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INTRODUCTION
Several states allow offenders who have been suspended for driving-while-impaired (DWI) to apply for a limited license to operate an interlock-equipped vehicle during some portion of the statutory suspension period. Generally, such a provision is permitted after a period of hard suspension. In California, for example, a second DWI offender may drive an interlock-equipped vehicle during the second year of a 2-year suspension. Such “voluntary’ programs (to distinguish them from programs in which the court mandates installation) have generally been shown to be effective for those offenders who participate in them (Tippets et. al. ; Voas, et al., 1999; DeYoung, Tashima, & Masten, 2005). In the United States, this opportunity has typically been rejected by 90% or more of the offenders eligible for the program (DeYounge, 2002; DeYoung, Tashima, & Maston, 2004; Voas & Marques, 2003). 

Recently, some states (such as Michigan, Colorado, and Florida) have enacted legislation requiring the installation of an interlock for up to a year as a prerequisite for reinstatement of the driver’s license for a second offender. This procedure appears well justified as multiple DWI offenders continue to have high rates of recidivism after their reinstatement. This is particularly true during the first 12 months after their reinstatement. Figure 1 from a recent study (Voas, McKnight, & Tippetts, 2006) of DWI offender driving records in seven large states (Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, and North Carolina) shows the year-by-year recidivism rates for multiple DWI offenders following the date of their reinstatements. 
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Figure 1: Second DWI Offenders Delay in Reinstatement Based on 
Driver Record Data from Seven States (Source: Voas et al., 2006)

In some cases, this legislation permits the offender to avoid the interlock simply by delaying application for reinstatement during the period to which the interlock requirement applies. Because many offenders delay their reinstatement for a year or more, this may not be a significant issue for many offenders. Tashima and Helander (1999) reported that approximately 9 in 10 California DWI offenders delayed their reinstatement for more than a year, and as shown in Figure 2, 50% of the second offenders in the Voas et al. (2006) study covering seven large states delayed reinstatement for more than a year, and a third never reinstated. Requiring the interlock for reinstatement may only extend this tendency to delay reinstatement. Nonetheless, based on the evidence that suspended DWI offenders drive less and more carefully (Ross & Gonzales, 1988), delaying reinstatement may reduce overall crash risk even if it continues to impose a hardship on the offender or the offender’s family.

[image: image2.emf]Six-Month Recidivism Rates over 6 Years from Date of 

Suspension for Suspended and Reinstated Multiple DWI Offenders

 

Recidivism Rates - Repeat Offenders

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

8%

9%

10%

11%

12%

13%

6 mo

12 mo 18 mo 24 mo 30 mo 36 mo 42 mo 48 mo 54 mo 60 mo 66 mo 72 mo

during suspension

after reinstated


Figure 2. Six-Month Recidivism Rates over 6 Years from Date of Suspension for 
Suspended and Reinstated Multiple DWI Offenders (Source: Voas et al., 2006)
A variant of the procedure (that is, allowing offenders to wait out the period during which installation of an interlock is required for reinstatement) is to require installation no matter how long the offender waits to reinstate. The Florida law requiring an interlock to reinstate, for example, provides that no amount of delay in applying for reinstatement satisfies the interlock requirement, and offenders must ultimately install the device if they are ever to be validly licensed in the future (The 2006 Florida Statutes, Title XXIII, Chapter 322, 322.2715, Ignition Interlock Device). This obviously creates a stronger motivation for DWI offenders to install interlocks. To date, none of the state programs requiring the installation of interlocks for reinstatement have been evaluated.

This paper is one of two preliminary reports presented at this interlock symposium on the application of that law to multiple DWI offenders. This report shows the proportion of multiple DWI offenders who installed the interlock in order to reinstate and the percentage of those who dropped out of the program or were required to attend treatment because of their interlock performance. The second paper contrasts the characteristics of the offenders who did and did not install interlocks.
BACKGROUND
In Florida, the DWI recidivism rate is relatively low (4.5% within the first year after arrest for multiple offenders) and driving while suspended is rarely punished, which perhaps encourages suspended offenders to continue to drive illicitly rather than applying for reinstatement. Another factor that may limit reinstatement is the requirement that the offender must complete all treatment requirements imposed by the court or the department of motor vehicles at the time of conviction if the offender has not already done so. The program, managed by the Florida Department of Motor Vehicles and Driver Licensing (DMVDL), requires that second offenders complete the full one-year of hard suspension before applying for reinstatement. At that point, the department staff sends the offender a letter indicating his or her eligibility for reinstatement if an interlock is installed on his or her vehicle. The period that the interlock must remain on the offender’s vehicle depends on the nature of the DWI offense committed. Longer periods are imposed for high-BAC and child-endangerment offenses. 

The Florida DMVDL receives compliance reports and monitors offender adherence to the interlock protocol. Because it is not wise to take offenders out of an interlock program thereby losing control over the offender’s driving, the DMVDL has established objective performance-based criteria for intervening with offenders and moving them into further treatment, if needed, based on information collected by the interlock recorder. If the record indicates that the offender’s breath tests are above the lockout point, he or she will be called for an interview with a treatment program counselor. If the problem is repeated, then the offender is required to enter a treatment program.
RESULTS

The Florida interlock program because effective in February 2004, and the data on which this report is based were drawn in August 2006. Between those dates, the DMVDL staff sent 51,043 (41,759 males; 9,264 females) notices to second and multiple offenders informing them of their eligibility to reinstate their licenses. Of those 51,043 offenders, 13,413 or 26.3% responded to the invitation to reinstate by installing interlocks. Of those 13,413 on the interlock, 689 or 5.1% dropped out of the program before completing the required period on the interlock. In addition, another 13.6% (1,822) of the interlock program participants were referred to treatment based on their interlock record of performance. 
DISCUSSION

Based on these initial participants in the Florida interlock reinstatement program, it appears that, as might be expected, the percentage of offenders who installed interlocks when there was no alternative for reinstatement is greater than when the offenders only faced an additional period of full suspension but could ultimately reinstate their licenses. Half of the multiple offenders delay reinstatement even when the installation of an interlock is not a requirement. It is therefore not clear what the ultimate percentage of Floridian offenders who will install interlocks will be. That percentage could rise substantially over time. On the other hand, it is not yet clear whether the interlock requirement will reduce the overall number of offenders who seek reinstatement.
Determining whether the requirement to install an interlock in order to reinstate will be difficult to determine because, as shown in the companion paper on the characteristics of the offenders who installed interlocks, those who elected to install interlocks comprise a distinctly different group from those who have not accepted that option. Determining the efficacy of the interlock requirement relative to the previous reinstatement program will be complicated, not only by the nonequivalent groups, but also because the nonparticipants will continue to be suspended, while the interlock users will be free to drive a vehicle with the unit installed and, following that period, will have their full-license status restored.

An issue that the current data are too limited to resolve is the effectiveness of the treatment program that is tied to the interlock requirement in Florida. The current data indicate that 13.6% of the users were referred to a treatment agency of their high BAC results on the interlock recorder. It will be interesting to determine whether this assists in maintaining participation in the program and, ultimately, increases the number who complete the interlock period and then are reinstated. With time for the data to mature, it should be possible to determine whether those that were referred to treatment have the same or less recidivism in the period following deinstallation of the interlock. 
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