ARREST INFORMATION 

to' 

YEAR 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1979· 
1980 

LOCATION 

King County* 
King County~ 

Pierce County* 
Pierce County* 

Spokane, City of** 
Spokane, City of** 

PERCENTAGE 
BOOKED 

36.8 
33.6 

57.1 
·56.9 

76.7 
59.4 

..., 1979 Spokane County** 
Spokane County** 

32.4 
25.0 1980 

1977 
1979 
1980 

1979 
,> 1980 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

Yakima County*'" 
Yakima County** 
Yakima County** 

Whatcom County* 
I-lhatcom County* 

Pacific, County* 
, Pacific County* 

Adams County** ' 
Adams County** 

44.6 
73.,9 
73.8 

45.5 
51.3 

13.6 
8.3 

,68.7 
'86.7 

*Six month comparison (January - june) 
** Four month comparison (J",nuary - April) 

PERCENTAGE 
HITH 

AO!'lITII')NAL 
CH!I.RI1ES 

n.o 
73.2 

38.7 
34.2 

96.8 
96.8 

35.0 
~1.2 

38.9 
34.5 
35.2 

25.5 
29.5 

25.0' 
23.1 

14.3 
42.1 

PERCENTAGE 
" GIVEN 
BREATHALIZER 

TEST 

84.0 
83.6 

86.7 
83.1 

70.0 
64.s' 

80.5 
85.6 

90.8 
89.3 
91;2 

75.3 
79.8 

83.3 
80.0 

81.3 
82.4 

+Information was collected on this subJect; however, information 
was so sparc~ that valid interpretations cannot be made. ' 

rJ 
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., 
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I( 

PE~CE~ITAGE 
RESULTINI1 

Hl 
ACCIDEtlTS 

22.4 
27.1 

33.7 
24:5 

42.0 
42.0 

22.2 
1!L4 

16.4 
16.8 
18.4 

25.9 
31.(') 

12.0 
26.1 

28.1 
1.7.7 

PERCENTAGE 
RESULTING 
IN INJURY 

OR FATAL 
ACCIDENTS 

5.5 
8.6 

8.7 
7.1 

9.7 
19.4 

6.9 
8.8 

5.8 
,9.9 
.7.9 

9.7 
17 .2 

7.2 
17.4 

3.1 
5.9 

PERCENTAI1E+ 
HAVINI1 
PRIOR 
RECORD 

NA 
NA 

riA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
NA 

MA 
riA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

{J 

RESIDENCE 

PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
LOCAL COUNTY STATE 

85.6 97.3 
89.1 96.2 

77.2 88.6 
79.1 89.0 

90.3 96.8 
96.8 96.8 

83.7 95.6 
80.2 87.0 

92.9 98.2 
87.1 95.7 
131'.3 97.6 

76.1 85.6 
74.2 85.8 

74.4 100.0 
88.5 100.0 

48.6 80.0 
44.4 94.4 
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COMPARATIVE POST ARREST AND PRE VERDICT INFORMATION 

Information was collected on three types of data 
for the period atter arrest and booking and before 
the verdict. These are: 

(2) 

Whether or qot a defense attorney 
present at the verdict; 
Whether or not the DWI charge was 
to a less serious charge; and 

was 

reduced 

(3) The percentage of cases that went 
trial.' 

to jury 

Each of thes~ kinds of information. can be used 
to assess how the different parties impacted 
by the new law respond to its provisions. For 
instance, th~ pres~nce of, a defense attorney 
is ba~icallythe decision of the defendant. 
The, de~i8ion to requeSt a. jury trial (a high 
cost ifem)is ~ade by the defendant, usually 
with, input from an attorney. The decision to 
reduce the DWI charge to a lesser charge when 
it occuts, is the result of consensus between 
the judge, the ~efense attorney, the 
defendant, and t,pe county prosecutor • 
Pre-Post changes'in any of these decisions may 
be due to the understanding each of the 
different parties ha~ of tbe new law. The two 
parts of the law which should generate the 
greatest im~etus "for change in these decisions 
are the Illegal Per Se section (i~e. the 
assumption of guilt at the 0.10 percent level 
of alcohol in the defendant's blood) and the 
increased certainty ot confinement as part of 
the punishment. 

I~ is possible to construct a plausible 
rationale ~or either increased or decreased 
use of defense attorneys by defendants after 
implementation of the new law. Because the 
new law assumes guilt of DWI when the blood 
alcohol level is at or above the 0.10 perce,t 
level and makes almost certain a day in jai~ 
if found guilty, defendant's might be willi~g 
to forego the use of an attorney. On the 
other hand, 4efendents may believe that an 
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attorney is more necessary than before because 
of the increased difficulty of avoiding 
~onviction under the new law. Results show 
(see table 2) that the use of attorneys rose 
slightly in Pierce and Yakima counties and in 
the City of Spokane, but in all other sample 
jurisdictions there was a decrease in the 
demand for these services. 

It was assumed that charge reduction would be 
greatly reduced by the Illigal P~r Se element 
of the law. Results support this hypothesis. 
Oniy in Pierce County did the level of charge 
reduction remain stable. In both 1979 and 
1980, 27 percent of the DWI cases that were 
brought before the courts in Pierce County 
were reduced. In other counties there was a 
fairly drastic decrease in the use of charge 
reduction. For example, charge reduction for 
DWI cases in King County was reduced from 29 
percent of the cases in 1979 to only 5.4 
percent of the cases in 1980. 

One would expect· that the use of jury trials 
would increase as defendants seek ways to 
avoid the more severe penalties for DWI 
provided by the new law. The data presented 
in Table 2 indicate that there was an ' 
increased use of jury trials in most, but not 
all, of the jurisdictions included in the 
study. This widespread increase in the 
request for jury ~rials should be monitored in 
the ~onths to come. If the pattern presented 

~here continues (Yakima County, for which there 
are three years of data, has experienced such 
an increasing trend), the ~WI law could 
ultimately produce a major and costly workload 
impact on the courts. 

Summarizing the post-arrest/pre-verdict 
information presented in this section, it was 
found that no clear pattern of change emerged 
in the u~e' of an attorney with increased use 
in aome jurisdict~ons and decreased use in 
others. For the other two items, it is 
relatively clear that new patterns are 
developing. The practice of charge reduction 
appears to be declining, while the use of jury 
trials appears to be on the increase. 
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YEAR 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1977 
1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

1979 
1980 

COMPARATIVE m~I 
POST ARREST - PRE VERDICT 

INFORMATION 

LOCATION 

King County 
King County 

Pierce County 
Pierce County 

Spokane, Ci ty of 
Spokane, City of 

Spokane County 
Spokane County 

Yakima County 
Yakima County 
Yakima County 

Hhatcom County 
Whatcom' County 

Pacific County 
Pacific County 

Adams County 
Adams County 

PERCENTAGE 
OF CASES 
ATTORNEY 
'PRESENT 

71.2 
65.4 

60.7 
65.8 

53.1 
60.7 

53.7 
50·.7 

33.0 
35.3 
45.6 

60.2 
54.4 

25.0 
15.0 

40.0 
21.1 

PERCENTAGE 
OF CASES 
CHARGES 
REDUCED 

29.0 
5.4 

27.1 
27.0 

0.0 
0.0 

14.0 
13.2 

23.6 
15.3 
8.7 

14.7 
10.8 

33.4 
11. .8 

34.5 
0'.0 

PERCENTAGE 
OF CASES 

JURY. 
TRIAL 

1.3 
5.2 

1.2 
8.0 

0.0, 
0.0 

5.5 
2.0 

0.0 
L8 
4.3 

3.7 
10.5 

4.2 
0.0 

0.0 
5.3 

*This table uses four months (January - April) because there was a 
relatively high number of pending cases in May and June for which 
outcome for the topics in this .table could not be discerned. 
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,'3. COMPARATIVE DWI VERDICT. AND OUTCOME 
IN F 0 RKA 'I" ION 

Analyais of the impact of th~ new DWI law on 
the types of verdicts entered must take into 
account not only the guilty and not guilty 
categories, but also the "other" category. It 
1s normally thought that verdicts are of two 
kinds -- guilty and not guilty. Data reported 
in this fJect~olJ reveal that a sul>stantial 
proportion ~f DWI verdicts or outcomes. fall 
into the category "other". The "other" 
category includes "sentenie or verdict 
deferred" ,,!'failure to appear at trial or 
sentencing" and ,finally, "case 'pending". 

Each 0'£ the various subcategories of the 
"other" type of verdict has a different 
meaning. "Sentence or verdict deferred", 
"deferred prosecution", and "dismissal" 
involve various forms of juaieial system 
discretion. The subcategory "failure to 
appear at trial or sentencing" involves 
offender discretion. Finally, "case pending" 
reflects the speed of judicial system 
processing. The categories that represent 
criminal ju~tice system and offender 
discretion are of principal concern. These 
categories are important for the assessment of 
the impact of the new DWI law, because it 
could be ant~cipated that implementation of 
the new law may produce a shift in the 
application of criminal justice system 
discretion. Prior to the new DWI law, there 
was a broad discretion in terms of punishment 
available within the pronouncement of a 
sentence; under the new DWI law, with its 
Illegal Per Se and mandatory jail time 
provisions, this discretion is greatly 
reduced. It is possible, therefore, that in 
an effort to retain some discretion, the 
criminal justice system would effect a shift 
in verdicts from th!! guilty and not guilty 
cat_gories to the "other" cat~gory. 

, 
Before conclusions can be drawn from this 
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data, one must determine how to handle those 
eases that are still pending in 1980. Even 
though cases pending is a small percentage of 
ail cases, the final distribution of those 
cases into the "other" verdict categories can 
~ave large impact on the interpretation of the 
information. For analysis, it was assumed 
t~at the pending cases would be distrlbtited 
proportionately~cTosS the various categories. 

Information from Table 3 indicates that, on 
the whole, there has been a minor shift from 
the guilty and not guilty categories to the 
"other" verdict category. The shift,in 
discretion has been in both the criminal 
justice system and the individual categories. 
In six out of the eight sample jurisdictions 
the percentage of guilty cases decreased, but 
in only two of these six counties was there an 
increase in the percentage of persons found 
not guilty. Even in these two cases, the 
increase in not guilty verdicts is not, 
sufficiently large to account for the decrease 
in guilty verdicts. As a result, in these six 
counties, there must have been some increase 
in the iiother" verdict category. 

E~aminfng the ~nformation in Table 3, the 
varioUS types of shifts in descretion can be 
recognized. There is wide variation among 
jurisdictions in the distribution of the 
"other" verdicts. However, one trend that may 
be develOping on a fairly broad scale is the 
tendency for individuals to fail to appear for 
either trial or sentencing. The data suggest 
that this Is happening in six of the eight 
sites, and in a few of the jurisdictions, the 
increCise was rather 3ubstantial. Only Pierce 
County and the City of Spokane experienced a 
decrease in the percentage of persons failing 
to appear for t~ial or sentencing, and in both 
cases the decrease,was relatively small. It 
is possible that the increase in persons 
failing to appear at trial or sentencing is 
related to their reluctance to serve time in 

jail. 

There is no clear pattern in the shifts in 
criminal justice system discretion acrosS the 
jurlsdiction$. In King County there was very 
little change noted in system discretionwitb 
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., only a small increase in the use of deferred 
prosecution. In Pierce County, the~e was 
drastic reduct~onin the use of deferred 
verdict or senten,ce, b'alanced to some extent 
by an increase in the per~entage of cases 
dismissed. The City of Spokane experienced a 
slight increase in the percentage of cases 
dismissed, w~ile in Spokane ~Qunty there w~s a 
small incre4s~ ,1n both the percentage of cases 
given deferred verdicts or sentences and the 
percentage of cases in which prosecution was 
deferred. Yakima County, which is a special 
c~se because they have had two years (1979 and 
1980) experience under a stringent county DWI 
ordinance, experienced an increase in the 
percentage of cases with deferred sentences 
and deferred prosecution, in the first year 
u~der the stric~er DWI law; in the second year 
or the law there was an increase in cases 
dismissed and a decrease in cases deferred. 
Whatcom County experienced the smallest shift 
in criminal justice system or individual 
discretion with only small increases in 
percentage of persons'£ailing to appear and in 
the percentage of cases dismissed. Finally 
both of the small rural counties, P~cific a~d 
Adams counties, experienced an increase in the 
use of deferred prosecution. However the , , 
percentage changes in the smaller counties 
translate into a smaller impact in terms of 
absolute num,bers when compared to the larger 
counties because of the smaller number of 
cases handled in those ~ountles. 

In summary, there has been a minor pre-post 
implementation shift in 'discreti0.n concerning 
the types of ve,rdicts that are reE(ehed for DWI 
cases. The shift is away from guilt~ and not 
guilty dispositions and toward those outcomes 
involving criminal justice system or 
individual discretion. The largest increase 
is in the increased propensity of individuals 
to not appear fo~ trial or sentencing. In 
terms of the over all implementation of the 
new DWI law, the absence of major shifts in 
discretion speak~ to efficient application of 
the law at the verdict stage of the criminal 
justice process. 

One other item of importance is displayed in 
Table 3; the la~t column in this table 
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displays the percentage of cases that were 
appealed pre and post implementation of ~he 
new DWJ law. This item i$ important ~or two 
reasQns: 

(1) 

(2) 

Any ~ajor chang~ in the number of appe~~s 
will eventually be translated into 
increased court and attorney costs; 

Increased appeals may represent a 
challenge to. the legitimacy of the law. 

The information in Table 3 indicates that 
th~re WaS an increase in the percentage of 
g~ilty verdicts that were appealed in some of 
the jurisdictions studied. The in~reaB.e in 
appealed cases WaS most striking in King 
County and Whatcom County. In King County the 
percentage of Cases appealed has more than 
doubled, to. a leve~ of 21 percent of the cases 
being appealed during the sample months in 
l~aO. ~n Whatcom County the comparable 
incr~as~ was 5 percentage points. The 
~ituation in Yakima County is also 
interesting. In the year prior to 
implementation of its strict DWI ordinance, 
Yakima County had no appeals for DWI cases; in 
each succeeding yeai, there has been 1.1 
percentage poi~~ increase. Although the 
pattern o.f in~rea8ed DWI appeals is not 
uniform acro.s~ a~l sampl~ sites, the pattern 
that 1a pre~ented must be noted. Th~ trend 
towa~d DWI appeals may be an initial ~esting 
of the law, in which case there ~hould be a 
decrease in future years. However, if this 
~arly trend con~inues into the future, one 
~hould expect a cost impact in the courts. 
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TABLE 3 

CONPARATIVE DWI VERDICT INFORMATION:* 

YEAR lOCATION PERCENTAGE PERCEIJTAGE . PERCENTAGE OTHER 
GUll TV NOT SENTENCE DEFERRED 

GUILTY OR VERDICT PROSECUTION 
DEFERRED 

-.---
1979 King County 79.4 2.0 1.2 3.6 
1980 King County 68.8 4.8 .8 4.4 

1979 Pi erce County 52.4 5.1 22.0 3.5 
1980 Pi erce County 57.8 1.8 7.5 2.7 

1979 Spokane, City of 71.9 '6.3 3.1 9.4 
1980 Spokane, City of 71.9 3.1 3.1 9.4 

1979 Spokane County 76.1 4.3 3.6 3.6 
1980 Spokane County 70.6 5.0 5.0 5.6 

1977 Yakima County . :a6.7 1.8 0.0 0.0 
1979 Yakima County 77 .2 2.6 4.4 6.1 
1980 Yakima County 79.8 1.6 .8 1.6 

1979 Whatcom County '79.1 6.1 1.7 2.6 
1980 Whatcom County 69.6 5.4 1.1 2.2 

1979 Paci f..i c County 75.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 
1980 Pacific County 73.7 0.0 0.0 5.3 

1979 Adams County 82.9 5.7 0.0 5.7 
1980 Adams County 73.7 0.0 0.0 10.5 

*Four r·1onth Compari son (January - Apt'i 1) 

**Items Percentage Guilty, Percentage Not Guilty and Percentage Other should sum to 
approximately 100%. These items will not always sum to 100% because of roundlng 
error. Percentage of cases appealed is an item separate from the other verdict 
i nforma ti on. 

FAILURE TO 
APPEAR AT 

TRIAL OR 
SENTENCING 

5.7 
11.2 

10.2 
9.3 

9.4 
6.3 

5.1 
6.2 

3.5 
5.3 
7.0 

7.0 
8.7 

14.3 
15.8 

0.0 
10.5 

PERCENTAGE 
DISMISSED PENDING OF CASES 

APPEALED 

8.1 0.0 8.5 
5.6 4.4 21.0 

6.7 0.0 4.2 
lL 1 9.8 5.2 

0.0 0.0 0.0 
3.1 3.1 0.0 ""'. , , 

7.2 0.0 0.0 
5.0 2.5 0.9 

8.0 0.0 0.0 
4.4 0.0 1.1 
7.0 2.3 2.2 

3.5 0.0 3.2 
. 6.5 6.5 8.1 

7.1 0.0 0.0 
0.0 5.3 0.0 

5.7 0.0 0.0 
5.3 0.0 0.0 
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4. 'COMPARISON OF SENTENCING OUTCOME FOR DWI CASES 
FOUND GUILTY 

This section examines the various types of· 
sentences received by persons convicted of a 
DW~ offense prior to and following the 
initiation of the new DWI law. The major 
dispositions examined include the use of jail 
time, the payment of fines, driver's license 
suspensions, and various other s~ecial 
conditions. Two special conditions fall into 
the categpry of treatment--alcohol education 
classes and alcohol treatment. 

The new DWI law calls for three distinct 
changes in the types of sentences that can be 
given. 

(1) If a defendant is found guilty, the judge 
is required to sentenc~ the offender to 
one day in jail for a first conviction 
except when the judge finds that the 
imposition of the j~il sentence will pose 
a risk to tbe defendant's physical or 
mental well-being. The penalty for a 
second conviction within a five year 
period is a jail sentence of a minimum of 
seven days. 

(2) A person found guilty of a DWI shall be 
required to complete a course at an 
alcohol information school. 

(3) Each guilty pa~ty is to be punished by a 
non-suspendable fine. 

Table 4 provides informat~on which permits pre 
and post comparisons since the implementation 
of the new law for each 'element of sentepces 
described above. The first column reports the 
number of people that were foun'd guil ty from 
the sample of cases that was selected in each 
of the study jurisdictiorts in the pre and post 
years. These numbers serve as a baseline 

25 

Preceding page blank 

\ 

~ 
! i 
1,1 

L 



l 

against which the utilization of each element 
of DWI sentences can be compared for the pre 
and post periods~ The second column, which 
presen~s information on the jail sentence 
elements, has three subcategories for the pre 
period and four subcategories for the post 
period. The one additional subcategory 
"excused", accounts for a changa under tha naw 
law. A case is reported "excused" where, for 
th~ sake of a defendant\s physical or 'mental 
w~ll being~ the jqdge excuses the person from 
the jail sentence. The subcategories in the 
jail column should add to approximately 100 
percent. The cases not accounted for in the 
various jail subcategories should be 
considered as cases that did not serve jail 
time for their punishment. 

Jail Time 
I 

The use of jail time as a punishment for a OWl 
case shows a large increase between the time 
periods pre and post implementation of the new 
law. The comparison shows that the cOurts 
have j in the pronouncement of sentences, very 
co~pletely implemented the intent of the new 
law. In general, courts changed their 
inclusion of jail terms as an element of the 
sentence from a level of use in 10 to 50 
percent of the cases in the pre-period to 
nearly 100 Percent of the cases in the post 
per~od. Even the City of Spokane, in which 
there were preliminary indications tbat the 
law would not be strictly implemented because 
of it municipality status, experienced almost 
full compliance with the law.I 

Yakima County is the one jurisdiction which, 
at first inspection, appears to not to be 
fully implementing the law. In 1979, the 
first full year of the enactment of a loc~l 
strict OWl ordinance similar to the State\s 
1980 OWl law, Yakima County had twelve cases 
which appeared not to be sentenced to jail. 
In 1980, the number of guilty cases which 
appeared not to go to jail increased to 
twenty-four. In part, this apparent deviation 
from the law is a research artifact. It was 
discovered, after the data collection phase of 
the study was concluded, that the courts in 
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lower Yakima Valley sometimes gave approval to 
people allowing them to serve their jail time 
in local lower county municipal jails rather 
than in the Yakima County jail in Yakima. 
This local diversion of DWI prisoners probably 
explains what happened to most of the cases 
that were not located in the Yakima CQunty 
Jail records in 1979 and in 1980. During the 
data collection phase of the researach. it was 
also discovered that some persons found guilty 
of a DWI offense in 1980 had no jail records 
even though they had been sentenced to jail. 
It was found that the Yakima County jail is so 
overcrowded at times that DW~ prisoners cannot 
be immediately accepted. When this occurs, DWI 
defendants are being assigned a future date to 
report to the jail to serve their sentences. 
It is believed that the individuals eventually 
serve their jail time. 

The problem of overcro.ding in the jails, 
which cannot be contributed ~olely to the new 
DWI law, is counterproductive to the purpose 
of the new law. One-rationale of the new law 
is that the more immediately the punishment 
~ollows the DWI violation, the greater will be 
the probability that persons will refrain from 
future driving while intoxicated. 

~pecial Conditions 

The special conditions column on Table 4 shows 
the comparative rates at which the various 
types of special conditions are included as 
elements of sentences. Total percent~ges in 
this column will greatly exceed 100 percent 
because mo.t people convicted of DWI receive 
more than one special condition as an element 
of their sentence. Each subcategory in the 
special condition column must be interpreted 
as an independent category. It is not 
possible t using this information, to determine 
the number ,persons who had more than one 
special condition added as an element of their 
sentence or what those elements were. 

Regarding the alcohol education requirements 
of the new law, it was found that courts in 
most of the jurisdictions increased the rate 
at which the requirement to attend alcohol 
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education classes was included as an element 
of sentences. The largest increases in the 
use of alcohol education as a sentence element 
were found in Spokane City and county, where 
the combined percentage increase was about 60 
percent. Two of the counties included in the 
study either did not change or reduced the use 
of the requirement to attend alcohol education 
classes. Pacific County showed n9 change over 
the pre-post period and Whatcom County showed 
a decre~se in the use of alcohol education for 
those convicted of DWI. In three counties, 
King, Pierce and Yakima, alcohol treatment was 
often included as an element of DWI sentences. 

Fines were applied almost universally in all 
counties before and after implementation of 
the new DWI law. There is no consistent 
policy regarding requiring full payment or 
partial payments for fines. Because fine 
schedules have been increased, it might have 
been expected that there may have been a shift 
toward allowing partial fine payments. 
However, there is no clear evidence to support 
this expectation. 

Although there were no new requirements in the 
new law concerning the impact of DWI 
convictions on recommendations for driver's 
license suspensions, this information is 
presented in Table 3 to provide a 
comprehensive picture of sentences being given 
to DWI offenders. The utilization of this 
sentence element varies by county and has 
shown no consistent pattern of change across 
the pre and post implementation periods of the 
new DWI law. 

FOOTNOril'E 1 ~ 

Separate analysis of the City of Spokane and 
Spokane County was performed because of 
preliminary indications that the judiciary 
which serves the City of Spokane chose not to 
fully implement the law because of its 
standing as municipality. See appendix III for a 
Washington State Attorney General's opinion on 
this topic. 
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TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF SENTENCING OUTCOME FOR DHI CASES FOUND GUILTY* 

YEAR LOCATION NUMBER JAIL SPECIAL CONDITIONS*** 
GUILTY 

(SAMPLE**) NO. % NO. % . 

1979 King County 196 Jail 10 5.1 Alcohol Education 118 60.2 
FTA+ a Proba ti on 27 13.8 
Jail Credit n. Alcohol Treatment 50 25.5 

Other 119 60.7 

1980 King County 172 Jail .159 92.4 Alcohol Education U6 6Z.4 
FTA a Probation n 10.5 
Jail Credit 11 6.4 Alcohol Treatment ~'i 23.3 
Excused++ 2 1.2 Other 135 78.5 

1979 Pierce County 133 Jail 9 6.8 Alcohol Education 38 28.6 
FTA a Probation 39 29.3 
Jail Credit 2 1.5 Alcohol Treatment 38 28.6 

Other 84 63.2 

198C1 Pierce County 192 Jail 153 79.7 Alcohol Education 115 59.9 
,I . FTA 4 2.1 Probation 25 13.0 

Jail Credit 34 17.7 Alcoho.l Treatment 8 4.2 
Excused 1 .5 Other 198 103.1 

1979 Spokane, City of ·23 Jail 4 17.4 Alcohol Education 4 17.4 
FTA 0 Probatioll 1 4.3 
Jail Credit 1 4.3 Alcohol Treatment 2 8.7 

Other 5. 21. 7 

1980 Spokane, City of 24 Jail 20 83.3 Alcohol Education 19 79.2 
FTA a Probation a 
Jail Credit 3 12.5 Alcohol Treatment 0 
Excused 1 4.2 Other 4 16.7 

FINE 

NO. 

Full 172 
Partial 19 

Full 109 
Partial 48 

Full 115 
Partial 16 

Full 175 
Partial 11 

Full 18 
Partial 5 

Full 15 
Partial 8 

% 

87.8 
9.7 

63.4 
27.9 

86.5 
12.0 

91.1 
5.7 

78.3 
21. 7 

62.5 
33.3 

COURT RECmlMENDED 
LICENSE SUSPENSION 

NO. % 

31 15.8 

2 . 1.2 

2 1.5 

3 1.6 

5 21.7 

5 20.8 

*These charts cover January to April for each year compared. 
**The number of guilty persons in this table do not represent the total number of cases within the county; nor are magnitude of the number 

comparable across counties because the number was generated by different sampling factors. 
***The number and percentage of persons receiving special conditions exceeds the total number guilty and 100 percent because most persons 

are subject to more than one special condition. 
+FTA: FAILURE TO APPEAR at court or sentencing. 

++"Excused" category was a condition for sentencing that was made available in the new DHI law. 
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TABLE 4, page 2 COMPARISON OFSENTENCIrlG o.UTCo/·1E Fo.R o.WI .CASESFo.UND GUlL TY* 

YEAR Lo.CA:TIo.N NUMBER JAIL 
GUILTY 

(SAMPLE**) NO.. 

1979 Spokane County 105 Jail 1'1 
FTA+ a 
Jail Credit 4 

1980 Spokane County 113 Jail 103 
FTA+ a 
Jail Credit 5 
Excused++ 2 

1977 Yakima County 98 Jail 62 
FTA+ 0. 
Ja.i 1 Credi t 0. 

1979 Ya:l;ma County 88 Jail 6B 
FTA+ .0. 
Jail Credit 8 

1980 Yakima County 103 Jail 72 
FTA+ 0 
Jail Credit 7 
Excused++ 0. 

1979 Hha teom County 91 Jail 6 
FTA+ 2 
Jail Credit 0 

·1980 ~Jha tcom County 64 Jail 57 
FTA+ 0 
Jail Credit 6 
Excused++ . 1 

(See Table 4, Page 1 for explanation of footnotes.) 

I) 

% 

10.5 

3.8 

91.2 

4.4 
1.8 

63.3 

77.3 

9.1 

69.9 

6.8 

6.6 
2.2 

89.1 

9.4 
1.6 

\\ 

I j; 

SPECIAL Co.rlDITIONS*** 

NO.. %~ 

Alcohol EdUcatiOn 28 26.7 
Probation' 11 10.5 
Alcohol Treatment 17 16.2 
Other 6 5.7 

Alcohol EdUcation 95 84.1 
Probation 12 10.6 
Alcohol Treatment 1 ;9 
Other 7 6.2 

Alcohol EdUcation 35 35.7 
Probation 12 12.2 
A 1 coho 1 Trea tment 31 31.6 
Other 49 50.0 

Alcohol Education 32 36.4 
Probation 10 11.4 
Alcohol Treatment 30 34~1 
Other 57 64.8 

Alcohol Education 49 47.6 
Probation 37 35.9 
Alcohol Treatment 31 30 .1 
Other 55 53.4 

Alcohol EdUcation 29 31.9 
Probiltion 69 75.8 
A 1 eo'ho 1 Trea. tment 15 16.5 
o.ther 47 15.4 

Alcohol Educa ti on 7 10..9 
Probation 55 85.9 
Alcohol Treatment 2 3.1 
Other 47 73.4 

,----\ 

FINE COURT RECo.MMENDED 
LICENSE SUSPENSION 

NO.. % NO.. % r(-

Full 51 48.6 22 21.0 
Partial 52 49.5 

Full 51 45.1 15 13.3 
Part; al 53 46;.9 

Full 45 45.9 10 10.2 
Partia 1 42 42.9 

-,. , . ~ ) 

Full 48 54.5 15 17.0 
Partial 38 43.2 

Full 56 54.4 25 24.3 
Partial 33 32.0 

Full 90 98.9 13 14.3 
Partial 1 1.1 

Full 64 100.0 9 14.1 
Part; a 1 0 

If 
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TABLE 4, page 3 COMPARISON OF SENTENCING OUTCOME FOR mil CASES FOUND GUlL TY* 

YEAR LOCATION 

1979 Pacific Counlty 

1980 Pac'ific Counlty 

1979 Adams County 

1980 Adams C~unty 

NUMBER 
GUILTY 

(SAMPLE**) 

21 

14 

29 

15 

JAIL 

Jail 
FTA+ 
Jail credit 

Jail 
FTA+ 
Jail Credit 
Excused++ 

Jail 
FtA+ 
Jail Credit 

Jail 
FTA+ 
Jail Credit 
Excused++ 

(See Table 4, Page 1 for explanation of footnotes.) 

NO. % 

3 11l.3 
1 4.8 
a 

14 100.0 
a 
1 7.1 
a 

N/A 
II 

,8 53,3 
a 
6 40.0 
1 6.7 

SPECIAL'CONDITIONS*** 

__________ ~~N~O~. % 

Alcohol Education 
Probation 
Alcohol Treatment 
Other 

Alcohol Education 
Probation ' 
Alcohol Treatment 
Other 

Alcohol Education 
Probation 
Alcohol Treatment 
Other 

Alcohol Education 
Probation ' 
Alcohol Treatment 
Other 

5 23.8 
a 
2 9.5 
a 
3 21.4 
a 
1 7.1 
3 21.4 

N/A 
II 

II 

H) 66.7 
o 
a 
a 

Full 
Parti al 

Full 
Partial 

Full 
Partia 1 

Full 
Partia 1 

" 

FINE 

NO. % 

6 28,.6 
a 

5 35.7 
1 7.1 

N/A 
II 

12 80.0 
1 6.7 

f " 

COURT RECOMMENDED 
LICENSE SUSPENSION 

NO. C/ ,. 

4.8 

7.1 

N/A 
II 

a 

I 
I 

I '--.. 
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IMPACT OF THE NEW OWl LAW ON JAIL SPACE AND 
POPULATION 

A major concern about the implementation of the new 
OWl law was that its manditory sentencing 
provisions would have a detrimental impact on local 
jails. To pr~vid~ ~'better understandina of this 
potentially very expensive problem, special eamples 
were selected directly from jail logs in the 
jurisdictions included in this study. These 
samples permit examination of the differential 
impact of the new OWl law on three subgroups of OWl 
offenders--those not yet sentenced, those 
sentenced, and those serving their sentences on 
weekends. 

Table 5 shows the changes that took place in ,the 
use of jail for the pre-sentence subpopulation of 
OWl offenders during the time periods prior to and 
following implementation of the new DWI law. This 
portion of the OWl jail population is made up of 
persons who are booked at arrest. these 
individuals are frequently released on their own 
recognizance or post bail shortly after they are 
booked into jail. Those not getting out of jail'in 
a short period of time wait one to three days for 
an arraignment hearing. At a~raign~ent, a person 
is informed of the charge, and either can plead 
guilty or innocent. If a person pleads innocsnt he 
can be released from jail until his trial or, 
because of aggra~ating ~irc,mstanc~sj the judge can 
order the person·held in jail until the trial. In 
any case, all time spent in ja.il up to the time of 
sentencing is considered p~e~sentenced jail time. 
The vast majority of offenders in the presentence 
classification st~y in jail for a short period of 
time--usually less than one day. In a few cases, 
however, people are held for quite lengthy periods 
·of time. The people held fo~ longer periods of 
time often have additional charges filed against 
them or were under probation or parole supervision 
at the time of their arrest and ar~ held because 
the OWl 'charge violatea conditions of their 
supervis ion • ,To assis t in unders tanding the ex·tent 
to which these different subpopulations contribute 
to the use of bed space, Table 5 is divided into 
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tW0 parts. The first part deals with those persons 
with short lengths of stay (i.e., equal to or less 
than four days); the other part deals with those 
persons with longer lengths of stay (i.e., greater 
than four days). 

Table 6 shows the impact of the sentenced DWI 
offenders yho served their sentences in one time 
block on jail space and population. Because of the 
mandatory sentencing provisions of the new DWI law, 
this is the population that is most directly 
effected by the new law. The data for this 
population is subdivided into short and· long stay 
offenders in the same way that data in Table 5 for 
pre-sentence jail time was presented. This division 
is helpful because the new law should be expected 
to have greatest impact on those persons with short 
lengths of stay. This Table does not include 
information on, or include the impact of, those 
serving sentences on weekends. Data for this 
population is presented in Table 7 and is discussed 
separately later in this section. 

Assessment of the impact of changes in the law on 
the DWI presentence population is accomplished by 
comparing the percentage of jail bed days used for 
DWI offenders pre and post implementation of the 
law. The far left ~olumn reports the total number 
of bed days available in each jurisdiction's jail 
during th~ months for which data were coll~cted. 
For example, in King County the number of usable 
beds in the facility is multiplied by the number of 
days in the period studied (i.e., 996 beds times 
122 ~- the number of dayo in the 4 month period) 
yielding the number of potential beds days 
available -- 121,512. 

To determine the n"mber of bed days used for DWI 
offenders,. the estimated number of offenders within 
each specific DWI subpopulation is multiplied by 
the average length of stay for that group. The 
number of bed days used by each population is then 
divided by the total number of bed days available 
within the jail to yield a percentage of bed days 
in ~hat jurisdiction used for that specific DWI 
offender subpopulation. Finally, the percentages of 
total bed days used for the DWI subpopalation~ in 
the pre and post periods is computed. 
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Impact of the Presentence tiWI Offenders on Jail 
Space and Population 

There is no dir~c~ fa~ationship ~etween the new DWI 
law and changes iq the use of jails for the DWI 
presentenced popula~~on. A number of factors such 
as change in the number of DWI arrests made by 
police, the percentage of DWI ca~es booked into 
jail, change in the early release procedure in 'the 
jails, ~nd change in the propensity of judges to 
keep an offender in jail until sentencing could 
cause a change i~ the use of jail for this 
population. Ev~n though the new DWI law does not 
require changes in these areas, it is still 
possible that the law cou~d indirectly induce such 
changes. Whether or not a change in the 
presentence populat~on,is associated with the 
change in the DWI law, any change in confinement 
practices for this PWlpopul~tion could have a 
maj or impa ct f o,i jail p'opula ti on. A detailed 
examination of th~ ~hanges in confinement practices 

'for the presentenced DW~ offender population, to 
the extent that t~'y h~ve occurred, will help 
clarify reasons for changes in the jailed DWI 
population. 

Only three juris4ictions had incteases in the 
presentenced DW! population from the prep~riod to 
the post period. In both King and Spokane 
counties, the increase was caused by substantial 
increases in the length of stay in jail' for the 
long term (greater ~han four days) group of DWI 
detainees. Tqer~ w~s little change in the number 
of off~nders in ~he long term presentence g~oup in 
each county, but t~e length of stay for the group 
increased app~o~i~ately 20 days. The cause of such 
a change is unCertain, but it can not be logically 
construed to ~e a 4irect result of the new DWI law~ 

The DWI presentence population also grew in 
Bellingham City ~ai~. The increase in this 
population was caused by both an increase in the 
number of person~ booked and in the average length 
of stay for the ~hort term presentence population. 
It is possible tqat both a slight change in the 
police procedur~~ and the release policy of the 
jail in' Bellingha~ produced this increase. It is 
conceivable, tho4~h, that ,this change could be the 
result of a gener~l "toughening up" consistent with 
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the spirit pf the new DWI law in one location. 

The remainder of the jails in the study either 
experienced no change in the beds used by DWI 
presentence offenders or experienced a slight, 
decrease for this population. In cases where a 
population reduction occured, there would be a 
savings in beds on the presentence ~ide that qelps 
offset any impact of the new DWI law on the total 
jailed DWI population. 

Impact of the Sentenced DWI Offenders on Jail Space 
and Population 

The increased demand for· bed space for sentenced 
DWI offenders is directly linked to the new OWl 
law. In all major jail sites except on~, there was 
increased use of jail beds for sentenced DWI 
offenders. As might be expected, the greatest area 
of increase was in the sentenced short term 
(lengths of stay 4 days or less) offender group. 
There was a drastic increase in the ~entenced short 
term offender in King County, where an increase 
from 18 offenders in the preperiod to 792 in the 
post period was experienced~ In the Spokane County 
Jail, the number of offenders increased from 18 to 
252 during the same time period. The impact of 
this,increase in the number of offenders in the 
short term sentence group on jail bed space was 
further e~acerbated by a general increase in the 
length of stay for this group. 

The large increases in beds used by short term 
sentenced DWI offenders was partially balanced by a 
decrease in the demand for. bedE!' for long term 
sentenced DWI offenders in four jurisdictions. In 
each of these four cases, the decrease in long term 
sentenced DWI offenders was caused by a decrease in 
their average length of stay rather than by a 
reduction in the number of offenders sentenced to 
long term sentences. Because data 'for the 1980 
sample of DWI offenders could not be collected 
beyond July recQrds, it might be assumed that this 
reduction is at least partially an artifact created 
by the inability to follow the confinement of all 
DWI offenders to their ultimate release from jail. 
However, the reduction in length of stay was 
consistant in each of the post period months. 

The reduction in the length of stay for the long 
term sentenced group of DWI offenders in Pierce 
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County actually resulted in a reduction in the 
overall use of jail bed days for DWr offenders for 
the initial year of the new DWI law. A 129 jail 
bed day increase ,for the group of DWI of enders 
sentenced to short terms was more than offset by a 
reduction of over 900 bed days experienced for the 
long term sentence.d DWI, offender group. The length 
of stay for the long term DWI offenders in Pierce 
County was reduced from an average of 27.14 days in 
1979 to 11.03 day~ in 1980. 

Weekenders 

Because of the difficulty in determining the length 
of stay in jail for offenders who were allowed to 
serve their ·jail time in ~nstallments (i.e., some 
courts permitted offenders to serve multiday jail 
sentences by reporting on weekends or other' fixed 
days until their sentence had been served), this 
group of sentenced DWI offenders is analyzed 
separately. The two key issues associated with 
"weekende rs" are whe.the r there was an increas e in 
the use of weekend type sintences with the advent 
of the new DWI law an~ whether the use of weekend 
sentences caused'an increase in jail bed day use. 
As the information in Table 7 shows, there was at 
least a small increase in use of weekend sentences 
in most sites. Only Pierce County experienced a 
substantial increase in the number of people 
serving sentences' in weekend installments. The 
number of people receiving such sent~nces increased 
from 6 in the preperio~ to 129.in the post new law 
implementation period. Additional jail bed days 
used for the DWI offenders serving weekends in the 
Pierce County Jail increased by 318. King County 
also realized an increased demand for weekend jail 
bed days. Although the number of persons receiving 
weekend sentences ~ncreased by only 18 offenders in 
King County, the length of stay nearly doubled 
resulting in an increase in bed day use of 157 
beds. 

Yakima County presents an interesting pattern in 
the use of installment sentencing. Both 1979 and 
1980 were post years in terms of implementing a 
strict DWI law in Yakima County. It is interesting 
to note that at the same time overcrowding appeared 
to be seriously impacting the county's ability to 
jail DWI offenders (See Section IV), the use of 
weekend se~tences for DWI offenders has apparently 
decreased drastically. In 1979, the Yakima Cotinty 
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court sentenced 28 offenders to weekend installment 
sentences. In 1980, the use of these sentences 
came to a halt. This ~hange in court procedures 
saved Yakima County 112 jail bed days in 1980 for 
this OWl Offertder sentence gr~up. The importance 
of this reduced impact on weekend jail bed days is 
further highlighted when it is understood that 
weekends are traditiorially the time that populat~on 
in county jails peaks--often beyond capacity. 

The Yakima County experience brings to light one of 
the constraints operating on courts in sentencing 
OWl offenders. Weekend installment sentences can 
be 0 r de red a t t,h e dis c ret ion 0 f the co u r t s, to ma k e 
serving the jail sentence more convient for the OWl 
offender; however, this discretionary relief for 
the individual offender often has a qeterimental 
impact on jail operations. Another limitation of 
DWI weekend installment sentences aoms argue, is 
that the convenience of being allowed to serve jail 
time on weekends or other non-work days detracts 
from the punishment that is intended by the law. 
It is also,argued that the reduction in punishme~t 
afforded by weekend sentencing reduces the 
deterrent effect of mandatory sentencing. 

Jail Space and Population Summary 

The purpose of this section was to show how, and to 
what extent; the new DWI law has impacted bed space 
and population in local jails. The analysis has 
shown that the change in the law has had a clear 
impact on jail bed space and population. However, 
the analysis also clearly reveals that the change 
in the OWl law is not the only factor which impacts 
the OWl bffender portion of the jail population. 
Jail bed day use for short term sentenced OWl 
offenders was significantly imracted by the 
initiation of the law, resulting in an increased 
demand f~r bed days for this group. It is not 
clear; however, that the new OWl law is related to 
the increase in length of stay in the 10u g term 
presentenced group that led to increased use of 
jail bed days for this group in King and Spokane 
counties. The new DWI law may have had an indirect 
impact on these subpopulations, but it is likely 
that other changes in the criminal justice system 
such as court backlog, defense delays, or changes 
1n parole and probation holding practices have 
contributed to the increased length of stay of 
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presentence DWI offenders. 

In many jurisdictions, there were ch~nges in the 
various OWl jail subpopulations that counteracted 
the general increase ii the OWl population 
sentenced to short terms. In several instances the 
length of stay for long term sentenced OWl 
offenders was significantly reduced. Whether or 
not this reduction was planned or circumstantial, 
the effect was to reduce the over all demand for 
jail bed days in the King, Pierce, Spokane, and 
Yakima county jails. In Pierce County, this change 
in the long term 'sentenced group was responsible 
for an over all reductiori in jail bed days used for 
all OWl offender groups. 
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TABLE 5 

IMPACT OF PRE SENTENCE DIH OFFENDERS ON JAIL SPACE AND POPULATION* 

SHORT TE.RM (equal to and 1 ess than 4 days) LDrlG TERM (greater than 4 days) 
--

YEAR JAIL SAMPLE EST1r1ATED· AVERAGE ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE ESTIMATED 
PERIOD NUMBER OF LENGTH NUMBER OF OF NUMBER OF 

BED DAYS CASES OF STAY BED DAYS USE CASES 

1979 King County 121,512 1,170 .42 491 .40 102 
1980 King County 121,512 936 .33 309 .25 81 

1979 Enumclaw, City 732 32 .50 16 2.2 -0-
1980 Enumclaw, City 732 20 .?9 16 2.2 -0-

1979 Pierce County 42,700 498 .31 154 .36 21 
1980 Pierce County 42,700 558 .37 206 .48 18 

1979 Spokane County 44,408 220 .32 70 .16 12 
1980 Spokane County 44,408 154 .45 69 .16 14 

1979 Yakima County 33,672 228 .62 141 .42 68 
1980 Yakima County 33,672 244 .64 156 .46 32 

1979 Whatcom County 6,832 36 .28 10 .. 15 2 
1980 What.com County 6,832 60 .37 22 .32 8 

1979 Bell ingham, City 2,684 34 .. 18 6 .22 
,. 

-0-
1980 Bellingham, City 2,684 66 .39 26 ;97 -0-

1979 Adams County 1 , ~~52 54 .46 25 1.28 -0-
1980 Adams County 1 ,1~52 :30 .20 6 .31 -0-

1979 Pacific County 1,708 1lf .50 7 .04 2 
1980 Pac i fi c County 1,708 -0- -0- -0- -0- ~O-

*The cOmparison period for this table is l4arch, April, May and June for 1979 and 1980. 
Information is available for -January and February; however, because so many cases were 
pending from the old law in the early months of 1980, these months were not included 
in the analysis. 

. --

AVERAGE . ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE 
LENGTH NUMBER OF OF 
OF STAY ~ED DAYS USE 

12.11 1,235 1.02 
34.95 2,831 2.33 

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

37.19 781 1.83 
28.11 506 1.19 

18.44 221 .50 
36.99 518 1.17 

17.88 1,216 3.61 
34.84 1,115 3.31 

132'.00 264 3.86 
22:31 178 2.60 

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

8.0 16 .94 
-0- -0- -0-

TOTALS 

ESTIMATED ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE 
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF O~ 

CASES BED DAYS USE· 

1,272 1,726 1.42 
1,017 3,140 2.58 

32 16 2.2 
20 16 2.2' 

519 935 2.2 
576 712 1.67 

232 291 .66 
168 587 1.32 

296 1,357 4.03 
276 . 1,271 3.77 

38 274 4,01 
68 200 2.93 

-0- -0- -0-
66 26 .97 

'\' 

54 25 1.28 
30 6 .31 

16 23 1.35 
-0- -0- ,.0-
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TABLE 6 

IMPACT OF SENTENCED DWI OFFENDERS ON JAIL SPACE AND POPULATION* 

.l:-
i-' 

SHORT TERM (equal to ahd less than 4 days) LONG TERM (greater than 4 days) 

YEAR JAIL SAMPLE ESTIMATED AVERAGE ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE ESTIMATED 
PERIOD NUMBER OF LENGTH NUMBER OF OF NU~1BER OF 

BED DAYS CASES OF STAY BED DAYS USE CASES 

1979 King 121,512 18 2.00 36 .02 114 
1980 King 121,512 792 1.08 855 .70 117 

1979 Enumclaw 732 -0- -0- -0,- -0- -0-
1980 Enumclaw 732 ":0- -0- -0- -0-' -0-

1979 Pierce 42,700 12 .75 9 .02 54 
1980 Pierce 42,700 162 .85 138 .32 48 

1979 Spokane 44,408 18 1.0 36 .08 32 
1980 Spokane 44,408 2S2 1.06 267 .60 36 

1979 Yakima 33,672 212 .40 85 .25 100 
1980 Yakima 33,672 276 1.28 353 1.05 108 

1979 HhCJtcom .6,832 20 .50 10 .15 12 
1980 Whatcom , 6,832 114 1.10 125 1.83 40 

1979 Be 11 i ng ham 2,684 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
1980 Bell ingham 2.684 18 1.22 22 .82 2 

1979 Adams 1,952 -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
1980 Adams 1,952 -0- -0- -O~ -0:" -0-

1979 Pacific 1,708 4 1.49 6 .35 -0-
1980 Pacific 1,708 22 1.27 28 1:63 -0-

*The comparison period for thi's table is ~larch, April, May and June for 1979 and 1980. 
Information is available for January and February; however, because so many cases were 
pending from the old law in the early months of 1980, these months were not included 
in the analysis. 

" 

AVERAGE ESTIM~TED PERCENTAGE 
LENGTH NUMBER OF OF 
OF STAY BED DAYS USE 

16.35 1,864 1.53 
13.23 1,548 1. 27 

-0- -0,; -0-
-0- -0- -0-

27.14 1,466 3;4 
11.03 529 1.2 

25.00 800 1.8 
19.95 718 1.6 

24.67 2,467 7.3 
11 :80 1,274 3.8 

43.92 527 7.7 
24.23 969 14.2 

-0- -0- -0-
39.40 79 2.9 

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

TOTALS 

ESTIMATED ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE 
NUr~BER OF NUMBER OF OF 

CASES BED DAYS USE 

132 1,900 1.56 
909 2,403 : .97 

-0- -0- -0-, 
-0- -0- -0-

66 1,475 3.5 
210 667 1.56 

50 836 1.9 
288 985 2.2 

312 2,552 i.6 
384 1,627 ~.8 

32 537 7.9' 
154 1,094 ~5.0 

-0- -0- -0-
20 101 3.8 

-0- -0- -0-
-0- -0- -0-

4 149 .35 
22 127 1.&., 
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~fABLE 7 

D~II WEEKENDERS* 

ESTIt~ATED ESTIMATED 'CHANGE IN 

YEAR JAIL 
LENGTH t)F BED NUMBER OF 

NUMBER STAY DAYS BED DAYS 

1979 King 18 3.3 59 
1980 King 36 6.0 216 +157 

1979 Enumclaw -0- -0- -0-
1980 Enumclaw -0- -0- -0- None 

1979 Pierce 6 5r O 30 
1980 Pierce 129 2.7 348 +318 

1979 Spokane 2, 4.0 8 
1980 Spokane 12 5.6 67 +59 

1979 Yakima 28 4.0 112 
1980 Yakima -0- -0- -0- -112 

1979 ~~hatcom 2 1.0 ' 2 
1980 Whatcom 4 5.0 20 +18 

1979 Bellingham -0- -0- -0-
1980 Bellingham 2 1.0 2 +2 

1979 Adams -0- -0- -0-
1980 Adams 8 1.0 8 +8 

1979· Pacifi c 4 2.5 10 
1980 Pacific 4 1.5 6 -4 

*The cOil1pariso'n~er;~d for this table is ~1arch, April, t1ay and June for 1979 and 
1980. Informatl,On 15 available for January and February; however, because so many 
cases were pending from the old law in the early months of 1980'~ these months 
were not included in the. analysis. 
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6. COST IMPACT OF THE NEW DWI ~AW 

Driving while intoxicated is only one of many 
different kinds of crimes that the criminal justice. 
system processes. At the same time, the system 
that processes these c!imes consists of a large 
number of relatJveJl ~q~opomoHs el~ments, . A change 
in th~ handling of on~' ~f~me by one ~lement of the 
cr~~i~al justice ~yst~m,d~es not assu~e . 
corresponding changes in'the system~s, other 
elemen ts. As a resu-l t, it, 'is dif f icul·t to trace 
the cost of the new DWI law within the criminal 
justice system. 

Information from two sources is presented to assess 
the cost impact of the new DWI law., First, data on 
chan~es in jail bed .days associated with the new 
law are used in conjunction with State Jail 
Commission data on jail prisoner costs 'per day to 
estimate the extent that jail operating costs have 
increased in the sample counties. 'Second, the' 
findings of the cost impact survey of various 
segments of the criminal justice system complet~d 
for this study ate presented and discussed. 

Cost Impact on Local J~iLs 

Using the information that was generated in t,he 
previous section, it is possible to derive a rough 
estimate of the cos~ impac~ of the DWI law on local 
jails. ~ssuming that the change'in jail bed days 
used for DWIs can .be attributed to the new DWI law, 
it is possible to u~e prisoner-p~r-day cost to 
estimate the increased cost of ,operat;ing local 
jails. Obviously, this simplistic approach fails to 
consider that, under most conditions, there are no 
extra monies available when a increase in caseload 
is experienced. Jails basically operate, as do 
most segments of the criminal justice system, on a 
fixed budget. Increases 'in public agency budge~s 
to meet increased workloads are difficult to 
obtain. Far more frequently, public agencies 
absorb the increased worklaad, experiencing a 
concomitant reduction in the quality of services 
provided. 
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As table 8 shows, four of the jurisdictious 
included in the study experienced, increased 
workloads that may be attributed to implementation 
of the new OWl law. Tbe cost increases in the four 
jurisdictions are calculated for the four month 
sample pe~iod and then projected for a full year. 

The King County Jail has the highest estimated cost 
impact, an additional $115,044. The Spokane County 
Jail's estimated cost impact is $16,860, and 
Whatcom County Jail's estimated cost impact is 
$2[,930. The Bellingham City Jail had an estimated 
cost impact of $7 t 503. It was not possible to 
estim~te the impact of the DWI law,oD the Yakima 
County Jail because some of the data for 1~77--the 
pre-implementation year for Yakima County's local 
ordinance--had pe2n destroyed prior to the d~ta 
collection effort. The remaining jails in the study 
did not register a~ increase in the Qverall use of 
jail bed days. This 'does not indica te ~ however, 
that these jurisdictions were'.not impacted by the 
bew OWl law. All counties were impacted by the new 
OWl law, but other pressures on jail population may 
have masked the effect so as tD make changes in the 
DWI population appear as only a minor phenomenon. 

PisQussion of the Cost Impact, Survey 

Respotlses to a cost impact survey Were sought from 
various elements of the criminal justice system in 
King, Pierce, Spokane, and Whatcom counties. The 
r~sults of this cost impact survey were somewhat 
surprising. Initial informal inquiries had 
indicated ,that there was much greater cost impact 
than was formally reported in the survey responses. 
Many county officials remarked that the generally 
perceived high impact was not substantiated by a 
detailed review of the situation. The fact that 
fiscal impacts were generally lower than had been 
expected should not overshadow the cost impacts 
that are reported, not should they overshadow the 
fact that many of the costs are not easily measured 
in dollars but will be experienced ~s subtle 
changes in the quality of service. 

The King County Jail is probably the agency most 
affected by the new law. It has faced more 
commitments without a change in revenue. The 
courts in King County, however, are relatively 
unaffected by the law. The Pierce and Whatcom 
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County Jails report no cost impact at all due to 
the new law, in spite of having more commitments. 
The Spokane County Jail noted an increase in the 
cost-per-inmate-per-day and an increase in 
administrative errors caused by overcrowding. The 
survey also mentioned a "tenseness" in the jail due 
to overcrowding. The Enumclaw Jail expects future 
expenses, but this is due to an expected increase 
in ~emand for bed space from other counties. 

There seemed to be almost no impact on any of the 
District Courts. However, 'as was shown in Section 
II, the use of jury trials has in~reased with the 
implementation of the new DWI law. Clerks in 
several cou.rts told data collection staff that they 
had td find a way to absorb the inc~ea~ed workload, 
because new staff was not a possibility. After 
January 1, 1981, however, there may be an 
additional impact resulting from the implem~ntatlbn 
of new Court of Limited 'Jurisdiction procedures 
affecting the recording of proceedings and the 
appeal process. 

Superior Courts were not sampled in this survey~ 
There is evidence, however, that there may be a 
fairly substantial impa~t in appeal hear~ngs for 
this higher level court because of the increase in 
appeals in several counties (see section III for 
more information). 

Several probation departments were affected. Most 
reassigned staff to maximize supervision and 
instituted procedural changes to handle the 
increase in caseload. Several departments noted 
that time per case and quality of service was 
declining due to the increase in workload. 

Both prosecutors and public defenders mentioned an 
increase in trial preparation and trial activity. 
Some counties increased overtime in order to 
prepare trials. One county made use of, legal 
interns to handle the increase in trial activity. 
King and Whatcom County prosecutors could not 
foresee any future expenses, but the Pierce County 
Prosecutor's Office expected to hire a new staff 
attorney to handle DWI cases. Rellevu~ expressed a 
need for more staff. 

Few agencies reported an inc~ease or a decrease in 
revenues. No agency had purchased or leased new 
equipment or new space. Most of the cost impact 
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was in t~r~s of overt~me p~id to staff members. 

Charts 1 through 5 detai~t for ~~ch .lem~n~ of tbe 
crim~qal ju~tice sy~tem, the var~ous types of 
econo~i~ and or8~ntzat'~nal 'mpact tb~tmay be 
attribute4 to t6e n~w PWJ la~. . 
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TABLE 8 

1 ESTIMATED IMPACT OF THE NHI DHI LAI4 ON JAIL OPERATION COSTS 

CHANGE IN BED DAYS USED FOR Dm's COST ESTIMATED COST INCREASE 

COMBINED 1979 COST PER SAMPLE 
JAIL PRE SENTENCE SENTENCED WEEKENDERS CHANGE PRISONER DAY* PERIOD ANNUALIZED 

~ 

1 
I 

J~ 
r 

\ 
/ , 
I, 

1 

+1,414 +503 +157 +2, 074 $18.49 $38,348 $115,044 q 
No change No chang.e No change No change None II 

il !J 
-223 -808 +318 -267 $16.38 None' I' i I' 

I I 
+296 +149 +59 +504 $11.15 $5,620 $16,860 

I.! 
'j 

King County 

Enumclaw 

P·ierce County 

Spokane County 

i 
1 
I , 

t 
\ 
; 

! , 
l~l 

'\ j 

f\ 
f I 
11 
Ii 

CI 1 i 
Ii 
it n f : 

??1 

Pre/Post Comparison not possible A 
,~ 

-74 +557 +18 +501 $14.59 $7,310 $21,930 /' 

1 
(/./ 

+26 +101 +2 +129 $19.39 $2,501 $7,503 f) 

-19 No change +8 -11 None 

1 
-23 -22 -4 -49 None ~ 

'f 

Yakima 

Whatcom 

Be 11 i ng ham. 

Adams 

Pacific 

*Provided by the Washington State Jail Commission. 
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CHART 1 

~COST IMPACT TO ,JAILS 

STAFFING '~PROCEDURAL 'NHI 'NE~J .COST PER fREV£NUE 
JAIL CHANGES CHANGES 'EQUIP. SPACE CASE CHANGES ". 

KING NOT (1.) YES (2) NOT NOT YES (3) 'NO 
POSSIBLE POSSIBLE ~O.sSIBLE 

PIERCE NO NO NO NO NO 'NO 

SPOKANE NOT YES (:5') NO NO YIS :(6) .NO 
POSSIBL:E 

HHAICOM NOT NOT (7) NOT NOT .NO NO 
POSSIBLE POSSIBLE 

BELLINGHAM NO NO NO NO NO NO. 

ENUMCLAW NO NO NO NO NO ~NO 

Ex~lanation ofRes~onses: 

(1) More staff time is required to "book, process paperwork, cla,ssifyand monitor. 
(2) Due toov.ercrowding, Jail population is 'reducedby releas'ing .other~ypes of offenders. 
(3') By adding 40 to 50 persons ,per day at $25 p.er person., .the costs 'are ·increasin,g. 
(4 ) Due to projected ; ncr.eas.e of DiU book; ngs. 
(5) There ,has been anincr.ease in administrative .errorsand the jail is becoming more tense. 
(6) From $12 per day to $17 per day. . 

,FUTURE ,pUrURE,.:~ 
EXP,ENSE CHANGES' 

YES (4) NO 

'NO '.NO 

:NO NO 

.NO NO 

NO NO 

YES (8) NO 

(7) . Developed a pre-booking form ,to be filled out 'by .arresting officer to speed the delivery of a prisoner. 
(8) Due to ; ncreased use of j ail .byothercourts .and due to requests [by pri soners • 

..... '~"-"--'~-------.--------..,.\----------- -------_ ... _ ...... ---.. _._-----
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CHART 2 

COST I~1PACT TO ~1UNICIPAL COURTS 

STAFFING PROCEDURAL NEW NEW COST PER REVINUE 
COURT CHANGES CHANGES EQUIP. SPACE CASE CHANGES ---

SEATTLE rm NO NO NO NO NO 

ENUMCLA~J NO NO NO NO NO NO 

TACOMA NO NO NO NO NO NO ... 

GIG HARBOR NO NO NO NO NO NO 

SPOKANE NO SOME (1) NO NO NO UNKNOHN 

CHENEY NO YES (3) NO NO' NO NO 

BELLINGHAM NO NO (4) NO NO NO UNKNOWN 

Explanation of Responses: 

(1) More clerical time.was spent due to new forms and new procedures for jail commitments. 
(2) Possible changes if volume of cases and trials incr~ase substantially. 

FUTURE FUTURE 
EXPENSE CHANGES 

NO NO 

NO NO 

NO NO 

NO NO 

NO YES (2) 

NO NO 

NO NO (5) 

(3) More clerical time is being spent on jail commitments and alcohol rehabilitation .forms. 
(4) Because mor.e p~ople plead gu;,lty at arraignment now. 
(5') BecauSe full probation and alcohol .treatment are only recommended for defendant's whose breathalizer test 

score is .14 or above. . 
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CHART '3 

COST IMPACT TO PROBATION DEPARn1ENTS 

STAFFING PROCEDURAL NEH 
DEPARTMENT CHANGES CHANGES EQUIP. 

KING CO. NO NO NO 

SEATTLE ;NO YES (1 ) NO 

BELLEVUE YES (2 ) 'YES (3) NO 

PIERCE CO. YES (8 ) NO NOT 
. POSSIBLE 

SPOKANE NO NOT NO 
ANSWERED 

WHATCOM YES (n) YES (12) NO 

Ex~ 1 ana ti on of Res,Eonses: 

(1) Needed to establish sentencing guidelines. 
(~) Reassigned staff and added ov.ertime. 

NHJ COST PER 
SPACE CASE 

NO NO 

NO NO 

NO ,YES (4) 

NOT 'UNKNOlm 
POSSIBLE 

NO NO 

NO UNKNOl-IN 

REVENUE 
CHANGES 

'NO 

'NO 

YES (5) 

'NO 

NO 

,UNKNOHN 

(3) Needed to reduce services in other areas to handle the work load in OWl cases. 
(4) As c,aseload increased, the cost per case and ~the quality of service decreased. 
(5) Increased from approximately $13,950 in 1979 to $16,650 for 1980. 
(6) Will need to hire another counselor. 
(7) Did not specify changes. 
(8) Reassigned staff. 
(1) Expect more court referrals and more supervision necessary. 
(10) Need to increase capabilities. 
(11) Reassigned staff by staggering hours. 
(12) Administrative and clerical changes were made. 

FUTURE 
EXPENSE 

NO 

NO 

YES (6) 

YES (9) 

NO 

UNKNOHN 

(13) Services will probably be cut, more cases will be put on inactive status, clerks instead of counselors 
will supervise cases. 

""'"-,------.. -~~~.-.~ .... '"'"--.~-. 
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FUtURE 
CHANGES 

' NO 

NO 

YES (7) 

YES (10) 

NO 

YES (13) 
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CHART 4 

COST IMPACT TO PROSECUTORS 

COUNTY OR STAFFING PROCEDURAL NEH NEH COST PER REVENUE fUTURE 
CITY CHANGES CHANGES EQUIP. SPACE CASE CHANGES EiWENSE 

KING NO YES (1) NO NO NO NO NO 

PIERCE YES (2) NO (3) NOT NO YES (4) NO YES 
POSSIBLE 

SPOKANE Cost impact survey not returned. 

'l~HATCOM NO NO NO NO NO (5) NO NO 

BELLEVUE NO NO NO NO YES (6) NO YES (7) 

Explanation of Responses: 

(1) Due. to some. pressure from judges and alcoholism treatment programs, deferred prosecution was resumed 
on July 1, 1980. 

(2) Needed to reassign staff due to an increase in trials and needed to increase overtime. Will add,a new 
staff member if budget request is approved. 

(3) But it is becoming more difficult to maintain the level of services. 
(4) Due to an increase in overtime pay to staff members. 
(5) But there may be more jury trials. 
(6) Due to mo.re jail commitments. 
(7) Less guilty pleas and more eligibility for appointed counsel. 

+."')"'~""-~ .•. -.~----
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FUTURE 
CHANGES 

NO 

NO 

NO. 

NO 
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CHART 5 

COST IMPACT TO COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDERS 

STAFFING PROCEDURAL NEW NEW COST PER REVENUE FUTURE 
COUNTY CHANGES CHANGES EQUIP. SPACE CASE CHANGES EXPENSE 

KING Cost impact surVf~y not returned • 

PIERCE YES (1) YES (2) NO NOT (3) YES (4). NO YES (5) 
POSSIBLE 

SPOKANE YES (6) YES (7) NOT NOT UNKNmm NO YES (8) 
POSSIBLE POSSIBLE 

WHATCOM NO. YES (1.0 ) NO NO NO NO YES (11 ) 

Explanation of Resp6nses: 

{1} Staff spent mo,r'e time on trials and less time in negotiating. More staff overtime is now used. Need 
a new staff mf:mber. 

(2) The fines havf~ been standardized at a higher level than before; hence, poverty level clients cannot 
afford to pay the fines and they serve more time in jail in lieu of paying fines. 

(3) Will need neW' space if additional staff member is granted. ' 
(4) DU'I;' tp moreqvertime pay, the cost per case has increased. Unable to give precisE- figures. 
(5) Due to addit:ional trials. 
(6) Reassigned staff and used more legal interns for investigation and trial preparation. 
(7) More time needed in investigation and trial preparation. 
(8) Will ne,ed to assign more staff to pleadin{h investigation, and trials. 
(9) Exactly how procedures will change is uncertain at this time. 
(10) Attorneys' 'home phone numbers have been posted in the county jail for D~II ai'restees. Attorneys are 

paid $30 per phone call received at home. . 
(11) At $30 per phone call, the cost to the county will i.ncrease for defending indigent DWI aY'restees. 

," 

FUTURE 
CHANGES 

NO 

YES (9) 

NO 

I '-,.. 
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CONFINEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR DWI OFFENDERS 

This section reports on the availability and 
utilization of alternative confinement facilities 
for DWI offenders. The new DWI law does not allow 
a sentencing judge the freedom to defer or excuse a 
person convicted of a DWI from the mandatory jail 
sentence just because a person is placied in an 
alcohol treatment facil~ty. At the same time, the 
law rrquires that this study address the existence 
of alternative facilities to which DWI offenders 
could be committed. Under the new law~ a judge can 
excuse a person fr~m the mandatory jail sentence 
only for physical or mental health reasons. 
Therefore, there are presently no alternatives for 
jailing DWI offenders. 

The new DWI law does, however, express an interest 
in the treatment of DWI offenders. It requires the 
use of alcohol education classes for DWI offenders. 
Futhermore, there is implicit support in the law 
for continued use of alcohol treatment facilities. 
When the law is amended regarding confinement 
facilities, as seems probable given the requirement 
that alternatives be examined, these facilities 
could be considered as alternatives for 
confinement. The availability, use, and cost of 
alcohol treatment ~ites are delineated for four 
counties -- King, Pierce, Spokane, and Whatcom. 

In general, in-patient alcohol treatment programs 
have not experienced an increase in DWI referrals 
under the new law. jublicprograms had little ,or no 
vacant bed space, yet private institutions 
represent a relatively under used resource. 

The program administrLtors contacted indicated two 
opposing responses to the new law. Some felt the 
new law was detrimental because the mandatory 
sentencing provisions are delaying, or preventing, 
tre&tment. Others felt that the threat of jail time 
provoked alcoholics to seek help. 

Most Alcohol Information Schools (AIS) have not 
noted an increase in enrollments. At many AIS 
programs, particularly in King County, enrollments 
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are below 1979 levels, and it was thought " 
enrollments would be even lower if it were not for 
a recent increase in voluntary enrollments. Tb~se 
voluntary enrollments are made at the suggestion of 
defense attorneys before the trial. The lower 
en~ollment levels were caused,in the opinion of 
several King County AIS administrators, by an 
increase in the time a OWl case takes in court. 
TheY believed that fewer guilty pleas and more 
appeals were responsible for slowing the flow of 
OWl co~victed persons to the AIS programs. 

There are other factors th~t may also affect the 
King County AIS programs. Some judges require 
enrollment at a specific AIS, possibly because tnat 
specific progra~ offers a l6nger program; this 
increases the enrollments at certain programs and 
reduces ~he enrollments in others. Cost also is a 
factor in enrollment. When defendants are able to 
"s hop around" f or all AI S program, they enroll in 
those programs that are the least expensive. 
Charts 6 through 9 provide detailed information 
concerning the alternative placement sites for OWl 
off~Q.ders ." 
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CHART 6 

ALCOHOL PROGRAMS ACCEPTING COURT REFERRALS 

(In-Patient Care Programs) 

PROGRAM TYPE 

KING COUNTY 

Alcenas-ATC Private 

V.A. Hospital Public 

Cabrini Hospital Private 

Cedar Hi 11 s-ATC Public 

North West",:,ATC Public 

Pioneer-ATC Public 

Riverton Hospital Private 

Shadel Hospital Private 

PIERCE COUNTY 

Puget Sounty Hospital Private 

V.A. Hospital Public 

SPOKANE COUNTY 

Raleigh Hills Hospital Private 

WHATCOM COUNTY 

Olympic Center-ATC Private 

*Services Provided: 
A = In-patient care 
B = Out-patient care 
8+= Out-patient care 

a fter res i dency 

C = Follow-up care, monitoring 
o = Family counseling 
E = l~ork release 
F = Other (AA, antibuse, etc. ) 

(1) For the last 6 months of 1979 
(2) Estimate only 

SERVICES 
PROVIDEO* 

A, B, 0 

A, 8+"F 

A, 8, C 

A 

A, 8, C, 

A, B, C, 

A, B, C 

A 

A, 8, C, 

A, B, C 

A, 8, C 

A, B, C, 

1980** refers to the first 6 months only 

55 

0 

E 

0 

F 

TOTAL OWl 
REFERRALS 

1979 

30 - 40 

96 (2) 

10 

21 (1) 

86 (1) 

35 (1) 

24 (2) 

15 

156 (2) 

23 (2) 

100 (2) 

TOTAL O~JI 
REFERRALS 
1980** 

20 

48 (2) 

6 

34 

58 

17 (2) 

12 (2) 

15 

78 (2) 

12 (2) 

55 (2) 
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CHART 7 

ALCOHOL PRoGRAMS ACCEPTING COURT REFERRALS - CAPACity. 

(In-patient Care Programs) 

PROGRAM 

King County 

AlcenaS 

V.A. Hospital 

Cabrini Hospital 

Cedar Hills 

North West 

Pioneer 

Riv.erton Hospital 

Shadel HosPital 

Pierce County 

tOTAL 
PATIENTS 

1919 

950 

240 

382 

192 (1) 

418 

656 

1,353 

400 

TOTAL 
PATIENTS 

1980* 

120 

299 

257 

197 

320 

421 

422 

Puget Souhd. Hospital 

V.A. Hospital 

Not available 

625 (2) 

Spokane County 

Raleigh Hills Hospital 450. 

Hhatcom Countt 

Olympi c Center 198 

*For the first 6 months only. 

(1) For the last 6 ~onths of 1979. 
(2) Estimate only. . 

312 (2) 

225 

110 

56 

BED 
CAPACITY 

1979 

82 

16 

23 

128 

36 

105 

32 

58 

34 

21 

BED 
CAPACJTY 

1980* 

82 

16 

23 

128 

36 

105 

38 

, 58 

21 

39 

14 

21 

1 
II 
J 

) 

;: \. 
, .j 

: 'I 

. CHART 8 

ALCOHOL PROGRAMS ACCEPTING COURT RE~ERRALS - COST 

PROGRAM 

King County 

Alcenas 

V.A. Hospital 

Cabrini Hospital 

Cedar Hills 

North Hest 

Pioneer 

Riverton Hospital 

Shadel Hospital 

Pierce County 

Puget Sound Hospital 

V .A . Hospital 

Spokane County 

Rale~gh Hills Hospital 

Whatcom County 

Olympic Center 

(In~patient Care Programs) 

AVERAGE 
LENGTH 'OF 

STAY (DAYS) 

28 

14/49 

21 

90 

28 

28/75 

23 

14 

21 

39 

14 

28 

57 

COST PER 
DAY. 
1979 

$130.00 

$225.00 

$162.00 

$17.29 

$55.00 

$22.00 

$174.00 

$225.00 

$110.00 

$156.00 

$360.00 

$80.00 

COST PER 
DAY 
1980 

$130.00 

$225.00 

$162.00 

$17.29 

$55.00 

$22.00 

$174.00 

$225.00 

$110.00 

$169.00 

$360.00 

$80.00 
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CHART 9 I 
I' 
I ! II lei 

ALCOHOL PROGRAMS ACCEPTING COURT REFERRALS - VACANCIES I ,l i 
1 l 

(In-patient Care Programs) I II 
, I 

,1 I, 

!!' ' I , I 

TURNED Al~A Y TURNED AWAY BED SPACE I ~ OWl REFERRALS DWI REFERRALS VACANCIES I " PROGRAM 1979 (3) . 1980 (3) 1979 & 1980 
f King County 

Alcenas NO NO YES 

V .A. Hospital YES YES NO 
,\ 

Cabrini Hospital YES YES YES \,\ 

i\; 

Cedar Hills YES YES NO \~ 
1 \, 

\' 

North Hest NO NO YES i 

1\ Pioneer NO NO YES 

Riverton Hospital NO NO YES U 

,I Shadel Hospi tal YES YES YES APPENDIX I 

Pierce CouQ!l. tl 
a 

Puget Sound Hospi ta,l NO NO YES 1 
I 

FIVE YEAR COMPARATIVE ARREST 1 

V.A. Hospital NO YES NO I 
i DATA FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES f 

Spokane County I I 
f 

Raleigh Hills Hospital NO NO YES 

I I 
1 ~I Ii 

11 \'lha tcom County ! 
" 

[I 
t ~ 

( 

Olympic Center NO NO YES ~ 
:{ 

H 

. fl " 

If 
(3) Due to '1 ack of space " 

" 

j 
'i 

58 

L 
59 

j 

f , I 
---1 



r 

't , 

This appe~dix shows the number qf DWI arrests made for cities 

and counties (counties .here r~present the area co.yer~d by the Sheriff's 

Departments) for the time period of 1975 to 1979. Various other reported 

crime frequencies are also reported so that· the trends of different crime 

catego~ies can be contrasted with the DWI category. 

Following the detail presentation for both the cities and c.ounties, 

various types of summary informat~~n are reported. First, the average 

number of DWI arrests are reported for each city and county. Next, the 

av~rage number of DWI a.rrests are presented for the various size class-

ifications of cities and counties. Finally, the statewide average for 

DWI arrests are presented. 

61 
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1--1 

_0 - d 
"\ 

' 1 j ; 1 
, ' i 
I 

j 
\ f 

POP GTC1' PT1 PT2 VI PRP DWI '*,-. I' , ! 

POP G'l'OT PTI PT2 VI PRP DWI ** II 
CAMAS 76 5990 569 94 475 2 92 47 11 

ABBRDJ::El\l 75 18522 1827 319 1508 36 283 285 

\ i 
CAMAS 77 6010 566 90 476 9 81 37 

II ABEIWEEN 76 18980 1751 353 1398 29 324 372 CAMAS 78 6000 839 74 765 1 73 66 

ABERDEEN 77 18900 1602 387 1215 4_5 342 247 CAMAS 79 5900 -403 73 330 8 65 51 

ABERDEEN 78 19100 1762 364 1398 26 337 205 I ABERDEEN 79 19075 3131 448 2683 41 407 179 
c: 

CEN. WA. S'l'A'l'E 78 0 194, - 30 164 5 25 9 11 
I CEN.WA.S'I'ATE 79 0 149 30 , 0 3 27 2 II , 

ANACOR'l'ES 76 8010 428 140 288 5 135 26 J II 
ANACORTES 77 82:00 589 118 471 11 107 _86 

j 
i 

ANACORTES 78 8550 764 126 638 5 121 183 CHEHALIS 75 6387 337 81 256 6 75 22 

ANACORTES 79 8870 470 81 389 3 78 101 CHEHALIS 76 5940 314 85 229 85 43 ! 
CHEHALIS 77 5900 290 70 220 -7 63 52 I 

J 
CHEHALIS 78 5990 -170 31 139 5 26 45 ! 

I 

AUBURN 76 22600 923 479 444 29 450 60 
\ CHEHALIS 79 6000 385 126 259 13 113 59 I 

i I 
AUBURN 77 23055 858 372 486 21 351 63 I I 

AUBURN 78 2475U 775 378 397 22 356 62 
'-' 

1 

/I 
AUBURN 79 25735 911 454 457 66 388 96 CHENEY 76 6637 219 71 148 3 68 26 I! 

CHENEY 77 - 6685 314 78 236 5 73 28 !I 

1 

C;:HENEY 78 7092 287 63 224 4 55 15 t ~ 

bLAINE 75 2272 396 50 346 9 41 137 Cl1ENEY 73 7110 173 
it 

66 107 3 63 15 Ii 
BLAINE 76 2265 405 37 368 1 36 125 

-) 

I 
II 

HLAINE 77 2360 554 71 483 10 61 114 If 
HLAINE 78 2410- 284 35 249 2 33 36 CLARKSTON 75 6875 296· 96 200 4 92 20 

l;LAINE 79 2500 447 75 372 6 69 74 ! CLARKSTON 76 6920 277 100 1.77 6 94 17 II CLARKS'l'ON 77 7050 329 102 227 17 85 33 I 
! CLARKSTON 78 7090 95 11 138 84 0 38 

I{ 
BONNEY LAKE 79 4900 156 28 128 4 24 28 CLARKSTON 79 7310 241 131 110 14 117 22 !j 

I' 
! II I 

BOTi:1ELL 76 6036 182 60 122 6 54 34 ! CLE ELUM 76 1725 55 13 42 13 3 

bOTUELL 77 6295 189 52 137 4 48 32 1 CLE ELUM 77 1725 126 33 93 1 32 2 
II 

BOTHELL 78 6708 213 61 153 3 58 21 I CLE ELUM 78 1725 167 52 115 2 50 18 
II 

! 
II 

j I' 
l;OTHELL 79 7138 319 100 219 -3 97 29 ] CLE ELUM 79 1735 108 26 82 0 26 12 

II 
, 

I l;REMER'l'ON 76 421lji) 2185 648 1537 60 588 197 CLYDE HILL 76 3185 274 154 120 154 17 
J 

BHEMERTON 77 43160 2460 706 1754 86 619 171 
I CLYDE HILL 77 3073 102- ~ ! 7 95 7 3 

B REt'iERTON 78 36100 2379 790 1589 77 713 177 j CLYDE HILL 78 3150 88 15 73 0 ),6 2 il 

l; RE1'iERTON 79 36850 2893 880 2013 97 783 164 CLYDE HILL 79 3210 77 2 75 0 2 2 ft 1 
I II , 

BUCKLEY 76 3085 301 27 274 27 59 ! COLLEGE PL. 76 5120 89 9 80 \ 
2 7 27 II 

l:SUCKLEY 77 3030 196 16 180 16 39 j COLLEGE PL. 77 5215 87 10 77 3 7 24 
If 

BUCKLEY 78 3054 242 36 206 5 31 46 'j COLLEGE PL. 78 5289 30 9 21 0_ 9 7 
, 

!"iUC~LEY 79 3100 352 32 320 0 32 29 1 COLLEGE PL._ 79 5530 79 36 43 2 34 11 ~ 
.... ~ 

B UHLING'l'ON 76 3400 271 93 178 7 86 10 

I/: 
COLVILLE 75 4350 180 60 120 1 59 15 f 

BUHLING'rON 77 3368 244 67 177 6 61 20 COLVILLE 77 4347 236 59 177 1 58 27 
\ 
1\ 

1:nJ~LINGTON 78 3515 227 53 174 2 51 8 f .I. COLVILLE 78 4500 168 51 - 117 0 51 16 n 

BURLINGTON 79 3625 417 65 352 4 61 67 COLVILL_E 79 4830 234 51 183 1 50 28 \ r 
I 
! 

** See footnotes that follow : j 
· ..• i.t. i 

~,; I 63 I? 

"I * S~e footnotes that follow 
- f" OJ 

I I 
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POP GTOT 

CONNELL 
CONNELL 
CONNELL 

COSMOPOLIS 
COSMOPOLIS 
COSM'oPOLIS 

DAY'l'ON 
DAYTQN 
lJAYTON 
DAY'fON 

DES MOINES 
DES MOINES 
DES MOINES 
DES MOINES 

E LLENSB ut1G 

ELMA 
ELMA 
ELMA 

ENUMCLAW 
ENUMCLAW 
ENUMCLAW 
I:: NW1CLAW 

EPllRATA 
EPHRATA 
EPHRATA 
EPHRATA 

FIRCRES'l' 
FIRCREST 
FIRCREST 

76 
77 
78 

77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

79 

77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 

1780 
1904 
2032 

1590 
1600 
1605 

2646 
2650 
265'0 
2660 

6460 
6730 
6900 
7405 

13000 

2452 
2562 
2750 

4800 
4710 
4800 
5135 

5280 
5320 
5430 
5500 

5800 
5700 
5960 

GHAND COULEE 79 1325 

HOQUIAM 
HOQUIAM 
HOQUIAM 

76 10445 
77 10430 
78 10400 

181 
167 

bS 

20 
7 
6 

109 
i43 

62 
64 

506 
661 
448 
389 

633 

220 
359 
379 

222. 
252 
316 
275 

175 
4i9 
213 
194 

i'09 
113 
140 

75 

721 
1024 

703 

** See footndtes that follow 

PTI 

8 
15 

6 

1 
o 
3 

18 
13 

3 
14 

79 
94 
92 
78 

196 

18 
5,6 
43 

47 
68 
64 
85 

15 
89 
,58 
23 

8 
15 

9 

19 

119 
54 
78 

PT2 VI PRP OWL ** 

173 
152 

'62 

20 
7 
3 

91 
130 

59 
50 

427 
567 
330 
311 

437 

202 
303 
336 

175 
184 
252 
190 

160 
330 
155 
171 

101 
98 

131 

1 

o 
o 

3 
2 
o 
2 

10 
0\\ 
8 
4 

9 

2 
7 

15 

1 
4 

2 
o 
1 

4 
1 

56 1 

602 16 
970 14 
625 2 

64 

8 
15 

5 

1 
o 
3 

15 
11 

3 
12 

'69 
90 
84 
74 

187 

16 
49 
28 

47 
68 
63 
81 

is 
87 
58 
22 

a 
11 

. 8 

18 

103 
40 
76 

45 
47 

8 

6 
o 
o 

136 
14.5 

57 
j,lS 

68 

38 
56 
89 

19 
21 
30 
18 

57 
26 
fi6 
51 

20 
23 
12 

26 

185 
452 
218 

-,-

'r 

-no ~.~---~~...-----~---
~~------------~-~------~.-~~~ -

j 
.1 
I ~ 

J 

I 
1 

I 
'I 

1 
i 
I 

HOQUIAM 

ILWACO 

ISSAQUAH 
ISSAQUAH 
ISSAQUAH 
ISSAQUAH 

KENNEWICK 
KENNEWICK 
l<ENNEWICK 
KENNEWICK 

KENT 
KENT 
KENT 
I<EN'f 

KIRKLAND 
KIRKLAND 

LACEY 
LACEY 
LACEY 
LACEY 

LONG BEACH 

LONGVIEW 
LONGVIEW 
LONGVIEW 
LONGVIEW 

L.YNNWOOD 
LYNNWOOD 
LYNNWOOD 
LYNNWOOD 

MCCLEARY 
MCCLEARY 
MCCLEARY 

MEDINA 

POP GTOT 

79 10400 

79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

77 
78 

76 
77 
78 
79 

79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
7& 
79 

77 
78 
79 

76 

575 

4850 
5078 
5055 
5160 

21301 
23638 
26564 
29810 

17500, 
18250 
19400 
21100 

15350 
17000 

11860 
11807 
12660 
13800 

1100 

29500 
29830 
30200 
31100 

20150 
21450 
21470 
22600 

1315 
1362 
1400 

3270 

713 

41 

412 
580 
532 
533 

1580 
1615 
2311 
3260 

724 
562 
763 
699 

610 
714 

536 
684 
673 
684 

133 

2273 
2056 
2260 
2132 

786 
729 
556 
640 

52 
76 

127 

43 

** See footnotes that follow 

PTI PT2 VI PRP OWL ** 
96 .617 21 

15 

III 
124 

94 
121 

357 
515 
826 
972 

266 
188 

25 
274 

224 
308 

171 
288 
313 
308 

32 

52), 
474 
643 
569 

311 
208 
191 
209 

10 
47 

. 18 

26 . 1 

301 12 
456 5 
438 8 

,412 0 

1223 19 
1100 18 
1485 17 
2288 21 

458 31 
374 18 
468 270 
425 34 

386 6 
406 11 

365 3 
396 7 
360 9 
376 14 

101 4 

1752 22 
1582 24 
1617 24 
1563 32 

47,5 37 
52!. 19 
3BO 27 
431 27 

52 
66 1 
80 2 

25 6 

65 

75 152 

14 

99 
119 

86 
121 

337 
497 
809 
951 

235 
168 

o 
240 

218 
297 

168 
281 
304 
294 

28 

499 
450 
619 
537 

274 
189 
164 
182 

9 
45 

12 

2 

55 
71 
57 
69 

289 
177 
217 
297 

170 
131 

55 
69 

143 
132 

'39 
30 
39 
49 

39 

323 
302 
248 
260 

144 
213 
142 
193 

19 
24 
11 

11 

.\ n 
/j 
I ; 

1/ u 
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~ 
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11 
i 
I POP GTOT PTI PT2 VI PRP DvlI ** 

POP G'l'OT PTI PT2 VI PRP DW! ** ! , 
MEDINA 77 3280 49 14 35 4 10 7 

'i' 
j 

"-
MEDINA 78 3280 62 22 40 1 21 4 I OTHELLO 75 4508 367 72 295 2 70 77 
MEDINA 79 3260 53 14 39 0 14 5 ti f}ll'HELLO 76 4504 319 60 259 3 57 59 

Ott'HELLO 77 4570 338 57 281 1 56 56 

\1 
b'I'HELLO 78 4649 450 50 400 6 44 57 

MILTON 76 2650 70 11 59 2 9 18 I 
79 4670 343 54 289 8 46 74 ! OTHELLO 

t>lILTON 77 2624 60 3 57 1 2 27 
MILTON 78 2747 17 0 17 0 0 11 

1 

II 
PASCO 75 14654 1169 215 954 25 190 131 
PASCO 76 14618 1022 225 797 31 194 105 

MONROE 76 2695 239 81 158 5 76 37 

~ 
PASCO 77 15375 1029 222 . 807 35 187 150 

MONROE 77 2725 338 97 241 12 85 44 PASCO 78 16000 938 220 718 50 170 151 
MONROE 78 2730 320 97 223 6 91 43 .1 PASCO 79 16370 974 265 709 43 222 146 
MONROE 79 2775 323 86 237 3 83 17 1 

I PORT ANGELES 76 16506 1451 322 1129 19 303 110 
MONTESANO 79 2850 193 31 162 0 31 34 ! PORT ANGEf.,ES 77 16890 1587 300 1287 20 278 123 ~ PORT ANGELES 78 1'7025 1328 316 ' 1012 20 295 107 

I II I PORT ANGELES 79 17375 1439 321 1118 22 299 113 {' NOSES LAKE 76 10165 '977 167 B15 22 140 131 
11 NOSES LAKE 77 10475 1018 202 816 26 176 138 I 
I MOSES LAKE 73 10900 630 171 459 14 157 82 . I PORT ORCHARD 77 4280 342 106 236 7 99 138 

MOSES LAKE 79 11300 726 164 562 7 157 115 ! PORT ORCHARD 78 4295 361 107 254 12 95 109 

\ 
I PORT ORCHARD 79 4620 310 101 209 10 91 96 1 

II MOUNT VERNON 76 10300 916 ,276 640 8 268 86 
MOUNT VERNON 77 11021 855 272 583 12 260 80 JI POR'l' TOWNSND 76 5500 318 77 241 1 76 11 

II MOUNT VERNON 78 11600 999 243 756 6 237 94 
11 

PORT 'rOWNSND 77 5655 403 80 323 4 76 41 
["IOUNT VERNON 79 126QO 997 2~2 765 12 220 56 PORT TOWNSND 78 5700 344 59 28'S 1 . 58 47 

r 
, 

~ PORT TOWNSND 79 5800 349 48 301 3 45 58 !~ , '1 
45 ! MOUNTLAKE TR 76 16400 682 160 522 8 152 ! ' [ 1'10UNTLAKE TR 77 16550 725 217 50B 6 211 88 PROSSER 76 3150 205 27 178 1 26 35 

MOUNTLAKE TR 78 16900 651 215 436 8 207 91 PROSSER 77 3335 206 24 182 3 21 44 I) 
MOUNTLAKE TR 79 17770 602 253 349 14 239 37 1 PROSSER 78 3400 162 14 148 2 12 38 II 

I PROSSER 79 3788. 192, 33 159 2 31 56 tl 
NOR['lANDY 76 4351 89 28 61 7 21 26 I Ij PK. Ir NORMANDY PK. 77 4500 145 10 135 1 9 5~ PULLMAN 76 23500 448 71 31'7 12 59 88 

,1 NORMANDY PK. 78 4635 81 4 77 2 2 ~6 PULLMAN 77 23500 287 67 220 5 62 87 
NOHMANDY PK. 79 4775 26 ~O 16 ~ a 9 PULLMAN 78 23300 436 69 367 10 59 121 i c') 

PULLMAN 79 23050 349 68 281 3 65 123 

OAK HARBOR 76 11271 900 251 649 9 24~ 144 
OA~ HARBOR 77 11618 767 161 606 12 ),49 95 -=. PUYALLUP 76 15500 758 246 512 7 239 70 
OAK HAHBOR 78 11980 660 167- 4~3 7 160 68 

" PUYALLUP 77 15757 970 229 741 5 222 92 
OAK HARBOR 79 12070 596 185 411 9 176 80 ,PUYALLUP 78 16300 1160 259 901 6 253 99 

;" . PUYALLUP 79 16900 1314 346 968 6 340 90 

OCEAN SHORES 76 1021 70 15 55 2 13 23 
~ 

OCEAN SHORES 77 1280 80 lQ 70 1 9 .30 QUINCY 79 3580 171 52 119 11 41 29 1\ 
OCEAN SHORES 78 J398 71 16 55 4 12 14 , , 1\ OCBAN SHORES 79 1604 104 37 67 2 35 20 

1/ 67 
**Bee footnote~ that follow 66 ** See footnotes that follow 
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I 

PT2 PRP OWl ** 1 I ·1 
POP GTOT PTI VI I POP GTOT PTl PT2 VI PRP DWI ** I j 

! I ' 

HAYIVlOND 78 3095 144 33 III 4 29 18 
11 SNOHOMISH 79 5050 394 204 190 37 167 30 

i l 
! r 

HAYIViOND 79 3i75 171 .38 133 2 36 22 , .. Ii 
,'I I J 

I 11 
130 

! BUU'I'll BEND 79 1820 53 5 48 0 5 30 ~I 
REDt'IOND 76 16,445 430 114 316 5 109 

j I REDMOND 77 17757 594 165 429 10 155 136 
REDMOND 78 19860 471 169 302 10 155 106 ,I 

SP01~ANE 76 174500 8371 2771 5600 274 2498 401 
REDMOND 79 21360 772- 232 540 5 227 i40 ! SPOKANE 77 174500 7811 2658 5153 208 2445 714 I 

1 SPOKANE 78 176700' 7555 2990 4565 304 2678 662 

358 '1 
SPOKANE 79 179200 7401 3301 4,100 302 2999 291 

RENTON 76 26039 1873 350 1523 26 323 
RENTON 77 27150 1943 376 1567 15 361 448 

f RENTON 78 29300 2127 504 1623 13 491 311 STE I LACOOIVl 78 4600 204 46 158 6 40 44 
HENTON 79 30700 2294 654 1640 41 613 443 1 STEILACOOI"l 79 4700 210 18 192 6 12 36 

1 
RICHLAND 76 30009 1183 190 993 10 180 259 ! SUMNER 76 4327 174 75 99 5 70 36 
H ICHLAND 77 31051 1402 175 1227 20 155 . 368 I SUMNER 77 4400 174 55 119 2 53 . 35 I 
RICHLAND 78 32350 920 173 747 20 153 269 SUl'1NEl1 78 4670 126 44 82 1 43 24 

~ R ICBLAND 79 33550 1033 307 726 14 293 240 
'I 

SUMNER 79 4800 159 104 55 0 104 14 
II 

I I HIDGEFIELD 76 1026 107 .19 88 19 11 I SUNNYSIDE 76 7440 1195 252 943 26 226 201 
lUDGEFIELD 77 952 119 9 110 9 8 I SUNNYSIDE 77 7600 1044 136 908 6 130 148 
h IDGEIi'IELD 78 1020 81 12 69 0 12 2 SUNNYSIDE 78 7850 1398 265 1133 6 259 193 ~l I 

SUNNYSIDE 79 7920 1220 200 1020 13 187 179 1\ 

SEA-TAC AIRP 79 0 308 78 23,0 11 67 33 1/ 
II 

I 
TACOMA 76 156500 6695 2670 4025 301 2367 .799 
TACUMA 77 156000 7652 3120 4532 405 2710 877 !I 

SEA'l'TLE 76 503500 27645 7191 20454 548 6638 915 'fACOMA 78 156500 7147 3067 4080 321 2741 896 ! 
SEATTLE 77 500000 42185 8682 33503 680 6002 3837 I TACOMA 7.9 157800 7202 3136 4066 422 2714 724 j I 
SEAT'l'LE 78 490000 38779 8586 29896 634 7547 2965 ! 

1 
SEATTLE 79 497300 45087 10692 34395 915 9777 3166 I 

f 

[I I TUKWILA 76 3300 1511 1125 386 20 1105 57 

~ TUKWILA 77 3037 1647 1310 337 16 1293 60 II 
S l!:DRO WOOLEY 76 5260 338 86 252 1 85 27 TUKWILA 78 3160 1641 1143 498 12 1130 60 I SEDHO WOOLEY 77 5260 398 III 287 13 98 28 1 TUK~'iI LA 79 3430 1515 1116 399 18 1098 82 
S EORO WOOLEY 78 5443 423 11.8 305 22 96 47 j 

1\ SEmw WOOLE~ 79 5580 433 i17 316 9 108 54 ! 

I 
VANCOUVER 75 47156 1760 398 1362 42 356 299 II 

1i 
VANCOUVEH 76 46500 2200 519 1681 50 469 385 11 

SELAH 78 3930 272 108 164 !- :2 76 VANCOUVER 77 46500 2i38 550 1588 37 513 282 II 
<j SELAH 79 4090 224 49 175 15 34 31 I VANCOUVER 78 46900 1930 541 1389 52 485 199 1 ;! 

j ;1 VANCOUVER 79 47400 1864 441 1423 33 408 182 
J 

t ~ SHEL'rON 76 6.480 499 145 354 5 140 42 
i' ,'I " 
" SHELTON 77 6650 673 141 532 8 133 90 If WAI'rSI:3Uf-tG 79 1070 37 22 15 0 '22 1 
!! tiUI;:LTON 78 6850 578 148 430 4 144 93 
H 164 182 

L,. 
., bH{::LTON 79 7020 844 174 670 10 
.~ 

1 WALLA WALLA 76 23840 1949 233 1716 7 226 61 
WALLA WALLA 77 24300 1956 365 1591 23 342 13'0 

S NOtlO!llI S H 77 4935 408 169 239 7 162 50 WALLA WALLA 78 24570 1390 222 1168 12 210 104 
SNOH01VIISH 78 4970 357 171 186 32 135 44 WALLA WALLA 79 24750 729 100 629 10 90 71 

68 I 69 
** See footnotes that follow '°1 ** See footnotes that follow 

: I I 
L. 

I 
t. !. 1·-........,.,... 



r 

l. 

1 

L 

POP G'I'O'I.' PTI PT2 VI PRP DWI 

wASU S'l'A'l'E U 78 0 198 40 158 0 40 57 
WASH STATE U 79 0 236 55 181 1 54 71 

Wl:!NATCHEE 76 17700 2508 302 2206 25 277 320 
wl:!NATCHEE 77 17700 2409 ·308 2101 19 289 .281 
WJ::NATCHEE 78 18000 2094 381 1713 29 352 210 
WENATCHEE 79 18700 2010 369 1641 34 335 187 

WC:STPOR'f 77 1530 134 21 113 3 18 42 
WI::STPORT 78 1530 47 1 46 0 1 32 
WI::STPORT 79 1550 57 7 50 3 4 22 

WOODLAND 79 22'15 172 56 116 3 53 12 

YAKIMA 76 49100 3821 12:92 2529 80 1211 281 
YAKIMA 77 51000 3568 1236 2332 59 1177 274 
YAKIMA 78 52250 3535 1192 2343 66 1126 275 
YAKIMA 79 52700 3201 1239 1962 96 1143 270 

fOOTNOTES:These arrest st~tistics were extracted ftom 
corn~i1ed by the U.S. Dept. of Justice,FBI. 
GTOT - Total arrests (less traffic) 
PT1 - arrests for Part 1 crimes per UCR definitions. 
PT2 - arrests for Part 2 crimes 
VI - arrests for Part 1 violent crimes 
PHP - arrests for Part 1 property crimes 
DWI - arrests for DrivJng While Intoxicated 
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AVi::HAGES fOR 
NAME 

** 
ABC:RDEEN 

ANACOHTES 

AUUURN 

BELLINGHAM 

BLAINE 

BONL\lEY LAKE 

80THELL 

B HC:l~IERTON 

B UCl<LEY 

b URLING'l'ON 

CAI>'lAS 

CASTLE RuCK 

C EN. ~vA. STATE 

CENTRALIA 

Uniform·Crime Heports CHI::HALIS 

CHENEY 

CHEWELAH 

, CLAHKSTON 

CLE ELUlVI 

C L Y DE HILL 

COLLEGE PL. 

COLVILLE 

CONNELL 

COSMO.POLIS 

DAY'rON 

OWL AHRES'l' DATA BY AGENCY 
AVG.POP AVG mvr ~S YRS REPORTING 

18915 257 5 

13314 84 5 

2~688 72 5 

41000 100 1 

2361 97 5 

4732 18 2 

6412 26 5 

39088 185 5 

3113 48 5 

3464 26 5 

5994 47 5 

2025 20 1 

0 5 2 

11190 84 1 

6043 44 5 

6841 27 5 

1962 17 1 

7049 26 5 

1724 7 5 

3159 7 5 

5224 14 5 

4444 22 5 

1848 28 4 

1598 5 4 

2647 8 5 
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AVJ:!RAGES FOB. OWl AHRES'l' DATA BY AGENCY 
L~AME AVG. POP AVG OWl' S YRS HEPOHTING 

DES IYlOINES 

E LLENGBUltG 

ELMA 

ENU,I"ICLAW 

EPHRATA 

E'IHCHES'l' 

GRAND COULEE 

HOQUIAM 

ILWACO 

ISSAQUMI 

KENNEWICJ:< 

KIHKLAND 

LACE'x 

LONG BEACH 

LONGVIEW 

LYNNWUOD 

M.\CCLEAIW 

NEDINA 

IViILTON 

MONROE 

MON'l'ESANO 

NOSES LAKE 

i"lOUt>JT VEHNON 

'I~IOUNTLAI\E TR 

6766 

12900 

2558 

4,822 

5334 

5835 

1352 

10374 

576 

4978 

23913 

18635 

1!;i816 

1237,0 

1100 

29935 

21068 

1347 

3266 

2664 

2722 

2825 

10657 

11029 

16921 

111 

94 

51 

22 

48 

19 

26 

223 

2 

59 

243 

106 

121 

35 

22 

3,09 

169 

21 

7 

2.0 

34 

31 

112 

65 

63 

5 

2 

4 

5 

5 

4 

2 

5 

2 

5 

5 

5 

3 

5 

2 

5 

5 

4 

4 

5 

2 

5 

5 

5 
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AVEHAGES ~"OR DwI AHRl:;ST DATA BY AGENCY 
NAME AVG.POP AVG OWl'S YRS REPORTING 

NORMANDY PIC 4555 26 

UAK HAHBOR 11567 1.02 

bCEAN SHORES 1267 21 

ORTING 1680 3 

OTHELLO 4580 64 

PACIFIC 1845 l~ 

PASCO 15403 136 

PORT ANGELES 168.07 111 

POHT ORCHARD 4360 99 

PURT TOWNSND 5623 33 

PROSSER 3364 42 ' 

PULLMAN 23387 92 

PU~ALLUP 16.011 87 

QUINCY 3510 22 

RAYMOND 3121 31 

REDMOND 18170 127 

RENTON 281.05 361 

RICHLAND 31192 282 

RIDGEFIELD 1009 9 

SEA-TAC AIRP 0 53 

Sl:;ATTLB 498860 2398 

S 8DHO \~OOLEY 5359 38 

SBLAH 3886 23 

SHELTUN 6695 93 

SNOHOMISH 4937 36 

5 

5 

1 

5 

.. ... 

5 

5 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

2 

3 

5 

5 

5 

4 

2 

5 

5 

3 

5 

4 
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AVERAGES J:'OR DWl ARREST DATA BY AGENCY 
NAJI'JE; AVG.POP AVG OWl S ~RS REPOHTING 

SOU'fU /3l!;ND 1812 31 2 

SPOKANE 175880 479 5 

S'1'E I LAC 001'4 .4428 27 3 

SUI'1NEH 4527 31 5 
l; 

SUL-INYSIOE; 7612 181 5 

'i'ACOMA 157101 745 5 

r.1.'UKwILA 3259 67 5 

'l'UMwATEH 6505 0 1 

VANCOUVER 46891 269 5 

lIvAI'I'ol:lLJRG 1072 1 2 

WALLA WALLA 24222 78 5 

WAPATO 3215 27 1 
, 

0 64 2 WASH STATE U 

\'/t:NATCHEI:! 18016 246 5 

WESTPOR'r 1536 32 4 

WOODLAND 2209 14 2 

YAKlfvlA 50668 256 5 

Yl!.AR 75 AVGS: 108 F'OR 66 REPORTS 

YEAR 76 AVGS: 122 FOR 68 REPORTS 

YEAR 77 AVGS: 175 FOR 68 REPOR'l'S 

YBAR 78 AVGS: 122 FOR 86 REPORTS 

YEAR 79 AVGS: 123 FOR 83 REPORTS 
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C l'1'IES LESS THAN 10,000 POP 

AVG PUP: 3991 AVG DWI'S: 

C I 'l'I ES 10,000 TO 20,000 POP 
AVG POP: 14923 AVG DWI'S: 

CITIES 20,000 '1'0 100,000 
AVG POP: 31363 AVG DWI'S: 

CITIES OVER 100000 POP 
AVG POP: 277280 AVG DWI'S; 

s'rATE AVGS:POP- 21235 DWI'S 
AGENCY REPORTS:371 

39 REPOR'rs: 23Q 

131 HEPORTS: 70 

206 HEPORTS: 56 
Ii 

1207 REPORTS: 15 

- 129 
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L 

ADAMS 
ADAMS 
ADAMS 
ADAMS 
ADAMS 

Aso'rIN 
ASOTIN 
ASOTIN 

BEN'1'ON 
bEN'rON 
BEN'rON 

CHELAN 
CHELAN 

CLALLAt-'1 
CLALLAC>'1 

CLARK 
CLARK 
CLARK 
CLAHK 

COLU1~BIA 

COLUMBIA 
COLU1'1BIA 
COLUIVIBIA 

COWLITZ 
COwLI'l'Z 
CO\-vLITZ 
Co\",LI'l'Z 

I)OUGLAS 
DOUGLAS 
DOUGLAS 

Ii- EHR'l 

E'HANKLIN 
E'HANKLIl'l 
E'RANKLIN 

TPOP POP +POP GTOT PTI PT2 VI 

75 
76 
77 
78 
79 

77 
78 
79 

5941 
7195 
7323 
7538 
7811 

8350 
7615 
7625 

76 21257 
78 24058 
'79 25711 

4985, 956 
6240 955 
6372 951 
6588 950 
6861 950 

7457 893 
7615 0 
7625 0 

21257 
24058 
25711 

o 
o 
o 

326 
380 
442 
336 
267 

305 
233 
179 

203 
558 
951 

60 266 8 
44 336 3 
46 396 7 
20 316 3 
43 224 11 

68 237, 7 
55 178' "'''4' 
39 140 4 

43 
90 

157 

160 
468 
794 

16 
18 
24 

76 20408 16669 3739 974 132 842 17 
77 21200 17399 3801 1147 140 1007 20 

76 18836 18836 
79 22635 22635 

76 98076 
77 107617 
78 112343 
79 116887 

76 1647 
77 1738 
78 1722 
79 1710 

76 26393 
77 27537 
78 28346 
79 29824 

94001 
103557 
1085U3 
116887 

1647 
1738 
1722 
1710 

26393 
27537 
28 3 ~t 6 
298:it4 

o 
o 

4075 
4061 
3840 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

77 17844 14906 2938 
78 25271 15361 9910 
79 18710 15880 2830 

76 3205 3205 o 

76 11102 10510 592 
77 11921 11300 621 
78 14002 11742 2260 

522 
498 

81 441 25 
86 4i2 15 

3218 
2977 
1643 
2144 

404 
458 
283 
405 

109 20 
159 11 

88 14 
68 15 

682 204 
470 134 
496 163 
367 90 

2814 
2519 
1360 
1739 

89 
148 

74 
53 

478 
336 
333 
277 

470 
444 
451 

80 .390 
25 419 
99 352 

116 17 99 

40 
38 
25 
37 

,7 
1 
3 
3 

16 
10 
27 
17 

9 
2 
7 

8 

646 
362 
242 

75 571 16 
72 290 14 
49 193 6 

** See footnotes that follow 76 

PRP OWL 

52 62 
41 110 
39 150 
17 127 
32 95 

61 34 
51· 25 
35 26 

27 21 
70 51 

133 70 

115 327 
119 321 

56 156 
71 III 

359 1338 
420 1083 
257 647 
368 728 

13 31 
10 75 
11 .17 
12 10 

188 87 
124 71 
134 71 

73 42 

71 41 
21 45 
92 60 

9 54 

59 110 
57 53 
43 21 

--,-- ----

-t--_ r" ~. ~ "J,.,_.~ .• --. ... -
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I 
'I 
i 

I 
( 
I 

I 
! 

1 
! 
I 
I 

! 
I 1 . 
! 
I 
1 
I 
! 
I 

r I 

,J 
" 

I 
I 
J 

rl 
1..1 

FRANKLIN 

GARFIELD 
GARFIELD 
GARFIELD 

GRANT 
GHAN'r 
GHANT 
GRAN1' 

79 

76 
77 
78 

76 
77 
78 
79 

'rpop POP +POP 

13003 

1040 
1015 

660 

18221 
19114 
22232 
21552 

12777 

1040 
1015 

660 

17855 
18794 
18632 
21167 

226 

o 
U 
o 

366 
370 

3600 
385 

GRAYS HARBOR 76 
GRAYS HARBOR 77 
GRAYS HARBOR 78 

19772 
20528 
20948 

19772 
20528 
20948 

o 
o 
o 

ISLAND 
ISLAND 
ISLAND 
ISLAND 

JEFFERSON 
JEFFERSON 
JEFFERSON 
JEFFERSON 

KING 
KING 

.KING 
KING 

KI'l'SAP 
KITSAP 
KITSAf' 
I{ITSAP 

KLICKITAT 
I{LICKITA'l' 
KLICKI'rAT 
K LICKI 'rAT 

LINCOLN 
LINCOLN 
LINCOLN 
LlNCOLN 

76 2.0737 
77 24375 
78 25534 
79 26585 

76 6300 
77 6945 
78 7899 
79 8400 

20737 
24375 
25534 
26585 

6300 
6945 
7899 
8400 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
'0 
o 
o 

76 419741 417524 2217 
77 42594& 423640 2308 
78 448863 441543 7320 
79 467133 463712 3421 

76 71976 
77 77882 
78 83861 
79 88215 

76 7596 
77 8159 
78 14400 
79 9289 

75 5951 
76 6092 
77 6349 
78 15490 

71976 
77882 
83861 
88215 

7596 
8159 

14400 
9289 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

3361, 2590 
353H 2554 
3794 2555 
9900 559U 

** bee footnotes that follow 

G'rOT 

246 

40 
18 
21 

996 
760 
673 
677 

869 
990 
955 

785 
692 
491 
605 

144 
95 
88 

264 

6783 
8522 

10349 
12046 

1425 
1339' 
1318 

982 

810 
902 
908 
520 

670 
541 
370 
302 

PT1 PT2 

58 188 

5 35 
8 10 
7 14 

186 810 
123 637 
110 563 
132 545 

213 656 
209 781 
176 779 

151 634 
167 525 
135 356 
131 47q 

43 101 
43 52 
23 68 
45 219 

3013 3770 
3609 4913 
4395 5954 
4580 7466 

77 

359 1066 
325 1014 
274 1044 
181 801 

95 715 
88 814 
8,8 821 
7(j 444 

59 573 
40 501 
36 334 
13 289 

VI 

7 

1 
6 
o 

35 
36 
28 
39 

36 
11 
25 

4 
7 
7 
2 

9 
3 
3 
2 

301 
294 
4~6 
433 

47 
26 
30 
58 

22 
16 
14 
29 

14 
5 
4 
3 

PRP 

51 

4 
2 
7 

151 
87 
82 
93 

177 
198 
148 

145 
160 
128 
129 

34 
40 
20 
43 

2712 
3315 
3959 
4141 

311' 
293 
240 
123 

72 
72 
73 
47 

44 
35 
32 
10 

DWl 

37 

16 
6 
7 

202 
166 
141 
156 

196 
207 
175 

118 
99 
36 
48 

20 
14 
20 
81 

450 
423 
395 
366 

201 
95 
84 
42 

177 
243 
231 
154 

130 
64 
50 
72 
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-

LINCOLN 

tvlASON 
('ll\SON 
,VIASON 
/·'Il\oON 

OKANOGAN 

PAClF'IC 
PACH'IC 

,PACIFIC 
PACIFIC 

79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

'1' POP POP +POP 

6(- ';5 

17820 
17950 
19150 
20480 

1(5140 

9338 
9431 
9623 
9730 

4095 2560 

17820 
17950 
19150 
20480 

15523 

9338 
9431 
9623 
9730 

o 
o 
o 
o 

617 

o 
o 
o 
o 

PI!:t'm Old:.:ILLB 76 
Pl::ND OHl!:ILLB 77 
PEND OHBILL!:: 78 
PJ:.ND OHEILLE 79 

4165 
5280 
7975 
5725 

3940 
5055 
5475 
5520 

225 
225 

2500 
205 

PII:;HCl!: 
FIJ::RC!:: 
PIERCE 
PI£RCE 

SAN JUAN 
SAN JUAN 
SAN JUAN 
oAN JUAN 

SKAGI'r 
SKAGI'l' 
o KAG I '1' 
SKAGI'l' 

SNOHOMISH 

SPOKANE 
SPOKANE 
SPOKANE 
j:)POKANE 

" 
S'l'EVENS 
S'1'8VJ::N::> 
o'l'J::VElIJS 

76 2160.18 215808 
77 217356 217146 
78 236846 234846 
79 243258 243062 

76 
77 
78 
79 

76 
77 
78 
79 

4730 
5076 
5640 
5946 

25904 
26911 
32297 
27975 

4730 
5076 
5640 
5946 

25356 
26374 
26707 
27397 

210 
210 

2000 
196 

o 
o 
o 
o 

548 
537 

5590 
578 

76 129909 129736 173 

76 110724 
77 118353 
78 135637 
79 132726 

76 
77 
78 

16109 
17466 
18'379 

109896 
117502 
126797 
13180.0 

828 
851 

8840 
926 

14965 1144 
16321 1145 
1732·9 1050 

** See footnotes that follow 

GTOT 

237 

410 
479 
301 
462 

795 

179 
160 
203 
310 

331 
324 
280 
174 

3241 
3091 
2949 
1634 

103 
152 
146 
346 

449 
616 
468 
398 

fiT 1 

35 

75 
H2 
62 

115 

135 

53 
53 
74 
96 

46 
51 
50 
47 

1309 
1203 
1365 

707 

23 
32 
28 
63 

151 
152 
120 
201 

p'r2 

202 

335 
397 
239 
347 

660 

126 
107 
129 
214 

285 
273 
230 
127 

1932 
1888 
1584 

927 

80 
120 
120 
283 

298 
464 
338 
197 

VI 

6 

13 
20 

6 
24 

52 

12 
22 
12 
32 

4 
4 
5 

11 

196 
261 
333 
125 

5 
7 
2 
8 

33 
28 
23 
53 

3306 1070 2236 120 

3262 1125 
3943 1174 
2695 1057 
2442 1114 

278 39 
215 16 
292 46 

78 

2137 81 
2769 100 
2717 79 
1328 70 

239 5 
199 1 
246 0 

PHP 

29 

62 
62 
54 
91 

83 

41 
31 
61 
64 

42 
47 
42 
36 

1107 
932 

1029 
582 

18 
25 
26 
55 

118 
124 
107 
148 

948 

1043 
1074 

978 
1044 

34 
15 
45 

DHI 

77 

111 
III 

56 
87 

181 

10 
13 

" o 
2[. 

69 
54 
39 
25 

217 
224 
207 

93 

20 
17 
11 
39 

5 
3 
5 
5 

so 

74 
144 
128 

98 

53 
36 
37 

-J-. - --~----

.~ 

j 

II 
i 
1 
1 
I 
'\ 

l 
I 
1 Ij 

I 
=1' 

------------~~--~-~--------~-,------ -

'1' pUP POP +POP GTOT PTI PT2 VI ~~p DWl 

',.1\ h', 11\!\ L1t'j 
,.1 :-\ ~ \ l'~ .t 1.'\ t (U t.·l 

:', H 1 r!\ tAN 

':;". r,< Ir-i /). 
:.~ ~~. !\Ii"tP, 

79 

76 
77 
7fJ 
79 

18675 

3U51 
317U 
3270 
3270 

-/5 35705 
72, 45~l31 

79 43836 

76 9129 
78 17350 
79 10426 

76 
77 
78 
79 

72675 
71832 
71830 
73478 

18501 

3051 
317U 
3270 
327U 

17-1 

o 
o 
o 
u 

34658 1047 
41681 4150 
43401 435 

7682 1447 
9330 8020 
9641 785 

70689 
70515 
69680 
73478 

1985 
2017 
2150 

o 

296 

70 
6~ 
57 

101 

704 
504 
283 

288 
153 
100 

2007 
1725 
2058 
1955 

83 

16 
10 

6 
14 

213 

54 
54 
51 
87 

119 585 
169 335 

80 203 

68 220 
39 114 
28 72 

459 1548 
403 1322 
433 1625 
500 1~55 

1 

3 
3 
2 
g 

5 
18 
17 

9 
1 
8 

91 
49 
54 
88 

82 

13 
7' 
4 
5 

113 
151 

63 

59 
38 
20 

368 
348 
371 
412 

2<1 

15 
18 
23 
22 

278 
48 
28 

73 
23 

8 

743 
461 
704 
626 

~~0T~OTBS:These arrest ,statistics were extracted from Uniform Crime Reports 
' .. '):n;,;i.1.ed by the U.S.Dept.of Justice(FBI. 
,ci'.';,:) - 'i'otal Population served by the Sheriff's dept. 
'OJ' .- 1J:llflcorporatecJ County Population 
+('<'!-' _. l"of,ulation served under contract wi Sheriff 
,:tle +POP fiuures Here not all available for 1979. 
(~1'~)'J' -- Total 'No_ of arrests (less traffic) 
rTl - a~rests for Part 1 crimes per UCR definitions. 
r"/<~ - arrests for Part 2 crimes 
VI ~ Hrcests for Part 1 violent crimes 
,1.'i-:':' - (). n:es ts Eo r Pa r t 1 proper ty cr imes 
0~I - arrests for Driving ~hile Intoxicated-
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AV~HAGI::S FOH SUEJUFF'S OWL AHRES'l' DATA BY 

NANE AVG. pOl' AVG OWL '5 l.'IW 

.t..DAMS 7161 108 5 

ASOTIN 7867 23 4 

BELlJ'fON 22894 38 4 

C UELAN 20599 398 3 

C LALLAI"I 19303 121 3 

CLARK 265575 951 5 

CULUMIHA ~655 30 5 

CUW LI'l'Z 27684 67 5 

D()UGLA~ 1974~ 48 4 

E' EHHY 3190 43 2 

[o'HANKLlN 12120 56 5 

GAHE'IELD 1428 9 4 

G GHAN'I' 19699 227 5 

GHAYS HARBOR 20571 210 4 

ISLAND 22977 81 5 

JEE'FEHSON 7051 29 5 

KING 435438 438 5 

I<ITSAP 78547 129 5 

KLICKITAT 10525 194 5 

LEWIS 30016 2,03 + 
LINCOLN fHq7 78 5 

/' 

MASON 18287 99 5 

OKANOGAN 14096 194 2 

PACH'IC 9512 16 5 

PEND OHEILLE 5392 55 5 

L 

COUN'l''x' 
RI::POH'nNG 
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" 
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n 

80 
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AVEHAGES 1"OR SUEH IE' F ' S OWL ARREST OA'fA BY COUNTY 
NAME; AVG.I?OI? AVG DWI'S YHS HI!;POHTING 

PIERCE 227366 200 5 

SAN JUAN 5178 17 5 

SKAGIT 27740 5 5 

SNOHOlHSH 128734 ,100 2 

SPOKANE 121141 104 5 

STEVENS 16621 41 ? 

'l'HUHsrrOl~ 60425 327 1 

'~AHl<IAKUjllJ 3190 19 4 

WALLA itoiALLA 12965 184 1 

W l.1A 'l'e ON 41790 118 3 

WHI'I'NAN 11109 36 4 

YAKINA 71969 660 5 

YEAR 75 AVGS: 188 FROM 30 J,EPOR'l'S 

YEAH. 76 AVGS: 18'6 FRON 34 REPORTS 

YEAH 77 AVGS: 156 FHOjv! 27 HEPORTS 

Yl:;AR 78 AYGS: 119 FRO[>'! 29 REPORTS 

YEAR 79 AVGS: 125 E'ROf.l 31 HE PORTS 

COUNTIES LESS THAN 10,000 POP 
AVG POP: 5713 AVG DVH'S: 49 REPOR'!'S: 

COUN'l'If:;S 10,000 TO 20,000 POP 
AVG POP:, 15868 AVe OWL'S: 109 REPOR'!'S: 

COUN'l'IES 20,000 'ro 100,000 
AVG POP: 39308 AVG OWL'S :' 208 REPORl'S: 

COUNTIES OVER 100000 POP 
AVG POP: 257476 AVG DWl'S: 349 REPOHTS: 

S'l'A'l't: AVGS: POP­
lU';POR'l'S: 151 

528~0 DWI'S- 151 

81 

53 

32 

45 

21 

~ 
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OWL Statistics 

COUNTY 

Adams 

, 'YEAR TOTA~ COLLISIONS 

1977 
1978 . 
1979 

King 1977 
1978 

·1979 

Pacific 1977 
19:78 . 0 

1979 

Pierce 1977 
1978 
1979 

Spokane 1977 
1978 
1979 

Whatcom . 1977 
1978 
1979 

Yakima 1977 
1978' 
1979 

***First ~ 1979 - All Collisions 

Statewide 
First ~ 1980 - All Collisions 

State\11i de 

###First ~ 1979 - OWL Collisions 
Statewide 

First ~ 1980 - OWL co11isions 
Statewide 

Provided by: 

Washington State Patrol 
Accident Records Section 
4242 Martin Way 
Olympia, WA ·98504 
753-5161 
(Cathy Osborne) 

77 
76 
·76 

5643 
57.73 
6073 

95 
118 
123 

2740 
2596 

.2832 

1417 
l730 
1367-

592 
532 
548 

972 
840 
923 

57,471 

53,199 

3,915 

3,981 

85 

FATAL COLtISION~ 

'2 
, 2 

3 

84 
113 
128 

7 
4 
6 

49 
47 . 
,51 

29 
36 
27 

16 
16 
16 

24 
31 
24 

413 

398 

153 

155 

Preceding page blank 
.~... ----.. -~--.--

# KILLEQ 

2 
2 
3 

100 
125 
145 

9 
5 
8 

60 
55 
59 

31 
43 
31 

18 
19 
19 

26 
41 
31 

486 

455 

.j 
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STATE OF W/\SIHNCTON 
1979 

DRINKING DRIVER COLLISION ABSTRACT 

Law enforcen~nt officers investigated 21,614 reportable traffic collisions involving 
drinkinq drivers. Tilese collisions accounted for 23.6% of all investigated collisions. 
Thcrc\"~l'e 1,586 IIIOt'C dl'inking cl!';vcr collis'ions in 1979 than in 1978 for a 7.9~s 
increase whereas all traffic collisions increased 1.5%. 

INVESTIGATED 
COLLISIOrlS 

DRINKING 
DRIVER 

PERCENT 
DRINKING TO 

YEAR COLLISIONS 
~~-------------------------, 

TOTAL INVESTIGATED 
1979 91,500 21,614 23.6% 
1978 91,342 20,028 21.9% 
1977 91,358 20,394 22 .. 3% 
1976 88,419 19,376 21.9% 
1975 85,149 19,151 22.5% 

Near'ly 6 out of every 10 traffic deaths \'Iere attdbuted to drinking driver collisions 
in 1979. 

594 
17,301 
3,836 

People were killed (594 7 1033 = 57.5%) 
People were injured 
People were seriously (disabling) injured 

Drinking driver collisions accounted for 26.5% of all traffic collision injuries and 
36.5% of all serious traffic cbllision injuries. 

LIGHT CONDITIONS 
Daylight hours--
Dm-m 
Dusk 
Darkness - street lights on 
Darkness - street lights off 
Darkness - no street lights 
Total Fatal Collisions 

ROAD SURFACE CONDITIONS 
Dry Rond'l'/ilY -----
\l;c:t ROlldwilY 
Snm'l 
Ice 
Othcr 
Total Fatal Collisions 

ClIl\fV\CTER OF ROADW~ Y 
Straight !\O~(F.·/i1:T--· -~ ---
ell/'vee! r,(l(t(I\':ay 
'rotell FULC\l Collisions 

124 
7 

12 
134 

13 
232 
522 

387 
122 

3 
9 
1 

522 

297 
225 

-522 

DRIVER VIOLATIONS 
Under the I n1"l uence of A 1 coho 1 426 
Exceeded the Staled Speed Limit 35 
Exceeded Reasonable Safe Speed 29 
OVer the Centerline 17 
FailUl'e to Y-ield Right of vJay 16 
Apparently Asleep 12 

LOCATIONS OF FATAL COLLISIONS 
Interstate System ----- 42 
U . S. Ro u te s 51 
State Routes 152 
County Roads 166 
City Streets 92 
Other Roadways 19 
Total Ftltal Collisions 522 

Hit and Run collis'ions caused by c1rinkin9 drivel'S pl'oduced 7 fatal collisions. 

86 
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APPENDIX III 

A LETTER FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 

STATING AN OPINION CONCERNING THE POWER 

OF CITIES AND TOWNS VIS A' VIS THE NEW DWI LAW 
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OFFICE OF TIlE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
SLADE GORTON ATTORNEY GENERAL 
TEMPLE OF JUSTICE OLYMPIA, WJ).SHINGTON 98504> 

CITIES AN:D 'I'OWNS--POLICE POWERS--MO'1'OR VEHICLES-­
INTOXICATING LIQUOR--PENALTY FOR DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED 
IN VIOLATION OF MUNICIPAL ORDINANCE 

While a city or atm'ln which adopts an ordinance defining 
and establishing as .a municipal offense the crime' driving 
while intoxicated must do so in terms identical to the 
statutory provisions of RCW 46.61.502, it'is not also re­
quired to fix the same penalties for a violation as are 
fixed by the provisions of RCW 46.61.515. 

July 30, 1980 

Honorable Rod Chandler 
State Representative, 45th Dist. 
6522 - 20th N.B. 
Redmond, Washington 98052 

Dear Sir: 

Cite as: 
AGO 1980 No. 17 

By letter previously acknowledged you requested our 
opinion on a question which we paraphrase as follows: 

Where a city or town, in the exercise of 
its police po~er under Article XI, § 11 o£; 
the Washington Constitution, adopts an 
ordinance establishing and defining as a 
municipal off~nse the crime of driving 
~"hile unde,r'the influence: of intoxicating' 
liquor or any drug in terms identical to 
1:he statutory provisions of RCt" 46.61. 502, 
is that city or town then further required 
by RCW 46.08.020 to fix the same penalties 
for a violation as are f~xed by RCW 46.61.515 
with respect to any person who is convicted 
of a violation of RCW 46.61.502? 

We answer this question in the negative for the 
reasons set forth in our analysis. 

ANALYSIS 

As amended by § 6, chapter 176, Laws of 1979, 1st 
Ex. Sess., RCW 46.61.515 provides that any person who is 
convicted of a violation/of RCW 46.6J:.502 (driving while 

89 Preceding page blank 
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~FFICE OIr THE A'ITORNEY GENERAL . 

Honorable' Rod Chandler -2- AGO 1980 ~o. l7 

I 

intoxicated) or RCW 46.61.504 (being in actual physical 
control of a motor vehicle while under the influence of 
intoxicating liquor or any drug) " .•• shall be punished 
by imprisonment for not less than one day nOr Jt:lore than 
one year, and 'by a fine of not more than five hundred 
dollars. II The statute then further provides that: 

" • • One day of the jail sentence shall 
not be suspended or deferred unless the 
judge finds that the imposition of the jail 
sentence will pose a risk to the defendantJ s 
physical or mental well-being. • . " 

. The other statute which is pertinent to your question 
1S RCW 46.08.020, a long-existing section of the state motor 
vehicle code which reads as follows: 

"The provisions of this title relating to 
vehicles shall be applicable and unifor~ 
throughout this state and in all incorporated 
cities and towns and all political subdivi-, 
sions therein and no local authority shall 
enact or enforce any law, ordinance, rule or 
regulation in conflict with the provision~ 
of this title except and unless expressly 
authorized by law to do so and any laws, 
ordinances, rules or regulations in conflict 
with the provisions of this title are here­
by declared to be invalid and of no effect. 
Local,authorities may, however, adopt 
additional vehicle and traffic regulations 
which are not in conflict with the provisions 
of th.is title." 

In: addition, note must be made of Article XI, § 11 
of our state constitution which provides that: 

"Any county, _ ci,ty,town or township may ma){e 
and enforce ~ithin its limits all such local 
police, sanitary and other regulations as 
are not iri conflict"" with general laws." 

Your inquiry assumes that a city or town, ip the 
exercise of this 9pnsti tutionally grant.ed P9,;I.i~e J~Qw~r, has 
adoptedan"o~dinartce ". . . establishing and definIng as a 
mqnicipal offense the crime of driving while·undertne In­
f(\ll.uence of intoxicating liquor or any' drug in terms identical 
to the statutory provisions of RCW 46.61.502 • • • ~I 
Quaere: Is that city or town then further required by RCW 
46.08.020, supra, to fix the same penalties for a,violation 
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Honorable Rod Chandler -3- AGO 1980 No. 17 

~s are fixed by RCW 46.61.515, supra~-including, most 
1mportantly, a mandatory one day of imprisonment which 
may not be suspended ,or deferred? 

In order to sustain an affirmative answer to that 
question one !N'0~14 paYf=! to ~eaq the provisions of RCW 
16.08.020 as requiririg uniformity~-a~ between the st~te 
coqe and any local o~qinances--both from the standpoint of 
the substantive· elements of an offense and that of the 
penalty or penalties to be imposed for a violation. But 
under such a reading the statute at least arguably would 
have ~n effect of making it impossible for certain sections 
of the state code to be copied and adopted in the form of 
.municipal ordinances at all--since many of the penalties 
set forth ,~herein,are in excess of those which a municipal 
court or C1ty po11ce. court may lawf\llly impose. For example, 
under RCW 46,.61. 51-5 the maximum penalty which may be imposed 
for a OWl violation under RCW 46.61.502 is a $500 fine and 
one year in jail. But under RCW 35.20.030, the maximum 
penalty which a municipai court in a city of more than 
400,000 inhabitants may fix for a violation of a city 
ordinance is a fine of $500 and jail term of not more than 
six months. And likewise, under RCW 3.50.410 (which relates 
~o municipal courts established in cities of 20,000 or less) 
~he ma~imum penalty which a court is author:i::zed to impose 
:s,a f1ne of not more than $500 and imprisonment in the city 
Ja1l for " ••• not to exceed ~inety days ••• " 

In fact, our state supreme court in Bellingham v. 
Schampera, 57 Wn.2 . .d 106, 356 P.2d 292 (1960), did not come to 
quite so drastic a conclusion. Nevertheles's, the conclusion 
which the Court 4id reach is most interesting in relation to 
the question here at hand. Under the provisions of RCW 
35.22.470 (since repealed) the maximum penalty which a first 
class city could t~en lawfully impose for a violation of a 
city ordinance was~ . 

.... ••. a fine not tClexceed three hundred 
dollars or impri:s(')nmE:\mtnot to exceed ninety 
days, or both sJci~, fine· and imprisonment •• " 

However, in adopting its OWl ordinance the city of 
Bellingham disregarded this lim.itati~p1'"'-copying, instead, both 
the substantive elements and the penalty provisions of the 
state code as they then existed. Accordingly, the. ordinance 
provided that on a first conviction for OWl in violation 
thereof: 

" • the court shall impose a fine of not 
less than fifty dollars or more than five 
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hundred doll~rs and not less than fiv~ da~~ 
or ~ore than one year in jail~ ... " 

In d,ealing with this situation the supreme court did 
not, however, invalidate the city ordinance. Rather, it 
simply hel9:. that no pehalties could be imposed.thereqnder 
in excesS of those permitted by RCW 35.22.470 as above 
quoted, saying, at page 118: . 

riThere is k divi~ion of authority oh 
thi~ question, but we adopt the majority 
and, we belie~~, th~~referable rule: that 
ari ordihance which authorizes a peri'alty in 
exc¢ss of that p~r~itted by statti~e is hot 
void, arid a sentence pronounced under such 
an ordihance may be enforced to the ext~nt 
that it is within the statutoi:-y limitations, 
if the city's legisiative body woUld have 
eriacted the ordinance knowing that only the 
lesser p~nalties could be i~posed. See 
Kist v~ Butts (1~42), 71 N~D. 436, 1 N.w. 
(2d) 612, 138 A.L.R. i206." 

But ndtably, RCW 46.08.020, sUprai was also then in 
effect and,.~h fc;tC~,.w1' q~oted by the Court ~~7il1g~he 
course of its op1h10n.- Therefore,had the un1form~~y re­
quirement of. that sta~ute been regarded as meanirig that both 
the substahtiv~. arid the p~naity aspects of a municipal . 
ordinance ~ust be identical to their state counterparts the 
Court, on that basis, would logically have upheld iii full the 
penalty ~r6~ision~ of the ordinanb~ as b~iHg necessary_to 
conform tb. k specific ~tate requirement.--the geher~l. l.~ini ta~ 
tiori in RCW 35.22.470, supra, to the contrary notwithstanding. 
But, as above indicated, it did not do sa. 

,. . We ii~JC~ .. turn to a~ item, of somewhat., m?r$ recei'i~ » 
h1story~ Dur1ng the 1980, seSS10n of thE¥ l~g.;slature a t1r?­
posal was made, iii the form of Hotis~ Bill 474, to amend RCW 
46.6l.sis, supra, by adding the following hew subsection: 

n(6) The stat~ hereby preempts the fieid 
of control of .. driving while intoxicated to 
the extent that no county or rnunic~pality 
ma~ impose a iesser penalty than that im­
posed by this title~n' 

---~.~. --~----~------~----~--------------~------------~---

1:/ See, 57 Wn~2d at 110. 

92 

OFF~CE OF THE ATTORNEY GFJNERAL 

Honorable Rod Chandler -5- AGO 1980 No. 17 

. This proposal, however, did not pass. Nor did it 
pass when earlier introduced during the 1979 session.~1 
Instead what was then enacted was Substitute House Bill 
665--including the prevision which became § 6, chapter 176, 
Laws of 1979, 1st Ex. SVess., supra, amending RCW 46.61.515. 
In sho~t, ,given the opportunity to preclude any local penal­
ty var1at10ns by an express preemption, the legislature 
brice declined to do so. ~ 

. There is, in addition, one further factor to be con-
sidered. A~ evidenced by a concern expressed in your letter 
there are, 1n fact, a number of cities and towns that now 
have ordinances in effect which, while defining the crime of 
DWI for local purposes in terms identical to the state code 
d~fini tion, n. •• allow a conviction . • . to occur • . . 
w1thout resulting in mandatory imprisonment." As a matter of 
policy, therefore, it would be wrong for this office to 
issue an opinion purporting to declare those ordinances in­
valid because of a conflict with state law in the absence of 
a compelling reason for so doing--with no viable legal argument 
to the contrary. Quite clearly, however, that is not the kind 
of situation we have here. . 

, Fo~ the forego~ng reasons we therefore answer your 
qu~st10n ~n the n~gat1ve. In the absence of passage of some­
th1ng along the l1nes of the thus far unsuccessful House Bill' 
474, supra, it is our opinion that while a city or town which 
adopts an ordinance defining and establishing as a municipal 
offense the crime of driving while intoxicated must .do so in 
terms i~en~ical to the statutory provisions of RCW 46.61.502, 
s~pra, 1t 1s,not ~hen further required to fix the same penal­
t1es for a v10lat10n as are fixed by the provisions of RCW 
46.61.515, supra. . 

We trust the foregoing will be of some assistance to 
. you. 
(I. 

Very truly yours, 

SLADE GORTON 
At Y General 

PHILIP H. AUSTIN 
Deputy Attorney General 

2/ House Bill 474 actually was first introduced during 
the 1979 session and thelh, having failed to pass at that 
time, was reintroduced .at the beginning of the 1980 session 
where it again failed to obtain legislative approval. 
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CERTIFICATION OF ENROLLED ENACTMENT 

"SUBSTITUTE HqUSE Bill NO ......... ~.!i~ ......... " .. . 

CHAPTER NO .. : .................... :: .. _ " 

.' 

;·,'9 

1' ......... 95""" :tl .. ". ,.0 

p,,,";.,i., 1.' ..... .,"'" ' .... Apc-il 'Z5, :"'9, 
a__ ... nd-.s 

{~:/.<' , ......... ttl s .. ". 3 

The Houae concurred in 
th.Senat. ~ndment. 
and pa .. ed'the bill a. 
Mended: 

Ye .. 911 Nays 

C E K TI Fie" T f. 

II'~'. I),.", U "",.,. -",., , • 1/ .. 'r I :.,,_:,' I Ph I I:~ "",. 
.. i :/-" 11""'1 ~., l\. I'r,., "~;~/II.' I. ",t .• bl .'/.f" (II '.:~' 
;,,:::'11/ . • /" h~,. •• i.'j) !".rUI: 'f':~: "',' .,:.-.. ,.· •.. 1 .:\ .. ,: ..... '.1 
'(,,'11 /";" .. II, •. .,., };,I/ ,., 665 .11 ..... 1,." .: 

'~;.:~:.:'~",,~~ ~~.~.' 
.().'",u!\ f'fth r t 1~'1 I II r I 

~~~Cd4' 
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SUBSTITUTE HOUSE BILL NO. 665 

State, of Washinqton 
46th Leqislature 
hit Ex. Sass. 

by 'committee !In jUd,iciary (oriqinally 
$ponsor~d by Representatives Chandler, 
Thompson, Rosbach, Heck, Teutsch, 
Sherman, Haley, Newhouse and Fuller) 

/ 

Ri.d fidttime March 28, 1979, and ~assed to second reading. 
~;'l.~ 

'f,'~ 
\ 

'., 

1 AN ACT Relatlni to iiot~r '\'/eblcle offenses irivolvhll Ucoholor 

i 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
it 

12 

13 
if 

is 

16 

,17 

18 

19 

drulS; aiiaendi.nj sectjioh 1. cbapter 1; L~W5 of 1969 as 
I, " 

last a,mended by'ection 151. chmpter 158. Laws of 191& 

arid ReV 48.20.308~ ... arteltnl secHon "'.52.100. chapter 
'I 

12. Laws of 19tH ~s l,~.t amended by section 183, cbapter 
,; 

158. Laws of 197':,t and Rew 48.52. iOo; allieruHnj sect ion :t, 

ctiapter i. L.~' of I.a. as .N~na~d by ~ectt~n I. cti~pter 
1-

287, Laws of {,,.S Is t: ex. s'ess. ~nd aev 48.81. 501: 

~.endirtg . se~tiori 6~. cb.pt~t 1~5. L.~s of ii65 ex. ~e~s. 

as Ust a"en,:ied by sedlon 3,. c'hapter 3. i.aws of iS71 ex. 

ses~. and 1l(;\1 d.8i-SIS.; aillendini section S, cbapter 122. 
.' " 

Laws of 1.~2 ex. sess. and Rev 10.96A.050; adding ne.w 

sections to chapterj 48. in Rev; defining crimes; 

prescrl&,ln. penalties; *nd making.1i appropriation. 

8E IT ENACTED 'v THE LEGISLATURE OF ~ STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

NEW St;CrION. Sectiori L There is 'dded to chapter 48.81 

Rew • new s~ction t.Q read as follows: 

A p~r~~n is Ruilty ot d~ivini ~bile ~ride~ the influence 

of intoxicating liquor or any drug if he ctt-iVes • ~ehicle ~1tbin 

20 ~bii state while: 

21 (1) He has o. io perce,nt or lIIore by wefjbt of alcobol in 

o'd*e~ bodily substance made under ,lie..., 48.81.506 as now or 

25 

hereafter a.erided; or' .~) 
. /, 

(2) He is under ~be lrifluence of or ~ffectid by 

i~_ trttoxic~tin~ li'uor or ~ny)drua; or 

27 (3) ·~e is under tbe combined i~flu~nc~ of o~ aff~cted by 
D 

is irito~icatirig ~14uor and any drug. 

29 The f~ct that a~, ~erson c~~rged ~ltb a viol.tion of this 
, f 

30 sectlop is or ~~s been entitled to use such dru~ ~nder tbe l.w~ 

. ff -1- SO 685 II . 
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of viol~llng this &ecticn. 

:I Nl£V, SEC1:1O~ Sec. 2. n.lt:I·~ h~Jde,l te. cbllptel' 4u. 81 

-1 ReI) ~ n ~ L~ ~ e c ( ion t (.) r C '" d a i foil i) vi .. ': 

S 

i 

A per~o" 15 £uilty of b~jnj in 6ctual pbYitcMI contr~l 01 

M motor yebicl~ vbile under the influence of In, oxic at in I lt~uor 

7 or any drui {fhe ~.i aetu.1 phy~tc~1 control of a ~ehicle 

8 witbin this atate wtile: 

• (1) He bal a 0.10 p~r~ent or .ore by wei,bt of alcobol 

in bil blood a. ,bown by ehc.ical analyst, of hi. breath, blood, 

b b d'il lublt",I'C" DI.de \Ander RCV ".81.50', aa now o,r II or ot er 0 y ~. ~ 

12 

U 

bereafte~ aMended; or 

(2) He 11 under tbe 

" ' 

influence of or affected, 

14 tntostea,tnl ltquor or any drul; or 

15 

11 
'. n 

(3) He t~ under tbe co.biued tnfluence nf or aff~cted 'by 

intoxieattna liquor and any dru8· 

Tille factt ... t .nY perlon cbarled ,.,ith a vtolatton o'f. thh 

18 section ii or ba. be~n entitled to, ule lueb drua under the ,la,.,. 

\c). 1 V 
\C) 

20 

21 

22 

23 

of this atate ,ball not constitute * defense' alalnat any charla 

of violuttn. this leetion. No person .ay be eonvteted und~~ 

this section tf,prior to beinl purlued by a 1.,., enforce.ent 

offlce~, he ba. ~oved tbe vehicle a.'ely off the roadway • 

Sec. 3. Section 1, c~apter 1, Lawl of 1.8. a. 1aat 

2' a.ended by section 151, c.hapter 158, LAva of 1.7. and Rev 

2S, '8.20.S08 are e.cll a~ended t~ read a~ fol10~s: 

28 (1) Any person who operates a .otor vehicle upo~ tbe 

27 public hilbways of tbia'itate ,hall be deemed to h~ve Biven 

con.e.nt, subject to the prOy 1& iona of RC\I .'.81.508, : to • 
2 •. ehe.tcal telt or t~.t~ of bia b~e.tb or blood~for tb~ ~urpo~e of 

SO deter.ihina tbe alco'olic content of his blood If .rre.ted for 

II • .. th'e' ttae' of tbe a .. rest, tbe arreatin, 31 any offen~e w ere, ~ 

32 officer .. a<Ii reaionable .rc;unda to believe the person liad been' 

~3 dri~inl or was in actual physical control of a aotor ve~iele 

34 wbile under tbe influen~eof intoxteaCine liquor. The te., or 

35te.'ts be. ad.lllistered at the ,Hrection of • law 

31 enforce.ent 'ouicer "avinl reasonabl. Iround.... to believe tile 
, , 

SUB ,US -.2-

I 
Ir-". 

\ ' 

~ .. f', , " 

. ~ 
" 

I 
I 

I , 

.. r. • 

2 ~ntor vehicle upon t~e public ~iabw~ys ~i l~'. &ttl~ wLile under 

S tLe Infl~e~ce of Into~ic.ttni liquor. S~Cb office~ ~hkll inf~r~ 

4 tb~ p~r.~n of bt~ riMht to refuse th2 te~f. ~"d of bi. rl~bt to 

, •• ~e addttional te't. 5d~inl.ter~d by any qualified per.~n ot 

il . lIh choo.lna as provided In kC" 4'. til. US. ·rbe officer .Iull 

1 warn t~e drtver that hi. prlvileae to drive ~ill be revoked or 

• 
• 

10 

denied If he refu~es to .ubMlt to th~ teat. Vnle5i t~e perlon 

to be teated i. unconleioul~ 
.• /J 

the che.lcal t.lt adalntltered 

sball be of hi. br~atb only: PROVIDED, That tf an Individual i. 

11 under arrelt fO.r tbe crfMe of nelUliwt hOMicide b)' .otor 

12 vebicle aa provided tn aC\I '8.11.52', or tf an Individual Is 

IS ·.nder arrest for tbe crt.e of drivtnl while under t~e Influence 

14' of tntosteaUnl liquor or drulI .. provided in «RaI .. U.n .1 •• » 
15 .ectton l' of this wbich arrest reaul u fro. ali ,". 1. aectdent tn wbicb anotber person baa been injured and there il'a 

17 ~e.sonahle likelihood ~bat lueL ot~er perl~n .a~ die a. a relult 

11 of InJurtea .uatalned in the aCCident, a ~re.th or .blood test 

It .ay be ad.tniatered without the conlient of tbe individual so 

20 arre.ted. In sucb circu.stancea, the provisions of lubs.ctlona 

2! 

22 

2J 

121 t~r9u,h1'lof tllh, aeet Ion I"an not apply. 

(2) I) Any per. on who 11 dead. anconsciou. 

otherwhe tn a condition' renderinl ,,·i. inezpabl,eof 

or wbo i. 

refu .. l, 

24 I~all be dee.ed not to have witbdrawn the conllent provtded by 

2S subsection (1) of tbla aection and the telt or telt~~ay be 

28 

27 

ad.lni.tere~. subject to tbe provtaions of RCU 48.11.500. 

(3) If, followtn. hi. arreat, the per.on arr~lted 

28 refu.e. upon the requeat of a law enforce.ent officer to lubait 

2. to • cbe.ical te.t of bia breath, after beina tnfor.ed tbat bio 

ae refu.al will relult in tbe revo~.tion or denial 01 kl5 privlleie 

31 to drive, no teat .ball be ,tven. Tbe departMent of licen.ln" 

a~ upon tbe receipt of a .worn report of the law enforceMent 

SS offtcer that be bad rea.onable freund. to believe tbe arre.ted 

a, peraon bad been drJvina or was In .ctual pbYllcal control of a 

as .olor ve~icle upon the public ~il~W.Y' of t~t. Itate wbile under 

3. tbe infiuenceof !ntolltcattn. U,quor and ·t .... ~ the perlon Ilad 
.. 

SIIB '" 
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j 

. 
J. refused t~ .U~Wlr r,'u F~.n tc' -t upon th a f tl • _ _U~ _ ~ r~q~e~t 0 J~ ~aw 

f!lifQrcewer:t (iffice.· af~e,' be'ng info!'r.Jed tilu. SII:1. rei'usal IoIOU'I"'d 

J'I:sult in the: rI:\'ocaticn Oi' denial of his privilege to drive, 

.. !O.hJdl rcvo~e tds lic'ense or permit to drive ur an~' nonresident 

s 

7 

8 

11 

1'3 

14 

15 

17 

O'pCI'llting !Jdvllcgc. It tllepersorl is& resident ",itbou·t " 

license or p~rMit t~ oper~te a wot~r vebicle in t~ls state, the 

departMent sh'a 11 "'cny to tbe penton tbelssuanee of • 1 icens'e 01' 

perAli t for Ii period f)·f sixmontbs after the date of tbe aT1eled 

viol~!ion, subject to revie~ ~s he~.inaf~er provided. 

(") Upon revoking l.be 1 !cense or perllli-t to drive or .tbe 

nonresiden t opera t inK prlvile.ge ,of ,any person, or u~on 

det.ermining that the Issu'ance ofa license orper .. i.tsh.ll 'be 

denied to the person, as hereinbefore i'n this sectiondirecte'd, 

tbe depanme';t Ii·b'all illUlied'iately' not! fy tbe person .involved, in 

.... riting by perlion.ls'ervice ortiy registered or certified •• il 

of iU decisio~ and ('be aro'unds therefor, .n" o~ his rilh:t to a 

hearing, specifyini tbe steps he ~ust take to o~t.in a 

'1-'18 Tb o e pe.rson upon receivinK such not.ice may, in writinl and wi,t·bin 

019 ten duys therefrom request a formal hearlns_ Up'o"n receip·to( 

20 

21 

22 

23. 

such request, tbe dep~rtment shall afford hi. ~n opp~rtun'ty ~or 
. ' 

a hearinl ns provided i'n ac\l "6.2.0.329 an"d48. 20 .312. Tbeicope 

of such beHrin, for ihe purposes of tbts section ,b.ll cover tbe 
, 

Is sue5 of .vbet·b'er a law enforcelllent ~fH.c.er had reaion.hIe 

24 grou.nds' to believe tbeper'son bad been dri"vinl or W.;I in actu,.l 

25 pbysical C'ontrcHof a motor vehicleup'on ,tbe public hia'hw.ys, of 

28 tbis sta'te wbile under t"he influence of intoxi'catin', liquor, 

2.7 .... bether tbe pers'onwa's placed underarre,lit .nd 'whetbe'rbe 

28 

28 

30 

refused to sublD'lt to the test upon request of tbeofficer .·fter 

bavln, beel\ informed tbat sucb refusal would reault in t,be 

revocat1onor denial of hil priyUege to drive. Tb,e dep.rt.ent 

31 sball order tbat t~e reWocati~n or d~ter.lnation tbat ('here 

32 should be II denial of i,ssuance el ther be rescinded or s.uatalned. 

33 ~ny 4eclsion by the dep~rtment ~evokinl a person's 4rivt~~ 

34 privilege shall be stayed a"d sball not take effect w'lle a 

35 for~al hear ina is pend~ni as 

pendency 0';1 a subsell~entappcal to 

SHU 165 --4-

herein prov!dedor'du.~lnl t'be 

s'uperior court: PROVIDED, 

•• 

~~~ f .~ 
I • 

~
') 

" .,!.>~~ 
l' .. ~ ... 

I 

~\. I ('\ 

_s. 

2 

3 

.. 

c;:,nvlcticlU fur 1& :ilov1ng violation tlllrirq, pend;;iH:Y Lli' t.i1~ lIeadng 

an4i appellJ. 

(~) If tbe revocation ~r d~terml".'iGn tbat there Mhou14 

~ be a d~nial of il,~ancc 11 IU~'llined after ~ucb. b~.rl"j, ~be 

6perl'on \Jbose licenle, prlvil~·le orptorllli t ,i. 10 affee.ted ,.ball. 

7 ~aye t:be r~l.htto ftle .petir,lon in th~ ·s·uperlor cour.t . of fbe 

8 'county wher.e'1'n be rell-dea, or,if a notirt:llt.dent 'of ttih Itl'te, 

'wbere tbe cbarle .rOle, to rev,lew'tbe final order o:f . revocation 

II or denb 1 by 'tibe . depart.lmt 'in 'the 'a.nner 'pr,ovi,ded in,~aCW 

n ... 2.·.·SU. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

fl) \lhen it b.a been finall)' det.eralned under t be 

Procedurel 'of t~~ 1 u.il lect,oR tbat a nonresident', privlle,leto 

oper~te •• otor vehicle In t~i8 ~tate haa been revoked, t~e 

dep .• rtaent shall eive infora.·tion in writ in. of rbeact ion taken' 

18 to theaotor vehiele ad.tnistratorof ~b~ .~.te of the .per.on'~ 

17 

18 

It 

20 

21 

22 

23 

:residence .nd of a,,,, state «f, •. w .. ' ....... e .. · .. · •••••• lh.R ••• J» ,!!! 
wblcb be bas. licenae. 

Sec. 4. 

la.st a.ended by section 1~.3,~lin~pf .. ·er 158, Lo!JwI of 1.7. 

"8.52.100 .re e.ch aaen'ded to re.da .• f·ollows: 

and·RCW 

Every Justice of tbe peace, police judl~ and clerk of 

superior court .b.ll keep or caua. to be k·~pt a record ·of .every 

2ftrafflc co.plaint, traffic el.tat:ion or otberleaia1 lor. of 

25 traffic clla'rae deposited ~1tb or preaented t'o .. id juuice o'f 

28 tbe pe.ce.·, police JudCe, .uperior I~ourl or a traffic viol.tio·ns 

27 .bu!".e.u, and IlIa11 koeepa record uf c!vew-y official .ction ~y ,aid 
28cou.r·t OJ:' 'its traffic viol.tion, bui'eau in reference there.to, 

2e inc,hadln. but not l1-al ted to .' record of every convicti.o.n, 

30 forfeiture ·of bail, Judlaent of .cq~ltt.1 and,tbe a.ount .0fl1n. 

31 or forfeiture resultln, fro .. every said tr.fflc co.~l.int or 

~2c!t'a(iqft "'eposited with or pf'e.:ented "0 lbe juaUceoftbe 

33 peace, police Judie .~up·erior court or t,raf"ficvlolat io~u 

34bure,au. 
, . 

i:,i 
Tbe Monday followlnl tbe ~onviction or forfeltur~ of bail 

of •• perlion "pon aclt'a·r.e of viola' in I ~ny prov.hion& ·o.f Uila. 
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4 fIJ,feited ahdl p"~pilr~ lind hu::edhtely for\J.r~ to the dlrtlctor 

: of licen&inj at Oly~~l. an ab.lrect of the r~cord of iaiJ court 

6 cover tn, the ca.e in wbich a.id perl on wa» 80 ionvicted or 

7 forfeU~d bail, wbtcb abur.ct' laUIit be certi Ued by the peraon 
~:::-

8 80 requlr~d to prepare the lame to be true and correct. Report 

• need not be ~kde ot any conviction involvin, tbe 111elal parkin. 

It or Itandin" of a vehicle. 

11 Said abatract .Ult be aade upon a tora furni.hed by ~he 

12 di rector .nd sh'aU include the nallle and addre •• of the party 

IS char,ed, tbe nu_ber, if ariy; of bia driver'. or cbauffeu~·. 

14 licenle, tbe re~i.tr.tion ~u.b~r ot the vehicle Involv~d, tbe 

15 nature of the offense, the date ot hearlnl. the plea. t)e 

18 jud,aent, or whetber bail forfeited and the aaount of the fine 

17 or forfeit~re a, tbe case a.y be. 

18 Every court of record ahall a110 forward a like report ~o 
1-0-1 
d' tbe director upon the convict,ion of aray person of .an.1aulbter. 
1-0-1 

20 or ot .. er felony in the co_iuior. of wbich a v~hicle 'wa.· u.ed. 

u Tbe failure of .ny sucb judicial officer to co.ply wl~b 

22 .ny of tile require~entIJ of tbh section IlIa11 con.titute 

~:s .iiconduct in office and shall be around. ~or reaoval iI,.~erefro •. 
''.::::. .. 

2f The direc~or ~b.ll keep .11 .batr.eta recei~ed hereunder 

25 at hil office in O.ympi~ ~nd the •• ae ahall be open to public 

2' In.p~ctlon durinl rea.onable bUlinesi bour •. 

27 Venue in .• 11 ju.tice court. ahall- be before one of tbe 

28 two neare.t jU'tlc~~of tbe peace in incorporated _ltie. and 
;,\ ~' ' 

" 28 lown. ne.re., to the point tbe violation alle.edly occurred: 

30 PROVIDED, l-".t in counties ofclaa, A and 01 tbe fir" cl.a. 

'I .uch ca,el ~.y be tried in the county leat .t tbe requeat of t_e 

32 . defend.nt. 

:u It I~.ll be tbe duty of the officer. prolecutinl attorney 

3t or cit.y attorney .'llninl the charle or infor.atlon in any c •• e 

3S Involvinl" a cllarae of 4rivln. under tb. Influence of 

U . i .. toxicaUft"j Uq~or or any ( ...... Ie» drul i_edhtely to .ake 

SIIB .IS -1-
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.1, ~ r' , 
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L 
\'0,· 
I 
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I 
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I re!~uel)t to the :firacto;" for $on ... :;'£tl-lC:~ of C':"l;({'l,Ctiolli fond 

2 forfeitures ~hich t~e ~ireclor ~h~ll furnish. 

t f •• f8"M.'I--&«--tk •. -_"~R~ •..• ' .. 8'~¥~"A.-.-V~k'~lw·wA~~~·'k~ 
5 l.flw •••• -Gf-.v-'~f •••• ~.~, •• ~ •• ~I •• af •• 'R'~.i~i" ••. ~l'~~~~.-.~ 
•.•• y- •• a •••• '.--~~~.--w'.k' •• -a-.f'y.-r.&.-'.~'e~'-~~-ikall,-M, •• 

7 ••• v'.'I ••• -~.-f, •• 4-•• '-) •• '-lk ••••••• ~M.~~.~M~.II ••• ·· •• ~··R •• 
8 •• .,_ ••• a.a.- -•• ~ - - , ... M ..... -4~1 Ill •• , - ...... Il'.ll-,~.· 58 •••••• 4·' ..... , 

• l~a.~,~a.-'lIi.,y-~.y.-a.~-.~'.'8 ••• 'k' •.••• ·~' •• ·'.-·1~'.·~WWM'y 
'10 j&II •• a.~~-•• Ilk •• ~"~&-•••. I~.' ••. '.I~.ll.~.~.wl' •• ~.~.-a.4·'~. 

II •• M •• -.~.I.~.~v.k.~'~.-~.'Y •• "·l"."' •. » 
12 If tbe driv~r at tbe tille of tbe. 'offen.e . ~blrtFd w •• 

IS witbout a drl'verli'a licenie becau.e of a pre,;'lou. ,Ii'rs'p'enaton or 

If revo.c.atJon, tbe .i:l>iau. aUHlcbtory jaU,.entence and fine Ib!lll 

15 be ninety day., in the county J.il and a .two hundred dollar fine. 

18 The p~n.lty ao i.pp,ed ahall not be ~u.pended. 

17 Sec. 5. SelFtion Si chapt.er I, Law" Gf Itl •• sallended by 

18 .ection ~, ch.pt~f 287, Law. of 1.75 lat ex. Ie ••.• nd lew 

I •• ~ .• I.SO. ar~~e.ch amended to re.d e~ follows: 

20 

n .. " ...... -.f -•• ~· .. iJ .. 1e4-"y ...... u.-.f. '.Ud ... b~.1 'IiIMn-.... ... 

22 •• y-~~~M.~ •• -~.jv.~.~.".~' •.•• IM.I-'~y.' •• l-.o.'~.I •• f-.-v ... i ••• 

2S wI'~'.-'~'.-al"8.t 

'J~» Upon, the trial of any civi~ .or crimin.l action or 

25 proceed in, .rtal~li:out of .ct. ~llelled .to have been co_.Uted by 
. :1 

'28 any person ~bile~ drivln, or in ~ctu.1 physic.l control ~f • 

27 ve~icle wbile ~nd.~ the Jnfluence of intoxlcatina liq~or or .ny 

21 drul, II the .moun~, of ·.lcohol in tbe per.on'lI blood .t the tt.e 

2. alle,ed .•• ahown;by chellicel analY8t. of hia bl40d, .breatbL or 
,1 , 

S'. other bodily aub'~,ance. (( .... ll--.""~.:.h.- ....... ~,.··f.ll.whl 
31 , ••• M.,IIe ••• 

32 ,a ~. --If - - '~.JjI.- -wa. -a.· ,~ ... , 'a. ·1. II -, ..... , ••••• 1 ... -'" 
I 

33 Y.'.~' .• f •• I.a~.I-~~-I~.-,.~ ••• ~.-"I •• ~,-~.- •• lIall--" •• -, ••• ¥ •• ~ 

Sf 

3S 

I. 

,~.I-_.-Y •• -.. ,~~~~ •. -'~~~I.fl ••••• -.f.'.'." ••• '.,.l'~M ••. , " "'\.'~ "/' /1' .: 
\\ Ii' ,-1 

.r .11.* _ --If- h.;!".~;d.- •• - ,~ .. - ,!J!.-la· ...... -d - ..... -, ..... , 
/ ~I 

lun» !! Ie .. than )<' 10 percent by wei, .. t of alcohol in t~. 

-7-
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I' 

5 

~i-.'",gxJ.~ling-l'~u~,.-~al-'WQ~-fa~.») it is .vidence tb~t ~ay 

be considered witb otner co~peten£ evidence in deter~l"lng 

.... hetber the person vas under tbe infll.ieIiC~ of. intoxical'inl: 

6 liquor or any drug. (,UQ~--I:f--t:.H)I'.li--\lIa.II--!J'--UlU:--'hl.--Cl.lcl 

7 :Hi ",n,,, \. - -.a .. -'-_.~"~.~ lIy.- '-'4ItKAli-G f -a 1 a.a~,,_! - ,~,. cll(, -Jh}" un.!, -.ltlij .. ll.w - i1. 

S ;,11.11- _ ali· -p ... ,!il.ull~t"- - '.kll.r..--loa!, -",~" - "\lJt4~"',-· - tSla-· - i .. fl:III~ •. tle- - •• f 

'.10 (2) Percent by weir)lt of alcoh.ol in -tbe bloo~ sball b.e 

11 bused upon ~illigra~~ o~ alco~ol per one hundred cubic 

J2 centl~eters. of blood. « {~.~» The foregoing provi.8ions of tbis 

13 section shall not be construe~ sa limiting t.e introduction of 

14 any otber compel~nt evidence be~ring upon tb~ quest.ion ~bether 
'. 

IS the person was un4er the inflo:ene.e of intoxica.ting liquor arany 

18 drug. 

17 13) Chemical. analysis of th~ person's blood or breath to 

IH be cOIlsidered· valid under tbe pr·ovisjons of thi.s section or 

d» section 1 or 2 of this 1979 a.ct shall have been performed 

NZO according to methods approved by the sta.t~ tGxicoloaist "nd by 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2.5 

26 

27 

28 

2.9 

3U 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

an individ~al pOlisessing a valid penuil it!Hiued by' the. /i.tate 

toxicologist for this purpose. The state toxicoloiis~ 1~ 

directed to approve satisfactory techniques or methods, to 

sup~rvl$2 the exa~ination of individuals to ascer~ain thelr 

qualifications aod co~petence to conduct suet analy.es, and to 

issue permiJ s 

revocat~on at the discretion of the st~te toxicologist. 

( 4 ) When a blQod test is aJ~tnl8.tered under tbe 

provili ion~ of R~V 48.20.30.8, the withdrawal of blood for .the 

purpose of b-etenDin.ina its alcobolic content .ay be performed 

only by • physician, a registered nurse. or a qualified 

technician. Thi. l!mit~tionshall not apply to the taking of 

breath sp~~lmens. 

(5) The person tested may have a physician, or. 

qualifled tecbnician. chemist, registered nurse, or otbe .. 

36 qu~lifled pcr~Qn of bis own choQ~inB administer ~ che.ieal teat 

SHB US -8-
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.J 

or :csts ih addition to any ad~l"i~tored Qt tL~ dlr~ctjon Gf I 

i 1~\i ~iliorcewent officer. The fallure 0.- l1i.i.Lility to obta'in ,in 
\( 

3 addttiGnalteit by • peraon shall not preclud~ ~be ~d~i.alon of 

.. evideitc." relatinl to the teu 0)'" Hilits t .. ken At tl1e din~ction of 

5 »l.v enforce.ent officer. 

1 cbelilic.l. test or test·, at the r,'equ'etit af a~ I.·", e'n'l·orce.li1ellt·· 

8' officer, f.ull In'forlllllt1ol1 concerni.nl t·be t:eii-t or h~.·-t": IIhall be 

.f .iu.de. avan.ble to hili. or U. aUorn:ey.· 

It 

11 a.s la.s.t a.end·ed. by section S, c.b'·pt.er 3, Lawl 'Of· 1,"7 ex. .e ••• 

12 and ReV 48. 8L 515 .r,e eaeb. alllended to. read ati tol·low·.: 

13 ('1) Every perion wbo Is convicted o.fa vlbl.-tion of 

14 ( (f' ~ . Ii.,.' vi •• ,.a .... , ... - -v."'e". - -wli i I .. - -Ii ....... ·Uu,,",-' .. ll'lUI.·II· ... - fir 

15 til ,e.l ea'" RIl'- -ll,M ••. - -e. - {"+ ·.t.i V~.Ri ·.-.... i H.Y ·va II I .let -1It1ft i lit·· ~Rih) .. 

1.6 'lie· '''' i.llle." •• ef - • ., ..... 11- se -~ - "el"6}"-·~II' 81l- - FfU,II.)l1I _. ,it·.·-... , ve~ 
17 ' ... apa ... le-- .. f-a.af.ly.tI.,ivhl-a-IIIe, .... -vatahle» ,!ectton 1. o.r .. 2-. of. 

1.8 this 1971 act shaH be punilhed by haprilorllllent for not Ie'u 

18 tban «fi",e» ~ d.ay(C.» nor lIIore than one year, and by a tina 

20 of not «le~~--'~a~·f'f'y.~ell.v'.Aa.» ~or~ than five hundred 

21 

22 

23 

2.4 

25 

2.6 

27 

28 

U 

30 

31 

32 

n 
34 

35 

doll.ra~ The person ~hall, in .ddttion, be required to COMplete 

a course at an alcohol in~,.orlllation scbool appt"oved' by tbe 

departMent of social and healtb servic.ei. One day of .tbe Jan 

Iient.ence sball not be Jlutip.endedor defen'ed lintel" tbe JudHe 

find.. t~b .• t the impod lion of the Jail sentence will pose a rilk·; 

to tbe defendant'. physical or lXI.ental weU:'·belng. Wbenever tbe' 

.andatory Jai I sentenc'e iti suspended or deferred, t·be J\.\dg2 I1Ult 

!t.te~ in writing, tbe r~.80n for ar&nting the 8u8pe~.ion o~ 

deferral and the facts upon whieb tbe iuspension.or defe~r.l i • 

bllsed. 

ill On a §econd OJ:" subsequent conviction «e,-."UI8" 
ef1l8Rs.» unde~ section .J. o.-":z of thia 1171 act within a five 

_, .,.1<'~'..,..i(._ ' 

year period «~.» a peri~n shall be puuiihed by i~priuon.ent 

for nol lee8 than «c~'I"Y» ~ day. nor !lore tban one year 

and by a fine not ·«'(UI1-'IlA"-e"8-"\sllth' •. ~.tlella •• """.)~- more 

36 thaw one ~hous.and dollaf8{'( ..... "I-R •. h~ ... ».!-...!be jail ien·te.nce:' 
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«"~Il-- .. It~--fl.F.~j:, ~i.Mli ~ l:H: ilUt:~i!Jl~.e:Ll(.-.v;U)Vl&':lf~~-;:':H.l"il 

~£~~t-a~v,·la~-~-J~f.~J.~~-~b&-~.j-~~'-·r~Q~~¥~ilY·-~ii--&-·~~'l 

j~.tQ"~U--~W~~~~i~J--~R·-~~~~-.e~e~a~--au-~u~~~,uinl-~Q"Vi~1'8.~ 

W~~~~~~.UY.~-~'R'~~~~-~ .. J/~~·li~~-~~iy-~~-~k~-~~~~i.l~~·.~a'-'k~ 

~~f~u~~WU-FQF'l~".'~.-!".-.~l-.~uQaa~~IKl~y.-c&G,l.$.- ••• -.~~~; 

&: It;F~tI~'lI •. a 141 til Irel- '1'8li ':-.0." I· ,l'a,1' lUI •• - - p((Olln)!,J), • liU'IT ... "'Il. - TJaall-,"OJ 

i¥.~~ujiun--.1l~11-~8-aQt-Ai'~.-~'8"-tll~~fa'lwvQ •• '-'b •. ~.'e.~ ••• 
t8-'~8Y'~.~,~e.f-8'--I¥a8.~81¥1--.Q*,1.fi •• --el--.al~--.~.a'.M~' 

'~8 ••• w-uw"~A.--.-'iu8-Q •• '.i~.I.-t •.• »~.~1'*ka~-~y-,~.-.8YVQ») 
HI or 'defen'ed unleu the Judie find" that the ir..posftion of the 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Ii 

17 

I-' 18 

°u v.> 
:li 

21 

22 

II 

2' 

~5 

:1.6 

21 

28 

2. 

SO 

U 

32 

3' 
U 

35 

SI 

J_il .ent~nce will poae a risk to the defendant·. ,by.ical or 

mental w~ll-beinl' Wbenever tbe .andatory Jail sentence i. 

sUlpended or deferred, tbe Judie .. UII t IIta te, in writ in", tbe 

rea.on for ,rant ina the auap*naion or deferral and tbe facts 

upon wbicb tbe ¥u'pehllion or deferril i. based. If lucb perMon 

at tbe tiMe of a aecond or .ublequent conviction il without a 

license or because of a ~revioul lu.penlion or 

rev~cation, tbe aini.u ••• ndato~y aentence IIhall be ninety days 

in jail and I.l two hundred dollar fi.~,1.!. The penalty 10 i.poMed 

ahall not .be suspended or deferred. .-
In addition to any nonau~pend.ble and nondeferrable Jail 

e~"tence required by this iub.ection, the court .hall sentence a, 

perion to a tera of i*prt.on .. ent not exceed ina one ~undred 

.eigbty dnYIl ~na _ball IU'pend but ahall not defer tbe lentence 

fo~ & ~eriod not exceeding two ye_ri. Tbe aUlpenlion of tb! 

.antenc •• ay be ,condltioned upon nonrepetition, alcobol or .Clrul 

u·eatlilent.t. .uperv!aed probation, or otber conditionll tJlat I,ay be 

approprhte. Tbe .enIence· .ay be i'!!p'0led 1n wllole or. in part 

upon violation· of • condition of Iyspe~.ion durin, 

IUlpension period. 

(U2~» ill Tbere .ball be levied and paid into tile 

biJbway islety fund of £b~ .tate tre.sury a penalty a.le.l.ent 

in t~e ~ini.u~ awo~nt of twenty~five percent of. and wbich aball 

be- in 'Id"dition to, any fine, bail forfeiture, or COilt' on all 

offenle~ InvolYinl a violation of any Itate .taiute, or city or 

cOllnt)' ordinan£:e rehUnl to drlvina a .0lOr vebiclQ: wbile under 

so 'IS -IO-~ 

I 
1: i ' 
I ' 

n
l.~ 

l. ~ -f 1 , 'I' 

! 
I 
r 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
! 
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3 

.. 

d 

.. .. 
8 

t 

cLe ~nfl~ence ~f inEuzic~t~n~ liqu~r or b~;!'l in ~cl~~l phi~lcil 

(;~litru~ of II I~O\Oi- 1r'I~Id.l~le \:t!:ile 1::.det' r.lJ~ li:n.'4C:,ce ot 

.!n'i.c,xtcliting lJ~uor: P;(QVIDC[', lbilt all fLlUj& det'iv;:t1 f,'Cs.l'8Uch 

pen~lty ~i.en'went ~kkl1 be tn .~JitiDn tu ~nd £acluilve of 

*sae'3cents .~d~ ~od~r acv 46.81.03U anci ~b&ll b~ for tbe 

I 
.c \ ~p 

exc us ... ve use ot' the departll2~nt fok" drivf:r servitH:ii pl'ograt;ls aild 

for a siate.wi~e alcohol ,.fety action prciram, or o~berili~llar 

proKra~. deaiancd pri.~rJly lor,the reb&bilit.tion or control of 

traffic offender" Suct penalty aM~e¥Mment ,ball be included in 

10 any bail .~bedule and ihall be included by the court in any 

pronounce.ent of Icntence. 11 

12 Notwithstanding the provisions cont~ined in 

l~ chapters 3.18, 3.46, 3.50, 3.62, or 35.20 acy, or Ilny otber 

14 lIection of law, the penal ty p~ovided for in 

15 subsection «E2~» i!l of tbia &ectj~n aball not be suspended, 

18 waived, lIIodified, or deferred in any respect, and all lIIoneys 

17 derived frOM such pen~lty assessments ahall be forwarded to the 

l8 hl&hway aafety fund to be used exclusively for the purpoiei aet 

11 ,forth in liubsection «U~» ill of this rrection. 

20 The license or permit to drive or any I 
I J ,21 n .. , .. ,,("., nonresident privilele of any perion convicted of either of tbe 

. ' .... i 

I 
I 
f 

i 
I' 

i~t 
4, 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

28 

30 

31 

32 

33 

U 

35 

offenses na.ed in «I¥~a~8Ii8R-El~-a~8v8» section I or 2 of 
~~~~--~~~~~~ 

tbill 1878 act sball: 

(a) On the first conviction under either Bueb offense; 

be sUIpended by the dep~rtment for not less tban thir.ty days: 

PROVIDED, Thet the court ~ay recommend that no sUlpenllo" action 

be taken; 

(b) .On a aecond conviction under either luch offenae 

within a five year period, be aUjp~nded by the dep~rtment for 

not less th~n alxlY daya «aft.~--11I8--t ••• iRat18R--8f-Iw8~ 

'.Fa8r.!.~~a'~·I.R' •• ~.): 

(c) On a third or iubsequent conviction under either 

such offe~se within a five year period, be revoked by the 

depa~tcent . 

«EI~),~ ill In any cue ·pl·o,,'.ided for in tbis' netion, 

where , ~r!yer's li~en.e 1. to be revoked or sUlpe~ded, .uch 
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~ ,. 

I .: 

2 eti~c[ until aftftr tfle deter~in~t1on of any pppnul !rD~ tbe 

3 conviction w4ich ~ay lawfully he tnken, but in case ~uch 

4 conviction is sust~ined on uppdll 9uch r~vDcntion Dr su£pcnsion 

5 

6 

7 

8 

s. 

10 

i 1. 

14 

s~ull take eff~c! us of the dute thnt t~e conviction becomes 

effective tor other purposes. 

J 7 ) _--.;;T...;.h;..;;c-,--_.P.!.9 vis i OilS of this secti~n limiting the· 

au·tbor-itl of Ii court to dC'fer or suspei\da sentence shall not 

take eff~~t until lanu~ry~ 1, 1&&0. The division of crimin~l -_. 
ju~tice, no later than D~ce~ber 31, i980,sball su~mit a $tudy 

to the house of represerttatives and to the ~enate'which details 

the impaet 6f the sentencing 2rovi~ion~ established by this 

secti(ifI. The iwpact study shull include, but shall not.be 

limited to, the followihg infor~ution: The impact of the 

15 pro~isions upon county J~il conditions and bed space, the cost 

16 i~pact of t~e prOVisions upon local and state lovern$~nta, and 

17 tbe e:idstence of alternative facilities to whichindlv.'idual& 

18 sentertted uhder this section ~ay be com~itted. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Sec. 1. Section 5. chapter 12~. Laws of 1'72 ex.· seas. 

and RC\,I 70.96.-\.050 are e8!:h sm·ended to rend as follo ..... s: 

The depart~ent ~h&11: 

(1) Develop, encourage, and foster st~te-wide, relionaI, 

and loc~l plans and progra$s for tbe prevention of .1coholi~M 

Ilnd treatment of lil~oholic.<j. persons iitcapaiHtated by alcohol, 

and i~t~xicated p.rsons In coope~ation vftb PUblic and ~rlv.te 

26 ~g~nci.$, ori~nizations, and individuals and proYid~ tcchnicaf 

27115 sis ttjnce Kndc'onsu 1 t. t i on services f·or t'h,ese purp'olJes; 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

35 

38 

(2) Co~rdlnate the e~forts Dnd enlist the as.iMtjnce of 

all public IUld pri.vate agencies, orgilnizationli, and -lndivh!uals 

tntere:Hed fit prevention of alcoholism and tTeatment of 

alcoboli~s, p~rsons fric.pacitated by a~cohol, and in~oxic.~ed 

person's; 

(3) Cooperat'e with p'ubUc and pr·ivate.B~ncie~ in 

establishing and ·couducting pr'ogrUUi to provide ·treatmertt· for 

alco~olics. ~e~~ons inckpaci~ated by ~lc~hol. and intoxicated 

pe~son5 who a~e cli~nl& of the correc~~on.l ~y.t~m. 

-. u ... -. 

<+2';" t· ., .. I 

. , 

~ 

" .... 

.~ 

l (~) CuoveruE~ ~lth t~e 

2 instruction, stale board of police 

3 departments, cuurtli, a.n1i other public .tl1d prIvutc ag.:hcies, 

4 organizations and individu~ls in ~£t~blilibini progra~s for the 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

prevent~~n of alcoholis~ and tre.tment of &lcOhUlLc8, pe~son8 

incapacitat~d by alcohol, and into~lc~ted per£ons, and pr~p~ring 

curric.ululIlmaterials thereon for use a·t all level~ of lic.hool 

education; 

(.5) Prepar.e, publisb, evaluate, and d ia seldina t.e 

educational material .dealing with. the nat.ureand effect.a \~.f 

alcobol; 

(8) Develop and implement, as· an integr.al part of 

treatment programs, an ed.ucationalprogram· for use in th.e 

tr.ea tlllent of alcohol ics, per'~onli incapaci t·at,ed by alcohol, and 

15 intoxica.ted persons, which program shall i-nc 1 ~d.e the 

16 dissemination of Information concerning the nature and effeet~ 

1'1 of alcohol; 

18 : (7) 3rgllnize and foster training programs for persons 

It engaged In treatment of ~lcobolic~, 

20 a,lcoh.ol,and intoxicated persons; 

persons incapacitated ~y 

21 

22 

23 

24 

(8) Sponsor and encourage re~e~rch into the c~use5 and 

nature of alcohoLism ·and treatment of alcoholic3, persons 

incapacitat·ed by alcohol, and intoxicated per·sons, and serve .as 

a cle.aring bouse for :i..nfor.~ation .·elating 'to alcoholism: 

. (9) Specify uniform methods for keepinJ stati~tical 

2~ infor.ation by public and p~ivate agencies, organi~ations, and 

27 individuals, and collect ,and make avaUable rele:v.ant statistical 

28 

6~2~ 

inforacllttion, including number of persons treate.d, frequ.ency of 

a.dmission and re·ad!JIission, and f.reoQuency .and dura.tion .of 
1
30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

tl"eM'alent, 

(10) Advise tbe governor in ~he 'preparation of .~ 

comprehensive plan for treatment of ~lcoho1ies, per'ons 

incapacitated by alcobo.l, and into.xicated .persons f.or inc.lusion 

in tbe st~te's comprehensive health plan; 

(11) R.eview Illl -state be"lth, welfar·e; and trc.atment 

plans to be subml t ted - for fed.erlll funding under 

-13-
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4 

:.; 

6 

7 

8 

9 

16 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I-' 19 P 
111 20 I 

21 

2'2 

23 

24 

25 
1 
:; 26 
~ 

27, 

28 

29 

SO 

~ 

legis!:Hion, snd &lchi1&e the governor on pn)v!sian* ':[(1 be 

1ncluded rc12ting to 31co~~lis~, persons incapacit~ted by 

2lcohol, nnd intoxicated persofls; 

(12) Assist in the dDvelopm~nt of, and coop~r~t~ with, 

alcohol education and treatment prolram~ for esployeea of atate 

Ilnd local lIuver:1ll\ents and busll1elilleli and ind,utriea"in the 

state; 

(IS) Utilize the support and assilt~nce of intere.ted 

persons in the cOlUlun! ty to e~couraKe alcoholica voluntar=il,y to 

undergo tre3t~e"t; 

(14) Cooperat~ witb public and pri~ate ~Ien~,ea fa 

establish_nil and conducting proarams destaned to deal with tbe 

probles of peraonli operatinll motbr vehicles while in~oxlcatedi 

(15) Encourage general bO,spltah and other appropriate 

helll th fact Ii tl es to adlilit wi thout dililcrhsina t ion alcoh:ol'ic •• 

personi incapacit~ted by alcohol. and intoxicated per.ona and to 

provide'them with adequate and appropriate treat~ent: «a.4» 

(16) Encourage all health and disability in.~r~nce 

proarams to include alcobolis~ as a covered tiIRe.s; And 

( 17) Orgenize and sponsor a state-wide prolra. to belp 

court Fersonnel, including Judges. better understand the di.e •• e 

of alcoboli5~ and the uses 61 alcoholi,. treat.ent prolra.s. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. B.lf anyprovhion of tbiB a~l' or 

its applic_tion to any person or circuQstance is held invalid, 

tbe, relllainder of the 'act' or t.he application of the provilion to 

other perlona or circulllstances 1. nQt affected. 

NEW SECTIOIi. Sec. 8. Tbere is bereby .ppropr~.ted, ten 

t~oul.nd dollars to the departlllent of soctal and health aervices 

to stucly theproblelll of abuse of alcohol by drivers and to 

r~port to the leeis1ature in 11S1. 
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