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Introduction

Drunk driving continues to devastate America. While alcohol-related fatalities have declined by
more than 40 percent since MADD was founded in 1980, every year nearly 13,000 people are
killed by drunk drivers with an illegal alcohol level of .08 blood alcohol content (BAC) or above.
This represents more than 1,000 families every month that must live with the tragic
consequences of drunk driving.

If we continue to rely solely on current strategies to control drunk driving, any further reductions
will likely be incremental. MADD’s bold new vision of A Nation Without Drunk Driving
requires new strategies to complement current methods.

Drunk driving control in 2006. Currently, the primary method to control drunk driving is
through a system of laws, enforcement and sanctions. Thanks to the efforts of MADD and its
supporters, laws in every state make it illegal to drive while impaired by alcohol or with a BAC
of .08 percent or higher. When they are detected, drunk drivers are arrested, prosecuted and
sanctioned. This system deters many people from driving drunk because they fear that they will
be detected, arrested and punished.

Yet, thousands continue to drive drunk and get away with it. Law enforcement resources are
stretched too thin. Officers simply cannot observe all roads, all the time, to watch for drunk
drivers. And even when an officer is present, many drunk drivers may not be detected, because
officers require probable cause to stop a driver (some traffic violation or other driving behavior
that suggests that the driver is drunk) unless the stop is made as part of a properly administered
sobriety checkpoint. It is estimated that drunk drivers make more than 80 million trips every
year. The chances of being arrested on any drunk driving trip are less than one in 50" and the
chances of being convicted may be as low as one in 300.

Technology to control drunk driving. Technology’s main role in today’s drunk driving
deterrence system is to support law enforcement. The most obvious way is to measure a driver’s
BAC using evidentiary breath test instruments at the station house or hand-held preliminary
breath test devices at the roadside. Computers and automated record systems also help officers,
prosecutors and judges identify and process drunk drivers.

A very different use of technology prevents persons from driving drunk. Alcohol ignition
interlocks require drivers to pass a breath test to demonstrate sobriety before their cars will start.
Current interlocks are highly accurate, using the same breath test technology as many evidential
instruments used by law enforcement agencies nationwide. Having been used for more than 20
years on the cars of convicted drunk driving offenders, there is solid evidence that alcohol
ignition interlocks are effective. Newly emerging technologies use different methods to measure
a driver’s sobriety. Interlocks using these methods promise to be quicker, less invasive and
unobtrusive with the potential for use in vehicle fleets and by the general public.

There would be no drunk driving crashes if it were impossible for drunks to drive. These
technologies suggest how this goal might be achieved and have turned the vision of A Nation
Without Drunk Driving from wishful thinking to a real possibility.



Symposium Overview

In June 2006, MADD convened the International Technology Symposium: A Nation Without
Drunk Driving to explore the role of technology in controlling and even eliminating drunk
driving. Participants included more than 100 representatives from organizations involved in
technology research and development, automobile manufacturing, insurance, law enforcement,
the courts, communications, state legislators, MADD members and staff, and National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) officials. Appendix C lists all participants.

At the Symposium, invited speakers discussed four main themes in seven plenary sessions:

1) Alcohol ignition interlocks: how they are used currently; their benefits and drawbacks;
how their use and effectiveness might be expanded; and some obstacles to their
increased use. Speakers in Plenaries 1 and 2 presented evidence from the United States,
Canada, Australia and Europe.

2) Emerging technologies for detecting alcohol in drivers: what methods are being
investigated; their current level of development; how they might be used; and the
research and development needed to develop effective and practical products from these
promising ideas. Speakers in Plenaries 3 and 5 provided up-to-date information from
cutting-edge research firms, automobile manufacturers, research institutes and NHTSA.
Speakers also touched on other emerging in-vehicle technologies for monitoring driver
performance and detecting driver fatigue, distraction and non-alcohol related
impairment.

3) Public and institutions: how the public and key institutions view both alcohol ignition
interlocks and potential driver performance monitoring technologies; and what is needed
to build broad public and institutional acceptance. Speakers in Plenary 6 presented views
from law enforcement, state legislatures and the media. The keynote dinner speaker
presented results from a June 2006 public opinion survey of current and emerging
technologies.

4) Next steps for development and implementation of emerging technology. Speakers in
Plenary 7 outlined a roadmap for increasing the implementation of alcohol ignition
interlocks and for the research and development of emerging alcohol detection
technology.

In addition, speakers in Plenary 4 estimated the potential reductions in drunk driving fatalities
that full implementation of alcohol ignition interlocks and emerging alcohol detection
technologies could produce. Each plenary session concluded with a lively question and answer
session.

The Symposium agenda in Appendix A lists all sessions and speakers. The presentations from
the Plenaries and the dinner speaker are listed by author in Appendix B.

The following report summarizes the Symposium’s presentations, discussions and conclusions.
Its four sections correspond with the four themes listed above and include key information from
the plenary presentations. The full presentations are available on MADD’s Web site:
www.MADD.org.



Alcohol Ignition Interlocks

An alcohol ignition interlock is a device that measures a driver’s alcohol level and is linked to
the vehicle’s ignition system. The vehicle will not start unless the driver’s alcohol concentration
is below a pre-set BAC.

Current interlocks use a breath test to measure alcohol. Every time a driver wishes to start the
vehicle, he or she must blow into the device. They are highly accurate, using the same breath test
technology as many evidential instruments used by law enforcement agencies nationwide. They
have been used for over 20 years on the cars of convicted drunk driving offenders who are
prohibited from driving after drinking. Their interlocks are set at a BAC level of .02 or .025 to
allow for small variations in the accuracy of the breath test device and to avoid locking the
ignition of drivers with very small amounts of alcohol from mouthwash, communion wine or
other sources.

Interlocks may contain several features to prevent drivers from attempting to circumvent them.
The “rolling retest” requires additional breath tests at random intervals while driving. This
prevents a driver from asking a sober person to start the car or from leaving the car idling outside
a bar. A data recorder logs the date, time and driver’s BAC of every breath test.

Interlock programs in the United States. Interlocks are used as a condition of probation for
drunk driving offenders after their driver’s licenses have been reinstated. As of 2006, 45 states,
the District of Columbia and most Canadian provinces and territories require or allow some
offenders to use interlocks.’ Some state and provincial interlock programs are administrative,
managed by a motor vehicle or driver licensing department. Others are judicial, managed by the
courts. About 100,000 interlocks are in service in the United States on the cars of fewer than 10
percent of all recently convicted drunk driving offenders.*

Interlock programs are operated by private interlock equipment providers. Typical costs are
about $175 to install the device and about $2.25 per day while the interlock is on the car.’ The
interlock must be serviced regularly to check its accuracy and to download information from the
data recorder.

Pennsylvania and New Mexico are two examples of successful ignition interlock programs.
Pennsylvania’s initial interlock law became effective in September 2001.° Following a one-year
license suspension, repeat drunk driving offenders could choose either a second year of license
suspension or a year restricted to driving interlock-equipped vehicles. In 2003, the law was
changed to require all repeat offenders to use an interlock vehicle for one year after the one-year
license suspension. Exceptions are permitted for employment — driving while on the job — and
economic hardship. As of 2005, six interlock devices were approved for use, 120 interlock
service centers were operating around the state, 2,787 interlocks had been installed, and drivers
had accumulated 37 million sober miles and about 32,000 “lockouts” when an interlock vehicle
would not start because the driver’s BAC was too high.” In Pennsylvania, the courts impose the
interlock requirement and sanction drivers who violate it by driving a car without an interlock.
The Pennsylvania Bureau of Driver Licensing certifies interlock devices and suspends, restores



and modifies driver’s licenses. The Bureau contracts with the Pennsylvania DUI Association to
maintain a directory of interlock devices, providers and service centers; inspect the service
centers; and maintain the program records.

New Mexico first allowed interlocks in 1999 as an option for repeat drunk driving offenders. In
2005, interlocks became mandatory for all drunk driving offenders: one year for first-time
offenders, two years for second-time offenders, three years for third-time offenders and lifetime
for fourth-time offenders.® As in Pennsylvania, the courts impose the interlock requirement on
offenders. Some courts have quickly responded to the 2005 requirement while others have not. In
Santa Fe Magistrate Court, over 65 percent of all persons convicted of drunk driving in 2004 had
an interlock installed before July 1, 2005, while in other counties the installation rate was less
than five percent.9 As of June 2006, there were 5,265 interlocks installed in New Mexico,
substantially more per capita than in any other state.'”

Interlock effectiveness. Evaluations of interlock programs in seven states and two Canadian
provinces consistently show that offender recidivism is about 65 percent lower for offenders with
an interlock than for comparable offenders without an interlock. However, the effect disappears
as soon as the interlock is removed from the car, when recidivism is similar for both offender
groups.'' Interlocks allow offenders to resume driving legally while substantially reducing their
ability to drive drunk. In contrast, two-thirds of offenders with suspended licenses and no
interlock continue to drive.'?

Interlock programs in other countries.

e Australian interlock programs operate in the states of South Australia (since 2001),
Victoria (2003) and New South Wales (2003) and are being planned in Queensland and
Western Australia."® The existing programs operate at a fairly low level with
approximately 2,500 interlock installations as of June 2006. Each program could be more
successful if legislative or implementation deficiencies were addressed.

¢ In Canada, almost all provinces and territories have interlock programs, all of which are
administered by driver licensing agencies.'* Most are voluntary, with drunk driving
offenders receiving earlier reinstatement of their driver’s license if they agree to have an
interlock installed on their vehicle. Some are open to all drunk driving offenders while
others are restricted to repeat officers. In some, the interlock period can be extended for
drivers who fail to comply with the interlock restriction.

¢ Sweden has introduced interlocks in two different ways. Since 1999, drunk driving
offenders have had the option of keeping their driver’s license if they participate in the
interlock program.' For two years, drivers must drive only interlock-equipped vehicles
and cannot drive outside of Sweden. All attempts to start the vehicle are recorded.
Drivers are dropped from the program for two or more positive BAC tests in the first year
or for any positive tests in the second year. Every three months, drivers must submit a
doctor’s certificate documenting biological markers to identify any alcohol use. Drivers
are dropped from the program if they are not completely sober during the second year.
Drivers must pay the full two-year program costs of approximately $5,750. Thirteen
percent of convicted drunk drivers have elected to participate in the interlock program,
and 60 percent of the participants had a diagnosis of alcohol dependence or abuse. About
half the participants completed it successfully. Two years after they left the program,



successful participants had substantially fewer drunk driving arrests and crashes than they
did before they entered the program. Drivers dropped from the program returned to their
previous drunk driving behavior.

Sweden has also installed interlocks in several vehicle fleets, beginning in 1999 with a
taxi company, a bus company and a trucking company. In 2003, the Swedish Abstaining
Motorists” Association (MHF), in cooperation with an insurance company, began to
promote interlocks to municipalities and companies. By 2005, a survey of 84
municipalities showed that 22 percent had installed interlocks on some vehicles,
especially vehicles used to transport school children. The Swedish government is
considering proposals to increase the use of interlocks in various fleets.'

e A 2001 European Union interlock feasibility study led to field trials involving Belgian
drunk driving offenders and alcohol dependent patients, German truck drivers, and
Norwegian and Spanish bus drivers.'” Interlock programs are being tested in Finland,
France, Germany and Great Britain. All use interlocks as a voluntary alternative to other
sanctions for convicted drunk drivers.

What is needed to increase interlock use. Interlock technology does not need further research
or development before it can be implemented widely, as demonstrated by the approximately
100,000 interlocks in service today in the United States. Rather, the challenge is to substantially
increase interlock use by drunk driving offenders. There are two key steps.

e Laws: require interlock use by all drunk driving offenders, including first offenders, as
New Mexico does.'® This requires political leadership, a successful legislative campaign
and public support." This also will require changing a common belief that many first-
time offenders have just made one mistake and should not be punished severely. In many
states, first-time offenders often receive very light penalties. Their drunk driving charge
may be reduced to reckless driving or some other traffic offense. Their charge may be
dropped if the offender attends an alcohol education program. Yet, as previously stated,
most first-time offenders have driven drunk many times before they are arrested and
convicted. If not prevented by an interlock, many will continue to drink and drive.

¢ Judges and prosecutors: educate and encourage judges and prosecutors to assign drunk
driving offenders to interlocks as allowed or required by state law. Some judges do not
require interlocks even when a state’s law mandates their use, as New Mexico data
show.?’ Some judges do not understand how interlocks work and how effective they are
at preventing drunk driving. Judges are crucial to interlock programs because they have
the power to uphold interlock laws and penalize drivers who fail to comply with interlock
program requirements. Prosecutors also may not understand the value of interlocks and
may not support or encourage their use. Active judicial and prosecutorial education is
necessary to increase interlock use.

Interlock programs can be managed by a driver licensing department, the courts and probation
offices or jointly as in Pennsylvania. The courts have the power to require offenders to use
interlocks and to punish offenders who violate this requirement. Probation offices can monitor
offenders by using data from the interlock’s data recorder, which will show any suspicious
patterns in the vehicle’s use. The data recorder also will help probation officers determine if the
offender had been drinking: many offenders with interlock vehicles have a positive BAC when
they try to start their vehicle in the morning because they had been drinking on the previous



night.*' Driver licensing departments can issue driver’s licenses that require interlock use and
can implement interlock programs uniformly statewide. An ideal interlock program includes both
judicial and administrative components.

Interlock programs must also address several practical issues including program costs for
indigent offenders, how to deal with offenders who transfer their vehicle’s registration to avoid
an interlock and how to provide service in sparsely populated rural areas. Interlock programs
across the states and Canadian provinces provide examples of how these issues can be resolved.

Model interlock program goals, components and results. The goal is simple: assure that all
convicted drunk drivers use an interlock for a period of time after their driver’s license is
reinstated. Three strategies may help expand the use of interlocks and increase their benefits.

¢ Develop model interlock legislation for states and have it approved by the National
Committee for Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances (NCUTLO).

¢ [Install an interlock on the offender’s car quickly. Long license suspensions may not be
the most effective strategy since many drivers with a revoked or suspended license will
drive anyway.”* Long suspensions delay the time before an interlock can enforce sober
driving.

e Keep the interlock on the offender’s car until he or she has demonstrated a period of
sober driving, as is done in a handful of states and some Canadian provinces. Sober
driving can be measured by having no interlock breath test failures or as in Sweden by
biological markers.”

The benefits of installing interlocks on all convicted drunk drivers’ cars would be substantial.
About 1.4 million drivers are convicted of DWI each year, but fewer than 10 percent use an
interlock when their driver’s license is reinstated.”* Without an interlock, they are likely to
resume driving drunk; with an interlock, their drunk driving recidivism would decrease by up to
90 percent.

A longer-term goal is to incorporate interlocks into a broader strategy to reduce drunk driving by
all drivers. Sweden’s experience suggests that there may well be a market for current interlocks
in some vehicle fleets or as optional aftermarket equipment for the general public.

Emerging Technologies

A person’s alcohol level can be measured in various bodily fluids as well as in a person’s tissue
and breath. Alcohol also affects a driver’s actions. These effects can be observed in hand and eye
movements and in how the vehicle accelerates, brakes, steers and maintains its position on the
road.

In addition to the breath testing technology used in current evidential alcohol test instruments
and interlocks, four technology categories are being investigated actively for potential use in
interlocks: advanced breath testing, tissue spectroscopy, transdermal perspiration testing and eye
movement measurement. Each is in a different stage of research and development. Each offers
potential advantages relative to breath testing but face substantial challenges before they are



ready for use in interlocks. Additional advanced technologies, which were not fully discussed at
the Symposium, include algorithms to detect weaving and biometric identification such as
thumbprint screens.

Breath testing technology. Researchers are investigating methods to make breath test interlocks
easier to use. One company has developed a prototype hand-held breath test unit, about the size
of a cigarette package, using solid-state instead of fuel cell technology to measure breath
alcohol.?” The unit is not connected physically to the car. Instead, the unit is electronically
connected to the car’s door locks and ignition system. To use it, the driver approaches and
unlocks the car with a remote key button, just as most recent cars are unlocked, except that the
remote key is integrated into the breath test unit. Then the driver presses a button on the breath
test unit and blows into it. If the driver’s BAC is lower than the pre-set level, the unit
automatically sends a signal that unlocks the car’s ignition and the driver can start the car. If the
driver’s BAC is above the allowable level, the car will not start.

This system could be used for convicted drunk drivers as interlocks are used currently in the
United States, for vehicle fleets or as dealer-installed aftermarket equipment. The developers are
investigating many technological, practical and social issues that must be resolved before the
system can be implemented.

Tissue spectroscopy technology. Light reflected from tissue just beneath the skin can measure
alcohol in the tissue. A person being tested places a finger or forearm on a lighted sensor pad.”®
The pad contains a spectroscope which measures the amount of reflected light of different
wavelengths. Since alcohol affects the amount of light of certain wavelengths that is reflected
and absorbed, the spectroscope can determine the person’s BAC as accurately as a breath test
instrument. If used on a subject’s finger, this technology can record an “internal optical
fingerprint” of the small blood vessels just below the skin. Each person has a unique “internal
optical fingerprint.” The sensors are sufficiently accurate and the information they obtain is
sufficiently detailed that they can accurately verify an individual’s identity, just as a normal
fingerprint can.”’

Tissue spectroscopy is quicker and easier than breath testing. It requires a person only to touch a
sensor, not to blow into an instrument. It is also not invasive. Devices using tissue spectroscopy
currently are being used to measure glucose levels and other chemicals in clinical settings and to
measure alcohol levels in probation offices and worksites. They also are being used for identity
verification in military and national security settings and in a major theme park.”®

Devices using tissue spectroscopy have not been developed for use in vehicles. To be practical
for interlocks, they must be considerably smaller and less expensive than the current devices
used in clinical settings. If very small devices could be developed, they could be placed in the
steering wheel where they could monitor driver alcohol continually and invisibly. Some initial
discussions have been held between some tissue spectroscopy research and development
companies and representatives of the automobile industry and NHTSA.

Transdermal perspiration measurement technology. If alcohol is present in the body, then
alcohol also appears in perspiration, and the proportion of alcohol in perspiration can be used to



estimate BAC. Perspiration alcohol measurement is used to monitor alcohol consumption in
persons who are ordered not to consume alcohol. A device currently in use, SCRAM (Secure
Continuous Alcohol Monitor), is strapped to the offender’s ankle. It has a wireless link to a
modem that relays data to the agency that is monitoring the user. A second device currently in
prototype testing is small enough to be worn on the wrist. One company has developed a
prototype perspiration alcohol measurement device that can be embedded in a vehicle’s steering
wheel.

Transdermal perspiration measurement technology does not appear to be as promising as tissue
spectroscopy for use in interlocks because BAC estimates from perspiration are less accurate
than from tissue spectroscopy and because alcohol does not appear in perspiration until at least
30 minutes after drinking. Perspiration measurement devices in a steering wheel potentially may
be useful for other alcohol monitoring applications.

Eye movement measurement technology. Alcohol and certain other drugs affect a person’s eye
movements. The Horizontal Gaze Nystagmus test, which measures involuntary eye movements,
is the most accurate of the three components of the Standardized Field Sobriety Tests that
officers use every day as an initial indication of whether a driver is drunk. Other eye
measurements can indicate other forms of driver impairment.*® A driver’s Percent of Eye
Closure, or PERCLOS, may be used to indicate drowsiness. Tunnel vision, looking only at the
roadway, also can indicate drowsiness or other forms of impairment. On the other hand, frequent
or extended glances away from the road are a sign of driver distraction.

A driver’s eye movements could be continually observed and measured in a completely non-
invasive and passive manner to detect changes in driver performance. However, eye movement
measurements require in-vehicle cameras or other equipment which is highly unlikely to be
practical or acceptable in the foreseeable future. In addition, eye movements alone do not
accurately identify whether a driver is impaired by alcohol, another drug or fatigue.

Research and development needs and challenges. Tissue spectroscopy holds great promise for
use in interlocks to control drunk driving if practical test devices can be developed. Transdermal
perspiration measurement may be useful for other alcohol monitoring applications. There is
broad consensus on the requirements that a good device must meet. It should not hassle sober
drivers. It should be small, quick, non-invasive, accurate, reliable, repeatable, durable and easy to
maintain.”' The cost must be acceptable. It should be easy to use. If possible, it should be
automatic, unobtrusive and, perhaps, invisible to the driver. It will be even more useful if it can
serve more than one function such as verifying a driver’s identity to prevent theft or detecting
other forms of driving impairment.

Many steps are needed to bring a promising concept to market which include surveying the
potential market to refine product requirements; developing one or more concept devices;
building and testing prototypes in the laboratory; integrating a successful prototype with other
vehicle systems: testing an integrated system in the field; and developing production and
marketing capacity.’” It is reasonable to imagine that advanced technologies could be ready for
testing in selected vehicle fleets in less than 10 years. In time, the devices could be refined based
on field test experience and introduced to the public as standard or optional equipment on some



vehicles. In the future, the devices could be further refined as needed to be ready for full
implementation.

This research and development can best take place with the participation of the companies that

are developing advanced technology, the automobile manufacturers and automobile equipment
suppliers who must integrate it into their vehicles and products, and NHTSA. Other groups and
constituencies including law enforcement, the courts, licensing agencies, the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety and MADD will be vitally interested in this research and development and

will be crucial to the implementation and success of the technology. In hosting the Technology

Symposium, MADD has demonstrated its strong support.™

In several previous instances, technical working groups have brought many parties together to
share information, cooperate on research and develop voluntary standards. Recent examples
include the Blue Ribbon Panel on Advanced Airbag Evaluation and the Side Airbag Out of
Position Injury Technical Working Group.** This technical working group model may be
especially valuable here, with even more companies, industries and constituencies involved.

Potential benefits. An alcohol test device that is unobtrusive, quick, accurate, reliable,
repeatable, durable and easy to maintain could be installed on vehicle fleets and made available
to the public. If installed on every vehicle, it could make it impossible for drunk drivers to
operate a vehicle. In 2004, there were 13,142 traffic fatalities involving a driver with a BAC of
.08 or more. Based on data showing how the risk of a fatal crash increases as a driver’s BAC
level increases, almost 8,000 of these fatalities would have been prevented if vehicles could not
be operated by drivers with a BAC over .08 percent.”

Public Support

Technology is effective only if the people who use the technology welcome and accept it. As an
example, consider safety belt ignition interlocks. Similar to an alcohol ignition interlock, a safety
belt interlock prevents a car from starting unless the driver’s safety belt is buckled. Beginning
with the 1973 models, NHTSA required that all new cars have either a belt interlock or an airbag
and, subsequently, all manufacturers installed belt interlocks. Belt use in these new cars promptly
rose to about 75 percent. But the public rebelled. Congress quickly acted and prohibited NHTSA
from requiring belt interlocks. Nationally, belt use remained at 10 to 15 percent for about ten
years, until states began passing belt-use laws.

Therefore, it is important to gauge current public support for any new technology on cars,
especially technology that can prevent a car from starting. As a first step, MADD sponsored a
national public opinion survey of 800 drivers, conducted June 8-11, 2006.% Key findings from
this survey include:

e Overwhelming support for mandatory alcohol ignition interlocks for repeat drunk driving
offenders: 65 percent strongly support and another 20 percent support, for a total of 85
percent.

e Support for mandatory interlocks for first-time offenders: 40 percent strongly support, 23
percent support, 63 percent total.



e Support for “smart vehicle technologies” that would not allow a car to operate if the
driver was tired, distracted or above the legal alcohol level: 57 percent said they would
spend an additional $100 to have this technology on a new car and 69 percent would if
their insurance premium were reduced.

e Support for interlocks for first-time offenders increased from 63 percent to 74 percent,
after respondents learned that “two-thirds of drunk driving offenders continue to drive
even when their license is suspended.”

These and other results from the survey provide strong evidence that the public will support the
expanded use of interlocks for drunk driving offenders and is receptive to even broader use of
technology to prevent drunk drivers from operating vehicles. But the subject is complex, the
information and terminology is sometimes confusing and the public still needs further education
on the issue. It will be critical to conduct additional market and survey research and to carefully
develop messages and communications campaigns for the public.®’

Legislators, law enforcement, prosecutors, judges and driver licensing agencies. These five
groups are critical to increasing the use of alcohol ignition interlocks by drunk driving offenders.
Legislators must pass the laws authorizing or requiring interlock use. Law enforcement must
enforce drunk driving laws. Judges and prosecutors must include and enforce interlock
requirements in drunk driving offender sanctions. Driver licensing agencies must implement
administrative interlock requirements, issue driver’s licenses with an interlock restriction and
enforce these restrictions. All five groups both respond to and help form public attitudes and
opinions.

As with the general public, there are many things about interlocks that many legislators, law
enforcement officers, judges, prosecutors and driver licensing officials do not know or have yet
to understand.”® All five groups need to be involved from the beginning in efforts in any state to
expand the use of interlocks. Special information and other communications directed specifically
to each group may also be useful.

Conclusions and Next Steps

Symposium participants reached a strong consensus that technology offers substantial
opportunities to reduce drunk driving. Today, alcohol ignition interlocks monitor and control the
driving of about 100,000 convicted drunk driving offenders. No new technology research or
development is needed to expand their use to the approximately 1.4 million drivers convicted of
drunk driving each year. Emerging technologies may make accurate alcohol measurement
quicker, less invasive and, perhaps, even automatic and undetectable. But substantial research
and development is needed to confirm this promise and bring practical devices to market.

Symposium participants agreed on a three-part strategy to move forward.
Alcohol ignition interlocks: substantially increase their use by convicted drunk driving

offenders. The goal is that all offenders will resume driving only interlock-equipped vehicles
until they demonstrate that they do not need this restriction. Each state will have its own next
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steps toward this goal, depending on the state’s current interlock laws and practices. While only
a few states do not authorize interlocks, only New Mexico requires interlocks for all offenders.
States should consider new laws to expand the use of interlocks to all offenders. States also
should consider methods to install interlocks on offenders’ cars as quickly as possible and to
keep the interlock installed until the offender has demonstrated a period of sober driving. States
should consider how courts and driver licensing agencies can best work together to expand
interlock use and monitor offenders who use interlocks.

Effective communications and broad support are essential. Regardless of a state’s law, some
judges have not imposed either a voluntary or mandatory interlock requirement. An active
judicial education program is critical. Law enforcement support is equally important both to
continue active drunk driving enforcement and to assist in enforcing interlock requirements. And
without the support of the public and the media, improved interlock laws will not be passed,
drunk driving laws will not be enforced and interlock requirements will be ignored. As the
national survey results show, the public does support expanded interlock use for convicted
offenders, but this support must be further increased and focused through well-designed, factual
communication campaigns.

Emerging technologies: research, development and gradual implementation. While tissue
spectroscopy, transdermal perspiration measurement and other technologies have great promise,
the research and development challenges are substantial, especially in view of the many
companies, industries, organizations and constituencies that must be part of successful research,
development and implementation. To guide the research and development, the Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety agreed to help form a Blue Ribbon Panel on Advanced Alcohol
Detection Technology. All groups at the Symposium enthusiastically supported this Blue Ribbon
Panel and offered to participate. The Panel’s goal will be to develop a step-wise, data driven,
voluntary timetable that will enable fleet and general population demonstrations only when the
technology and the public are ready.

Implementing these technologies in fleets or for the public will bring additional challenges. As
an example, interlocks might be set at different BAC levels for different audiences — perhaps.02
or .025 percent for vehicles where no drinking should be is tolerated such as offenders,
commercial fleets, school buses and vehicles owned by drivers under 21, and set at the legal limit
of .08 percent for other vehicles. Any interlock implementation in fleets or for the public will
require careful preparation through accurate and persuasive communications.

Drunk driving enforcement: build on success. These emerging technologies provide a vision
of a time when drivers cannot drive a car while drunk. But today they can, and all too frequently
do. High-visibility enforcement remains the cornerstone of successful efforts to reduce drunk
driving. Congress has recognized the importance and success of high-visibility enforcement by
allocating $116 million over four years for national paid ads to support drunk driving and safety
belt use enforcement. These ads first aired in August 2006, when more than 11,500 law
enforcement agencies in all 50 states participated in the national drunk driving crackdown under
the slogan: “Drunk Driving. Over the Limit, Under Arrest.” A similar crackdown will occur in
December 2006. The checkpoints and saturation patrols of these crackdowns support every law
enforcement agency in the country as they patrol the roads, day in and day out, to protect the
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public from drunk drivers.

MADD’s Vision: A Nation Without Drunk Driving.

With technology, the vision that drunk drivers will not be able to operate vehicles is no longer a
dream but a promise. But to achieve it, all three strategies must succeed. Interlock use must
expand to all convicted drunk drivers. Emerging technologies must be developed into effective
and practical devices. High-visibility enforcement must continue. All three must be backed up by
effective communications and broad public support.

The challenge is great, and success is not guaranteed. But the promise is even greater. With the

resources, cooperation, good will and common goals expressed at the Symposium, the vision can
be achieved.
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Appendix A: Symposium Program

International Technology Symposium
A Nation Without Drunk Driving

Monday, June 19

International Technology Symposium Opening Session

Chuck Hurley, CEO, MADD US - Welcome, MADD Strategic Plan and Symposium Goals
Glynn Birch, National President, MADD US - Mission Moment

Plenary #1: Status and Outlook of Ignition Interlock Devices and Other Criminal Justice Technologies —

US Experience

Discussion of current levels of utilization, evidence of effectiveness, funding strategies, potential for
further utilization.

Moderator: Dr. Paul Marques, Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation, Calverton, MD
Rachel O’Conner, State DWI Czar, Office of the Governor, Sante Fe, NM

Dr. Dick Roth, Scientist/Advocate, Albuquerque, NM

Judge Richard Culver, Hancock County, Indiana

Lynda Kerr, Pennsylvania DUI Association, Harrisburg, PA

Plenary #2: Status and Outlook of Ignition Interlock Devices and Other Criminal Justice Technologies —

Lunch

International Experience

An international perspective on current levels of utilization, evidence of effectiveness, funding
strategies, potential for further utilization.

Moderator: Andy Murie, CEO, MADD Canada, Ontario, Canada

Ian Marples, Alcohol Countermeasure Systems, Ontario, Canada

Les Libbesson, Guardian Interlock, North Rocks, NSW, Australia

Robyn Robertson, Traffic Injury Research Foundation, Ontario, Canada

Maria Agge, MHF, Stockholm, Sweden

Keynote Speakers:
The Honorable Kent Cravens, New Mexico Senate
The Honorable Ken Martinez, New Mexico House of Representatives

Plenary #3: Status and Outlook of Vehicle-Based Impairment Detection Technologies

Discussion of promising detection approaches & technologies, their current level of development,
estimated effectiveness levels, other potential benefits such as detection of fatigue & distraction.
Moderator: Rob Strassburger, Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers, Washington DC

Jim McNally, TruTouch Technology, Albuquerque, NM

Bob Lange, General Motors, Warren, MI

Bob Harbour, Lumidigm, Albuquerque, NM

Plenary #4: Summary of Potential Role of Technology in Reducing Alcohol-Related Traffic Fatalities

To reiterate potential technology benefits and envision implementation scenarios — how
technologies might work within a comprehensive impaired driving criminal justice system.
Moderator: Brian McLaughlin, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Washington, DC
Jim Fell, Pacific Institute of Research and Evaluation, Calverton, MD
Dr. Adrian Lund, Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Arlington, VA

- 14 -



Dinner  Keynote: Bill McInturff, Public Opinion Strategies
Results of MADD public opinion survey on ignition interlocks and advanced technologies
Tuesday, June 20

Opening Comments

Terry Huertaz, MADD New Mexico
Victoria Serna, Albuquerque, NM, Mission Moment

Plenary #5: Technology Development Challenges

Discussion of technology development needs to realize envisioned implementation scenarios
including basic research and technology development needs, operational testing requirements,
estimated development times and cost projections.

Moderator: Dr. Sue Ferguson, Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, Alexandria, VA

Ron Medford, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Washington, DC

Bob Lange, General Motors, Warren, MI

Jim McNally, TruTouch, Albuquerque, NM

Al Bernat, Takata Corporation, Auburn Hills, MI

Plenary #6: Public Acceptance and Institutional Challenges

Lunch

Discussion of current public acceptance of vehicle-based driver performance monitoring and
strategies for building a market demand. Consideration of institutional changes necessary to
accommodate advanced technologies in the criminal justice system and potential barriers to such
change. Includes discussion of lessons learned from similar change efforts.

Moderator: David Mitchell, GMMB, Washington, DC

Illinois Senator John Cullerton

Asst. Chief Les Young, Washington State Patrol, Olympia, WA

Julie Vallese, US Consumer Product Safety Commission, Washington, DC

Keynote: Nicole Nason, Administrator, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

Plenary #7: Milestones on the Path to Development and Implementation

Discussion of development and implementation steps including standards development, ongoing
dialog among stakeholders, coordination of research plans, opportunities for incremental
deployment and demonstration, and strategies for building public confidence and demand.
Moderator: Dr. Jim Hedlund

Ron Medford, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Washington, DC

Dr. Paul Marques, Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation, Calverton, MD

David Mitchell, GMMB, Washington, DC

Call to Action Chuck Hurley

Adjourn
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Appendix B: Symposium Presentations

Maria Agge, Alcolock development in Sweden (Plenary 2)

Al Bernat, Commercializing a new product (Plenary 5)

Senator John Cullerton, Principles of highway safety legislation (Plenary 6)

Judge Richard Culver, Interlocks and the judiciary (Plenary 1)

Matthew Ennis, Impairment detection on Lumidigm’s biometric platform (Plenary 3)

Jim Fell, Potential role of technology in reducing alcohol-related traffic fatalities (Plenary 4)

Sue Ferguson, Technical working groups for voluntary standard development and research
cooperation and dissemination (Plenary 5)

Chuck Hurley, MADD’s Campaign to Eliminate Drunk Driving (Symposium Introduction)
Lynda Kerr, Pennsylvania ignition interlock (Plenary 1)

Robert Lange, Invention status: Saab AlcoChek system (Plenary 3); Future technology
implementation: what is necessary? (Plenary 5)

Les Libbesson, Interlocks in Australia (Plenary 2)

Adrian Lund, Eliminating alcohol-impaired driving: potential effects of technology applied to the
general population (Plenary 4)

Ian Marples, Interlock programs in Canada (Plenary 2)
Paul Marques, Technology today: controlling DWI offenders with alcohol ignition interlock
progams (Plenary 1); The way forward once we get serious: using intelock technology with

known offenders (Plenary 7)

Bill MclInturff, A presentation of key findings from a national survey of 800 drivers conducted
June 8-11, 2006 (Dinner)

Jim McNally, A revolutionary system: Noninvasive alcohol testing with identity verification
(Plenary 3); Technology development challenges (Plenary 5)

Ron Medford, Emerging technologies: requirements, research, and development (Plenary 5)
Rachel O’Conner, Ignition interlock in New Mexico (Plenary 1)

Robyn Robertson, Alcohol ignition interlocks in the European Union (Plenary 2)

Richard Roth, Interlocks in New Mexico (Plenary 1)

Julie Vallese, Public perception and acceptance (Plenary 6)

Asst. Chief Les Young, The role of enforcement (Plenary 6)
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Appendix C: Symposium Participants

ITS Attendees Directory

Adobe Interlock New Mexico Interlock
Distributor's Associations

Timothy Hallford

3900 Paseo del Sol

Santa Fe, NM 87507

Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety
Judith Lee Stone

7500 First Street NE, STE 901
Washington, DC 20002

Alcohol Awareness Technologies
Robin Kelly

916 Second Street Northwest
Albuquerque, NM 87102

Alcohol Countermeaseure Systems
Ian Marples

14-975 Midway Blvd.

Mississauga on L5T2C6 Canada

Alcohol Monitoring Systems
Lisa Fellows

9135 S Ridgeline Blvd. # 190
Highlands Ranch, CO 80129

Mike Liams
9135 S Ridgeline Blvd. # 190
Highlands Ranch, CO 80129

Don White
9135 S Ridgeline Blvd. # 190
Highlands Ranch, CO 80129

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers
Katherine Horne

1401 I Street NW STE 900

Washington, DC 20005

Robert Strassburger
1401 I Street NW STE 900
Washington, DC 20005

Automotive Coalition for Traffic Safety
Philip W. Haseltine

1601 N Kent Street STE 1103

Arlington, VA 22209

-17 -

Autosense International
Chuck Bennington

683 E. Brokaw Road

San Jose, CA 95112

Michael Robbins
683 E. Brokaw Road
San Jose, CA 95112

BMW

Tom Baloga

1 BMW Plaza
Montvale, NJ 07645

Centre for Automotive Safety Research
Matthew Baldock

The University of Adelarde

South Australia, Australia 5005

City of Albuquerque

Barro Roberts

1 Civic Plaza

Albuquerque, NM 87102-2109

DaimlerChrysler Corporation
Barry Felrice

1401 H Street NW STE 700
Washington, DC 20005

Dale Kardos & Associates, Inc.
Dale Kardos

3906 Huntington Street NW
Washington, DC 20015

Draeger Safety Diagnostics, Inc.
George Balance

8356 Sterling St.

Irving, TX 75063

Linda Salo
8356 Sterling St.
Irving, TX 75063

Ford Motor Company
Srinivasan Sundararajan
2101 Villiage Rd.
Dearborn, MI 48124



Gauntlet Tech
Elaine Futrell

3788 Manchester Rd.
Akron, Oh 44319

General Motors

Robert C. Lange

30200 Mound Rd. MC 480-111-E18
Warren, MI 48090

Georgia Governor's Office of Highway Safety
Spencer R Moore

One Park Tower

34 Peachtree Street STE 800

Atlanta, GA 30303

GMMB

David Mitchell

101 Wisconsin Ave. NW STE 800
Washington, DC 20007

Governor's Traffic Safety Committee
Kenneth Carpenter

RM 414, Bldg 6, Empire State Plaza
New York, NY 12227

Guardian Interlock Systems Australasia
Les Libbesson

22/9 Hoyle Ave

Castle Hill, NSW, Australia, 2154

Hancock Circuit Court
Judge Richard Culver
3875 Arrowhead Ct.
Greenfield, IN 46140

Highway Safety North
James Hedlund

110 Homestead Road
Ithaca, NY 14850

Hoffman Estates Police Department
Steven R. Cassstevens

1200 Gannon Drive

Hoffman Estates, IL 60194

Illinois State Senate
Senator John Cullerton
2814 W. Sunnyside
Chicago, IL 60625

Impact DWI

Richard Roth

2300 West Alameda Unit D4
Sante Fe, NM 87507
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Independent Witness, Inc.
Todd Follmer

1515 W. 2200 South STE E
Salt Lake City, UT 84119

Scott McClellan
1515 W. 2200 South STE E
Salt Lake City, UT 84119

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
Susan Ferguson

1005 N. Glebe Rd. STE 800

Arlington, VA 20151

Adrian K. Lund
1005 N. Glebe Rd. STE 800
Arlington, VA 20151

L-3 Communications, Titan Group
Paul Alan Chase

11410 Isaac Newton Square North STE 103
Reston, VA 20190-5005

Lifesaver Interlock, Inc.
Richard Fruend

1908 Hudson Ave
Cincinnati, OH 45212

MADD Canada

Karen Dunham

2010 Winston Park Drive STE 500
Oakville, Ontario L6H 5R7

Andrew Murie
2010 Winston Park Drive STE 500
Oakville, Ontario L6H 5R7

MADD U.S.

Glynn Birch

511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Michael E Boland
#3 Summit Station
St. Charles, MO 63301

Charles Hurley
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, Ste 700
Irving, TX 75062

Heidi Castle
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Carl McDonald
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062



MADD U.S.

Elizabeth McDonald

511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Kristy Hensel
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Tim Hoyt (Consultant)
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Stephen Talpins
1025 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Ste. 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Kim Todora
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Cathey Wise
511 E. John Carpenter Freeway, STE 700
Irving, TX 75062

Maryland Motor Vehicle Adminstration
Carl A. Soderstrom

6601 Ritchie Highway NE - Room 47C
Glen Burnie, MD 21062

MHF

Maria Agge

Heliosgatan 11

120 30 Stockholm, Sweeden

Michigan State Police Office of Highway
Safety Planning

Jason Hamblen

4000 Collins Rd

Lansing, MI 48909

Monitech Inc.

Kristin Edgerton

860 Aviation Parkway STE 400
Morrisville, NC 27560

Larry J Mobley
860 Aviation Parkway STE 400
Morrisville, NC 27560

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Marilena Amoni

400 7th Street SW Rm 5321

Washington, DC 20590

Georgia S. Chakiris
819 Taylor Streeet, RM 8A38
Fort Worth, TX 76102
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Brian McLaughlin
400 7th Street SW Rm 5321
Washington, DC 20590

Ronald L. Medford
400 7th Street SW Rm 5321
Washington, DC 20590

Jeff Michael
400 7th Street SW Rm 5321
Washington, DC 20590

Nicole Nason
400 7th Street SW Rm 5321
Washington, DC 20590

Michael Perel
400 7th Street SW Rm 5321
Washington, DC 20590

Terrance Schiavone
61 Forsyth Street, SW STE 17T30
Atlanta, GA 30303

National Interlock Systems, Inc.
Michael Balgord

1660 Jasper, STE I

Aurora, CO 80011

National Safety Council
John Ulczycki

1121 Spring Lake Drive
Itasca, IL 60091

National Transportation Safety Board
Kevin E. Quinlan

490 L'Enfant Plaza SW

Washington, DC 20594

Nationwide Insurance

Kathy Konicki

One Nationwide Plaza 1-26-14
Columbus, OH 43215

William Windsor
One Nationwide Plaza 1-26-14
Columbus, OH 43215

New Mexico House of Representatives
District 69

Representative Ken Martinez

PO BOX 730

Grants NM, 87020



New Mexico Sentencing Commission/
Institute for Social Research UNM
Paul Guerin

2808 Central SE

Albuquerque, NM 87109

Michael Hall
2808 Central SE
Albuquerque, NM 87109

New York State Police

Douglas Paquette

1220 Washington Ave Building 22
Albany, NY 12226-2252

Nissan

Alex Cardinali

196 Van Buren Street STE 450
Herndon, VA 20171

NMDOT Traffic Safety Bureau
Franklin Garcia

604 West San Mateo

Sante Fe, NM 87505

Jolyn Sanchez
604 West San Mateo
Sante Fe, NM 87505

Michael Sandoval
604 West San Mateo
Sante Fe, NM 87505

Mary White
604 West San Mateo
Sante Fe, NM 87505

Office of the Governor/Dept. of Public Safety
Rachel O'Connor

130 South Capitol

Sante Fe, NM 87501

Pennsylvania DUI Association
Lynda Kerr

2413 N. Front Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110

Pacific Institute for Research and Evaluation
(PIRE)

James C. Fell

11710 Beltsville Drive STE 300

Calverton, MD 20705-3102

Paul R. Marques
11710 Beltsville Drive STE 300
Calverton, MD 20705-3102
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PAS Systems International, Inc.

Jarel R. Kelsey
PO BOX 330
Fredericksburg, VA 22485

Project Planners, Inc.
Janet Dewey-Kollen
3013 Dena Lynn Ave
Baton Rouge, LA 70816

Public Opinion Strategies
Bill McInturff

214 N. Fayette Street
Alexandria, VA 22314

Smart Start, Inc.
Lamar Ball

4850 Plaza Drive
Irving, TX 75063

Jim Ballard
4850 Plaza Drive
Irving, TX 75063

Debra Coffey
4850 Plaza Drive
Irving, TX 75063

State Farm Insurance
Ebony Lincoln

11350 Johns Creek Parkway
Duluth, GA 30098-0001

Lonnie Smith
1 State Farm Plaza
Bloomington, IL 61710

Stiles Law Firm

Anne Huntress

1380 Benson Blvd...
Maplewood, MN 55082

Daniel Novak
1380 Benson Blvd...
Maplewood, MN 55082

Debra Stiles
1380 Benson Blvd...
Maplewood, MN 55082

Takata

Al Bernat

2500 Takata Drive
Auburn Hills, MI 48326



Tennessee District Attorney
General's Conference

Thomas Kimball

226 Capitol Blvd, Bldg STE 800
Nashville, TN 37243

Texas Municipal Police Association/
LEADRS Project

Bryan Roberts

6200 La Calma Dr STE 200

Austin, TX 78752

The Century Council
William P. Georges

1310 G Street NW STE 600
Washington, DC 20005

Toyota Motor North America, Inc.
Kenji Ogata

601 Thirteenth Street NW STE 910 South
Washington, DC 20005

Traffic Injury Research Foundation
Robyn Robertson

171 Nepean Street STE 200

Ottawa, ON K2P 0B4

Transbiotec, Inc.
Sam Satya

16 Technology Dr.
Irvine, CA 92618

Ron Williams
16 Technology Dr.
Irvine, CA 92618

Transport Canada

Brian Jonah

330 Sparks Street Tower C
Ottawa Ontario Canada KIAONS

TruTouch Technologies, Inc.
Jim McNally

800 Bradbury

Albuquerque, NM 87106

Trent Ridder
800 Bradbury
Albuquerque, NM 87106

U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
Julie Vallese

106 Grand Champion Dr.

Rockville, MD 20850
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Utah Highway Safety Office
David A. Beach

388 West 5400 South
Kearns, UT 84118

Vanguard Electronics, LL.C
Ladd Holton

2400 Ludelle Street STE 11
Fort Worth, TX 76105

Volkswagen of America, Inc.

Lou J. Brown Jr.

1300 Pennsylvania Ave NW STE 860
Washington, DC 20004

Washington State Patrol
Leslie Young

PO BOX 42600

Olympia ,WA 98504-2600

Washington State Patrol —
Impaired Driving Section
Rob Reichert

811 E. Roanoke St

Seattle, WA 98102
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