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FORvruID 

'!be National Highway and Traffic Safety Administration (NHI'SA) has 

encouraged the states to develop planning processes for :inproved local co­

ordination of traffic safety program:;. The Ca1ifomia Office of Traffic 

Safety (O'1'S) selected the County of Santa Clara for a pilot project to 

test the feasibility of local coordination in this state. OTS has specif­

ically designated the Comty of Santa Clara as a derronstration site for 

grant projects Vfhl.ch address the problem of the drinking driver.· . 

In February of 1978, a grant was awarded to the County of Santa Clara 

for creation of an office to provide central planning coordination of the 

county-wide effort . 

i 



I 

• 

• 

I. 

II. 

CONTENTS 

INtRODUCTION ••••••••• 1 •••••••••••••••••••• 11 ••••••••••••••••• 11 ••• '1 

AI BACKGROll'ID I ••• 1 1 •••••• I I •••• 1 • I • • • • • • • 1 • • • • ••• ' .•• 1 ••••• I 1 • • • • • • 

B. TI-E PlANNI NG PROCESS .1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 11 ••••••••••• 11 

CI P~N ORGANIZATION •• I.I •• I •• I •••••••• I •••••••• II •••• I ••••• I.n ••• 

PROBLEM STATEMENT .11.1.1 ••• 1 •• 1 •• 1 ••• 1 •••••••• 1 •••• 1 •• 1 •••••• 11 •••• 

A. ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY DRINKING DRI\~RS •••••••••••••• 1 ••••••• 1.1 •• 

B. PREVENTION OF DR~K DRIVING •• 1 ••••• I ••••••••••••• I • I 1'1 • I ••• I ••• 

C I SUPPORT SERV ICES =:; iii i j r I • • • • I • • • • I • • • I I I • I I • • • • • I • • • • • • • • • I • • , 

1. THE ARREST PROCESS •• 1 • I • • •• I • • I • • • • • I I I I I • I I I • I • • I I I I I • I • I I I • 

2. BLOOD ALCOn TESTING •• I ••• I •••• I I I •• I •••••• I ••• t •••••••• I •• 

3. TRAINING •••• I •• I •••••••• I ••••••••• I ••••• I' I I • 1 ••• I. I ••••••• I 

D. ADJUDICATION •••••• I I I •• 1 •• I •• I • I I 0 I •••••• I •• I • I • , • I 1 ••••• I •• I I 1 

1. PROSECUT ION. I • • • • • • • • • • • • • • I I •• I 1 • • • • • I I •• 1 • • • • • • • • ••••••••• 

2. CO~TS •••• 1 •••• 1"""" •••• 1 ••••• 1 ••••••• 1 •• ' •••••••• 1 ••••• 

I I I. fi>ALs OF THE PRooRPM ••••••• 111.' •••••••• ,., ••••• , ••••• "·1 ••• 1 ••• 1. 

IV. STRATEGIES FOR CHANGE • •• 11 ••••••••••• 1 •••••• 1 •••••••••• ,.1 ••••• 1 ••• 

A. 

B. 

C. 

PREVENTION ..I.I ••••• I •• II'.a.'I' .... III'llllllltltlt'I.I.II.1111 

LAW ENFORCEMENT •• ••• 1 • I • • • • • • I • • •••••••• 1 ••• I , • • • • • • • • I • • • • •• I .' • 

SUPPORT SERVICES .II.!; ••••• I ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·····I •• I. 

1. THE ARREST PROCESS •••••••••••• I ••• I ••••• I •• Q •••••••• ,.I •••• 

2. BLOOD ALCOHOL TESTING •• I , • I • I I I , I •• I I • I' • I , •• I I • I • , • , I • , • I I • 

3. TRAINING "'1' ,., ••••••• 1 •••••• 1. 1 II' ,. '.1.11'1.1' .1.1 •• '1 •• 

ii 

PArE 
1 

6 

13 
16 

18 
18 
43 
51 
,; 
65 
67 

70 
70 
75 

82 

85 

. 85 
"9) 

115 
115 

J21 

124 



• CON TEN T S (CONTINUED) 

PACf 

APPENDIX "A" 
kCIDENT PROFILE FOR EACH .JURISDICTION 

IN SANTA ClARA ColJ'lTY • 1 • • • • •••• • • ••••••••• I ••••••••• , I •••••••••• I • •• A-I 

APPENDIX liB" 

(jwHS 

MI SDEMEANOR ARRESTS FOR IR IVI NG liIDER 1liE INFLUENCE 

10C£ -1fJ17 BY EACH Jl.RISDICTION •••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••.•••••••• B-1 

APPENDIX "c" 
~PHS 

• MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS TOTAL AcCIDENTS AND INJURY AcCIDENTS 

lAUSED BY IRlJ.JK fulVERS 

1972 - 1977 BY EACH JURISDICTION ••• 1.1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. C-l 

APPENDIX liD" 

BlOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY BY EACH JURISDICTION ••••••••••••• 1.1 •••••••••• D-l 

APPEND IX ''E" 

C~PENDIlJv1 OF PROBLEM STATEMENTS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE 

IRINKING ~IVER PROORAM •••••• I. I ••••• I ••••••••• I ••••••• I •••••••••• I IE-I 

• 
. .. .,.,., 



G~SJ CHARTS AND TABLES 

'. PAGE 

• 

• 

r1:DIAN Pi3EI PERCENT OF PuPUlATION (M:R 60 
PERCENT OF POPlUTION LtIDER THE Pi3E OF 19 -
CITIES IN SANTA ClARA CoUNTY -- 1975 ••••••••••••••••• , •••••••• ,........ 9 

PoPUtATION PYRPMIDs -- 1975 ••••••• 1'1 ••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••• 1. 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 

SANTA ClARA CoLNTY POPULATION TOTALS ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BAA AND RESTAURANT 

~ SALES PREMISES LICENSES IN EACH erN - OcTOBER 1978 •••••••••••••••• 

(jw.rr APPROVAL PRocESS ......................... " ................... " .. . 
Poll CY BoARD fla.mERS •••••••••• , ••••••••• 1' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1977 AcCIDENTS 

CAUSED BY ~~K ~IVING SANJ'A ClARA CouNlY .................. " ......... 
1977 IN,Jl,RY kCIDENTS 

CAUSED BY IRUNK ])uvn~ SANTA CLARA CouNTY ... , ........................ 
1977 Ace IDENT ItA TES 

CAuSED BY ~~K ~IVING SANTA CLARA ColMY ... , ........ ;, .............. 
1977 INJl.RY AcCIDENT RATES 

CAUSED BY IRUNK IRIVING SANTA ClARA CoUNTY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

TRAFFIC AcCIDENT PRoFILE 

CouNlY TOTAL - 1977 ••••••••••••••••••• 1 ••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••• 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 
DiUNK IR IVI NG ARRESTS AND kc !DENTS 

1972 - 1977 CoIMrY TOTAL .................. , .......................... . 

;" 

10 

11 

12 

14 

15 

19 

20 

21 

22 

27 



'. , GRA~S.l CHARTS AMI TMlf.s (CONTINUED) 

PAGE 

1W7 MI SDEMEANOR ARRESTS 

1971 MISDEMEANOR ARREST RATES PER 100 .. OCXJ 
IR~K DRIVING SANTA ClARA CouNTY •••••• I •• 11 •••• I ••• ~ • '. • • • • • • • ... • • • • • • 29 

lWl r~I SDEMEANOR ARREST - fUtBER OF PERSONS AARESTED 

DRUNK DRIVING SANTA ClARA COUNTY ••••• 11 •.. 1 ............•..•. 1......... 30 

1977 MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS - RATE PeR 100.l()l) 
DRUNK DRIVING SANTA CLARA CoUNTY ••••••••••••••••• 1 .................. ,. 31 

SANTA ClARA ColJ-lTY 

\JWENlLE ~IJIJK !RIVING ARRESTS -- 1936 - 1Wl ••••• I • I I •••• I ••• J • I • • • • 34 

• SANTA QAAA CouNTY 
FELONY ARRESTS - DRIVING lNoER THE INFLUENCE -- 1977 ••••••••••••••••• 35 

CoLWTYTOTAL 

FELOOV DRLlNK DRIVI~ AARESTS PERCENTAGE ~E ••••••••••• 1 •••••••••••• 36 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE - fDlMY TOTALS 
FATAL kCIDENTS CAUSED BY DRIVIf'¥i timER THE INFLUENCE- - 1972 - 1971 • I ••• 

BLOCD ALCOHJL SuRVEY 
tbVEMaER AND IECEMBER.I J!J71 
SANTA ClARA ColJ.lTY I ••••••• I ••••••••••••• I •••••• , •••••••••••••••• I • • • • • • 39 

BLOOD ALcOHOl. SURVEY 
CoUNlY TOTAL • I ••••••••• I ••• I ••••••••• I •• I •• I •••••••••• I • , •••••• I •••• I • • 40 

RECIDIVISM RATE ~ -M.JLTIPLE DRUNK DRIVIf>.X1 OFFENDERS: 

• STUDIES OF CONVICTIONS FOR PERSONS RECEIVING LICENSE SUSPENSION 
AND PERSONS ENROLLED IN SB330. • • • •• , • • • • • • • • • • •• ; •••• 1 1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • I • • 55 

1977 SIJlMARY OF CASES REFERRED TO SB~ PROGRftM .' •• 1 ••••••••••••••••••••• 56 



• 

• 

• 

AA AAREST FOO ~UNK ~IVING: THE C-I-RONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

ALCOHOL TESTING locATIONS 

1977 ARRESTS 

I ••••••• 1 •••••••••• 

1RLt-JK ~IVING •••• 1 ••••••••••••••• 1 ••••••••••••••••• 111.0 ••••••••••••••• 

1976 MI SDEMEANOR IRLNK IR IVER (ASEs .1 ••••••••••••••••••••• 1 •• 1 •• 81 •• 1 •••• 

1976 FaONY ~LNK ~IVER ~SES ••••••• 1 ••••• 1 •••••••••• 1.11 ••••••••••••••• 

TOTAL UJ.1PlAINTS FILED FOR MISDEMEANOR ~UNK ~rvH~ •••••• fl ••••••••••••• 

PRoFILE OF 11iE l)"{INKING nUVER PRoBlEM: 1977 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

, ,-1 

PAGE 

60 

61 

71 

72 

76 

81 



'. 
I $ INTROrucr:"ON·· APRIL 1979 

This docum:mt represents the initial phase of the ccmprehensi ve plan to 

a.ckh:>ess the problem of the drinking driver in Santa Clara County, California. 

This effort has been supported by a grant from the California Office of Traffic 

Safety, Number 007802. 
, 

This plan consists of two parts. The first section contains a cornpl"'E'.h~.n-

sive series of problem statements from which the objectives for the plan were 

derived. In this way, the objectives represent critical areas of need. The 

objectives are standan:ls for improvement which span a variety of subject 

areas. As each problem s~tement is supported by the data which was collec­

ted by the program nanager, each objecti'Je is a direct fmction of identified 

needs. The second section of the plan is devoted to strategies for realization 

of these objectives. This docunent delineates only the first phase of these 

• efforts and sets forth those grants which will operate during the first fiscal year. 

• 

The second phase of the comprehensive plan will corrm:nce in October of 1979. 

The constraints imposed by federal and state deadlines have made it :im­

possible to fully research every aspect of the drinY-ing driver problem. }breover, 

the complexities of project development have made it necessary to postpone a 

variety of plarmed tasks. For these reasons, several projects/subjects have been 

deferred for further study during the course of the caning year. 

As shown, there will be at least 12 subjects of ongoing stu:ly. Subiects 

which do not have projects included dur:ing the first phase will be addresst;d 

during the second fiscal year. The "strategies" section of this plan outlines 

SOWle of the concepts which will be incorporated in the second phase of the 

-1-



PREVENrION 

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

SUBJECTS OF ONroING SlUDY 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

OFFICE OF TRAFFIC s.tUiE'I.'Y DRI.NKIN:; DRIVER PROGRAM 

• Evaluation of Innovative Intervention Projects 

An intensive study is needed to determine the relative 

effectiveness of alternative methods. A broad spect:rLm 

of prevention activities will be examined with ezq>hasis 

to be placed upon irmovative projects operating el!se­

where in ~ifomia. It is intended that tllis process 

will produce a nnde1 program specifically designed -for 

Santa Clara County. 

A project carmot be inp1eIlEI1ted until this research is 

COIq>leted. 

• • Study of Local Prevention Activities 

• 

The effectiveness of local activities is not known. A 

ntmber of efforts are now under review and certain decisions 

cannot be made Ulti1 the success of these activities has 

been determined. M:>reover, the SB38 program is now in a 

state of transition and changes in that program t,~ny relate 

to project deve10pnent in the Drinking Driver Program. 

A series of surveys and m:etings are planned to facilitate 

policy decisions by local government officials. 

• Profile of the Drinking Driver 

Relatively little information has been collected to 

describe the drinking driver. A cooprehensi ve survey 

of persons arrested for driving under the inf11..ence has 

been p1armed to permit analysis of such characteristics 

as age, race, sex and drinking habits. This effo~ will 

produce a cooparative analysis of d.rtnk drivers contain­

ing both personal and denographic factors. 

-2-



• 
Survey of Alcohol Sources .for Drinking Drivers 

As little is known about drinking patterns :in Santa 

Clara Cotnty, a study of the sources of alcohol has 

been plarmed. Based upon information collected from 

persons arrested for driving tmder the influence, a 

cotnty-wide analysis will be perfol."lIed. The study 

will identify the locations where excessive drinking .. 
has occured, as well as the frequency of such settings' 

as parties, bars, restaurants, etc. 

lAW ENFORCEMENT 

• Analysis of Police Procedures 

A detailed analysis of current police practices has 

already beel) initiated. 

The survey has COIIrIenCed with exanrlnation of deploy­

IIeIlt, patrol n:ethods, arrest procedures, and pOlice 

forms. ReC01Illendations for inpro'\e1leIlt will be mde 

to local officials throughout the course of the 

• Drinking Driving Program. 

• 

• Study of Intake Process 
'!he specific problem of delay and overcrowding will be 

subjects of ongoing study. As high priorities for local 

officials, these areas will receive considerable atten­

tion. RecOIIDEldations will be made to expedite the re­

quired procedures and plans are already undel:Way to 

design lIDre efficient n:ethods. The County is constructing 

facilities to acCODDdate the influx of drunk driving 

arrests because exist:ing facilities cann:>t accept the 

additional volme. 

• Evaluation of Innovative Police Programs 

Efforts will be made to cbq>ile analytical information 

concerning the successful enforcement prograns mich 

have been undertaken elsewhere in Califomia. '!he de­

velopment of new projects and refinen:ent of ongoing 

grants will be based upon thi.s study of irmovative projects . 

-3-
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• Analysis of Accident Causes 

ADJUDICA'l'ION 

Preliminary research has raised a series of profound 

questions 'Mlich canmt be aI'l.SV\ered without further 

study. A detailed analys'is will be perforued to as­

certain the relative significance os such determinant 

variables as tine, location and roadway engineering. 

• Study of Dispositions 

Very little is known about the outCCJlm of prosecu­

tions. Althougj:l an autollRted system is available, it 

. has not been used to track drunk driv:i.ng cases through 

the criminal justice system. A cDUputer program is 

being developed to IIDnitor the caseflOW' and tabulate 

the outCOIIeS of all offenses relating to driving under 

the influence. 

• Calendar Managenent 

Both prosecution and defense services will experience a 

significant incmase in caseload. During the course of 

the Drinking Driver Program, it will be necessary to in­

vestigate new techniques of caseload managenent. A study 

of other jurisdic,tions will be con~ted to determine 

W:1ich procedures -would be suitable for Santa Clara County! 

• Study of Warrant Service 

Certain adjudication and enfor~nt problellE have re­

sulted in stbstantial acctmJ.lation of warrants. As 

drunk driving offenses corrprise the larges group of 

criminal uatters in the Municipal Courts, they also pro­

duce an enol."lIOUS nunber of warrants. Plans are unde:rway 

to improve the conditions l>tlich have contributed to this 

problem and reCOlllIEIldations will be nade to local offic­

ials during the year. 

• Evaluation of Innovative Sentencing Programs 

Santa Clara Comty offers relatively few altematives to 
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conventional sentencing. When compared to other Calif­

ornia counties , it is apparent that a mnnber of new 

approaches my be reviewed for local mq,lenentation. 

Extensive study will be requi."'ed to determine. the appro­

priate s1::ruct\.tI"e and operation for Santa Clara County. 

Efforts have already been mde to examine the relative 

effectiveness of several sentencing programs, and this 

study will continue through the course of fiscal year 

1979 • 
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A. BACKGROUND 

Santa Clara. Cotmty is located at the southern tip of San Francisco Bay. 

It encompasses an area of about 1,000 sqtla:re miles, one-third of which is re1a­

ti ve1y flat valley land homered by two JIDtmtain ranges. 

The lX'pulation, which has grown to over 1,160; 000 people, is· distributed 

am:mg 15 cities and the unincorporated areas. Population growth has oot 

been evehly distributed anong these areas. While the average growth rate 

per city in the county between 1970 - 1976 was alm::>st 10%, the cities tend 

to fall into three distinpt groups. High. gJXWth. includes San Jose, MUpi tas , 

Cuperrtino and the ~ south cotmty cities of Gilroy am::i r-brgan Hill. fuderate 

gIX)W1:h includes los A1 tos, MJtmtain View, Sunnyvale and Saratoga. Slow growth 

includes Campbell, los Gatos, li::>nte Sereno, and los A1 tos Hills. Two cities 

which experienced a IX>pulation loss were Santa Clara and Palo Alto. The 

County is predominately urbans; with the lX'pulation and industry concentrated in 

its northern and central portions. The rl.II'al and agr'icul tural areas are 

found in south county and east COtmty. 

Over the years the employment base has shifted from agriculture to m:mu­

facturing. Electrical and non-e1ectrical nachinery al"'e· the fastest ~...ng 

types of employment. ThIp10yees se1dan ~rl< in the city where they live. Many 

of the cities in the north COtmty, such as Palo A1 to and Sunnyvale, have the 

heaviest concen1:ration of employment. ThIp10yment in south COlmtY cities has 

not kept up with the population growth and. residents there are COImUlters. 

The majority of the County inhabitants are White (76.8%). Other resi­

dents include Mexican-Americans (17.5%), Orientals (3%), Blacks (1.7%), and 

various other ethnic groups (1%). 
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The JOOdian age for Santa Clara Cotmty was 26.6 years in 1975, an increase 

of 0.9 of a year since 1970. When median age was':!com:pared to the percent of 

the population over 60 and tmder 19 by jurisdiction, !nO s~ng correlations 

were obl?erved. As neclian age increased, the proportion of e~derly increased. 

Not s1.Ir'prisingly both median age and percent elderly sr.ow negative <?Or.rela,tions 

with peroent of children tmder the age of 19 • Cities with older populations 

have fewer children. 

The County has extensive educational and recreational facilities. Health 

care resources are available , although n.ot always readily accessible to all. 

Public transportation is 'lirni ted, but improving. 

Although the middle income of county residents is quite high, over one­

th:ird of t~e households have a yearly income of less than $8,000.00. This lower 

socio-economic segm:mt of the population, which is nore vulnerable to ppor health 

• and illness, live':primarily in central and southeastern San Jose s with additional 

"poverty pockets" in Alviso and parts of south county. 

• , , 

'l'l?-e justice system in Santa Clara County represents the collective efforts 

of fifteen incorporated cities and the Cotmty of Santa Clara, which is a 

c.~er county. 

Law EnforceJ'IEnt. Municipal Police Departments in oroer of size are: 

1. City of San Jose 

2. City of Sunnyvale 

3. City of Santa Clara 

4. City of Palo Alto 

5. City of M::>untain View 

6 • City of Milpitas 

7. City of Campbell 

8. City of Gilroy 

-7-
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9. Town of iDs Gatos 

10. Town of iDs Altos 

ll. City of M:>rgan Hill 

Santa Clare. Colmty Sheriff's DepartJrent provides law enforcem=nt services for 

all unincorporated areas and contract service to the cities of iDs Altos Hills, 

M::>nte Sereno, Saratoga and Cupertino. 

Agencies of the County of Santa Clara 

1. Office of the Sheriff 

2. Office of the Public Defender 

3. Adul t Probat~on DepartJrent 

4. Juvenile Probation DepartJrent 

5 • Office of the District Attorney 

Courts 'of the County of Santa Clare. 

1. Superior Court 

2. San Jose-Milpitas Municipal Court 

3. Palo A1 to-lliuntain View Municipal Court 

4. iDs Gatos-Campbell-Saratoga Municipal Court 

5. Gilroy-M:>rgan Hill Municipal Court 

6. Sunnyvale-Cupertino Municipal Court 

7. Santa Clara Municipal Court 

State Agencies 

1. California Highway Patrol 

2. DepartJrent of Alcohol Beverage Control 

3. DepartJrent of Corrections 

-8-
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Median Age, Percent of Population Over 60 
Percent of Population Under the Age of 19 • 

Cities in Santa Clara County - 1975 

·Percent 
Median Age Over 60 

Santa Clara County 26.6 9.2 

Milpitas 22.7 4.6 
Morgan Hill 24.2 10.7 
Gil roy 24.5 11.3 
San Jose 25.0 9.2 
Campbell 26.7 9.4 
Santa Clara 27.1 9.8 
Sunnyvale 28.2 9.2 
Mountain View 28.8 10.7 
Cupertino 29.1 6.8 
Saratoga 31.3 9.0 
Monte Sereno 31.6 7.2 
Palo Alto 31.8 15.3 
los Gatos 31.9 15.8 
los Al tos Hill s 32.6 7.9 
los Altos 35.8 13.8 

r~edian Age Over 60 l' = .4372 
Over 60, Under 19 l' = -.5493 All ages l' = .4372 
Median Age Under 19 l' = -.4852 
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POPULATION PYRAMIDS - 1975 • Cities & Unincorporated Areas of Santa Clara County 

SANTA CLARA SAN JOSE CAMPBELL SUNNYVALE 
·75 Pop. - 82,978 75 Pop. - 551,224 '75 Pop. - 25,108 '75 Pop. - 102,154 .. .~. If' .. ... .. 

-;; .... :::-: ~ : ... ". " . . ~'!: -. "" ... .. ~ .. -- -- .. -... .... ' .... . ... --_ .. .... ~ ... 
". .." .... ..... .. .. ." -_ ... - -_. .... .. .. ... .·w .. - - ... ,. .... .... 
~-.~. .. .... .... m .. . ... . .. ." "" .... .... . .. .... .. ... ... ' "" .... ..... .." . "~ .... .. .. ",. .. .. .... "" " .. ." .... (':), . 
.t'.;._ .. ,. , .. .. " , . 
,,'ii ij 1.-" .; ,. 

.. to I. " " II 
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BAR AND RESTAURANT \ 

ON SALES PREMISES LICENSES IN EACH CITY ** 
, ' 

OCTOBER" 1978 
, ' 

RANKING a:MUUTY NJ1£R PAIt fIR' lOO.c'(ID PCPLlAII~ * 
1 ~ 6S 268.2 

2 los GATOs 53 215.0 
3 PALO flLTO 100 1~.5 

4 GILROY 32 186.6 

5 MJRGAN HILL ?2 180.3 

• 6 ftbOOAIN VIew gJ 17388 

7 UFERTIOO rI 161.6 

8 ~ACuAA 130 155.1 
9 los Pl,os 33 125.7 

10 St.NwvALE l3l 124.8 

II SAN joSE 59) lCQ.6 

12 ~INCORPORATED AAEPS 114 9.1.1 

J3 MILPITAS 2J 83.6 

14 SARATOGA 20 67.3 
15 Los A.TOS HILLS 2 21.7 

. 
16 M:xm: SERe«:> ~ fj 

.. 

• ** PROVIDED BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARl}'fNT OF ALCOHJLIC BEVERAGE CCXfTROL 
. 

* PROVIDED BY CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FDWM:E IfJTl POPllATION 
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B. THE PI..ANNJNG PROCESS 

'!he Office of Traffic Sa£ety approached the l.aw FnfOrcenent Executi ~ 

Council of Santa Clara Comty (I..EEX::), a body composed of police and justice 

officials, to de~lop a program to address the growing drinking driver pro­

blem in Santa Clara County. The LEEC agreed to fonn an oversight .comni.ttee, 

and suggested that the coordinating grant be awarded to Cotnty goverrment as 

the logical host for the program staff. 'Ih.e CoUlty Executive added several 

agencies to the conmittee, and a permanent Policy Board was fO~"IIed to supervise 

the program. 

The Policy Board has conducted an extensive p1amrlng process. A series of 

workshops and n:eetings were held to examine the data which had been collected 

by the Program Manager and priorities ~re extab1ish.ed for grant funding. 

Each of the problem statemmts shown below was approved by a vote of the Policy 

Board, as ~re each of the objectives which fol1CM. The Policy Board apPI?ved 

a total of 47 problem staten:ents and 39 objectives. 

'!he Program Manager then worked with a mmber of agencies to develop pro­

posals in the areas of prevention, law enforcenent, support services, and 

adjudication. '!hese proposals were presented to the Policy Board and ranked 

according to their relative iIq:>ortance to the program. Through this process, 

ten projects have been identified for imnediate funding and several others 

have been ranked for funding during the second year of the program. 
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NAMEI'lTI'LE 

Kenneth Dickson 
Regional Ddrector 

RoPe-~ Winter 
Sheriff 

Ibn Femuson 
Chief of Police 

Dave Hampton 
Director of Alcohol Serv. 

Glenn Hoffmann 
Superintendent of Sch:>ols 

lDuis Bergna 
District Attorney 

The Hon. George Bormey 
Judge of Municipal Court: 

Jerry .Arrmenran 
Director of Public Safety 

Richa.:M Bothman 
Chief Probation Officer 

Jim Tate 
Act:ing Chief Prob. Officer 

John Healy 
CoJIllT6Ilder 

Charles Bucher 
District Administrator 

Susan Jones 
Executive Director 

POL.ICY DOAJlD Hll1BEP,s 

ALTERNATE/TITLE 

NONE 

M3rion Bennett 
Captain 

Prank Vasquez 
Asst. Cheif of Police 

laurie Kane 
'Corrm. seivi.ces Director 

M3rcella Sherm:m 
, Program Develop. Spec. 

FDbert Webb 
Asst. District Attorney 

The Hen lawrence Terry 
Judge of Muni. Court: 

Alex Michaelis 
Captain 

DEPARn1ENT 

Office of Traffic Safety 

. Santa Clara Coim~.J 
Sheriff's Office 

City of Santa Clara 
Police Deparr1:m:mt 

Bureau of Alcoholism Serv. 

Superintendent of Schools 

District Attorney's Office 

Hunicipal Court 

Sunnyvale Deparr1:m:mt of 
Public Safety 

Mike KuziriaJl Juvenile Probation Dept. 
Asst Chief Prob. Officer 

Fred Kretz Adult Probation Department 
Super. P1x>b. Officer II 

William Mills' California Highway Patrol 
Lieutenant 

John Kulbeth Alcoholic .Beverage Control 
Supervisor 

Tom Tucker National Council on 
¥anber of Board Alcoholism 
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'. 
C. PlAN ORGANIZATION 

The p!'oblem statements, objectives, and prDject proposals prDvide the 

fuam=w:>rk f(,r the comprehensive plan. Each problem identified by the Policy 

Board is stclted, followed by a sunmary of the data which support that 

specific problem. The problem staterrents are organized :into four sections -­

(a) accidents caused by drinking drivers; (b) prevention of drtmk driving; 

(c) support services; and Cd) adjudication. 

The prDblem statements are followed by Y'strategies for change". This 

section contains the objectives for each subject area and s'llJ1lIlaI"izes each 

of the projects to be nmaed during the first phase. 

Where sp!~cific proposals have been developed, detailed info:nnation about 

project objectives and budgets ha.slbeen included. Where there are no specific 

proposals yet' developed, there is a brief explanation of the pruject concepts 

conteJl1>lated for the future shovm in italics 

The term "drunk driving" requires explanation. Uncl.er CalifoI"!"lia law, a 

person is guilty of a misderreanor criJre when operat:ing a notor vehicle while 

wuiero the infZ,uence of alcohol,· ,drugs, or a combination of both. For this 

reason "drunk driving" is teclmically a mi,snoner since a person need not be 

drunk to be gudJ. ty of the offense which the term is intended ~o describe. 

The California Vehicle Code defines this' offense in terms of the alcohol 

content of the! blood. Research has established a high coefficient of correlation 

between alcoholl levels in the bloodstream and degrees of driving :impai:rm:mt. 

Section 23126 states that a person with less than .05 percent of weight of 

alcohol in thed.r blood shall be prestnned not to be under the influence of 

alcohol. For persons with a blood alcOhol content with .05 percent but less 

than .10 percent, there is no prestnnption as to :influence. Persons who are 
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• fotmd to have .10 percent or lIOI"6 'eire ·ptesU!red to 'be tmder the influence. 

• 

• 

While these presumptions requi:red by the Vehicle Code nnst be ,considered in a 

trial, they do not dictate a verdict of gull ty or not guilty. Both the pros­

ecution and defense nay introduce evidence bearing upon the question, and 

the decision is ul tinately made' by the judge or the jury. 

For editorial convenience, the term "drunk driving" is used throughout this 

volume. Its use is intended to be synononous with "driving under the influence 

of intoxicating liquor and/or drugs." The intent is to describe any driver 

who has been drinking to excess and whose .abili ty to operate a notor vehicle. 

has been impaired by alcohol alone, or in combination with drugs· . 

-17-



II. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

A. ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY DRUNK DRIVlliG 

• The incidemIJe of aaaident8 aau8ed by pe1'80ns dztiving unde1' the inf1,uenae 

has inc1'ea8ed dromatiaaZly du:ring 1'eaent yea:rs. .. 
II Driving unde1' the inf1,uence i8 zaespon8ibZe fo1' an inc1'ea8ing shaPe of fumZ 

! aaaidents every year" suah that the rote of inc1'ea8e fo1' d:Punk cJ:rtiving 
Ii 

• 

• 

aaaident8 g:reatZy exaeeds that of aaaidents a8 a ~hoZe. 

II FataZ aaaident8 aau8ed by drunk dztive1'8 have inc1'ea8ed by the g1'eatest 

margin" ~th injury acaident8 seoond" and p1'ope1'ty accident8 .thi1'd. 

, Flx>m 1972, accidents caused by drunk drivers have increased 36%, injury 

accidents have risen 61% and fatal accidents are up 55%. These increases are 

greater than those for accidents with other causes, and are not attributable 

to an overall rise in adcident rates. Since 1972, total accidents are up only 

5%, injury accidents have risen 24%, and fatal accidents have cl:i.mbe.d only .2t. 

1977 brought the largest annual increase in drunk driver accidents in six 

years. Total accidents advanced 17.2% and injury a.(~ci~ents roved up 22.7%. 

The percentage or share of accidP...nts caused by driving tmder the influence 

has itself risen. The number> of fatal accidents caused by driving limder the 

influence in 1972 was only 23% of all fatal accidents. In 1977, fatal accidents 

caused by drunk drivers comprised 42% of the total, again dem:mstret:i.ng that 

the accidents caused by drunk drivers are increasing at a rate which greatly 

exceerls that of accidents as a whole. 

II Ce1'tain ju:ri8dictions 1zave e:r:pezaienaed much mo1'e 8ignificant ina1'ea8e8 than 

Othe1'8" such that particuZa:r area8 ~ exhibit an accident rate ~hich 8ig-

nifwCDltly e:cceeds the county~ide average. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

• COUNTY TOTALS 

19 77 

POPULATION 1,202,100 
100 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCIIENTS * - TOTAL 20,019 ** INJURY 8,532 
CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 2,383 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

VICTlr'S * 

11.9 % 

17.2 % 

198.2 

100 % 

.. TOTAL __ 1_2~,2_1~3 __ 
~USED BY 

DRUNK DRIVERS 1842 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRIVERS 

15.1 % 

100 % 

TOTAL 38,575 ** 
UNDER THE 

INFLUENCE 2404 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 2171 

ALL DRINKERS 4575 
PER CAPITA 

RATE: 
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

6.2 % 

5.6 % 

11.8 % 

374.7 

100 % 

1,177 13.7 % 

22.7 % 

97.9 

100 % 

INJURY 12,044 

1785 14.8 % 

100 % 

INJURY 16,845 

1194 

1153 

2347 

195.2 

7.1 % 

6.8 % 

13.9 % 

100 % 

FATAL 148 

51 34.5 % 

41.7 % 

4.24 

100 % 

FATAL 169 -----
57 33.7 % 

100 % 

FATAL __ 24_7 __ 

55 22.3 % 

22 8.9 % 

77 31.2 % 

6.4 

100 % 

4Il-----A~cident aPLl victim percentages are computed from totaZ cases ~here causes ar~ known 
to the poZice. 

** TotaZs incZude property damage accidents" and shouU be vi~ed mth the resel"t!a#on 
t7i.at many such accidents are net repol~ted. 
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~. ,Several j'1..fl>isdictions "have e:t:peT'ienced accidents caused by d:rtunk dPivers 

at a rate which significantly e:r!ceeds that of the county as a whole. 

Agencies which exceed the total accident rate of 198.2 ,per 100,000 pop­

ulation are: Santa Clara, (404.5); Campbell (339.2); M:nmtain View (295.7); 

Gilroy (279.9); Los Gatos (267.7); Milpitas (266.3); Sheriff's Office (252.1); 

and S\.n1I1yvale (225.7). Six agencies exceed the injury accident rate of 97.9. 

They are Campbell (130.2); Los Gatos (125.8); Sheriff t s Office (125.0); M:>un­

tain View (118.3); Milpitas (150.3); and Santa Clara Cl03.8). 

When Sheriff t s jurisdictions which exceed the average a:re examined sep­

arately, unincorporated a:I:""".-a5 rank thi.Jxl in total accident rate (298.8) and 

Cupertino eighth (227.1). For injury accident rates, unincorporated areas 

are first (147.0) and Cupertino is fourth (122.3). All other Sheriffts jur-

• isdictions fall below the average. 

• 

Certain jurisdictions ~ve experienced a disproportionate incidence of 

accidents caused by drunk drivers. For example, the unincorporated areas of 

the County comprised slightly less than 11% of the population in 1977, but were 

the location of about 32% of the fatal accidents caused by c:lrunk drivers. The 

City of Santa Clara represented only 7% of the County population, but acc.."Otmted 

for 14% of the fatal accidents caused by drunk drivers. Eight out of twelve 

jurisdictions exceed the county-wide rate of accideI"l,ts caused by drtmk drivers 

of 198.2 per 100,000 populatio~and seven' jurisdictions exceed the injury 

rate.of 97.9. 

Within jurisdictions, the incidence of drunk driver accidents may be 

related to arrest activity. In nany instances, reductions in accidents occur­

red during years of increased police activity. Conversely, years of reduced 

arrests illustrate increased accidents. However, a causal relationship DE.y not 

be derrc.nstrated, and these relationships are not consistent. 

(SEE APPENDIX "A" FOR ACCIDENT PROFILES IN EACH JURISDICITON) 



• In aertain jurisdiations3 periodia ahanges in aZ'!'est and othe'l' poliae 

actions ha;ve not produaed a reduation in accidents aaused by dPunk dxtivers. 

• In several jU'1'isdictions3 acaidents ~aused by d'!'unk drivers are increasing 

at a rote 7JJhiah signifie;a:ntZy ezaeeds ina2'eases in a!'!'e8~s for dPiving 

under the influence ~ 

When viewed county-wid~ there has been a steady increase in arrests foI' 

driving mder' the influence. Anong law enfOI'C€m:!l1t officials, theI"e is generel 

agreement that these efforts have not been sufficient to impact accidents. 

The data shc:Mn here support that opinion, because the rete of accident increase 

has surpassed that of arrests. It is evident that the police have not been 

able to renove a sufficient n\mlber of drinking driver'S from the road, as those 

• wl"d.ch re.mrln have obviously continued to cause an increasing ntUIlber> of accidents. 

• 

The police have become increasingly :aore aggressive during recent year'S. 

The police in San Jose, Santa Clara, Gilroy, Palo Alto, IDs Gatos and M::>rgan 

Hill have each denonstreted a steady OI' drematic increase in arrests foI' drunk. 

driving. The jurisdictions of Sunnyvale, M::>untain View, Milpitas, Carrg;lbell, 

los Altos and the Sher>iff's Office have experienced less significant increases 

citr!'ing the sane per'iod. All j tu"'isdici tions have sb::Mn an overell rise in 

accidents caused by drunk. driveJ."'S, and none of the police departments have 

a specialized progrem to concentrete reso'l.lI'Ces upon this problem. 

When individual jtu"'isdictions are conq:>ar'ed, these trends become lI'Ore 

complex, and are nost diffi~ t to explain. In certain areas, accidents have 

grown IID..lch nore rapidly than the police response. FoI' example, see Milpitas, 

Campbell, Gilroy, los Gatos, fuI'gan Hill, and the Sher'iffts Office . 

A ranking of per capita (n\mlber per' 100,000) population by jurisdictions 

accidE'..nt retes does not correspond to relative arrests rates. Agencies with 
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'. relatively high arrest rates may also have high accident rates. For example, 

the City of Santa Clara has a total drunk driving accident rate of 404.5 per 

capita which greatly exceeds the county-wide average of 198.2 per capita. The 

City of Santa Clara, however, also has a drunk driver arre:~r~ rate of 1076.4 per 

capita which exceeds the county-wide rate of 601. 7 (excluding California Highway 

Patrol). Conversely, several agencies with low accident rates actually have 

lower arrest rates than agencies with significantly higher accident rates. The 

City of los Altos has an accident rate of 121.9 per capita and an arrest rate 

of 278.1, both significantly lower than the respective county-wide averages. 

Also, "i:~e City of San Jose has both a low accident rate of 127.5 per capita 

and a relatively low arrest rate of 488.3 per capita. Furthernore, ostensibly 

ccsnparab1e jurisdictions do not necessari ty illustrate similar accident rates. 

• As no significant dem::>graphic differences are evident between the jurisdictions, 

nore detailed analysis will be required to determine what has caused these 

contrasts in accidents. As shown above, the specific causes of accidents will 

be carefully scrutinized during the first year of the program . 

• 
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• 
;972 

!973 

1975 

i976 

1977 

• 

• 

TOTAL MISW1EANOR ARRESTS 

roR DRUNK DRIVING 

#I % % 

7587 0 a 

8167 7.6 7.6 
-

8839 HLs 8.2 

9745 28.4 10.3 

10858 43.1 11.4 

10997 44.7 1.3 

A 

DRLNK DRIVING 

ARRESTS AND ACCIDENTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 

BY DRUNK DRMNG , t % 

1757 0 0 

2226 26.7 26.7 

2343 33.4 5.3 

2138 21.7 -8.5 

, 

2033 15.7 -4.9 

2383 35.6 17.2 

B 

. 

INJURY ACCIDENTS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIVING , % % 

733 0 0 

815 11.2 11.2 

887 21.0 8.8 

957 30.6 7.9 

959 30.8 .2 
. 

1177 60.6 22.7 

c 
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The~e ~e significant inconsistancies between the drunk drive~ arPest 

Pates in diffe~ent jurisdictions. 

Due to the demands of citizen .calls fo~ se~iae~ local'l~ enfo~aement 

agencies do not 'have pe~sonnel sufficient to alZOIJJ adequate patrol cove~­

age fo~ drinking drivel's. 

Current drinking driver arrest rates vary dranatically arrDng the various 

jurisdictions. Five departnents fall below the county-wide average for local 

agencies of 601.7 per 100,000 population (excluding CHP). They are IDs Altos 

(278.1); Sunnyvale (450.5"); San Jose (486.9); Sheriff's Office (~58.3); and 

Campbell (595.7). M::>rgan Hill has the highest arrest rate of 1393.4 per 

100,000 population. IDs Altos is the lowest 278.1. 

It is inm:rliately obvious that police policies are not consistant. In 

• certain jurisdictions, there" is clearly m:::>re emphasis upon the problem than in 

others. For example, the per capita rates indicate that a drunk driver in 

lwbrgan Hill is five times nore likely to be arrested than a drunk driver in 

IDs Altos. 

• 

These differences in police activities may also be attributable to the 

size of the law enfOI'Ce1l'eI1t agencies, and the nature of their jurisdictions. 

Factors like the number of patrol officers on the streets and the cumunt of 

area covered are critical determinants of :oow JIEI1y drunk drivers can be 

observed. Similarly the d~ for police services varies between agencies. 

In Sc:m3 jurisdictions, calls for. service drain police resources nore than 

others. a!d the t:ime available. for patrol officers to observe vehicular 

traffic can be limited by these demands • 
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State and local Zaw enfopcement agencies do not have pesources sufficient to 

alZow vigopous enfo~ement of Zaws ~hich prohibit the saZe of alcoholic 

beve~ages to mino~s and into~cated pe~sons. 

Section 25602 of ~he Business and Professions Code prOvides ~t.any person. 

woo sells, furnishes , gives or causes to be sold, furnished or given away, any 

alcoho!,ic beVt~rage to an habitual drunJ<a:ro or an obviously intoxicated person is 

guilty of a misdemeanor. Section 25658(a) forbids the furnishing of alcoholic 

beverages to a person tmder the age of 21 and 25658(c) prohibits allowing persons 

tmder the age of 21 to consume alcoholic beverages in on-sales premises. 

The San Jose District Office of Alooholic Beverage Control has the responsibility 

along with local autOOri ties ~ for the enforcemmt of these laws in Santa Clara 

Cotmty. However, because of llmi ted persormel in both the state and local levels, 

vigorous enforcement in this area is difficult. The San Jose District Office in 

1978 had 3 investigators regularly assigned to investigate complaints of sales 

to drunks, sales to minors, vice, gambling, and generally disorderly conditions 

in four counties (Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, funterey, and San Benito). In Santa 

Clara Co\Elty in 1978 a total of 125 arrests were made, 119 related to sales to 
r . 

minors and 6 for sales to obviously intoxicated persons. 

II The nwnbep of tiuveniles d1Tested fo~ dPiving under the influence is incr-oosirzg 

at a dl'amatic Pate~ despi~e the absence of specialised efforts in this ~ea. 

The number of juvenile drunk driving arrests per year in Santa Clara. County 

has increased by 265 fran the years 1966 to 1977. Since 1974 there has been 

an increase of approx:inately 150% in juvenile drunk driving arrests ccrnpared to 

23% increase in adult drunk driving arrests in corresponding years. 
• The problem of juvenile drtmk driving goes beyond the concerns which arise 

as a result of a dramatic increase in arrest rates. The present day sOC'!iety r S 

endorsement and glorifica~ion of drinking has had a profound effect ~n the 



:. attitudes of our youth regarding alcooolo Social pressure to associate the 

consumption of alcoholic beverages not only with recreational settings, but 

with nearly every important occasion :in our lives, has nade'it difficitlt for 

young persons to develop healthy and responsible drinking habits. 

• 

• 

, . 
The problem of the juvenile drinking driver is ;further carg;>licated by the 

fact that all juvenile conStmlption of alcoholic beverages is illegal. Juvenile 

drinking typically takes place wherever it can go unnoticed. Unfortunately, 

'this is quite often :in an autaIObile. Thus for this reason, juveniles fre-

quent1y mix didrJdng Wit-lot driving. 

There has been no special effort: on the part of law enforcement agencies 

:in the COtmty to identify and apprehend the juvenile drtmk driver. Yet, the 

nl..1lIlber of juveniles arrested has :increased dramatically. Despite the clear 

:indication of a rapiclly grcM.i.ng problem, none of the police agencies have 

created special programs to deal with the juvenile drinking driver, nor have 

special educational programs been developed :in the schools. 

(rr SHOULD BE NOTED THAT '!HE DRAMATIC INCRFASES SHOWN MAY BE PARI'IALLY 

.A'I'I'RTIUI'ABLE TO CHANGES IN REPO~ PRACrICES BY LOCAL AGENCIES.) 

" Cases of feZcny tbtunk a.z.iving have incl'eased more ropid7,y than misdemeanor 

oases. 

Available statistics :indl.cate a discrepancy between the f.TIcreases :in 

misdemeanor and felony drunk driving arrests. Misdemeanor arTests have in­

creased steadUy s:ince about 1971, with an average yearly percentage 

increase of approximately 7% 'per year. Felony arrests have been mre sporadic, 
. ' 
b::>wever, with dramatic :increases between the years 1966 and 1969, (40.7%) and 

19'5 and 1977 (37%) • 
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e Although the~e ape inconsistencies between agencies~ blood aZcohol levels 

of a~~ested parties ~e very high. 

Blood alcohol levels also illustrate significant contrasts. Cotmty-wide, 

44% are higher than .20, 78% are gr>ea.ter than 1. 5, and 92% exceed the statutory 

limit! Only 8% were lower than .10. 

'!he blood alcohol levels vary widely from one agency to another. Levels 

exceeding .15 range from 65% to 90%. Arrests in the .10 to .14 category range 

fran 6% to 28%. The COl.mty-wide median blood alcohol'is .18. Individual jur­

isdictions range frc:m .16 to, a high of .21. 

The l1lJlTlber of negative blood alcohol tests is significant, as high as 15%, . , 

for sane agencies. The cotmty-wide average is 6%. It is reasonable to assume 

that these numbers represent combined influence cases. In such cases, police 

officers made arrests for driving tmder the influence of alcohol, and the tests 

revealed that t.he erratic behavior which resulted in arrest was not caused by 

alcohol. 

" The numbers of combined alcohol and dPug cases i8 significant and grsOUJing. 

Deficiencies in evidence have made investigation and p~osecution ex~emely 

difficuZt. 

• EVidence illustPates an inc~easing numbe~ of drug influence cases mistaken 

as dPiving under the 'influence of alcohol. 

Cases of driving tmder the: influence of a drug other than alcohol or of 

dri v:ing tmder the combined influence of alcohol and another drug present partic­

ularly difficul t investig~t~n and prosecution problems. The number of drugs 

available and the w~::le range of symptc:ms they may create alone or in connection 

with alcohol makes detection of drug presence difficult for arresting officers. 

• In addition, the cr:iJre lab ctJ:l:"!'eI1tly lacks the resources necessary to routinely 

test for many of the ~bi turates, amphetamines and hallucinogenics which may be 

combined with alcohol. Where the presence of a particular drug can be detected, 
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LOS GATOS 55 

LOS ALTOS 15 

KJRGAN HILL 16 

CALIFORNIA '. 63 HIGHWAY PATROL 

SHERIFF1S OFFICE 66 

rOTALS** 667 

BLOOD ALCOHOl SURVEY 
NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 

1977 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Q C 
LL V') 0 0 
Ot- c 0 

V') -I -I 
~~ CD -I co -I 
C.!l e::: 0 0 
0:1: e::: ~ ::I: ~ ::I: 
t- <t: >0 >0 
z ..... u ..... u 
~-I t-...J 1--1 
Ue;( ..... e;( ~e;( e::: t- en 
~o 0 LLI 
0.. t- Q.. z: 

10% 58 7 

100% 59 6 

25% 54 8 

100% 80 6 

100% 65 5 

100% 37 none 

100% 32 3 

100%" 31 2 

100% 52 3 

100% 15 none 

100% • 16 none 

10% . 62 1 

50% ,- 64 2 . 

32.2': 625/93.7% 42/6.3% 

* CALCULATIONS DO NOT INCLUDE NEGATIVE BLOOD ALCOHOLS 

.CALCULATIONS BASED UPON ABOVE RESULTS BY JURISDICTIONS 
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none .19 .21 

none .20 .19 

.13 . .17 .20 

none .18 .21 

.20 .20 • 19 

.19 .20 .20 

.22 .19 .19 

.18 .18 .16 

.19 .18 .20 

none .21 .20 

.22 .18 .15 

.19 .18 .17 

.18 .16 .19 

.19 .18 .18 
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BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: COUNTY TOTAL 

Percent Number 

TEST TVP~S: * 14.4 % BLOOD 465 --
19.5 % BREATH 120 

4.S % URINE 30 

1.6 t COMBINATION 10 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .01 ... 04 10 I 1.6% (not under the Infl uence) 

B. .OS .. .09 38 I 6.1% (no presumption) 

C. .10 .. .14 91 l14.5~ (under the 

D. .15 .. .19 210 03.6% ( 

E. .20 .. .29 249 A9.S% ( 

F. .30 or more 27 14.3~ ( 

RANGE: * 
. G 
,}9 MODE 

.]S MEDIAN 

018 MEAN 

SAMPLE SiZE: 
n; 667 I 32.2 

.;. 

(* Negative resu't, excluded ~rom calc~latfons) 

< 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1971 

..' -. 

.! 
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there is a lack of qualified expert witnesses to provide adequate evidence 

. • carmecting the presence of this drug with driving :i.mpa.irment. 

• 

• 

To adequately detect the presence of ch:rugs in the systems of persons arrested 

for driving under the influence would require, first, nore efficient blood alcohol 

analysis capabilities to determine cases where alcoool is not the najor source 

of :i.mpa.irment. Moreover, the crime lab would have to acquire a number of very 

sophisticated and expensive instruments to screen for the presence of drugs in 

the blood and/or urine. 

Studies condUcted elsewhere indicate that as nany as 20% of the persons 

arrested for drunk driv:ing nay also have marijuana in their blood. In Santa 

Clara Cotmty, this would have been about 2200 persons :in 1977. To routinely 

screen for the presence of JIE.I"ijuana in the system of inpaired drivers would 

require the addition of personnel and fixed assets in the cr:ine lab costing 

approximately $225,000 • 

• AZ.Z. components of the cPimina'L justice system 1ZOlJ devote more r-esources 

to these offenses than any other c1!imes. 

Available statistics clearly indicate that a great deal of tiroo and resoUI"CeS 

within the cr:i.In4lal justice system are being devoted to offenses related to 

drinking and driving. Examples of this will be cited throughout this canprehen­

sive plan. A few are: 

The current rate of .bookings at the Sheriff's facilities for 

drtmk driving is approximately 30-40 per day on weekdays, 

and 40-50 per day on weekends. Bookings for driving tmder 

the influence represent approximately one-third of total 

bookings. 

Trials for all misdemeanors ccmb~ed do not equal the number 

of drunk driving cases. In the first seven m:mths of 1978, 

there were 73 jury trials for misdem=anor drunk driving in 
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San ,,"ose Mlmicipal Court, Which represents 54% of the total 

cr:im:i.nal and civU jury trials. HcMever, even this figure is 

not an accura:te indicqtion of the relative vo1une. of mis­

demeanor drlmk driving cases in the municipal courts, as 

evidence indicates that jury trials canprise only' 2% of 

the misderr.eanor drunk driving cases. 

ReferTals to the adult probation department for drtmk 

driving have sharply increased. L"'l 1973, there were 1209 

cases, and by 1977 the total had risen to 3613, an increase 

of 200 percent; Drunk ~ivers ncM represent 50 pe:roen:t of 

the tOtal probation referrals • 
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B. PREVENTION OF DruNK DRIVOO 

• Based upon national su:roeys~ there ~s reason to believe that the pubUc 

does not understand the cbrun'k driving p!'oblem. 

A recent national survey dem::nstrated that the public does not adequately 

comprehend the problem of alcohol and driving. 57% believed that they would 

sober up after a cup of coffee. 68% believed a cold shcMer would eliminate 

the effects of alcohol. 70% ];)elieve that beer is less intoxicating than 

liquor. 80% believed that a ~umber of one type of drink would be less intox­

icating than a canbination of different types. Not one of these beliefs is 

accurate. (S\JI'IVey conducted by the U.S. Department of Transport:5tion.) 

• Media presentations to inarefree cormrunity CltlklreneS8 are restricted to the 

holi.dir.y season and ~e operated on a very 'timi:tsd Bcale. 

The ally local nmi.a caJ¢gn' devoted specifically to the drinking driver 

is the armual "AVOID '!HE 13" program undertaken by the police agencies :in 

Santa Clara Comrty. The campaign :includes Ii temture such as posters, hand­

outs and billboards along with newspaper, radio and television coverage. The 

"AVOID THE 13" program is confined to the December-January holiday season and 

is not qarried. al throughout the entire year. 
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• 

Other media presentations in Santa Clara Cotmty result from national 

or state programs. For example, the Office of Traffic Safe~ has circu-

lated television spots to bay area stations and these are occasionally a.ired 

during public service tine. Ibwever, the incidence of such -coverage is extremely 

lind ted and no special media effortp .have been made in Santa Clara Cotmty. 

• VoZuntary educational. PPOgN1TlS fop adul.te are e:r:t:roemel.y timited. The 

ppobtem of drunk dPiving peppesents onty a sma 7.. 7.. parat of adul.t dPivep 

education c7..as8es~ and the quality of inst:r>uction is inconsis~ent. 

• Votuntazty educational programs fol' juvenite8 (%!Ie e:r:t:roemel.y timited. 

Atthough pl'oblems of drunk .dttiving al'e included in high school cla8ses~ 

such pl'ogram8 do not offep a standardised cup%'iculum of high quality • 

#} E:ctensive study witt be l'equil'ed to determine the effectiveness of 

tIteatment and classroom Pl'OgmnlS in z-eduction of recidivism among 

drunk driVel'S. 

Camn.mity Agencies: 

There are a considerable number of ccmm.mi ty agencies which provide 

services to persons with alcohol problems. All of these groups operate on a 

voltmtary basis and receive clients through ''Walk-in'' or referral. None 

concentrate excl-usively upon the problem of driv:iJ'lg tmder the influence, 

and evaluation data have not been developed to derronstrate their effectiveness 

in the prevention of drunk driv:iJ'lg. 

It is difficult to generalize about the prevention activity of conmtmity 

organizations because each agency has a tmigue approach to the problem of 

drunk driving. fust of the agencies sh::Mn below are concerned with the prublem 

of alcoholism, a disease which far exceeds the scope of the Drinking Driver 
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• Program. The services provided by ea.ch agency are shown belON. 

• 

• 

-- Alcooolics Anonynous 

210 South First St. 

San Jose, CA - 297-3555 
Vohmtary fellowship of Jre.Tl. and wr:men who meet together to attaln and 

naintain sobriety. MetruJership is anonynous. M is self-supporting and 

cooperates with,but does rot aff:i.lia.te with,any other organization con­

cerned with alcoholism. Progrem is one of total abstinence na.i.ntained 

through regular group meetings. 

-- National Cotmcil on Alcooolism 

100 North Winchester, Suite 330 

San Jose, CA - 241-6903 

24 OOllr' help line and crisis intervention provides information and 

cotmseling to the point of :referral. Develops and implen-ents alcoholism 

awareness and training progrems for industry, agencies, schools and groups. 

Provides coordination and cooperation for agencies interested in the 

problem of alcoholism and alcoI-i>l abuse. 

-- Comnunity fiealth Abuse Council (CHAC) 

655 ca.s-t:ru Street , Suite 1 

~b1.mta:in View, CA - 965-2020 

Health abuse education programs for schools and ccmnuni ty; infornation 

service inclu±ing literature, speakers bureau~ assistance in developing 

progmms; referral service; short-term counseling for parents, youth, others 

involved with drug abuse, alcohol or related problems; parent-teen com­
mtmication programs . 

-- ~can Aloorican Cotmcil on Alcoholism 

1577 East Santa Clara. Street 

San Jose, CA - 926-2818 . 

Offers b;.l:ingual, bicu1 ture.1 program of treatment services for 

alcohol' abuser and family. Provides alcohol awareness programs for 

referrals from Santa Clara County Municipal Courts . 
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-- Salvation Anrr:I 
Men's Social Service Center 

702 West Taylor 

San Jose, CA - 294-6316 

A PJX.lgraJn of rehabilitation for m:n with character and/or enotional 

handicaps. A 24-bour-a-day trea1Jrent and care program which· PJX.lvides 

food, clothing, and shelter in a :hale-like a1::JIosphere; .psycho1ogical 

cotmseling, nedical trea1Jrent, vocational training, recreational and 

1eas'..Ire tine activities, and .spiri tual cotmSeling. This program is tmder 

the careful guidance of caseworiJc services and is geared towards the 

clients rehabilitation and return to this camnmi ty • 

- Vo1tmtary Action Center of Santa Clara Cotmty 

Sentencing Alternative Program 

Court Referral Corrp:>nent 

2175 The Alameda 

San Jose, CA - 244-5252 

The PJX.lgram has two goals: To interview and refer to nonprofit ageno:z.es 

tb:>se offenders who have been assigned conmuni ty service hours instead of, 

or in addition to fines and/or jail sentences,: and to PJX.lvide infornation 

and referral to meet an individual fS special enotional, physical and/or 

vocational needs. Provides a sentencing alternative that nay alleviate 

the financial and enotional hardship which a fine and/or jail nay impose. 

Public Agencies 

Deparrtment of Health 

Like services offered by commmi ty agencies, the county programs are 

designed for all persons with alcohol problems. None of the preventive acti,;.. 

vities are designed specifically for drunk drivers. For this reason, the 

clients represent only a part of the drunk driving problem and the programs 

generally attract chronic alcoholics. Follow up data collected by the Bureau 

of Alcoholism Services indicate that these clients have a quantati ve dr:i.rild.nr, 

index which is five tines -'-hat of the genere.l population, and that they represent 
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only a part of the drinking driver plXlblem. 

The Health Depa..~t estimates that there are approx:imately 2400 to 2800 

persons who regularly receive· alcoholism services from county programs. This 

group represents 60% to 70% of the total caseload in the clinics th.roughout 

the county. Services include 'individual cotmSeling, gn:>up therapy, "lectures 

arrl discussions. The format and content of services relating to alcoholism 

vary scm:what from one clinic to another. 

There is no evaluation data on c:1rwtmk drivers available for these pre-

vention plXlgrams. 

The cl:inics operated by the Health Department are shown below. 

-- County of Santa Clara 

Alcohol Service Centers 

- Blossom Hill Alcohol Service Center 

841 Blossom Hill Road 

San Jose, CA - 578-8820 

- East Valley Aleowl Services Center 

1660 f.bKee Road 

San Jose, CA - 923-5909 

- Fairoaks AlcO:bo1 Service Center 

660 South Fairoaks Avenue 

Sunnyvale, CA -- 733-2760 

-- Central Alcohol Services 0.alter 

85 Notre DaJre 

San Jose, CA - 287-5890 

- North County Alcohol Services Center 

270 Grant Avenue 

Palo Alto, CA - -321-2141 ext 381 

-- West Valley Alcohol Services Center 

14195 Capri ~ive 

IDs Gatos, CA - 379-7020 

-47-



• 

• 

-- Park Al.aneda 24 hour Alcohol Screening Unit 

Thergency Entrance of Park Alarreda Health Facility 

976 Lenzen Avenue 

San Jose, CA -- 295-4868 

-- Alcoholism Family Crisis Line 

24 Hour Alcohol Screening Service 

Toll Free - Enterprise 1-9411 

Out patient centers pIovide detoxification screening , individual 

and group cotmseling, educcltion programs, outreach and crisis 

:intervention, alcohol awareness classes, medication (including 

antibuse) • 

-- Private Agencies - . Cotmty Contract 

- Black Cotmcil on Alcoholism 

2164 Sullivan Avenue 

San Jose, CA ~ 259-6024 

Referrals to various agencies, cotmseling, education, information, 

recovery hare, and coUl.""t: intervention. 

- Family Health Fotmdation of Al vise, Inc. 

1621 Gold Street 

Alviso, CA - 262-7944 

Outpatient services includiJig medical, dental, pharnacy, opto­

metric, mental health, hane nursing, transp::>rtaion and social 

services. 

- South Valley Alcoholism Services 

7485 M::mterry 

Gilroy, CA -- 842-7138 

Outpatient centers provide detoxificaiton screening, individual 

and group COtmse1ing, education programs, outreach and crisis 

intervention, alcohol awareness classes, medication (antibuse). 

Metropolitan Adult Education 

Driver education classes are oiffered for adults who need forna.l. :i.nstruc-

• tion in order to obtain a driver's license. Portions of these classes are 

specifically devoted to the drinking driver problem. The CUI"!"iculm includes 

lectures, filins and discussions. However, both the quality and quantity of 



;. :instruction varies between classes and teachers. In a class of 27 hours only 

about 1 to 2 oours are usually devoted to drLmk dri v:ing. 

Evaluation data have not been developed for these clas~room progr>ams. 

High Schools 

The State of California requires all high schools to p!:'Ovide courses :in 

driver education. Although the curriculum varies beu~en classes, the problem 

of drtmk driv:ing is always included. Like the adult'-education classes, high 

school programs typically involve a cornDination of lectures, films and dis­

cussions. However, a preliminary S'llr"ley of local high schools indicates that 

there is little consistency in the quality of classes. 

l"'valuation data have not been developed for these programs. 

Law Enforcem;nt Agencies 

Prevention prugrarns tmdertaken by police agencies are, lirni ted to the 

• annual nedia campaign knCMI1 as "AVOID THE 13". Although the extent of activ­

i ty varies frcm one agency to another, all thirtefm police depar1:1rents 'stilize 

comn:m materials. An assortJnc:o-nt of literature is developed each year, gener­

ally consisting of posters, handouts, and billboards. These materials are 

distributed to schools, industry and drinking establishments. 

• 

Newspapers publish the daily statistics during the -oo-week holiday period. 

Limited radio tine is donated by local stations. Television coverage is 

provided each night during the progl"aJIl. 

Evaluation data have not been developed fer' this program. 

II Post arrest alternatives avriit.abZe to law enforcement and prosecutiOn 

are e:r;tremeZy 'limited • 

1Ms category of prevention programs includes those which ftmction after 

a.rrest but before adjudication. Referrals corre from either police depar1:1rents 

-49-



• 

• 

• 

or prosecutor offices. 

Citizens who are arrested and released by law enforcement agencies a:re 

rot referred to treatment or cotmSeling programs. Persons fonnally arrested 

by law enforcement agencies are prosecuted by the District Attorney _in the 

JIal"ll1.er prescribed by law. Persons who desire assistance do not receive 

services tmtil after conviction. Services specifically relating to alcohol 

are provided only for persons convicted of a second or subsequent charge of 

drunk driving. Defendants convicted of either a first offense or another 

charge do not receive any alcohol related services. 

There'is no mechanism for intervention and referral. Drink:ing drivers 

receive such services only when they seek out the agencies which provide such 

services. In this way, the :inq:>etus for prevention nust can: from the drink:ing 

driver. PreventioI1 agencies are not reac..hing out to contact the drin1cing 

c1ri ver. Rather, they are reacting to :requests for assistance. Even persons 

arrested for the offense are not offered such services. In Santa Clara 

County, the criminal justice system refers persons to the health system only 

after two or nore convictions. 

• Post conviction altePnatives available to courts are somewhat Zimited. 

• Avai~Ze evidence indicates a high Pate of PBpeat offenders in Santa 

Clara County. 

A nt.UI'he.r of programs have been developed fol'" the treatment of persons 

under the jUI'isdiction of the Mtmicipal Court or Superior Courts. Persons 

attend such programs only after conviction as part. of their sentence • Although 

defendants are occasionally ordered to attend as a condition of probation, the 

majority are voltmteers. First offenders receive a $100 fine reduction for 

participation in an alcohol awareness class. Second and subsequent offenders 
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are allowed to retain their driver's license if they agree to participate in 

the SB38 program. 

Conmuni ty Agencies: 

Several corrmuni ty agencies have designed programs for persons convicted of 

drunk driving. As the Vehicle Code allCMS a fine reduction for participation 

in an alcohol awareness program, SOile Mtmicipal Co\.lI"l: Judges send defendants 

to cC'IlIll..1rlity agencies for completion of this requirement. It should be noted 

that this is a ra:re practice, and such sentences are usually given at the 

request of the defendant and the program. Since the adoption of SB330 ~ such 

programs have not received repeat offenders. 

Although limited evaluation reports are available for Sate of these pro­

grams, none separate drunk dri ve.rs from the other offenders enrolled in thier 

program • 

Public Agencies: 

Metrolpoli tan Adult Education 

The class offered by Metropolitan Adult Eduction is by far the largest 

recipient of defendants from the Mtmicipal Court. Dur:ing 1977, it received 

2324 referrals or about 38% of the estinated 6031 convicted first offenders. 

'!he class is attended once each week for tw::> hours over a period of six weeks 

Insi:r'Uc1:ion consists of a o:::mbination of lectures, films and discussions. 

Evaluation data have not been developed for this progr.am. 

Department of Health 

The Department of Health also operates courses for first offenders. L:ike 

Metropolitan Adult Education, relatively few referrals are received from the 

courts. During 1977, the Health Department est:inates that about 1200-1600 

persons were enrolled in the progrem. This represents an estimated 20-26% 

6:5 the 6031 convicted first offenders. These persons conprised 30-40% of the 

clients participating in the Health Department t S programs. It is difficult 
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to generalize about the services provided by these programs as each of the 

clinics offers a SOIreWhat different class. 

Limited evaluation t;lata have been collected by the Depart:nent of Health • 
. ' 

A 10-20% sample of clients has been followed after corrpletion of Health 

Depc;lrt:mant programs. The . initial tests of persons enrolled in the driver­

programs indicate that their dr:inking behavior is canpareble to that of the 

general popu.lation, and quantities of alcoool constJIed daily are far less than 

that of other refei'rels. The follow-up reports show no significant changes in 

dr:inking patterns after conpletion of the program 

Juvenile Probation 

The Superior Court and the Juvenile Probation Depart:nent refer youthful 

offenders to the Bureau of Alcoholism Services for a twelve hoUI' course of 

instruction. The class nleets for eight 1-1/2 oour sessions, and consists of 

lectures, films arrl discussion. It is the CtlI"l'eIlt practive of the court t.o 

inpose a fine, resi:r'ict ~tr>iving, and require completion of a alcohol progremQ 

As the program ha.s been :in operation only since January, an evaluation 

is not yet~available. 

SB330/SB38 Dr:>ink:ing Dr:>iver Program 

Although the post conviction dr:inking driver prog):"alll was first authorized in 

January 1976, it did not ccmnence operations until Apl:-il. 'l'he ent~ program was 

Wtially contracted to a private finn, which then subcon1::racted with "00 groups 

for the delivery of services to defendants. Cu:rrrently, the progrem is operated 

through the Adult Probation Depart:nent which is responsible for intake, fee 
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. • assessment and collection, and compliance noni toring; and the Bureau of Ilico­

holism Services which negotiates cont::rects with and nonitors treaiJ'oont provi­

ders. Services are provided by Metropolitan Adult Education. and a private 

consultant. Between them, these ~ groups receive approximately 140 repeat 

offenders eacl'!, llronth. Thell1 program lasts for one year and operates under 

specific provisions of State law as well as a mmiber of local guidelines. 

A local :impact evaluation to t~st whether the SB330/SB38 program has been 

successful in reducing recidivis:im anong multiple drunk driving offenders has 

not been conducted as of this time. IbNever, l:i.mi ted infonnation does penni t 

an overview of activity during the first years of its operation .. 

The program receives approximately 1500 refel."'!'als each year, which cern­

prises less than 50% of the total est:iJrated repeat offenders and less than 

13% of all convicted drunk drivers ~ing 1977. The exact number of referrals 

• was 1522. During 1977, 381 persons were terminated from the program, repre­

senting 20% of the referrals d~ing this period. A recent follav-up study 

indicated that 6% were arrested during the p;rogram an:l an additional 8% were 

arrested during their first 8 mnths out of the pI9gram. This suggests a 

projected arrest rate of 17% fCf!:' the ~-year period ful1cMing conviction. 

• 

Based upon these preliIninary data it does not appear that this treatment 

program is preventing drunk: driving. 'l'he Depart:ment of futor Vehicles (Il1\T) 

conducted a s 1lldy of prevention for repeat offenders before the change in 

legislation. Under the forme:r' law, persons received a brief jail sentence 

and a one year license suspension. There was no treatment program. Without 

the benefit of any trea:tm:mt, the persons rearrested represented only 22% of 

the original convictions, a mere 5% higher than the group from the Santa Clara 

County program. fureover, the Il1V study encompassed all repeat offenders and 

not a select group such as the local sample. 

The SB 38 program :in Santa Clara Comrty systematically screens out at least 

57% of the repeat offenders. The recidivism rate for the entire repeat offender 
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population cannot be a.ccurately esti.m3.ted, because the sUi:Vey was conducted 

of program participants only. Ibwever , it is readily apparent that the overall 

rate would be substantially higher, because the 57% not surveyed were persons 

with rrore serioUE; problems than those enrolled in the prograin. It is ;because 

of their alcohol and financial problems that these persons are not allCMed to 

participate in 'the program. 

Enrollment figtD."es illustrate ~ major deficiencies in Ctlr'!'Emt efforts 

to prevent drunk driving by repeat offenders. The first is that only 43% of 

the repeat offenders receive the benefit of any prevention program. The sec­

ond is that the present one year prevention program may not be any rrore effec­

tive than the fol.1'l'eI' procedure which offered no treatm:mt at all.' Findings in 

a final ew.uuation report prepared by the Department of Motor Vehicles (Il1V) 

of all denonstration SB 330 cotmties indicates that program participants actually 

had ~rse: subsequent accident and conviction records than non-participants • 

Thus it 'was concluded that a drunk driving sentencing schene that provided 

ei the!' trea:t:nent or licensing sanctions was not superior to imposing licensing 

con1:n>J.s alone • 

rl, 
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J£CIDIVISM PATE PMHi rnTIPlE IRN< DRIVINJ CfFEN1E~: 
STlDIES. Cf CIlNICTItm FOR F£f&m J£CEIVING 

LICENSE SlEPOOI(J~ & Ff:~ ENRllED IN SB330 PRCX11W1 

a:NVIcrI~ 

O.T.S. STUDY 

~IL AND LICENSE SUSPENSIOO 

N- = 1500 

LOCAL SllI!t' 
SB330 PROGRAM 

N = 379 

.(J£ YEAR 

12.9% 
MIt«; SUSPENSIOO 

6.3% 

MINi PROGRAM 

M~ 

21.7% 

- , : ... 

Bin : 17.eI 
• • 20~. ~ 24 M)S. 
I 

TI£SE STUDIES 5H)ULD I'X)T BE COWARED. SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN TtE SUBJECT POPULATI~S 
PRECLlDE A VALID CC»PARISa-J. TI-E S8330 SAlJPLE WAS TAKEN FROM A CAAERJLLY SCREENED POPULA­
TI()I.l REPRESENTING LESS l}W\I 50% OF CCNVICTED MJt.TtPLE OFFEN:>ERS, ftJ\JD IS NOT C<»PAAABLE TO 
THE POPULATla-I FROM WHICH Tt£ OTt£R SAtJPLE WAS DRA\ttN. Tt£ S8330 SAMPLE CONTAINED a-.JLY 
PERSGlS WH) ABSTAIN FR<»1 DRINKING; MA.INTAiN INS~E; ATTEND REGUlARLY; AND PAY TUITI~. 
TI£ OTt£R GROUP WAS RANOCM..Y SELECTED FRc»\ A STATE-WIDE POPULATICN WHICH INCLlDED ALL 
MJL TIPLE OFfeI)fRS. 

• • 
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IfJl7 Sl.M'Am' (f ~ 
ffJEIm) TO &630 PRl1PR1 

rPSE lOT~ 

r1.LTIPLE DfFENIERs REFERRED ro PRoBATIOO FOR &630 If 2639 

lAses Ei..IGIll.E REFeRRED TO JD.1IN. 330 ltlt 1522 
,', 

TUf1INATlOO (96 / ~.m " r;n 
[Rei.nstatements +564] 

NET TERMINATI<JIS (381 / 25.00 lliU 

~RCENTA({ 

SB330 CASES 
Ia'AINING 

IfB 
37.9% 

74','9% 

ftRCENTNf 
(f ftllTIPlf 

CffENIERS 

1001 

'5l.7% 

~'.'~ 
43:2% 
43':2% 

It Based upon totaZ referoraZs to AduZt Pztobation Depmetnumt for Driving Under the Inf7,uence du;rti,ng 
the, caZtmdaJ't yetU 197? 

.u Based upon monthZy activity reports submitted by Achin 330~ Inc. during the caZendar yeal' 1977. 
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U) 

I 



:. 

• 

• 

c. SUPPORT SrnVlCES 

1. '!he Arrest Prooess 

• E~e88ive time i8 required to ~e8t and prooe88 dPunk.dPiver8~ tt~8 
. . 

pzeeventing poli06 offi061.'8 f1.'OlTl P1.'01Tlptty retuPning to their dutie8 in 

the oomnmi ty. 

• A8 the majority of dz.zmk tbtiving tnTest8 are p1'00688ed at one looation~ 

the oonoen~tion of voZume has p1.'odUoed seve1.'e ovel.'o~ding and lengthy 

backlogs. 

Every law enforcement agency believes that processing t:ire is the mst 

ori tical of all police problems relating to drunk drivers. M:Jreover, eVidenoe 

indicates that excessive processing time has discouraged many police officers 

:fu::rn ar.rest:ing drlmk dri vera. PJ:ocessing time for eaCh drunk dr:i,.ving arrest 

ranges fran 1 to 8 rours. If an average of 2 oours is a,ss1.llIed, arrests for 

1977 COJlS\.JI'Ied appro~tely 22,000 oours, the equivalent of twelve full-time 

p:>lice offi~. At an ass\.med rate of $12.00 per oour (the cost of a deputy 

sheriff am benefits), the cost was about $264,000. 

When carp3red to other jurisdictions, :i,.t is apparent that processing 

arrests for drunk driving in Santa Clara ColD'lty requires an excessive period 

of t:im=. The fol1CMing sections desc:cl.be each step of the process • 

-I 



a) Arrest Procedures 

'lllere are a variety of diffe.renceG between the practices of the 

thirteen police agencies in Santa Clara County. Catplj.ance with procedures 

:In sane jur:i.sdic,tions may con~ more tiIoo than the practices elsewhere. 

A few points of contrast are: clearance requirements· for booking; use of 

"fill" cars; mmber of officers per car: types of sobriety tests given; and 

vehicle t:ow.ing procedures. 

Without question, the wait for tow trucks is the longest delay in the 

field. This period ranges fmn 15 minutes to 30 minutes. 

b) Travel T:iIre 

Travel time is .obviously a :function of the distance to jail facilities. 

Clearly, several jurisdictions in Santa Clara (;ounty are a considerable 

distance fran the Sheriff IS Depa:rtnelt. '!his problan applies to nine of 

• the police agencies :In Santa Clara County, as four jui'indictions utilize 

• 

their own facilities. ';l'he cities of Santa Clara, Sumyvale, Gilroy, and 

llirgan HUI process ~ own cases locally, and the other agencies transport 

prisoners to the Sheriff's facilities in Palo Alto and San Jose, As only 

one agency utilizes transportation vehicles, the remaining eight police 

~~ies nust cope with the extended absence of a .police tmit after each dnmk 

driving arrest. Travel time may take anywhere fran minutes to h:rurs, depending 

upon the location of the arrest and prevailing traffic conditions. 

c) Hospital Screening 

As the Sheriff's Of~ice will not accept seriously injured persons for 

booking, arresting officers DI.lSt frequently obtain, a ~cal clearance for 

drunk drivers. Alt:b:mgh several private medical centers may be utilized for 
; . 

this purpose, Valley Medical Center is roost ccmwnly used because there is 

no charge for service. ~Or1:l1rmtely, arresting officers and their prisoners 

are frequently carpelled to wait for an extended period of time. 
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A variety of factors may influence the waiting time, and the period ~ 

~'angc rYan mimlt:es to hours • 

d) ~9t1ng Procedures 

The Accident Investigation Bureaus~ or AIB roans, are the location for 

mst . blood alcohol testing. Of t.he police agencies which book at cotU'lty 
, 

t'ac1.11t1es\·~ five utilize the North County Jail. This includes "the cities of 

Palo Alto. IDa Altos, and MJuntaln View, as well as the Sheriff's Office and 

the ~y Patrol. Six agencies bring prisoners to the Main Jail. This 

group :incl1;ldes the cities of San Jose I ~bell, Los Gatos, and Milpitas, 

together with the Sheriff's Office and the Highway Patrol. Approximately 

65% of ~ larrests are processed at the latter lucation. 

Present: procedures at Am facilities G'\re a joint product of the District 

Attomey aM the Crl.¢' 8 of Police. '!be pro,eess consists of three stages j 

1) 
·~.I 

Blood A:l.coOOl Tests; A medical technician draws a blood sarrple 
~ ! 

1Jn about 7'J70 of the cases. Th~ breath test is administered 

by the technician for about 20% of the arrests. Citizens occasion­

~ly insist upon the urine test, and officers samt:f.mes &tnin­

ister this test without assistance of ~\ technician. Urine tests 
I. 

COOllrise .abo\ft 5% of the total. 

2) Sobriety Tests: '!he officer repeats the balance and coordination 
i 

'. ~ts pl='e-1-"'.JSly achdnistered in thl:: ~~eld, and records perfor­

mance :in ~ r~. 
'.::/ 

3) Interview:~ AlB report also contains a variety of infonnation 

relating to dnmk driving and the officer lIllSt acininister the 

questions at this time. 

Although the process should ta,ke about thirty nrlnutes.' it frequently runs 

up to an hotlr. Canwn reasons for delay are: lack of cooperation fran the 
,. 

arre$ted party; waiting for the laboratory technician to arrive; and over­

crow~iing in the ArB roan. The major problen is one of volune. The AlB room 
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AN ARREST FOR DRL~K DRIVING: l1-IE GlROOOlOGY Cf E\f.NTS 

. POll CE CONTACT 

INVESTI~Tlrn 

:Vehicle is stopped for traffic 
violation op othep driving 
iXTegu'laPi ty . 

:Citizen pepfoP<ms a balance and 
coopdination test to demonStrate 
sobPiety. 

-.,.-----~-~-----~l 
ARREST 

[ AlC(lJOL lISTING 

f 

........ , TEST SAMPLE 
TO LABORATORY 

.ANALYSIS BY 
LABORATORY 

...... ~ 
BCOKING 

~--+-(BLOOD & lf~NE ONLY) 

' RESULT 
~ISTRIcr AlTO'*" 

IB'IEW 

:Citizen is taken into custody . 
and 'tPanspopted to jail. . . 

:Citizen is given a che"dcal 
test of blood~ bpeath OP UPine. 

:Citizen is tPanspopted to the 
appPOpPiate facility. 

l 
~ 
I 

~ § 
I ~ 
I 8 
I g 
I Q 
I 

. O.R. RELFASE ' ' I 
--- RELFASE..r-v.~' . ] --I 

L-BAIL'-, I 
: Eaxonination of et,idenae to de­
teP<mine apppopPiate chaPges. 

I 
I 
I r ....... TEST '. 

---+- - --RELEASE, NO COMPlAJNI''''''':''' - - ., .. , 
tct1>LAtNT 

• 
:Citizen is fOPmally chaPged 
wi th a vio la tion of the laJ.J. 

; 
I 
I 
I 

TEST 
• "' ••••••••• RESULT···. .. ARMI GNtfNT 

-4--- .. ,'" - - - _ .... - - _._- - --' 
:Defendant appeaps in coUPt~ 
is advised of cPiminal chapges 
and constitutional Pights. 
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LOCAL TESTING 

KlRTH 'COLNTY 

flAIN JAIL·M 

ALCGlOL TESTING LDrATI(M 

1977 ARPESTS 
DRIJJK DRIVI NG 

SANTA CLARA 

S~NYVAlE 

GILROY 
rvDRGAN HIll. 

PALO ALTO 
MJOOAIN VIEW 
lOS ALTOS 

* SHERIFF 

* HIGlWAY PATROL 

SAN ~E 

CAM'BEl..L 
LOS (il\TOS 

MILPITAS 
* SHERIFF 

* HIGlWAY PATRJL 

9J2 8.2 
473 4.3 

194 1.8 

]]0 1.5 

575 5.2 
530 4.8 
73 .7 

174 1.6 
759 6.9 

2800 25.5 
151 ll~ •• 
246 2.2 
242 2.2 
695 6.5 

3005 27.3 

*' FOR SHERIFF'S AND HIGI-mAY PATROL" IT HAS BEEN ASSlJv1ED THAT 20% OF THE 

BOOKINGS FOR BOTH AGENCIES WERE AT NORTH COUNlY. THE EXACT NlJ>1BER IS 

OOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME • 

. . 
** \\OMEN PROCESSED AT THE ~IN JAIL ARE TRANSPORTED TO ANOTHER FAC!LIlY FOR 

BOOKING AND HOUSING. 

15.8 

19.2 

64.9 



bas become a "BaITLENECK" for thousands of arrests because ali but fcur 

'4It agencies have elected to use the Sheriff's facilities. 

4It 

4It 

It should be noted that some California cotmties do not have these 

processing centers. Where blood alcohol testing is cnnducted in the field, 

it is no longer necessary to bring the citizen to a facility for that purpose. 

Similarly, the recording of balance and coord:ination tests :in the field may 

eliminate such a procedure at the facility. In jurisdictions where drunk 

driv'ing questions are incorporated into a single arrest report, agencies 

have also eliminated the duplication of fonns which now exists :in Santa Clara 

County. 

e) Booking 

The booking process may be viewed as oro stages. The first step involves 

the delivery of a citizen into the custody of the Sheriff's DepartIre.nt and 

includes the functions which must be performed by the arresting officer. The 

second phase includes the activities performed by Sheriff's personnel which 

occur after the departure of the arresting officer. 

Of t.he thirteen local latv enforcerrent agencies only four book prisoners 

at thair own facilities. '!be City of Santa Clara operates its own jail -and 

is the only jurisdiction whiCh incarcerates drunk drivers. The cities of 

Sunnyvale, Gilroy and M:>rgan Hill have developed local booking and re~~se 

procedures. All have done so to avoid the excessive time consuned at AIB and 

the Sheriff's Department. lbe remaining nine agencies utilize the Sheriff's 

DepartIrent. 

The current rate of bookings at the main jail is about 30-40 d..'I'1.lnk :drivers 

per day on weekdays. and 40-50 per day on weekends. Bookings for driving under 

the influence represent approx:i.ma.tely one third of the total- bookings. During 

peak periods the percentage is sanewhat grec1.ter. The high volume of dnmk 

drivers booked at the main jail causes severe overcrowding at intake and a 

lengthy b~klog :in bookings. As many as 60 persons may be held in a cell 
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designed to hold 16. The resulting backlog may cause release procedures to 

take fran 4 tD 8 hours during peak periods. It is not unccmnon for ch.'"Unk 

drivers to rema:in overnight even though they are inunediately eligible for· 

release. 

Like the other processes described above, booking titre may vary. It 

may take as little as 15 minutes or as long as an hour for B. pOlice officer 

to canplete the process. A nurriber of factors influence the procedure, such 

as the nt1l1i>er of Sheriff's persormel, the volume of bookings, and the diligence 

of the arresting officer. 

A cursory examination of other jurisdictions indicates that some counties 

provide services which preclude many of the ftmctioIlsnrrw perfonred by 

arresting officers :in Santa Clara County. In Santa Clara County, arresting 

officers must perform the following tasks prior to departure. 

1) Search: 

2) Money: 

3) Property: 

4) Fonns: 

Arresting officers are required to search prisoners 

before the S'neriff f s Office will accept them :into 

custody, 

Arresting offic~rs are required to count m:mey and 

record the appropriate information. 

Arresting officers are required to inventory 

property and record the appropriate informatiOn. 

Arresting officers are required to complete pre­

booking foms for entry of infonnation into a 

automated system. 

Santa Clara County has not provided Sheriff r s personnel to ~fonn these 

ftmctions. 

Upon canpletion of these tasks, the arresting officer trust wait for a 

Deputy Sheriff to verify the infonna.tion. At this point, rredical staff may 

refuse to accept the booking if there is an :injury which requires redical 
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clearance. If such is tl1e case the arresting officer must take the citizen 

to Valley Medical Center to wait for a rredical examination. This will usually 

add 2 hours to the process. 

Altogether the booking process ranges fran 15 minutes to several hours. 

Overcrowding and m:dical clearance are the maj or causes for delay . 
. ' 

A variety of rrobleIl's are created by the configura,tion of existing 

facilities for processing drunk drivers. The limitations of the jaiJ_ fa,cil­

ities are the maj or cause of delay. 

1) Location of Facilities: Facilities whiCh receive drunk drivers 

are not ,?entrally located. 'There are up to three steps required 
. 

m canplicated cases and facilities are spread across the County 

at six different l<Y'-B.tions. 

For Example: 1m autOlIDbile aceident involving an mtoxicated 

female will create at least three stops for the arresting officer . 
, 

First is the hospital for medical screening and clearance. : Second 

is the AlB roam for alcohol testing. 'rhird is the ~~s·fa~il­

ity for booking. As each of the facilities are miles apart, the 

arresting officer and prisoner are compelled to travel ~ miles. 

2) Limitations of Design: Although drunk. 'drivers are a unique cate-

gory of arrestees J there are no facili.ties designed specifi~lly 
, .. 

for such use. Drinking drivers tmdergo maxinum security prOCedures 

and related processing because the only facili.ties at wCh they 

may be booked are of the felony classificatinn. The Sherif~' s 

Depart:n'S:lt is unable to separr..te c".n.lP.k drivers frem 

the general population of the j ail because there are no other 

booking facilities . 
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A nunber of functions are required in max:imurn security settings 

which are not appropriate for drinking drivers. For example, 

body searches and the re:roval of property c:p:e now rtNt::i.red 

because drinking drivers are processed where convicted felons 

are housed. 

, Policies and procedures which govern the pretrial release of persons arrested 

for drunk driving and related offenses are not consistent from one juris­

diction to another. 

There are differences in policy and procedures between jurisdictions concern­

ing pretrial release of persons arrested for drunk driving. ~ four agencies 

which operate their own release programs J Gilroy J t-nrgan Hill J Santa Clara' and 

Sumyvale, do:'IlOt use the same criteria. The other 9 jurisdiction use the. regular 

county jail booking and a.R. release procedures . 

2. Blood Alcohol Testing 

, Blood alcohol testing of drunk drivers by police agencies has becom~ an 

increasing expensive function. 

, Santa Clara County does not possess the equipment and technology needed to 

decentralize blood alcohol testing. 

, Because of the limitations of current testing procedures" several lau) 

enforcement agencies are unable tv ascertain dPug influence in conjunction 

with alcohol. 

Laboratory analysis of blood alcohol tests has becom~/ an increasingly 

expensive function. 

, The laboratory of CPiminalistics has limited capabiZities to perform 

analysis of certain drugs which are commonly combined luith aZcohoZ . 

The current testing practices of police agencies indicate that 75% utilize 

blood tests, 20% give breath tests and 5% offer urine tests. 
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Santa Clara County Police agencies give blood tests for the overwhelming 

majority of arrests. Although agency practices vary dramatically, blood ccxnprises 

about 75% of th:~ tests. The Sheriff's office provides breB'th testi.r.g in up to 4rJ% 

of the arrests while other agencies use the Brea.thalyzer'll1 as little as 5% of the 

time. Urine tests are administered in (mly about 1-6% of the arrests, the County 

averMe being 5i~. The 1.lt.Il1ber of combination tests is insignificant, less than 2%. 

UnlfYe many California jurisdictions, Santa Clara County utilizes technicians 

to perform all alcohol tests. The cost of laboratory technicians employed for 

this purpose duriflg 1977 was approximately $190,000 to $250,000. There are wide 

variations in technician costs, the charge per test ranging fram $16.00 to $30.00. 

The breath testing ~'1Uip:nent now utilized in Santa Clara County is probably 

least desirable of all breath testing devices. A variety of problerr:.s have devel­

oped which create substantial cost and inconvenience for local agencies, such that 

this device is seldan used elsewhere in California. 

The design of the testing units is outdated, and the devices which the .County 

now owns are subject to frequent breakdowns. Repair time equals at least $1,000 

in staff services per year. In addition, the units require eJo..'Pensive suppli~s. 

Last year, the chanicals and ampoules cost the County over $6 1000. 

Since the operation of the present instrurrent is very canplicated, teclmicians 

are now employed to conduct the tests. At an average of $17.50 per case, this costs 

the cities and county $44,000 to $53,000 each yem:. (est:imated 2500-3000 breat.h 

tests). The cost is about $21,000 in the County Budget alone. It should be noted 

that these figures represent very limited use of the breath test. 

The required use of technicians also creates considerable delay. Arresting 

officers ImlSt contact technicians,wait :tior them to arrive, and then wait agruim 

dur:ing the test. During peak periods, officers TmlSt wait in line for an avail­

able teclmcian. 

-66-



Since the Hitch case applies to the current device I the Laboratory must 

preserve and catalogue all test ampoules. This responsibility costs the Qrunty about 

$1,000 in staff time each year. fureover I the instnInents, rEJquire delicate adjust­

ments, and are very vulnerable to tampering during the tests. 

The limited rrurnber of operational breath testing units is not sufficient for 

the needs of all law enforcanent agencies. Several police departments are 

compelled to transport prisioners to the Sheriff's Facilities for this purpose. 

This problan precludeE: local processing and release, causes considerable delay, 

and ultimately contributes to overcrowding at jail facility. 

These inconveniences have discouraged the use of breath tests. As shqwn in the 

survey of tests, breath tests are used far less often than blood tests. This 

practice is questionable for several reasons. Breath tests are faster, cheaper, 

and IWre pleasant. &>th blood and urine tests require expensive laboratory 

• analysis. fureover, the breath test can be given tvithout ernbarassment o~ fear of 

• 

infection from an injection.They also assist police officers to detect the ,influence 

of drugs. As the result of a breath test is inmediately available, a police officer 
. ' 

may readily ascertain 1.:!1ether a substance other than alcohol is :involved, 

As certain drugs can only be detected by particular tests I it is irrportant that 

police officers adm:inister the correct tests. For example I a urine test rrust 'ee 

given to detect heroin and a blood test must be given to determine the Pfesence of 

barbiturates. Unless a breath test is initially administered to ccnfinn.that alcohol . , 

is not the cause of impainrent, police officers may unwittingly give the wrong test. 

~ the laboratory tests and finds little or no alcohol, it may be impossible to 

detect the drug which caused impairment because the wrong test was given. 

3. Training 

Current training programs for criminal justice personnel do not include 

speciaZized instruction relative to the drinking driver. 
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The lack of a coordinated training effort for cr:i.m:inal justice persome1 relative 

~. to the drinking driver has resulted in a loosely cormected set of gperations 

• 

in this area with no recogniticn of earn individual agency"s role or contribution 

toward the overall goal of preventing accidents caused by drunk drivers. '!his has 

resulted not only in a lack of standard processes with respect to the drtnk driver . 
annng the various law enfor~t agencies in the C01.U1ty, but also in a lack 

of coordinaticn and mutual support anong the different corrponents of the crinrlnal 

justice system having contact with drtmk driving cases. Individual agencies my 

have training or mterials available relative to the miqu: problems of the 

drunk driver. Hcmever, none has developed an educational or training process that 

addresses the efficient processing and successful prosecution of these CPdjes, in 

a m:nmer v1hich errphasizes coordinating and relating the performances of individual 

conponents of the process to the actual purpose of eliminating dnnk drivers from 

the streets . 

Current law enforcem:mt training programs available at the police af&4:~ 

and througp in-service field training vary in their treat:nent of the drinking 

driver problem but generally enphasize only the laws relating to driving ~der the 

influence. However, law enforcerrent officers need training beyond the e~enEI1ts of 

drt.IDk driving, related offenses, and t~eir ju9icial interpeJ-lations. Als,?: . . . 

inportant is a k:naw1edge of the teclmiqu:s necessary to detect, apprehend and 

effectively present facts supporting the drunk driving arrest. 

A survey of Santa Clara County law enforcerrent agencies in which training 

needs were noted by both supervisors and training persorme1 revealed the: following 

training needs. 

A. Tec1:miqu:s of Detection and Apprehension 

B. Understanding of Alcohol Problems 

• C. Operation of Breath Testing and Video Equiprrent 
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D. ABC Enforcem=nt Procedures 

E. Cotrbined Influence Cases 

F. Report Writing and Case Preparation 

Inadequate training of District Attorneys caused deficiencies in evidence 

which have resulted in an inability to secure convictions in a n'll.lber of drunk 

driving cases. Beginning Deputy District Attorneys are uS~lly placed on sen-­
eral misdetreanor calendars first to allow them to obtain sorre courtroom exper­

ience prior to being placed on the mre teclmical drmk driving calendars. 

However, there is at tine to ti.:."72 no formally organized and administered train­

ing for deputies handling those drunk driving calendars. Moreover, as the 

nurber of deputies b.w"-dlfng these calendars at anyone tine is limited, fomal 

training would have tc be developed in a roamer which allcmed for :inm vidual 

or small groups of deputies to participate at varying tines--for e.xarrpl~, video­

taped instruction which would be reviewed at will . 

Specific areas :in which training is needed are case preparation, examin­

aticn of officers and citizen witnesses, cross-examination of defendants -" ;. 

proof of relationship between drimng inpairmmt and blood alcohol level ~d 

surmaticn of evidence for the jury • 
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D. ADJUDICATION 

1. Prosecution 

II Due to deficiencies in evidence, the District Attorney is unable to seaure 

convictions in substantial, nwnber of dPunk dPiving cases. 

II Major deficiencies in cases presented by the prosecut~n result from inade­

quate "f;rtaining and preparation; insufficient physical or laboratory evidence; 

and difficulties in praoving the relatio'nBhip between chemical tests and 

,clriving impairment. 

The misdemeanor conviction rate for drunk driving complaints in 1976 was 77.1% 

(98.9% guilty plea, .6% by court trial and 1.4% by jury trill) .. The felony drunk 
, 

driving conviction rate 'was 42% (98.5% guilty plea and 1.5% court trial), 

Statistics for the same time period indicate that a considerable n1.IrIher of 

felony clrtmk driving cases are adjudicated as misdemeanors. 83% of the drunk 

driving cases were initially filed as misdemeanors and a.l.nost 51% of the felony 

filings were eventually convicted as misdemeanors. 

Although reductions in misdemeanor cases are generally the result of action 

taken by the prosecution, reductions :in felony cases may be nade by both the pro­

secution arrl the courts. Available evidence indicates that ch.arges are reduced 

or dismissed in 14% of the misdemeanors and are reduced in 51% of the felonies . . " 
Reductions and dismissal are usually the :result of insufficient evidence to indi­

cate a reasonable probability for conviction at trial. Cornm:m deficiencies in 

evidence are poor police reports; problems with physical evidence; refusal of 

chemical tests; lack of laboratory analysis; lack of expert testirrony and 

inadequately t:rained or prepared witnesses. 

Standards for prosecution of misdemeanor drunk driving cases in Santa Clara 

County are am:mg the mJst strict in California. All persons lawfully arrested 

are prosecuted. The Office of The District Attorney is Santa Clara County will 

not automatically dismiss a case, or file charges for lessel~ included offenses 
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1976 MISDEMEANOR DRUNK DRIVER CASES 

ARRESTS 

CQ\PLA I NTS 

CQ\'VI CTIONS 

GUlL TV PLEA 8188 
COURT TRIAL 58 
JlP.V lRIAL 130 

OON corNI CTIONS 

REDUCED CHARGES 

DISMISSALS 

UNKNOI.'N 

• 

98.0% 

.6% 

1.4% 

1,090 44.0% 
460 19.0% 

929 37.0% 

NlffiER 

10,,858 

10,,855 

8,,376 

2,,479 

• 

PERCENTPr,£ 
ARRESTS 

100% 

99.0% 

77.1% 

14.3% 

PERCENTPiJ~ 
COVPLAHITS 

10J% 

77.1% 
75.4% 

.5% 

1.2% 

22.8% 

10.0% 
4.2% 

8.6% 

I 
r-I 
["--

I 
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1976 FELONY DRUNK DRIVER CASES 

NlM3ER PERCENfAGE PERCENTPlJE . PERCENTAGE 

FATAL ACCIIDITS 
INJURY ACCIIINTS ARRESTS CCM>LAINTS 

CAUSED BY 36 ----
DRUNK DRIVERS 

ItiJURY ACCI IENTS·. 
CAUSED BY 959 100% ----

DRUNK DRIVER) 

ffRSONS ARRESlED FOR 
FELONY DRIVIMllNlIR 210 21.9% 100% -----

THE INFLlENCE 
I 

C"J 
r-.. 

I 

FELOOY CCWLAINTS BJ 15.6% 71.4% 100% 

FELOOY COOVICTlOOS 63 6.6% 30.0%' 42.cr!o 
GUILTY PLEA 62 98.5% 41.3% 

COURT TRIAL 1 1.5% .7% 

JURY TRIAL 0 0.0% ,0% 

f'DN COOVICTIONS 87 9.:170 41 •. 4%", ~.O% 
-

REDUCED CH.A.RGE5 77 89.0% 51.3% 

OTHER 10 11.0% 6.7% 
(DISMISSED~ ETC.) 

• • • 



• 
when blood alcohol levels are less than .10%. UnJjJce l1El1y California counties, 

Santa Clare. County will take such oases all the way to a tX'ial by jury, provided 

that evidence of :impairment is strong. Cases are disposed of as convictions 

for lesser charges only in those instances where the prose:c:utoX' believes that 

a conviction nay not be obtained for the original charge. 

• High voZume and the demandS of other cases have prevented deputy district 

attoPneys and poZice officers from effectiveZy coordinating their eff02lts 

to proseaute drunk driving cases. 

Police agencies have reported a need to clarify policy for prosecution of 

felony drunk driving charges. Accident and arrest data suggest that law enforcement 

agencies may not be seeking felony complaints in l1El1y cases wh~ injury ac~iden.ts 

have been caused by drunk drivers! In 1977, there were 1,177 injury accidents caused 

by drunk drivers, and only 232 arrests for felony drunk driving. Of the 210 arrests '., 

for felony driving under the influence in 1976, only 150 resulted in a felony 

• complaint being filed and only 63 :resulted in felony convictions. The rem:dning 

87 canplaints were either dismissed, reduced to misdemeanor charges or processed 

• 

out of the system by some other means. These figures viewed in light of a 99% 

rate of filings on misdeJreanor drunk driving a.rrests indicates a substantial 

need foX' coordination with respect to prosecution requirelrents and guid~~e~ in 

injury cI:runk driving cases. 

Police officer'S and Deputy District Attorneys have also reported a need to 

improve coordination in preparation for court appearances. Problems illustrating 

the importance of this coordination would include such things as lack of. eyidence 

at time of proseuction due to either insufficient police reports or offi?er tes­

tinony so divergent fran evidence contained in the police report as to rrade a gull ty 

verdict unlikely. Other problems are suggested by the fact that law enforcem:mt 

agencies find it necessary to expend a substantial aJIOunt of m::mey in overtiJre for 

police officers JIBking court appearances. A1 though some law enforcement agencies 
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• have liaison officers who coordinate court appearances with the :individual court~, 

many do not. 'Ihus, in many cases there is no one tndiv:i.dual responsible for 

assuring that the appropriate officer will be present in the appropriate court 

at the designated time. The problem is canpounded by the fact that many courts 

require the District Attorney's Office to have all witnesses (including officers) I· 

present when t.he trial calendar is called :in the rorrdng even if those witnesses will 

not realistically testify tmtil later in the afternoon. 

, Combined inftuenae aases pose a variety of unique ppobZems fop proseaution whiah 

make aonviations extpemeZy diffiauZt. 

A major problem confronting the prosecution is a CtIt"r'eI1t inability to present 

sufficient evidence to secure CDm7i.ctions in canb:L."led influence cases. Because 

of the inadequacy and :inconvenience of the present breath testing equipment in 

Santa Clara County, police agencies administEr blood tests to detennine blood alcohol 

• content in approximately 75% of the cases. The urine test, which is nx:>re appro­

priate in many drug-related cases, is currently offered by only 5% of police agencies. 

As noted above, this extreme use of a blood test makes it inpossible for an ~fficer 

• 

to !<now that alcohol is not the cause of impairment in time to administer a ·m:>re 

appropriate drug-related test. The result is problanat~c for a prosecutor. In 

many cases, the police report and testimmy show erratic behavior, but the chanical 

tests are negative. 

In addition, the crime lab at this time has a limited capability in terms of 

screening blood samples for all drugs which may cause impaiment. Fmttinely screen­

ing all samples for the presence of any drug is at this til.re too time-consuming. 

M:>reover, there is a definite need for qualified expert witnesses to provide ade­

quate evidence connecting the presence of drugs in the blood wit'tl driving impai:rm:mt . 
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If there is a substantiaZ increase in the voZwne of misdemeanor dztunk 

driving cases~ the Office of the District AttoPney may,be unabZe to main­

tain its present standcaads of p1'OBeriUtion 'With e:xnsting .staff levels. 

A significant increase in complaints for dri.ving tmder'the influence, resulting 

in nore trials, will create a derrend for prosecutions which the District Attorney 

nay not be able to accom:x:1ate with current staffing levels . Although it is im­

possible to make accurate preductions as to the exact effect of any particular 

increase in drunk driving complaints, some estinates can be developed from infor­

nation with respect to ctJ:i:'tlent staffing levels. The Di\;·!"'l.~ict Attorney requires 

approximately'bK> deputies for every full-time municipal court deparbrent with a 

high volume drtmk driving trial calendar. San Jose Mtmicipal Court now has five 

attorneys working exclusively" on drunk: driving trial calendars and Palo Altq.has 

• the equivalent of 1/2 a deputy posi ti<>n handling drunk driving trials. In other 

outlying courts, the deputies handling the misdemeanor calendars also handle ~ 

driving complaints. The District Attorney's office estimates that for every 

increase in drunk driving proSecutiOnsl which would require the full-time effort 

of one additional judge, there will be a corresponding need for two full-time 

deputy district attorneys to handle the resulting caseload. 

2. Courts 

• SubstantiaZ and increasing volwne of ~k dPiving and reZated cases 

indicate a need for improved calendar management in all courts. 

There were 10,887 complcrl,nts for misde.m:anor drunk driving in 1977. The nl1l1l­

her of misdeneanor compla:in±s has increased SOlreWhat nore sharply than arrests. 

Total misdem=anor complaints filed··m 1977 we..""'e 48% greater than'those filed in 1972. 

• Total misderreanor arrests for drtmk driving in 1977 were 45% greater than the 

arrests in 1972. 
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Trials for all misd.elre.anors canbined do not equal the tll.Jl'Ill)er· of drunk dri v-

~ • ing cases. For eXample, during the first seven mmths of 1978, there were 73 

jury trials for misdemeanor drunk driving :U:l the San Jose Mmicipal Court, which 

represents 54% of the total crlmi.nal and civil jury trials~ HDwever, even this 

figure is not an accurate indication of the relative volu:ne 'of misdaneanor c1rur.k 

driving cases in the m.mi.cipal courts as evidence ..indic~tes that jUry trials 

canprise only about 2% of the misdemeanor dnmk driving cases. 

• 

• 

'fue San Jose l-iInicipal Court is responsible for approximately tt«>-thirds of all 

drunk driving cases. Of the 10,887 filL"1gs in 1977, 6,729 or 65% were filed :in 

San Jose ~lmi.cipal Court. 'Ihi.s court is one of few California Courts to implenent 

a''TEAM ca:~CEPT',r which consolidates drunk &:iving matters previoUsly distribut~ to 

all judges. The dnmk driving volune in San Jose is large enough to oc~y 3 judges 

full time. The"TEAM CONCEPT'has :improved calendar Ir.a:lIlagement significantly., For 

example, the tll.lDlber. of jury trials pending during 1978 was 7~ less than the aJrount 

pending during the same period in 1976. Similarly, the pretrials pending ~ July 

of this year were 15% fewer than during the same mmth in 1976. 

Note: The Board of Supervisors has recently adopted legislation to consol-

idate the six mmicipal court districts in Santa Clara County. Upon irnplementat~on, 

this ordinance will have a dramatic impact upon the adjudication of drunk'"driVing and 

related charges. It is anticipated that this will allow such cases to be: 'handled 

in one location, making calendar mmaganent and coordination with pros~~ion, 

public defender and probation departments of vital importance. In this WflY', 
; 

nunicipal court reorganization provides a unique opportunity for innovatio,ns :in 

drinking driver caseflow management. 

, . PoZicies and pro~edUres for disposition of drunk driving cases in the 
I 

municipaZ courts are unique to each judicial district • 
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(e Sentencing proatiaes cu>e not uniform, as poZiaiea relative to finea, jail 

and probaiton cu>~ dete~ned by each judge. 

• 

The e:rlstence of six independent municipal court districts wi th:in Santa 

Clara County, each with its own calencJ.arl mangerent system and administrative . 
structure, makes having uniform policies and procedUt"'es for disposition df ~y 

class of cases, including drunk driving , quite difficult. Not only are proce­

dtn:'al requirements and details different anong the various courts but there are 

also differences between the practices of individual municipal court judges. 

There are contrasts in sentencing practices :relating to anounts of fines for 

drinking driver offenses, the anount of jail time imposed, imposition of court 

QY.:' fornal probation as well as conditions of probation, and use of alcohol 

awareness or treatment programs in sentencing orders. Other variations 

include the conditions under which prior convictions are stricken, the effect 

of such priors on the sentences :i.mposeq., an:! the effect of consti-tutionally 

invalid priors on the sentence imposed. 

Although there has been considerable effort on the part of municipal ~ 

court judges within the COlElty to develop JIOre uniform sentencing practices, 

discrepancies continue to exist both anong courts and individual judges. . 

• Judges currently have f~ altePnativea to conventionaZ 8entencing fop 

first offender8. 

Standard sentencing for drinking driver first offenders, absent same 

unusual circumstances, includes a fine (which ffi3.y vary from $250-350 plus 

statutory penalty assessments) and possibly si.'X JIOnths to one year coUl7!= . . 
probation. The vehicle code allows fine reduction for participation in an 

alcohol awareness prog::rem and serne judges are willing to do this if th~ 

• defendant indicates a willingness to participate. 

Although several comrmmi ty and public agencies have developed programs 

for persons convicted of drunk driving, sentencing to these programs is I'al."'e 
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'. and usually only at the request of both the defendant and the program. The two 

public agencies which have such programs are Metropolitan Adult Education and 

the Department of Health. These prog:t"'c3lllS receive the overwhelming najority of 

the referrals from nnmicipal courts. 

• 

First offender classroom prog:t"'c3lllS are utilized by the courts ,for about half 

of the convictions. Referrals to the course by the Adult Education numbered 

2324 in 1977, and represent 35 percent of the estinE.ted 6625 first offenders. 

In 1977, there were 1200-1600 first offenders referred to the course by the 

Health Deparbnent, represent 18-24 per>cent of the convictions. 

(I Drunk dztive!'s are b.~coming an inaroeasing buraden upon p!'obatwn seravices 

as both adults and juvenile case loads g!'ow each year. 

Referrals to the adult probation department for drunk driving have sharply 

increased. In 1973, there were 1209 cases and by 1977 the total had risen'to 

3613, an increase of 200 percent. Drunk drivers now represent 50 percent of the 

total probation refeI~s. 

First offender drunk drivers are rarely put on fornal probation in Santa 

Clara Comrty. However, repeat offenders are usually put on probation for. a t~rm 

of two years. This takes the resources of both the Adult Probation Investigation 

division for the preparation of presentence investigation reports and the,Super­

visiox: Division to provide services during the proba don term. 

Even those repeat offenders who enter the SB 38 program lInlst be referred to 

the Adult ProJ?ation Department for a presentence investigation to determine 

eligibility for tha.t program and subsequently lInlst be placed on fornal probation 

supervised by the Adult Probation Staff. In the future, additional proration 

resotrr'Ces will be needed as the Adult Probation Department now asstm1eS the 

• additional responsibility for initial intake of clients and m:magement of all 

fee collections in the SB 38 program. 

-79-



'. Trialo and motiono in drinking driver- can eo ~e resulted in court appear-

ances by increasing numbers of police personnel and members of the public. 

Deficiences in calendar nanagell1ent techniques and case, scheduling proce­

dures in a n1..1lllber of courts have resulted in pOlice officers ,and citizen wit­

nesses spending extended periods of time waiting to testify' in cases which 

either are delayed or are settled just prioI" to trial. This creates substantial 

difficulties foI" both police agencies and citizens. Police agencies reJX)rt that 

considerable overtime has been expended foI" compensation of officers who are 

:required to appear in court when it was unnecessary. 

Police departments have to pay officers overtime foI" court ~ppearences. 

SoJret1meE' 'mion contracts require a rnin:inrum (for example, 4 hours) of overtime 

pay for any court appearance however brief and regardless of its ul tim:3:ce nec­

essity. 

• Citizen displeasure with long unnecessary court appearances is further 

• 

aggravated by the fact that there is no compensation involved and the citizen 

is usually appearing out of a sense of civic duty. 

#I Many UJaXtr'ants ewe outstanding for drunk dnving" such that fines and bail 

coZZectiveZy represent a substantial loss in revenue for local government. 

As drunk driving offenses campI"ise the largest group of cr:i.minal JlE.tters 

in th~ Municipal Courts, they also produce an enonrous nt.mlber of warrents. 

Prel:i.m:inary figures indicate that the number of outstanding warrants is several 

thousand. Further study is planned to determine the exact mnnber and nature 

of outstanding drunk driving war.rents . 
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As-mfILE IF 11£ DRINKING DRI\f.R PImIB'1: 1977 

'. ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE 

49% 
(1177) 

INJURY 

ARRESTS 
10,997 TOTAL 

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS FOR 
DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE 

x ACTUAL PERCENTAGE NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIM: 
xx MAY ALSO INCLUDE FELONY CASES 

TOTAL - 2,38~ 

"ASSU'1ING CONVICTIONS 
OF 

.% - 2345 REPEAT OFFENDERS 
:% - 6031 FIRST OFFENDERS 
1% - 8376 CONVICTED 

REFERRED TO PR08ATI()\/ xx 
REPEAT OFFENDERS 

2,639 OR 
24% OF FILINGS 

NOT ACCEPTABLE FOR 
S8330 

1117 OR 10% 
OF FILINGS 

• 

P.ROSECUTIONS 
10:; 887 FI LINGS 
9:9% OF ARRESTS 

FIRST OFFENDERS 
(5,737) 

53% 

58330 
(1'141) 

NOT . 
CONVICTEI)X , 

(2. 511) . , ' 
" . 

10.5% 2.3% 
.-: . " 

,', 

REFERRED TO S8330 1522 
LESS FAILLRES -=..l'81 . 

REMAINING , 1141' 
OR 
OR 

= iI\ OF FILINGS 
= 14% OF CONVICTIONS 
= 49% OF REPEAT OFFENDERS 

SOURCES: ARREST/PROSECUTION DATA - BUREAU OF CRIMINAL STATISTICS 

PROBATION/REFERRAL DATA - ADULT PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

SBi30 DATA - ADMINISTRATION 330~ INC.. 
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• III. PROGRAM GOALS 

After review of the data which ~ set forth above, 1:hree goals were 

established for the Dr:inking Driver Program. The individual objectives in 

each subject area were then derived from the overall program goals. 

The underlying purpose of fi.1J1ding provided by ~s program is traffic 

safety. The California Office of Traffic Safety is not allaved to 

provide funding for alcoholism projects or other health oriented activitie~ 

as these functions are nore properly within the purview of ot.her. state 

agencies. SimilaT'ly, corrections and :rehabilitation are not subjects for 

which traffic safety grants nay be awarded. 

Mindful of this ffi3l1date to concentrate upon traffic accidents and their 

• causes, the Dr:inking Driver Program has developed 1:hree clear goals for tl1e 

federal funding which will be expended. 

• 

A. Reduce the nwnber of automobile accidents caused by persons tiPiving 

under the influenae of alcohol. 

This goal represents the ul tinate purpose of the program - to save the 

lives and property which are now destroyed by drunk drivers. In a sense, all 

efforts of the Drinking Driver Program are devoted to the realization of 

this ~. 

Projects have been designed to address this goal from two entirely 

different perspectives. The projects set forth in the prevention s(~tion 

seek to prevent per'flOns from drinking to excess and then operating a notor 

vehicle. 

As these projects are focused upon the prevention of problem drinking, 

relationship to traffic accidents is indir>ect. A second approach is planned 
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• 

• 

which will provide direct prevention of accidents. These projects will be 

conducted by police departnents and their p1.lI"J?Ose will be to prevent accidents 

by renoving drinking drivers from the road before they have caused accidents. 

It is b.::>ped that these efforts will corrq:>llrrent each other by reaching a comron 

goal from tlro diverse perspectives. In-this way, these s~tegies nay be 

viewed as indirect and direct accident prevention. 

B. Reduce costs and increase produativity for the justice agencies ~hich 

proaeS8 dPinking driver cases. 

This goal acknowledges the provisions of California law. which clearly 

identify drtmk driving as a crdme against the people. After analysis of 

functions in local government which are devoted to drunk driving as a legal 

problem, it was decided that improvement of the justice system was the second 

critical at"ea. of need. Significant changes in the justice system will be of 

benefit to everyone from the taxpayer to the drinking driver. 

The problem of drunk driving has gn:::Ml1 to such enornous proportions 

that vast public resotn:"Ces must now be expended simply to operate the cr~ 

justice process. It is evident that econolT!Y and the public welfare now demand 

new efficiencies. 

1m assort:m=nt of projects will be created to improve the justice system. 

New concepts have been offered to enhance functions in each of its corrq;x:ments. 

Over the course of the three year program, pilclt projects will be impleJTP..nted 

for police agencies, the adjudication process and supportive services. 

c. Reduae the nwnber of persons arrested for second and subsequent chal·ges 

of driving under the influence. 

• AI though rehabilitation is outside the scope of federal grant funding, 

this goal represents an essential elerrent in the success of a cornprehensi ve 
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---------

plan. This goal was adopted in recognition of the need for improved coordination 

between justice, social service and health agencies. for concentration of 

resources upon solutions to 'their mutual problems. These canbined efforts 

will lead to innovative projects because a eli versi ty of talents and energies 

will nOW be focused upon the p-.roblem of the drinking dri ~.. While grants nay 

not be awarded directly to such efforts, the Drinking Driver Program nay 

coordinate relevant fimctions of local gover:nn:ent and stimulate new ideas for 

change • 
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• 
IV. STRATEGIES FOR CHANGE 

A. PREVENTION 

Program Objectives 

1. Increase adult awareness and understanding of the drinking driver problem. 

Conduat 40 informational, meetings pegcwding c1:Pu.nk driving lJJi.th aivia ol'ganizations~ 

industries and businesses. 

2. Increase juvenile awareness and understanding of the drinking driver problem. 

Educate at l,east 540 students in 5 high sahool,s~ l'eg~ding the potential, effects 

of dzoinking and di>ivi.ng. 

3. Increase m:mber of citizens and civic organizations willing to take action to 

prevent drunk dri'\dng. 

4. Improve recognition and examination of the drinking driver problem by public 

officials and government agencies. 

6 . lIrq)rove multi-media coverage and review of the drinking driver problem . 

• Proj eats set forth in this section nay be viewed as "prinEry" prevention, because 

they are intended to change basic attitudes and behavior relative to drinking and 

driving. The first year prevention program will focus up:>n public education. The 

pI'<?ject will increase sensitivity to this social pn>blem and jmproVe' understanding 

of its causes. Public education will be approached fran tw::> eli verse perspectives. 

One approach will utilize school programs to reach young people' arid their parents. 

Another approach will be media presentations for the general public. These comp~i­

mentary approaches to public education will incorporate a wide variety of established 

communication techniques. 

The media and education project discussed in this section is a.:i:Jred at attitude 

chang~ . It is the purpose of this primary prevention project to persuade both adults 

and youths to develop a responsible attitude toward alcohol and driving. While the 

• enforcement projects seek to prevent apcidents, this project is intended to prevent 

.z..C"L"esponsible use of alcohol and llOtor vehicles. 

-85-



The project supported by the Drinking Driver Program will increase public 

kmwledge of the nature and extent of the drunk driving problem. Both adults 

in the cc:mm.mi ty and youths in the schools will be presented with infonnation 

which clearly illustrates the severe consequences of excessive drinking in com­

bination with driving. This infornation will be conmunicated through all 

types of nedia. Fach nedia form will be utilized for its best features :to 

maximize impact. 

The purpose of this communication plan will be to stimulate acceptance of 

personal responsibility for the problem and to prarote new measures which 

discou:rage dri vern from drinking to excess. The type of corrmunication netl"ros 

will be determined by the subject groups or audience. As the attitudes and 

behavior of these groups are different, both nedia fonnats and the content will 

be designed accordingly. 

• Youth: Young people will be reached through such nedia as youth oriented 

• 

radio and sc.lx>ol programs. 11"11e purpose of nedia and instructional programs 

will be to (a) build new social norms toout drinking and driving ;(b) increase 

precept ion of the risk of accidents and ar£'est; (c) prarote a willingness to 

accept responsibility for friends who are intoxicated, and to personally help 

when needed. 

The content of material will be factual, and will not represent npral indoc­

trination. Progrnms will emphasize peer interaction, c:il1d offer clear a1 t~ 
" . 

natives to prevent drunk driving. To ensure acceptability ,young people will 

be involved in the design and managenent of the program. 

Mul t/Parents : Mul ts will be reached through special school programs, 

civic organizations, television and newsprint. The purpose of tJ:1ese pre,sen­

tations will be t? develop an appropriate role m:x:1el and to stimulate measures 

which discourage intoxication and driving anoung adul 1:s. The role of a parent 

to convey social values, and the role of a host or hostess to accept responsibility 

for guests will be two subjects of emphasis. 
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FIRST YEAR FUNDDlG IT 78-79 

'. ProJECT SU1MARY 

• 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS: Public Education -- 9 JIDnth grant 

A. Scope and Purp::>se 

The pri."TIary purpose of this project is to develop an educational prevention 

program. address:i.n.g both the teenage and adult c1rinJring driver problem in Santa 

Clara County. 

One aspect of the proj ect will be an augmentation of the driver education 

program presently being offered in all secorrlary schools in california. A 

portion of the driver education program in three pilot schools will be devoted 
, 

to a group process involving students, parents and interested ccimrunity groups. 

This is intended to facilitate discussion and understandi.ng of the drinking 

driver pI"Oblem, and thus to influence you~;tul attitudes and behavior with re-

spect to this problem. This project will utilize c1..1I"'reIltly available cl.lI"l:'icultml 

materials produced by the California Office of Education. 

The proj ect will also support a general COJIJIltD1i ty prevention effort designed 

to inCl"'eaSe public awareness of drunk driving and to influence attitudes about 

the problem. To this end, a Speakers Bureau will be organized and trained to 

speak to citizen's and civic organizations arrl a nrulti-media program with public 

service spots for television, radio and other public media will be develpped. 

The Santa Clara County Office of Education will ~rk closely with police officers 

who participate in the Office of Traffic Safety Drinking Driver Program. . 

Through cooperation with such agencies as the Bureau of Alcoholism Services and the 

National Council on Alcoho.lism, it is planned that the public educationprogrem 

would reach all interested ccmmmi ty agencies. 

B. Objectives 

• 1. Develop and :implement an educational prevention program addressing the drinking 

driver problem in the driver education classes of 3 pilot seconclary schools 

in Santa Clara County. 



• 

• 

• 

2. Organize and train a Speakers Bureau of a minimum of 10 speakers to address 

citizens and civic organizations in Santa Clara. Comrty rega:r'Cling the drinking 

driver problem. 

S. Plan and imp1emmt a public education campaign employing .all media. This 

campaign will include the identification or production of 10 public servicE? - . 
spots for television and 10 public service spots for radio. 

c. Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Travel Expense 

Personnel Costs 

ContTactual SeJ:'Yices 

Other Direct Costs 
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PROJECT SUMMARY l. A project of interoention and r-efer-ml is contemplated for- the second yeax'. 

• 

• 

Du%!ing the fir-st yea:ro of the Dltinking [)piver- Pztog2"CllTl., ther-e lUill be e:ctensive 

study and planning fer this project. 

The stmctzaoe and operation of the pr-oject lUill be based upon evaluation 
. ' 

of successful pr-ojects oper-ating elseIJJfzere in CalifoPnia~ It is anticipated 

that the grunt witl become a collective project of expePiences in sever-al 

counties. 

All pavticipating law enfor-cemnt agencies have alr-eady agr-eed to coopemte 

in a refer-ml process. I~ is planned that per-sons avrested for driving under 
. 

the influence would be refezrred to the neIJJ projects., so that seroices could be 

pr-ovided to addPe8s alcohol problems. These seroices need not have any r-elation­

ship lUith the legal proceedings in which the person may be involved. 

For- the fir-st time., such a project lUill inter-cept the pr-oblem drinker befor-e 

multiple convictions. 

The planned pr-oject would provide pr-oblem drinker-s lUith an oppor-tunity to 

wrk out their- drinking problem befolle subsequent avrests and convictions. 

It is anticipated that both public and corrmunity alcoholism agencies will par-­

ticipate in the pr-ojec~ • 

nn 



B. lAW ENFORCD1ENT 

Program Objectives 

Increase arrests for drtmk driving tJm::>ughout Santa Clara. County. 

Increase county-wide ~ests for driving under the infZuence by 3000~ 

a 25% increase over the average of 1976-1978. 

2. Expand police coverage of areas with severe drunk driving problems. 

ImpZement new driving under the infZ'lA~ence enforcement unit in 4 cities 

in Santa CZara County~ concentrationg upon approximateZy 30 cJ.runk dPiving 

tazoget areas. 

3. Increase carmuni ty awareness of new law enforcement and prevention efforts 

to ccmbat drunk driving. 

4. Improve inter-jurisdictional cooperation for enforcement of laws relating 

to drunk driving. 

. • 5. Concentrate law enforcement and prevention efforts on j,he identified najor 

sources of alc.'Ohol for drinking drivers. 

• 

6. Expand local police activities relating to the unlawful sale of alcoholic 

beverages. 

7. Intensify law enforcement efforts which relate to juvenile drunk drivers . 

.Accident ppevention will be the najor thrust of each police project. Each 

grant will serve a dual purpose. Through publicity and deterrence, they will 

seek to prevent persons who have been drinking to excess fran driving a rrotor 

vehicle. However, their primary functions will be to rerIDve drinking drivers 

fran' the road before they can. cause accidents. 

The law enforcement projects have been planned in conjunction with several 

prevention activities. Police·~onnel will be available for school classes 

and civic rreetings. Officers participating in the Drinking Driver Program will 

give lectures and facilitate discussions on the problems of driving under the 

influence. Restaurant and bar owners will be contacted and. encollr'c3ged to 

cooperate with these efforts. -90-
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All patrol personnel will :receive intensive training on alcoholism and 

its :relationship to drtmk driving. Officers will develop a new sensitivity 

to the problem of drtmk driving and h:M it can be prevented~ Police officers 

will learn how to better :recognize levels of intoxification and :relative 

degrees of :i.mpa.innent. They will acquire ~roved abilities to identify and 

understand the personal causes of problem drinking and gain an 'understdnding 

of drunk driving as a health and social problem. 

Each local law enforvcement agency will cooperate with the intervention and 

treatm:mt programs designed to help the problem drinker. Referrals will be 

nade by law enforeerrent agencies so that persons arrested fOl'"' dr~ ving unq.er 

the influence may be assisted by appropriate public and coJIll1Uni ty health 

programs. It is anticipated that nany persons arrested for driving under 

the influence and :referred to these programs will voluntarily participate· in 

a trea1Jnent plan during litigation of their criminal charges. For the first 

tjlIe drunk drivers will :receive help with' their problem befo:re several· 

convictions • 

All local police depart:Irents have pledged their cooperation with the 

California Depart:Irent of Alcooolic Beverage Cont:i:ul. New procedures 

will be developed to concentrate police :reSO\.Ir'CeS up::>n licensees who, by 

violation of provisions of the California Business and Professions Code, con-

tribute to the problem of drunk driving in Santa Clare County. In future pro­

jects, police agencies will provide data to a central filing system which will 

then be used to identify frequent and flagrant violators. 

A pr:i.nary objective of each police project is to locate drinking drivers 

on the roads BEFORE accidents have occur.red. local law enforoenent agencies 

will strive to prevent accidents by renoving drinking drivers from the streets 

• before they can beCOlIE involved in collisions. . To this end) personnel will be 

assigned to locations where data has derronstrated an accident pattern. Officers 

will be deployed during tr.e peak oours during which accidents are known to 
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take place. Specific locations will be carefully nonitored to allow t:i.m=ly identif-

:. ication and apprehension of drinking drivers. 

During the first year of the Drinking Driver Program, four police depart:nents 

will receive grants for pilot proj ects • The agencies selected for initial funding 

are the cities of Santa Clara., Mountain View, San Jose and Campbell, A multitude 

of factors were considered during the selection of these jurisdictions. These 

included geographic location, type of enforcenent program planned, accident and 

ar.rest data and concentration of drinking establisl"mmts. 

The nost dangerous roadway :in Santa Clara, County is E1 Camino Real. It 

stretches from the border of San M3.teo County :in a southward di.rection all the 

way through San Jose, a:distance of 30 miles. In northern Santa" Clara. County, 

E1 Camino Real is the pr:i.nary location of drinking, dining and enterta.irment 

estctblishments. M::>reover , it represents the najor arterial roadway which spans 

Palo Alto, fuuntain View, Stmnyvale and Santa. Clara. For these reasons, drinking 

• drivers cause noI'e accidents on E1 Camino Real than on any other street in the 

area. Since it is neither a freeway nor an expressway, E1 Camino Real is bisected 

• 

by h\Jl'ldrleds of cross-streets. As a high density conm:rcial boulevanl, EI Camino 

Real is congested by through traffic. This combination of uany :intersections and 

businesses, together with a high volume of through traffic, poses a const~t 

threat of collisions. 

The police depart:nents selected for initial funding will permit a concentration 

of reso\..lI'CeS in these dangerous areas. The City of Palo Alto is already in receipt 

of a Jll.ll ti-purpose grant from the Office of Tref'fic Safety which will provide 

patrol coverage up to the northern border of Santa. Clara. County. The City of 

Stmnyvale will provide patrol coverage through their own resources. The Drinking 

Driver Program will support grants :in Motmta:in View and Santa Clara. to complete 
. , 

coverage southward on EI Camino Heal. The efforts of these agencies will permit 

nonitoring of traffic on E1 Camino Real for 20 miles. 

Cooperation between these jurisdictions will allcw najor improvements :in 
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• police efforts to canbat drunk driving. Joint efforts by these agencies will 

facilitate more efficient and productive utilization of police personnel. 

Specific policies and procedt.tr'es will be developed to expedite arrest and 

• 

• 

release functions. This may include cooperative arrangements between these 

jurisdictions for the p:rocessing and transportation of persons arrested for 

drt.mk driving. As these jurisdictions share ccmron botmdaries, agreements 

will be made for shared responsibilities to monitor ccmmn accident locations. 
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FIRST YEAR FUNDING: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YFAR 

PROJECI' stMiARY 

crIY OF SANTA~: three year grant 

A. Scope and Purpose 

The City of Santa Clara is the th:i.ro largest city d.n the County', with a 

p::>pulation of 83,800. It represents the fourth largest jurisdiction. Santa 

Clara wishes to implement a "SatLtration" strategy. The use of five police 

units at one time is :intended to effectively cover all na.jor target areas and 

naxim:i.ze prevention of ac<?idents. Despite the highest arrest rate of na.jor 

police agencies, Santa Clara has experienced the highest total accident rete 

in the County. Injury accidents are ranked sixth. There are 155.1 per capita 

drinJdng establisl1Jrents, JIEk:i.ng Santa Clara eighth in the Co\.mty. 

The primary purpose of the grant is to reduce accidents caused by drunk 

drivers through a naj6r :increase :in arrests. Target areas will be selected 

after analysis of alcoool sources and accident locations. Teams will be de-

ployed dur:ing peak oours to m:mi tor traffic :in target areas so that drunk 

drivers may be arrested before accid.ents 0CC'Lll:'. 

Each week, the City of Santa Clara will operate five tmi ts for three 

shifts of six oours. 1m overt:ime sergeant and four overtine officers will 

be deployed on week-ends and one additional evening. The projected n\.lll'lber' 

of personnel and deploymant are based upon a prelintinaIy study of accidents 

already conducted by the Santa Clara Police Deparrtnent. 

Together with the City of Sunnyvale and the Sheriffts Deparrtnent. the City 

of, Santa Clara will make efforts to expedite the arrest procedures. This may 

include coopera.ti ve arrangements for process:ing procedures and transportation 

• of persons arrested for driving \.mder the influence. Efforts will be na.de to 

process cases locally to avoid booking at Sheriff's facilities. A breath 

test:ing device will be :installed at police headquarters. 
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Persormel supported with grant funds will also be available for prevention 

• activities. Police officers nay visit busine..::.ses, schools and civic OI'gaI"izations 

• 

• 

to discuss the problem of drtmk driving. The Santa Clara. Police Depari:ment has 

agreed to cooperate with the intervention and referral programs which may be 

undertaken by health agencies to intercept alcoholics at an early stage of .. 
cr.im:i.nal proceedings. 

The Santa Clara. Police DepartJrent intends to cooperate with the California 

Depari:ment of Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate upon the sources of 

alcohol for drunk dri VerB • 

The Santa Clara Poli~ Deparbrent has agreed to nake its fat"!ili ties available 
. 

to local law enforcenent agencies in the West: Valley area. 'I'his gesture is intended 

to alleviate pressure fram the Sheriff t s Office. 

B. Objectives 

1. Establish a 5-rran drirJd..ng driver enforcement team in the City of Santa Clara. 
. 

Police Deparbrent on an overtirre basis. 

2. Reduce the number of drinking driver related and hit and run accidents in the 

City of Santa Clara by 10% • 

. In Z9'18~ accidents invoZving dPinking cWivel's nwnbel'ed 302~ hit and run 916-­

a totaZ of Z~203 accidents. The objective is to reduce this nwnbel' by 10 

pereent~ or Z20 accidente. 

3. Increase the number of drinking driver arrests in :the City of Santa Clara. 

by 98%. 

;In Z9'18~ arrests of drinking dPivel's totaZed 123'1. The goaZ is to irr.Cl'ease 

th~se ~ests by 98%~ 01': 

2 arrests pel' patroUnan pel' shift 

24 pel' 1Ueek3 or 

1248 additional pel' yea!' 
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• c. Budget 

Total for first fiscal year $112,332 

Personnel Expenses 48,447 

Non-Expendable Property 5?,725 

Other Direct Costs 7,160 

• 

• 
-96-



• 

• 

FIRST YEAR FUNDJNG: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PRQJEC'I' SUMMARY 

CTIY OF SAN JOSE: one year grant 

A. Scope and Purpose 

The City of San Jose is the largest city in Santa Clara County but ranks 

tenth in driving under the influence accidents and seventh in driving under 

the influence injtIt"Y accidents. Driving under the :influence arrest rate is 

nineth in the County. There are 102.6 drinking establishnents per 100,000 

population ran.ki.ng eleventh anong Santa Clara camnmi ties,. 

The City of San Jose has already implem.:mted a ~m to combat c1rLmk 

driving. Two teams have been deployed, consisting of four m:::>torcycles and two 

sedans. Funds are requested for overti1O'fte to augtnnent this effort during the 

next year as ~ll as the holiday season. 

Together with the Sheriff's Office, the San Jose Police 'Depart:meilt will 

make efforts to expedite arrest and release procedures. This may include 

cooperative arrar.gemmts for processing and transportation of persons arrested 

for driving under the influence. Tne City of San Jose will use two breath 

testing devices at outlying facilities. 

Personnel with the project will also be available for prevention activities. 

Police officers may visit businesses, schools and civic organizations to 

discuss the problem of drinking drivers. The San Jose Police Department has 

agreed to cooperate with the intervention and referral programs which may be 

undertaken by health agencies to intercept alcoholics at an early stage of 

cr:im:ina1 proceedings. 

The San Jose Police Department intends to cooperate with the California 

Depar1Jnent of Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate upon the sources of 

• alcohol fOl"" drt.mk drivers. 
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B. Objectives i. 1. Increase tIm DUI arrests w:i.thin the Ci't'J of Ban lTose 40% or greater the 

first year. The periods for canparative analysis are 1.976, 1977, and 

1978. 

• 

• 

2. Reduce the ntmlber of WI associated accidents by 10%.. TI1e periods for 

comparative analysis are 1976, 1977 and 1978. 

3. Reduce the number of fatality and najor injury accidents by 15%. The 

periods for comparative analysis are 1976, 1977 and 1978. 

C. Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 
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FIRST YFAR FUNDING: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YFAR 

• PROJECT SUMMARY 

• 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN vmv: two year grant 

A. Scope and Purpose 

The City of M:>untain View has a population of !55, 800. . It has the sixth 
. . 

highest per capita number of drinking establishm=nts in the county. M:>untain 

View has the third highest rate for total accidents and fourth highest rate 

for injury accidents. It ranks sixth in driving under the influence arrest 

rates. Unlike JI'Ost cities, M:>untain View is predominantly an apartJnent com­

m.1ni ty where JI'Ost residents ~k in anCirt:her part of the ccmnuni ty • 

The pr:i.nary pu:rpose of the grant is to reduce accidents caused by drinking 

drivers through a major increase in arrests. Target areas will be selected 

after !3I1Slysis of alcohol sources and accident locations. The Ci 1=Y of M:>untain 

View wishes to create two new positions for activities relating to driving tmder 

the influence. Teams will be deployed during peak oours to lOOm tor traffic 

in target a:mas so that drunk drivers may be arrested before accidents have 

occurred. 

Together with the City of Palo Alto and the Sheriff's Office, the City of. 

M:>untain View will make efforts to expedite arrest and release PlX.'>Cedures. 

This may include cooperative arrangements for prooessing and transportation of 

persons arrested locally to avoid booking at the Sheriff's facilities. The 

City of Mountain View intends to install a breath. tes~ device at.the police 

administration building and will consider m:>bile. application when the procedures 

are approved. 

Personnel supported with grant funds will also be available for prevention 

activities. Police officers may visit businesses, schools and civic organizations 

• to discuss the problem of drunk driving. The Motmtain View Police DepartJnent has 

agreed to cooperate with the intervention and referrel programs which may be 

tmdertaken by health agencies to intercept alcoholics at an early stage. of 

criminal proceed.in9;s. 



• 

• 

The Mountain View Police Department .intendes to cooperate with the California 

Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate upon the sources of 

alcohol for drunk dri vern • 

The City of l-buntain Vie,v wishes to pperate the program with federal funding 

for a period of two years. 

B. Objectives 

1. Establish a 2 man drinking drivel:' enforcement unit .in the City of l-btmtain View. 

2. Increase armual arrests for driving tmder the influence within the City of 

l-buntain View. 

TOTAL DUI ARRESTS/YEAR MONTHLY AVERAGE 

1974 537 44.7 . 

1975 502 41.8 

1976 488 40.6 

19'17 616 5l.3 

19'18 627 52.2 

AVERAGE 554 AVERAGE 46.0. 

GRANT OBeTECTIrTE 1385 GRANT OBJECTIVE 115.0 

3. Reduce annual accidents caused by driving tmder the 'influence by 10%. 

C. 

The pe!"iods fop c01TlpfIPitive analysis a1'e the caZendaP yea:t's 

of 1974 - 1978. Achievement of this objective ~ZZ alZow for 

no more than 115 DUI Acaidents annually. 

Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 

Other Direct Costs 
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FmST YEAR FUND:m3: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECl' SlMiARY 

CI'I"f OF CAMPBELL: one year grent 

A. Scope and PUrpose 

The City of Campbell has a population of 25,350. It has m::>re drinking 
, . . 

establishments per capita than any other city in Santa Clara Cotmty and the 

highest per capita rate of injUI"Y accidents caused by dr:ink:ing dri vera. Total 

accidents rank seventh. .Ar.rest rates are quite 1eM, and rank eighth in the 

Cotmty. 

The City of Campbell wishes to use bot'1 overtime and penIEI'lent staffing, 

The proposal contains ftmding for one pernanent position. representing five 

shifts of eig.'1t hours each, and sufficient overtime hours for extended shifts 

and court time, and to staff high frequency nights with at least one additional 

• of~icer during the Chris1JnaBlNew Year holiday season. 

• 

Together with the lDs Gatos Police DepartJnent and the Sheriff' s Offic~,. the 

City of Canpbell w.i.ll make efforts to expedite arrest and release procedures.' 

This ma.y include cooperative arrangements for p-.rocessing and transportation' of 

perscns ClJ."""'I'ested for dri v:i.ng tmder the influence. Efforts ~y be nade to 

process cases locally to avoid booking at the Sheriff's facilities. TheCity 

of Canpbell intends to install a breath testing device at the police administra-. . 

tion building and will consider m::>bile application when procedures are approYed. 

Personnel- supported with ~t ftmds will also be available for preventicn: 

activities. Police officers may visit bus:inessesjl schools and civic organizations 

to discuss the problems of drunk drivers. The Canpbe11 Police DepartJnent has 
• 1. 

agreed to cooperate with the intervention and referral programs 'which nay be .. 
: .• t I' . . 

tmdertaken by health agencies to :in:tercept alcoholics at an early stage cif 

criJninal proceedings. 

The Carrpbe11 Police DepartJnent :intends to cooperate with the CaliforTda 

Departrrent of Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate upon the sources of 

alcohol for drtmk drivers. 
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B. Objectives 

1. Establish a 1lJI Enforcenmt Unit within the Pa1n>l/Traffic . Division of the 

Campbell Police Department. 

2. Increase the IXJI arrests by 250% during project year, a total of 500 

additional arrests. Your of canparison is 1978. 

3. Reduce accidents caused Py driving tmder the influence by 5%. 

c. 'Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 

Other Direct Costs 
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$29,045 

16,638 

10,872 

1,535 
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SECOND YEAR FUNDING: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

. ONGOING GRANTS 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA 

Santa Clare. will continue with. a second fiscal year of funding for the 

project described above. During this period, the City Cotmcil will assume 

:responsibility for 30% of the project costs. 

Total for second fiscal year 

Personnel. Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 

Other Direct Costs 

SECOND YEAR FUNDm3: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

ONGOrnG GRANTS 

CITY OF SAN JOSE 

:$114;740 

106,001 

~ 

8,739 

The City of San Jose will continue to utilize overtime personnel to 

a~t the existing :oo:r team as described earlier. 

Total for second fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 

SECOND YEAR FUNDING: 79.,..80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

ONGOJNG GRANTS 

CITY OF MOONrAIN VIDl 

:$44;137 

44,137 

o 

-------- ---~ 

l-buntain View will also continue with a second fiscal year of funding for 

the project described earlier. During the secorrl calendar year the City Council 

of fuuntain View will assume :respons:i.b:i1.ity for 50% of the project costs ~ 

Total for second fiscal year 

Non-Expendable Property 

Other Direct Costs 
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:$53;566 . 

47,568 

~ 

5,998 
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SEreNO YFAR FUNDING: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

ormING GRANTS 

CITY OF CAMPBELL 

The City of Campbell will continue its one man DUI Enforcement Unit into a 

second fiscal year of funding. In addition, overtim= ~nne1 will be utilized 
, 

to cover high :frequency drinking driver nights during the holiday season. 

Total for second fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Other Direct Costs 

-103a.,.. 

$17,004 

16,404 

600 
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SECOND YEAR ruNDlliG: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

NEW GRANl'S 

Severel other agencies have been approved for inplementation of new grant 

projects in Octobel:' 1979. These grants will collectively carprise a second . . 

phase of law enforcement proj ects and will allow emphasis upon problem areas 

not addressed during the first year. Ftmding of the second ·stage will allow 

canplete coverage of all dangerous accident areas in Santa Clara Cotmty and 

CClIq)lete the police contribution to the Drinking Driver Program. 

It is intended that the rrethods employed during the second year will be 

based upon the collective experience of projects implemented during the first 

year. For this reason, the details of the following grants are ~entati ve. 

It is anticipated that they will conform to the structures described above, but 

include the new canponents which have yet to be developed. Accordingly, the 

folloWing st.mnaries are abreviated • 
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•• SECOND YEAR OF FUNDING: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJI:CT SUMMARY 

•• 

• 

CITY OF GILROY: CFY 79-80) 

Gilroy is a relatively hct1Dgeneous ccmmmity, with a population of 17,150. 

It: is located in the southern tip of Santa Clara C6tmty~ Like Morgan Hill, it 

is a I"L1I'al area where drunk driving has becane a uajor problem. Gilroy has 

a driving tmder the influence accident rate of 280 per 100,000 population and 

an injury accident rate of 105, the fourth and fifth highest rates respectively 

in the cotmty. Gilroy has the second highest dr:i ving tmder the influence an:'est 

:rete in the COtmty with 1131.2 arrests per 100,000 population in '1977. The 

number of drinking establishments per capita is 186.6, the fourth highest in 

the comty. 

The City of Gilroy is requesting overtime hours equivalent to slightly rrore 

than one perscn per year. The requested 2600 hours would be distributed in 

eight hour shifts over the course of the year, allowing approximately 184 shifts. 

Together with the proj ect now tmder way in furgan Hill, this grant would 

provide caIq)lete cove:rege for the south COtmty area. Like furgan Hill, Gilroy 

will process cases locally to- avoid booking at the Sher:iff's facilities. The 

City of Gilroy intends to install a breath testing device at the police adtni.I:Us­

tration building and will consider m:>bile application when the procedures pave 

been approved. 

Persarmel supported with grant ftmds will also be available for prevention 

activities. Police officers nay visit businesses, schools and civic orgaiUza.tions 
" 

to disc~s the problem of drunk driving. The Gilroy Police Deparrtmmt has' agreed 

to cooperate with the intervention and referral programs which nay be tmdertaken 

by health agencies to intercept alcoholics in the early stage of criminal proceedings . 

The Gilroy Police Depari:rrent intends to cooperate with the California Dept. 

of Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate upon the sources of alcohol for 

drunk·wivers. 
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B. Objectives 

1. Reduce annual accidents caused by driving tmder the influence by 10%. 

2. Increase annual arrests for driving tmder the influence "by 250% (500 new 

arrests) 

c. Budget 

Total for one fiscal year 

P'a>sonnel Costs 

Non-Expendable Property 

_ , nc:_ 

$26,620 

26,170 

450 
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SECOND YEAR OF FUNDmG: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECT stM1ARY 

SHERIFF'S JURISDICITON: (FY 79-80) 

A. Scope and PLn-pose 

The Sheriff's patrol :responsibilities are second only to those of the City .. 
of San Jose c;md includes 5 seperate jurisdictions~ The total accident rate 

within tmse jurisdictions is the seventh hig,hest in the county and the injury 

accident rate is th:iro. .H<:Mever, the driving under the influence ar.rest rate 

ranks tenth in the county. 

When the five jurisdi,etions are examined separately two eroorge as serious 

problem areas. Unincorporated areas are the worst fatal and injury accident 

areas in the county, and Cupertino ranks third in injury accidents am::>ng all 

jurisdictions. (Jurisdiction for drunk driving is lD'lclear. While the Highway 

Patrol is :responsible for general traffic enforcement the Sheriff is responsible 

for misdemeanor ar.rests. Driving under the ;influence may be categorized as 

either or both.) 

The Sheriff's Patrol Division is requesting overtime ftmds to allow assignm:mt 

of deputies to Cupertino, Los Altos Hills, l-bnte Sereno and Saratoga. It is 

intended that two two-person patrol units would be assigned to target areas. 

Ftmds requested would support four offif'!erS on eight hour shifts for two shifts 

per week. 

~forts will be made to expedite the arrest and release procedures. This 

nay include cooperative arrangenents for processing and transportation of persons 

arrested for driving under the influence. The Sheriff's Depa.rt:nv3nt would utilize 

the, breath testing devices in the AIB room and will coosider nobile application 

when the procedures are approved. 

• Persormel supported by grant funds will also be available for prevention 

activities. Police officers may visit businesses, schools and civic organizations 

to discuss the problem of dnmk driving. The Sheriff's Office has agreed to 

_, n'L 
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cooperate with the intervention and referral programs which may be tmdertaken by 

health agencies, to intercept alcooolics at an early stage of crim:inal proceedings. 

The Sheriff's Office intends to cooperate with the California Departm"mt of 

Alcoholic Beverage Control to concentrate tqX>n the sotn:"Ces of alcohol for drtmk 

drivers. 

B. Objectives 

1. Reduce annual accidents caused by driving tmder the influence by 10%. 

2. Increase annual arrests for driving tmder the influence by 70% (624 new 

arrests. ) 

C. Budget 

Total for one fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expen~le Property 

Other Direct Costs 
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$100,959 

88,479 

" 
12,480 



•• SECOND YFAR OF FUNDING: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YFAR 

PROJECT SlM1ARY 

'rovN OF LOS GATOS CFY 79-80) 

A. Scope and Purpose 

The Town of IDs Gatos is a relatively small comnuni ty, the tenth largest jur­

isdiction in Santa Clara County. As enterta:inm:mt areas are highly concentrated 

and high accident. areas are relatively few in number, it is an appropriate location 

for a project of this type. Drinking establishments per 100,000 population is 

215.0 ranking second in th~ county. IDs Gatos has the fourth highest total 

accident rate and the second highest injt.n:y accident rate in the county. It has 

the fifth highest arrest rate and is above the county average. 

The Town of IDs Gatos wishes to create a new permanent position for prevention 

• and enforceIreIlt activities. A full t:i.ma police officer would be assigned to five 

shifts of eight OOtrr'8 each. 

Together with the Carrg;>bell Police Depar1JIxmt and the Sheriff's Office; the 

IDs Gatos Police Depar1JIxmt will nake efforts to expedite arrest and release 

procedures for the West Valley Area. This nay inc1u1e cooperative arrangements 

for processing and transportaticn of persons arrested for dri v:i.ng under the 

influence. The Town of IDs Gatos intends to install a breath testing device ~t 

the administration building and will consider nobile application when the pro­

cedure has· been approved. 

Personnel supported by grant funds will also be available for prevention 

activities. Police officers nay visit businesses, schools and civic organizations 

to discuss the problem of drtmk driving. '!he IDs Gatos Police Depar1JIxmt has 

agreed to cooperate with the intervention and referrel programs Which ID3.y be 

• undertaken by health agencies to intercept alcooolics in the early stage of 

criminal proceedings. 

The IDs Gatos Police Depar1JIxmt intends to cooperate with the California 

Dept. of Beverage Con"f::n)l to concentrate upon the sources of alcoool for drunk 
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B. Objectives 

1. Reduce annual accidents caused by driving tmder the influence by 10%. 

2. Increase annual a't"rests for driving tmder the influence by 150% (700 new 

arrests) 

c. Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expenclible Property 

-llO-

$38, 175 

29,125 

9,050 
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------~~- -

PROJECT SUMMARY 

A project is p'tanned fop the second and thi1:ld yearts to concentmte upon 

i't'tegal SOUfices of alcohol. and problems which conrnbute to e3:Cessive dPinking. 

Cool'dinated by the CaUfomia Departtment of Alcoholic Beveroge Controol" this 

project will collect data f1'orn all local a:ttrtests. Aftel' analysis of the data 

the Alcoholic Bevemge Control will identify problem Ucensees and di:raect 

attention to these sources of alcohol. 

The sources of alcohol consumed by pe:rasons al'l'ested fo1' dPunk dPiving ~iZl 

be tabulated from a:ttrtest forms and comp1.·.led as a 1'efe1'ence system. This wi't't 

enable local U::au enfo1'cement agencies to focus upon the ~tabUs1unents which 

consistantly conrnbuted to the dPinking dPive1' problem • 
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'1HIRD YEAR FUNDING: 80-81 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

ON GOm; GRANTS 

Cl'IY OF SANTA CLARA: 

Santa Clara will continue with the last of three fiscal years of ftmding 

for its WI Enforcenent Team. After the second calendar year of ftmc1ing the 
. 

Santa Clara City Cotmcil will assume responsibUity for 70% of the project 

costs. 

Total for third fiscal year 

Non-Expendable Property 

other Direct Costs 
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$74,711 

69,399 

5,312 
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'IHIRD YEAR OF FUNDING: 80-81 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

NEW GRANTS 
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FOURIH YEAR OF FUNDmG: 81-82 FEDERAL FISCAL YFAR (THROUGH JANUARY 2, 1982) 

The Office of Traffic Safety has indicated that the last date f'tmds 

~uld be available for projects developed through the Drinking Driver 

Ptt>gram is January 2, 1982. 

ormING GRANI'S 

CITY OF SANTA ClARA 

Santa Clara will receive ftmds for its !XJ"I Enforcem:nt Team for the first 

three lIonths of fiscal year 81-82. During this period the City of Santa Clara 

City Cotmcil will be contributing 70% of the project costs. 

Total for fourth fiscal year $10,794 

Personnel Costs 

Non-Expendable m.>perrty 

other Direct Costs 

-1l4-

10,043 

~ 

751 
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C. SUPPORT SERVICES 

A survey of justice agencies conducted in the early stages of the Drinking 

Driver Program revealed several areas of conm::>n need for improved support ser­

vices. It was inmediately apparent that significant improveIOOIlts in the justice 

system could not be realized 1.mless specific support services were provided. 

~itical deficiencies were noted in the processing of arrests for drlmk driving; 

blood alcohol testing; and training of justice staff. 

1. 

1. Ar.rest P.rocess 

Program Objectives 

Reduce the time required to process an arrest for drunk driving and ens~ 

that ar.r'esting officers are returned to duty as quickly as possible. 

Reduce the avePagedrinking driver arrest processing time fPOrn 

2 hours t~ one hour. 

2. Develop alternatives which will alleviate unnecessary pressure upon jail 

facilities. 

ITovide aZternative arrest processing for 10~OOO persons~ removi7''lg 

them from t1ze main jaiZ system .. 

3. Create appropriate facilities for processing, booking am housing of P,E'..rsons 

arrested for drunk driving. 

ITovide 6 sheriff's deputies to staff the net» dPinking driver 

faaiZity. 

As noted in the problem statement, there are many difficulties and delays in 

the arrest process nCM used m Santa Clara COlm:ty. Through the course of' the 

three year plan, the Drinking Driver Program will concentrate uPon three 

• strategies for comty-wide improvement of the arrest process. 
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t. Decentralization of the Arrest Process 

• 

• 

a) New procedures will be developed to reduce the delays at Valley Medical 

Center and to encourage the Ul;;;e of other facilities for medical clearance. 

'!his will expedite the process which now consumes approximately two hours. 

b) The feasibility of nobile blood alcohol testing will be examined. Such 

programs have been successfully implemented elsewhere in California. and have 

effectively decentralized the testing process. fubile testing allows citizens 

to provide a breath test on the roadway. In so doing , it eliminates the present 

need to arrest and transport citizens to jail facilities for the test. This 

provides better treatment for the public and reduces the' o(~l3G>ttleneck:h of 

activity at jail facilities. 

Inplementatian of this system will not be considered tmtil the State Depart­

nent of . Health has approved proposed procedures for m:::>bile testing. For this 

reason, the first year of the Drinking Driver PJx>gmm will only study nobile 

reccmne.ndations for future :implementation. 

c) lDcal police departments have agreed to develop booking and release 

procedures within the:ir own jurisdictions. With the installation of new breath 
" 

testing ~uipnent, the police departments will IiOW be ~le to offer citiz~s 

their blood alcohol test in the local jurisdiction and transporation to jail 

facilities will no longer be necessary. Those agencies with sufficient personnel 

GJld adequate space have agreed to acccm:x:late booking, bail and/or OR· releases :at 

their local facilities. 

Streamline the Plx>cedures 

a) .. Efforts are already tmderway to eliminate tmnecessary and duplicative 

tasks, including the consolidation of forms and procedtlr'es. As '. noted in the 

problern statement, the arrest process contains several lengthy and repetitive 

steps. New forms and tasks will be designed to make all police practices uniform 

and efficient. Forms will be reexamined to improve clarity and brevity. Plans 
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are being made to consolidate what ar-e noo three sets of pa~k -- local police 

agency forms; district attorney alcohol reports; and sheriff's booking forms. 

b) The use of the new breath testing equipnent will re~ce reliance upon 

medical technicians. Present procedures requ.ire both police officers and citizens 

to wait \mtil the teclmicians arrive. The t~ and expense· of present procedures 

will both be saved in all cases where citizens consent to the new breath test. 

c) The practice of towing will be reexamined and standarized. New policies 

will be developed to regulate the response time and make tCMing practices unifonn 

throughout the county. Present delays and confusion will be eliminated by intro­

duction of a county-wide policy adopted by the Chiefs of Police. 

d) Wnen persons rust be transported to jail facilities, nore economical 

transportation arrangements will be made. It is anticipated that the use of 

specialized transportation vehicles will be expanded. This will eliminate the 

• present practice of each police officer leaving field duties for the trip to 

jail facilities. Plans are \mderway to develop cooperative multi-jurisdictional 

• 

transportation procedures. 

e) New intake and booking procedures will be implenented at County facilities. 

This creation of a new booking center for drunk drivers will penni t design of 

specialized forms and procedures specifically intended to expedite booking and 

release. As explained below, persons arrested for drunk driving will no longer 

be subj ected to the procedures required for felony suspects and other arrestees. 

Instead, the plX>Cedures will be canpa,tible with the administrative requi:rements 

of this offense. Activities which humiliate citizens and delay police officers 

will no longer be necessary • 

.,.,~ 



FIRST YEAR FUNDING: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECT SUM1ARY 

SHERIFF'S DEPAR'IMENT: one year grant 

A. Scope and Purpose 

The jail is :re.ted ata total capacity of approximately 450 persons. Last .. 
year at this time, the total popualtion was 550 to 600 irnnates. This year the 

population has soared to. over 700. It is absolutely impossible to acccm:xjate 

a major increase in bookings at the present facilities. To force additional 

volwne upon the j ail system '«<)uld pose an extreme danger to human life. 

A solution to the mail jail problem is a carm:m need in all facets of'the 

Drinking Driver Plx>gram. 

Therefore, the Office of the Sheriff has developed an alternative to present 

jail conditions. In December 1978, the Sheriff acquired County Governm:mt 

• contingency funding for construction of a 1,040 square foot drinking driver 

booking facility detached fran the ma.i.n jail. This unit is designed specifically 

for processing of clrI.mk drivers and provides only the security carmensurate with 

the severity of that offense. 

This facility has been in ope:re.tion since Decanber 1978. Staffing require­

ments and operating procedures were designed with the gOal of elimi'1ating work 

processes unnecessary in dealing with the booking of dnmk drivers. Personnel 

fran the Bureau of Custody are currently assigned on a 24 hour basis to ope:re.te 

this facility. 

This alternative setting offers a variety of opporttmities for change. It 

will eliminate the "BO'ITLENECK" of volwne which has been created by use of a 
single facility for all processings. The restricted use of the new location 

permits creation of new procedures specifically designed for quick booking and 

. • release of persons arrested for driving under the influence. Thus, the facility 

offers ~roved efficiency and a m::>re humane settirig. For the first time the 

level of' security is ccmnensurate with the severity of the crime. Drunk drivers 

are no longer mixed with the general innate population. 
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--- - ----- --- -----

h1 important function of this proj ect is to improve county services for city 

police departments and the CaJ.ifornla Highway Patrol. As it will no longer be 

necessary to perform the tasks now required in the Main Jail, many CUI"I"ent causes 

for delay will be eliminated forever. Both time and IIOney win: be saved by 

this improved efficiency. 
-

The Sheriff is :requesting support for the staff which ~u1d be needed to 

operate the new center. The Sheriff does not have personnel available to staff 

a new center at this time • Without additional personnel the Sheriff will be 

canpe11ed to ne)<e arranganents which will cause even greater delay and incon-

venience. 

Funds have been approved for i:w,:) deputy sheriff f s P9si tions for twenty-fo'\.D:"' 

ho'\.D:"' coverage of the new facility. 

B. Objectives 

1. Renove a mininrum. of 12,000 persons fran the main jail system, and provide 

an alternative setting for the processing of arrests for driving under the 

influence. 

2. Reduce the average arresting officer time for booking flxm one OO'\.D:"' to 

15 or 20 minutes, returning police officers to duty.JIOre quickly. 

C. Budget 

Total for first fi~cal year 

Personnel·Costs 
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SECOND YEAR FUNDING: 79-80 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

ONGOING GRANTS 

SHERITF'S DEPAR'lMENT 

The Sheriff's De~.nt will continue with the Drinking Driver Booking Program 

through December 1979. 

Total for fiscal year 1979-80 

Personnel Costs 
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$56,639 

56,639 
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2. Blood Alcohol Testing 

Program Obj ectives 

1. Reduce the t:i.ne required to process an arrest for drunk. drllring and ensure 

that arresting officers are re"tlII"ned to duty as quickly as possible. 

2 ~ Improve the efficiency and reduce the costs of blood alcoool te~ting by 

law enforcement agencies. 

3. Improve the efficiency and reduce the costs of blood alcohol analysis by 

th~ Laboratory of Cr:iminalistics. 

4. Expand testing to enable law enforcement agencies to collect evidence for 

canhined :influence, of drugs and alcoool. 

5. Enhance the ability of the Laboratory of Criminalistics to analyze evidence 

of ccmbined drug and alcohol :influence. 

6. Develop alternatives which alleviate urmecessary pressure UIX>n jail facilities . 
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'. FIRST YEAR FUNDING: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECI' smt1ARY 

DISTRICl' ATl'ORNEY' S OFFICE: one year grant 

A. Scope and Purpose 

In recent years , it has becane increasingly apparent that the existing 

breath testing program is :impractical. A variety of problems have developed 

which create substantial cost and inconvenience for local government. The old 

devices nCM in use have ~ obsolete, as the cost of their maintenance and 

operation continues to rise. New ins1::rl.me1ts have been designed to solve these 

problems. Santa Clara. Colmty is the only najor cotmty in California which 

continues to base its breath program upon the older equipnent and 'does not use ' 

the new devices. 

The Office of the Dis1:rict Attorney wishes to acquire new breath testing 

• devices for local law enforcE!lIEIlt agencies. At the request of every law enforce­

ment agency in Santa Clara County, the laboratory of cr:imi."1alistics will purchase 

eighteen new instruments. Acciuisi tion of the devices will serve several pt1I"'pbses. 

• 

It will provide an opportunity to decentralize the blood alcoool testing program 

and reduce congestion at jail faclli ties. Fach ju:cisdiction ~d be able to, 

offer a local test and transportation to jail would no longer be needed for this 

pl..II'pOse • 

. Several. police deparbnents have indicated a willingness to process cases 

locally and release persons ~ their own facilit~es. Implementation of this 

pr<:lgedure would preclude the use of jail facilities altogether. 

The new devices offer a vaI'iety of advantages over our present breath testing 

procedures. They will save substantial costs for maintenance, supplies and teclmi-
, 

cian contracts. They provide superior reliability and efficiency, and inq:rrcve 

screening for combined :influence cases. Unlike present equi'flIlel1t, the new devices 

can be operated without, specialized training and 'are not'subject to tampering. 
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'. The project would have a canprehensive impact, because its implementation 

• 

• 

addresses a multitlrle of objectives. It not only saves m::mey and time, but 

it also provides a JIDre humane testing procedure for persons arrested in Santa 

Clara County. The needs of prevention, law enforcement and adjudication are 

all well served by this project. No other single ~pplication offers such a 

wide range of :inq:>rovement. 

B. Objectives 

1. Implement a new breath testing system at the Laboratory of Crim:i.na.1istics. 

2. Decentralization of blood alcohol testing through installation of breath 

testing devices in each jtn:'isdiction. 

3-0 Reduce the tim:! and cost of booed alcohol testing in Santa Clara County. 

c . Budget 

Total for first fiscal year $96,000 

Personnel Costs 5,000 

Non-Expendable Property 90,000 

Other Direct Costs 1,000 
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3. Training 

Progpam Objectives 

1. Expand and cooroinate relevant training programs for the' criminal justice 

agencies which enforce dr:ink:ing driver laws. 

Tx»ain 1000 fieU officezas and supezavisozas. in mozae effeative 

peaognition~ appzaehension and handZing of dPinking dPivezas~ 

and in the opezaation of ~ bzaeath testing equipment. 

2. Enhance police abilities to detect and apprehend drivers with m:xlera.te 

blood alcohol levels. 

3. Reduce the time :required to process an arrest for drunk driving and ensure 

that the arresting officer is returned to duty as quickly as possible. 

4. Improve the efficiency and reduce the costs of blood alcohol testing by 

law enforcement agencies. 

5. Increase the rate of convictions in both felorw and misdemeanor prosecutions 

for drunk driving. 

6. Develop new investigatlve techniques for cases of driving l.mder the combined 

influence of alcohol and drugs. 
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FIRS'r YEAR FUNDOO: 78-79 FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 

PROJECI' SUMMARY 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESOURCE SYSTEM: 8 nonth grant 

A. Scope. and Purpose 

CURS is an intergovernnental program which provides coordination of train­

ing and instructional resoUI"CeS for law enforcenent, cor.rections, and courts. 

It is a division of the Office of the County Executive and serves f01L1r counties, . 
including Santa Clara. It has extensive expwience in the developne'nt and admin­

istration of criminal justice train:i.ng program and has been approved by the 

State of California to certify cla,sses for POST reimbursenent. 

This grant ~ctly addresses the objective of expanding and cooroinating 

relevant t:reining pro~ for the criminal justice agencies which enforce 

drinJdng drivel:' laws. Through iJrprovem:mt of such training programs it also 

addresses indirectly several objectives relating to increasing arrests, im­

proving inter-jurisdictional cooperation, improving efficiency of drunk driv~g 

~st. processing, increasing the District Attorney's conviction rate, and 

~roving adult and juvenile probation services in the area of drunk driving. 

CJRS PI'9POses to pl"Ovide training to the Crllninal Justice agencies and their 

personnel who will be participating in the Dcink:ing Driver Program. Training 

is to be provided in the areas of: (1) recognition of the driver while intoxi­

cated (2) his apprehension and arrest, (3) preservati~ 'of evidence, (4) court 

test:im:mYl and (5) prosecution • 
. ~ .. 

CJRS will develop a cadre of teaching (trainers) experts in the enforce­

m:mt and prosecution of the drinking driver. CJRS staff, assisted by thepe. 

instructors, will develop clJI"IIicultml and courses to be presented to patrol 

and traffic officers as related to the Drinking DriveI' Program. 

In addition, specialized courses will be developed for probation and the 

District Attorney staffs relating to WOI'kiI~g with and prosecution of the 

• drunk driver . Additional courses will be developed as the need is identified 

by the participating agencies and the project staff. 

~ever pOssible, CJRS will utilize local corrrm..mi ty colleges for presen-
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'. tations of specialized classes and training in orner to take advantage of state 

funds (ADA) to keep costs at a rn:in.inn..mt. When necessary, CJRS will be able to 

deliver the training themselves us:ing their Advanced Officer'Certification for 

POST. 

Training l''rt:>grams for the police are expected to reach 1,000 officers in 

Santa Clara County C1.1I".reI1tly assigned to field duties. 

B. Obj ecti ves 

1. Provide training to approxinately 1,000 law enforcement personnel, including 

32 supervisors eJIq)loyed within the County of Santa Clara in the recognition 

. ot notorist who drive while under the influence of alcohol and or drugs, 

apprehension, arrest, preservation of evidence and court testim:my. The 

't:r.3..in:ing will be prese.n.ted in approxiIIately 32 classes to be offered during 

• the grant ye.ar. In addition, CJRS will assist the tw.:> police training 

academies to assure that their graduates are trained in this area. 

'. 

2. Provide training to approximately 1,000 law enforcement personnel eJIq)loyed 

within Santa Clara County, including basic recruits, in the use and certifi­

cation of breath testing deyice. 

3. Develop a cadre of teaching (trainers) experts in the enforcement an? prose­

cution of the drinking driver who will in turn present a series of classes 

to traffic and patrol officers. 

C. Budget 

Total for first fiscal year 

Personnel Costs 

Travel Expenses 

Contractual Services 

Non-Expendable Property 

Other Direct Costs 

Ind::iTect Costs 

'. 

-126-

$56,858 
'. 

36,400 

1,150 

13,400 

'2,000 

1,200 

2,708 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

• SAN J 0 S E 

19 77 

POPl!.ATION 575,100 

47.8 fo OF COltfTY POP~TION 

ACCIIENTS * -
TOTAL 5232 ** INJURY 3787 FATAL 55 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 733 14.0 % 528 13.9 % 22 40 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 21.3 % 21.7 % 83.3 % 

PER CAPITA 43.1 RATE 127.5 91.8 
j 
1 

?ERCENTAGE OF 43.1 COUNTY TOTAL 30.8 % 44.9 % % 

VICTIfIS * '. TOTAL 5581 INJURY 5520 FATAL 61 

CAUSED BY 
" 42.6 !)RUNK DRIVERS 844 15.1 % 818 14.8 % 26 % 

" . 
oERCENTAGE OF 

45.6% COUNTY TOTAL 45.8% 45.8% 

IRI~ 
TOTAL 11260 ** INJURY 8208 FATAL 110 

UNDER THE 
}' INflUENCE 759 6.7 % 548 6.7 % 25 22.7 % 
oj 

MD BEEN 8.2 . DRINKING 688 6.1 % 557 6.8 % 9 t>I 
: ..II 

ALL DRINKERS 1447 12.8 % 1105 13.5 % 34 30'.9 % 

;PER CAPITA , RATE 251.6 192.1 5.9 

!i'PERCENTAGE CF 
, 

,. COUNTY TOTAL 31.6 % 4701 % 44.2 ~o 

• Aooident and viotim percentages are computed from total oases tVhere causes are knoum 
to the police. 

"'* Totals incZude property damage accidents" and should be vi6b7ed lIJith the reservat7:on 
'that'1Tk7:nY Bu,oh acaidents m"e not 'l'epo'l'ted. 

A-2 



TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 
UNINCORPORATED 

19 77 

POPULATION 126,535 

ACCIIENTS * 
TOTAL 2863 ** 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 378 13.2 % --
CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR' . 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 
> 

VICTI~ * 

19.2 % 

298.8 

15.9 % 

t.. TOTAL. __ 17_4_3 __ 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 296 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY,TOTAL 

OOI~ 

17.0 % 

16.1 

.-J' .... ; __ _ 

TOTAL 4636 

I,)NDER THE 
INFLUENCE 374 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 333 

.' ~LL DRINKERS 707 .. . 
'PER CAPITA 

RATE. 
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

8.1 %. 

7.1 % 

15.2 % 

558.9 

15.5 % 

10.5 % OF COLtlTV POPUlJ\TION 

INJURY 1136 

186 16.4 % 

35.8 % 

147.0 

15.8 %. 

INJURY 1687 

278 16.5 % 

15.6% 

INJURY 1824 

186 

162 

348 

275.1 

10.2 % 

8.9 % 

19~1, %, 

14.8 % 

FATAL 45 

16 35.5 % 

23.1 % 

12.6 

31.4 % 

fATAL 56 

18 32.1 % 

:n.G. 

FATAL 58 

16 

4 

20 

27.6 % 

6.9 '" 
10 

34.5 % 

15.8 

26.0 % 

'-A-a-a-id-e-n-t-and--V-i-at-m-p-e-ra-e-n-ta-g-e-s-ar-e-a-onrp-~'~ed from totaZ aases zvhere causes are kn.oum 
~r . to the poZice. 

'** !rotaZs incZude property damage aacidents,# and should be vietJed lM.th the reservation 
that many suah accidents are not reported. ' 

A .... 



•. , 
ACClIENTS * 

CAUSED BY 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

TOTAL 2041 

SUNNYVALE 

19 77 

POPULATION 105,000 

8.7 % OF COlMlY POPULATION 

** INJURY 709 -----
DRUNK DRIVERS 237 11.6 % 84 11.8 % 

·CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
AATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

-6.3 % 

225.7 

9.9 % 

VICTIMS * 

-CAUSED BY 
rnUNK DRIVERS 

TOTAL 970 

122 12.5 % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 6.6 

TOTAL 3896 ** 
UNDER THE 

INFLUENCE 243 

H,~D BEEN 
... DRINKING 226 

ALL DRINKERS 469 

PER CAPITA 
~ RATE· ': 
f. 

P-C:RCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

6.2 % 

5.8 % 

12.0 % 

446.6 

- 10.3 % 

1.2 % 

80 

7.1 % 

INJURY 958 -----
121 12.6 % 

6.8% 

INJURY 1363 

87 6.4 % 

82 6.0 % 

169 12.4 % 

160.9 

7.2 % 

FATAL ___ 11 __ _ 

1 .9 % 

.95 

2.0 

FATAL __ 12 __ _ 

1 8.3 % 

1.8 . 

FATAL 19 

2 10.5 % 

o D! 
'" 

2 . 10.5 % 

1.90 . 

2.6 % 

• Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes are known 
to the poZice. 

** PotaZs include property -damage accidents., and should be viewed with the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 
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ACCIIENTS * 

CAUSED BY 
,DRUNK DRIVERS 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
GOUNTY TOTAL 
, 

VICTIrvE * 

'USED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 
-
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 
, 

DRIVER) 
I 

UNDER THE 
't INFLUENCE 

MAD BEEN 
DRINKING 

ALL DRINKERS 
PER CAPITA 
~. RATE 
': 
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 
SANTA CLARA 

TOTAL 2703 

339 12.5 

15.3 % 

404.5 

14.2 % 

TOTAL 614 

122 19.9 

6.6% 

TOTAL 5147. 

345 6.7 

194 3.8 

538 10.5 

643.2 

11.8 % 

19 77 

POPULATION 83,800 

6.8 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

** INJURY 467 

% 87 18.6 ,; 

35.9 % 

103.8 

7.4 % 

INJURY 604 

% 117 19.4 % --
6.fi~ 

** . INJURY 89.2 

% 9C 10.1 % 

% 39 4.4 % 

% 129 14.5 % 

153.9 

5.5 % 

FATAL 10 

5 50 % 

% 

5.90 

9.8 % 

FATAL 1Q 

5 50 % 

SsB% 

FATAL IS 
. 

5 .27.S % 

1 5.6 DI 
/0 

6 ·33.3 % 

7.16 

7.8 % 

• Accident and victim percentages are computed from totaZ cases where causes are kno!Jm 
to the poZice. 

** Totals include p:reoperty damage accidents~ and should be viewed with the resel'Vation 
that many such accidents aPe not reported. 

A-S 



• 
ACCIIENTS * 

CAUSED BY 

TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 
MOl'NTAIN VIEW 

19 77 

POPULATION 55,800 
4.6 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

TOTAL 1612 ** INJURY 443 -----
ORUNK DRIVERS 165 10.2 % 66 14.9 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 
" PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

VICTIf'S * 

.CAUSED BY 
D:RUNK DRIVERS 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRI~ - . 
, . 
UNDER THE 

28.9 % 

295.7 . 

6.9 % 

TOTAL 574 

94 16.3 % 

5.1 

TOTAL 2891 ** 

i INFLUENCE 163 5.6 % 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 154 

ALL DRINKERS 317 
PER CAPITA 

~. RATE 
:-\ 

P'ERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

5.3 % 

10.9 % 

568.1 

6.9 % 

37.5 % 

118.3 

5.6 % 

INJURY 568 -----
92 16.2 % 

5.2 

INJURY 790 -----
65 8.2 % 

51 6.5 % 

116 14.7 % 

207.8 

4.9 % 

FATAL. __ 6 __ _ 

2 33.3 % 

% 

358.4 

3.9, % 

FATAL~_6 __ _ 

2 33.3 % 

3.5 

FATAL __ 1_0 __ 

2 20 % 

1 , 10 
~, % 

3 30 % 

537.6 

3.9 , % 

• Accident and victim percentages al'e computed from total cases 7JJhere causes are knoUJn 
to the police. 

** Totals -include property damage accidents~ and should be vieUJed UJith the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE !. PALO ALTO 

19 77 

POPULATION 54,900 
4.6 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCIIENTS * 
TOTAL 1254 ** INJURY 465 FATAL 4 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 100 8 .. 8 % 39 8.4 % 1 25 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 9.9' % 5.4 % % 

PER CAPITA 
182.1 RATE 182.1 71.0 

PERCENTAGE OF 2.0 COUNTY TOTAL 4.2 % 3.3 % % 

VICTlrts * .: TOTAL 606 INJURY 602 FATAL 4 

CAUSED BY 
D~UNK DRIVERS 62 10.2 % 61 10.1 % 1 , 25 % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 3.4 3.4 1.8 

DRIVERS 
TOTAL 2416 ** INJURY 883 FATAL 10 

UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE 100 4.1 % 37 4.2 % 1 10.0% 

HAD BEEN 
!~ DRINKING 93 3.8 0/ 

I~ 
46 5.2 % 2 20.0 01 

,0 

ALL DRINKERS 193 7.9 % 83 9.4 % 3 30.0 % 

PER CAPITA 546.4' '·'RATE 351.5 151.2 
:,' 

Pt.RCENTAGE OF 
3.9 COUNTY TOTAL 4.2 % 3.5 % % 

• Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes a.:e>e known 
to the police. 

** Totals incZude property damage accidents.) and should be viewed with the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 
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TRP\FFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

• MILPITAS 

19 77 

POPULATION 32,300 

2.7 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCIIENTS * 
TOTAL 601 ** INJURY 222 FATAL 1 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 86 14 1 3 % ,24 .12s3 % Q ~~ % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 22.9 % -5 5 % .... - % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 266.3 10~12 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 3.6 % 2,9 % --- % 

VICTlrts * 

.~AUSED BY 
TOTAL 331 INJURY 332 . FATAL 1 

DRUNK DRIVERS 62 18.2 % 62 18 .. 7 % a % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 3.4 3,5 

DRIV£RS 
TOTAL 1009. ** INJURY 354 FATAL 1 

U.NDER THE 
INFLUENCE 82 8.1 % 32 9.0 % 0 % 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 102 10.1 % 37 10.5 % 0 % 

ALL DRINKERS 184 18.2 % 69 19.5 % 0 % 

PER CAPITA 
. RATE 569.7 213,6 ---
;' 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 4.0 % 2.9 % --- % 

-* Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes are known 
to the police. 

** Totals incZude property damage accidents, and shouZd be viewed with the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE (. SARATOGA 

19 77 

POPUlATION 29,700 

2.5 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACClIENTS ... 
TOTAL 330 ** INJURY 142 FATAL 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 3.8 11.5 % 17 12.0 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 18.8 % -15.0 % 

PER CAPITA 
127.9 57.2 RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
1.6 1.4 COUNTY TOTAL % % % 

VICTH'S ... •• .., 
TOTAL 203 INJURY 203 FATAL 

CAUSED BY 
22 10.8 22 16.8 0 DRUNK DRIVERS % % % 

PERCENTAGE'OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 1.2 1.2 

ffilvm> - TOTAL 623 ** INJURY 263 FATAL 0 

LJNDER THE 
INFLUENCE 37 5.9 % 16 6.1 % 0 % 

HAD BEEN, 
DRINKING 43 6.9 01 24 9.1 01 0 .--~. ~ 

'3 i3 10 

ALL DRINKERS 80 12.8 % 40 15.2 % 0 % 

PER CAPITA 
, RATE 269.4 134.7 
I 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 1.7 % 1.7% ---%' 

* Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes are known 
to the police. 

** TotaZs incZude property damage accidents~ and should be viewed with the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE f. LOS A L T 0 S 

19 77 

POPULATION 26,250 l' 

2.2 % OF COUNlY POPULATION 

ACCIIENTS * . ., 
152 1 TOTAL 423 ** INJURY FATAL 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 32 7.6 % 14 9.2 % 0 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 39.1 % 7.7 % --- % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 121.9 53.3 

PERCE,nAGE OF 
COUNTI TOTAL 1.3 % 1.2 % ---- % 

VIcrI~ * 

-CAUSED BY 

TOTAL 204 INJURY 202 FATAL 2 

DRUNK DRIVERS 25 12.3 % 25 12.4 % 0 % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
~OUNTY TOTAL 1.4 % 1.4 % 

DRI~ 
TOTAL 860 ** INJURY 311 FATAL 2 

UNDER THE 
INFLUENCE 33 3.8 % 14 4.5 % 1 50 . % 

f;lAD BEEN 
4.2 0 DRINKING 47 5.S % 13 DI DI 

/~ ., 
, 
ALL DRINKERS 80 9.3 % 27 8.7 % 1 50 % 

PER CAPITA 
3.81 RATE 304.8 102.6 

PERCENTAGE .OF 
i;OUNTY TOTAL 1.7 % 1.2 % 1.3 % 

-* Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes are known 
to the police. 

** Totals include property damage accidents~ and shouZd be viewed with the reservation 
that many such aaaidents are not reported. . 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

• LOS GATOS 

19 77 

POPULATION 24.,650 
2.1 % OF COUNlY POPULATION 

ACCIlENTS *. 
TOTAL 565 ** 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 66 11. 7 % ---
CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

VICTI~ * 

100 % 

267.7 

2.8 % 

• TOTAL~3_1_7 __ _ 
CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 49 15.5 % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRIVERS 

2.7 % 

TOTAL 1006 
UNDER THE 

INFLUENCE 66 

HAD BEEN 
l' DRINKING 54 

ALL DRINKERS 120 
PER CAPITA 

1RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

6.6 % 

5.4 % 

11.9 % 

486.8 

2.6 % 

** 

INJURY 236 -----
31 13.1 % 

158.3% 

125.8 

2.6 % 

INJURY 313 -----
48 15.3 % 

2.7 % 

INJURY 419 -----
31 7.4 % 

25 6.0 % 

56 13.4 % 

227.2 

2.4 % 

FATAL 3 -----
1 33.3 % 

100 % 

405.7 

2.0 % 

FATAL 4 

1 '25 
--........;.;.. 

1.8 %. 

FATAL 5 -----
1 

o 

1 

405.7 

20 % 

01 

'" 
20 % 

1.3 % 

Accident and victim percentages are computed from total cases where causes are knOLJn 
to the police. 

*>f Totals ina'tude property damage accidents" and should be viewed UJith the reserlJation 
that many such accidents are not reported. 



TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

• C A:,M P BEL L 

19 77 

POPULATION 25,35._0 __ 

ACCIIENTS * - TOTAL 1099 
CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS~8_6 __ 7.8 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 
I: 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

vrcrlfIS * 

.CAUSED BY 

10.3 % 

339.2 

3.6 % 

TOTAL 383 

DRUNK DRIVERS--:4~4 __ 11.5 % 

~;ERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRI\£~ 

2.4 % 

TOTAL 2166 
UNDER THE 

INFLUENCE 82 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 112 

ALL DRINKERS 194 
P~R CAPITA 
. RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

765.3 

3.8 % 

5.2 % 

9.0 % 

4.2 % 

2.1 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

** INJiURY 298 -----
33 11.1 % 

-2.9 % 

130.2 

2.8 % 

INJURY 379 -----
43 11.3 % 

2.4 % 

** INJURY 571 -----
32 5.6 % 

50 8.6 % 

82 14.3 % 

323.5 

3.5 % 

FATAL 4 

1 25 % 

% 

394.5 

2.0 % 

FATAL 4 
-----
1 25 % 

1.8% 

FATAL __ 4 __ _ 

1 25 % 

o 01 ,. 
1 25 

3.9 

1.3 % 

Aaaident and viatim peraentages are aomputed fpom total aases whepe aauses ape knoum 
to the poliae. 

** TotaZs include propepty daJnage aaaidents:J and shou.ld be viewed with the resBr1.'ation 
~ that many suah aaaidents are not repopted. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 
CUP E R TIN 0 

19 77 

POPULATION 22,900 
1.9 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCIIENTS * 
TOTAL 619 ** 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS_5_2 __ 8.4 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

VICTIfIS * 

-7.1 % 

227.1 

2.2 % 

• TOTAL_3_53 __ _ 
CAUSED BY 
D~UNK DRIVERS 48 13.6 % . 
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRI\IEFS 

2.6 

TOTAL_..;;::1=2·9...,.2=--_*_* 
UNDER THE 

'INFLUENCE 50 
. 

HAD BEEN 
'. DRINKING 64 

ALL DRINKERS 114 
PER CAPITA 

RATE 
PERCENTAGE OF 
CO~NTY TOTAL 

3.9 % 

5.0 % 

8.8 % 

49:' .8 

2.5 % 

INJURY 256 

28 10.9 % 

2.4 % 

INJURY 351 -----
48 13.7 % 

2.7 

INJURY 541 -----
26 4.8 % 

35 6.5 % 

61 11.3 % 

266.4 

2.6 % 

FATAL 2 -----
o % 

% 

% 

FATAL __ 2 __ _ 

% 

FATAL.--:::;3 ___ _ 

o % 

o 

o % 

% 

• Aooident and viotim peroentages are oomputed from total oases where causes are k~~ 
to the polioe . 

... * Totals include property damage acoidents~ and should be viewed with the resei>:vation 
that many suoh accidents are not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

'. MORGAN HILL 

19 77 

POPULATION 12,200 

1. 0 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCI1ENTS * -- 4 TOTAL 161 ** INJURY 76 FATAL 
CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 13 8.1 % 6 7.9 % 1 25 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR -13.~ 20 % % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 106.6 49.2 819.7 .. . 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL .5 % .5 % 2.0 % 

.. VICTlfIS * 
TOTAL III INJURY 107 FATAL 4 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 14 12.6 % 13 12.1 % 1 25 % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
1.8 COUNTY TOTAL .7 .7 

DRIVERS 
TOTAL 362 ** INJURY 178 FATAL 4 

;" . 
. 1JNDER tHE 

INFLUENCE 14 3.9 % 6 3.4 % 1 25 % ---
HAD BEEN 

DRINKING 23 6.4 % 14 7.9 0/ 0 0/ 
10 10 

. 
,:ALL DRINKERS 37 10.2 % 20 11.2'% 1 . 25 % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 303.3 163.9 819.7 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL .8 % .9 % 1.3 % 

• * Accident and victim percentages are computed from totaZ cases where causes are knovn 
to the poZice. 

, ** Totazs incZude property damage acc1:dents" and should be vieuJed UJith the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. . 

,.. -'" 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE ;. GIL ROY 

19 77 

POPULATION 17.150 
1.4 % OF COUNTY POPULA nON 

ACCIIENTS * 
TOTAL 431 ** INJURY 97 FATAL 1 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DFUVERS 48 11.1 % 18 18.6 % 1 100 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 65.5 % ' 63.6 % % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 279.9 105.0 ' 583.1 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 2.0 % 1.5 % 2.0 % 

VICTIJVS * • TOTAL 145 INJURY 144 FATAL 1 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK'DRIVERS 31 21.4 % 30 20.8 % 1 100 % --
PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 1.7% 1. 7% 1.8 '% 

DRIVEPS .. 1 TOTAL 825 ** INJURY 181 FATAL 
UNDER THE 

-: INFLUENCE 46 5.6 % 18 9.9 % 0 % 

HAD BEEN 
DRINKING 53 6.4 % 13 7.2 % 0 C! 

.~ 

ALL DRINKERS 99 12.0 % 31 17.1 % 0 % 

PER CAPITA 
. RATE· 

! 
577.3 180.8 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 2.2 % 1.3 % % 

• Accident ar..d victim percentages are conrputed from total cases 'bJhere causes are known 
to the police. 

** Totals incZude property damage accidents~ and shouZd be viewed with the ~eservation 
that many such accidents al'e not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE 

e; LOS A L T 0 5 H ILL 5 

19 77 

POPULATION 7,225 

.6 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACClrENTS * 
TOTAL 96 ** INJURY 35 FATAL 2 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 8 8.3 % ' 5 14.3 % 0 % 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 14.3 % 66.6 % % 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 110.7 69.3 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL .2 % .4 % 

VICTIfIS * .- TOTAL 57 INJURY 55 FATAL 2 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 6 10.5 % 6 10.9 % 0 --- % 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL .3 .3 

DRIVERS ... 149 49 2 TOTAL ** INJURY FATAL 
UNDER THE 

5 10.2 INFLUENCE 8 5.3 % % 0 

HAD BEEN 
4 8.2 DRINKING 12 8.1 % % 0 CI 

to 

ALL DRINKERS 20 13.4 % 9 18.4 % 0 % 

~PER CAPITA 
276.8 124.6 RATE 

. PERCENTAGE OF 
.4 % 'COUNTY TOTAL .4 % --- % 

• Accident and victim percentages are computed [1 10m totaZ cases where causes are k.noLm 
to the police. 

** Totals include property damage accidents~ and shouZd be vie1JJed with the reservation 
that rrany such accidents are not reported. 
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TRAFFIC ACCIDENT PROFILE ,. MONTE SERENO 

19 77 

POPULATION,~3_24_0 __ _ 

.2 % OF COUNTY POPULATION 

ACCIIDITS * - TOTAL 19 INJURY 11 ----- -----
CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS __ 2 __ 

CHANGE FROM 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

-33.3 % 

61.7 

.08 % 

% 

.VICTIMS • 
TOTAL,_.::...19~ __ 

CAUSED BY 
DRUNK DRIVERS 1 

..-.;;;.--

FERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

DRIVERS ,-

5.3 % 

.05 

TOTAL 37 ** 
UNDER THE 

INFLUENCE 2 ---
HAD BEEN 

DRINKING 3 ---
ALL DRINKERS 5 

PER CAPITA 
RATE 

---

PERCENTAGE OF 
COUNTY TOTAL 

154.3 

1.1 % 

% 

(1/ 
/Q 

% 

1 9.1 % 

% 

30.8 

.08 % 

INJURY 19 -....;:;.:;..---
5.3 % 

.06 

INJURY 18 -----
1 5.5 % 

1 5.5 ct 
.~ 

2 11.1 % ---
61.7 

.09 % 

FATAL __ O __ _ 

o % 

% 

--- % 

FATAL 0 ---,----
o % 

FATAL 0 -----
o % 

o 

o % 

% 

.~--------------------------------------
* Accident and victim percentcges are computed from total cases where causes are known 

to the police. 

** Totals inalude property damage accidents~ and should be viewed with the reservation 
that many such accidents are not reported. . 
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APPENDIX liB" 

GRAFtlS 

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS FOR 

~IVING LmER THE INFLUENCE 

1~ -1977 
By EACH J~ISDICTION 
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APPENDIX "c" 

GPArtlS 

MUIDEMEAOOR AARESTSJ TOTAL AcCIDENTS 

AND 

INJURY AcCIDENTS 

CAUSED BY ~lJ.JK ~ IVERS 

1972 - lrrTI 

By EACH J~ISDICTIOO 
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TOTAL MISDEMEM,OR ARRESTS 

FOR DRUNK DRIVING 

H % ~ 
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1201 0 0 

1680 39.9 39.9 

2209 83.9 31.5 

2804 133.5 26.9 

3026 152.0 7.9 

2808 133.,8 -7.2 

'" H 

DRLNK DRIVING 

ARRfSTS AND ~CCInF.Nrs 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 
If % % 

619 0 0 
. 

899 45.2 45.2 

1035 67.2 15.1 

818 32.2 -21.0 

604 -2.4 -26.2 
. 

733 18.4 21.4 

B 

.. 
. 

, 

INJURY ACCIDENTS CAUSErt 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

If % % 

318 0 0 

355 11.6 11.6 

405 27.4 14.1 

479 50.6 18.3 

434 36.5 -9.4 

528 66.0 21.7 
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----1----- ----
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-- ~-- ------
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• 

• 

TG fAL MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 

roR DRUNK DRIVING , % % 

147 0.0 0.0 

157 6.8 6.8 

209 42.4 33.1 

345 1~4.7 65.1 

372 153.1 7.8 

575 291.~ 54.6 

A 

ORLNK DR I V I NG 

ARRESTS AND ACCIDENTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 

BY DRUNK DRIVING 

II % % 

65 0.0 0.0 

84 29.2 29.2 

76 16.9 -9.5 

95 46.2 25.0 

91 40.0 -4.2 

100 53.8 9.9 

B 

. 

INJURY ACCIDENTS CAUSED 

BY DRUNK DRIVING 

* % % 

22 0.0 0.0 

33 50 50 

30 36.4 -9.1 

• 27 22.7 -10.0 

37 68.2 37.0 

39 77.3 5.4 

c 
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, .. 
" 

) 7..2 
, 

173 

·ji4 

0)75 

• 
,-

• 

TOTAL MISDf.1.IF..ANOR ARRESTS 
RDR DRUNX DRIVING 

#I % % 

412 a 0 

434 5.3 5.3 

477 15.8 9.9 

451 9.5 -5.5 

451 9.5 0 

530 28.6 17.5 
4 

A 

DRLNK DRTVING 

ARRESTS AND ACCIDENTS' 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVI~~ _. 
#1 % % 

112 0 0 

127 13.4 13.4 

143 27.7 12.6 
-

133 18.8 -7.0 
1----

128 14.3 -3.8 

165 47.3 29.0 

B 

] 
I 

INJlmy ACCIDENTS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRlVING 

1/ D, 
'~ % 

--. 
46 0 0 

43 -6.5 -6.5 _.,.-

42 -8.7 -8.7 

57 23.9 35.7 

48 4.3 -15.8 

66 43.5 37.5 

c 
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" 

~Jn 

:975 

: J7li 

! el7~' 

• 
" 

• 

mrAL MISm~n:ANOR ARlU:STS 

FOR DRUNK DRIViNG 
#I % % 

172 0 0 

145 -15.7 -15.7 

163 -5.0 12.4 

214 24.4 31.3 

194 12.8 -9.3 

242 40.7 24.7 
--

A 

DPlNt: D/dVING 

1\f.:/~LSl ~ 'ND Ace IDENT') 

ALI. ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

_. --
If % % 

r' 
25 Q 0 

53 112 112 

56 124 5.7 

61 144 8.9 

70 180 14.8 

86 244 22.9 

B 

. 

IN]URY ACCIDENTS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIV1NG 

1/ ~I % 

16 0 0 
, 

16 0 0 --
22 37.5 37.5 

29 81.3 31.8 

36 125 j 24.1 
'-! 

34 112.51 -5.5 , 

c 

, 
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972 

973 

117G 

977 

• 

• 

TOTAL MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 

roR DRUNK DRIVING 

II % % 

78 0 0 
~ 

106 35.9 35.9 

129 65.4 21.7 

153 96.2 18.6 --
128 64.1 -16.3 

-
151 93.6 18.0 

A 

n~~IHK PRrVrN(; 

AW<l" STS AND Ace J DENTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

II % % 

30 0 0 

69 130 130 

63 110 -8.7 

72 140 14.3 

78 169 8.3 

86 186.7 10.3 

R 

. 

INJURY ACCIDENfS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

1# % % 

14 0 0 

26 85.7 85.7 

19 35.7 -26.9 

28 100 47.4 

34 142.9 . 21.4 
I 

33 
I 

135.7 -2.9 I 

c 
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, 
~j72 

" ,/ 

,975 

';76 

? 
" 

• 

----------------------~----------~-------------------

TOTAL MISDa.mANOR ARRt:STS 

FOR DRUNK DRMNG 

H % % 

64' 0 0 

75 17.1 17.1 

64 0 -14.7 

95 48.4 48.4 

180 181.3 89.5 

194 203.( '" 7,8 

A 

" 

DRLNK [)RIVING 

ARRl'ST5 AND Ar:C f DEN rc:; 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 

RY DR~1( DRIVI~ 

* % % 

12 0 0 

28 133 
133 

. 

'-

27 125 -3.5 

35 191.6 29.5 

29 141.6 -17.1 

48 300.0 65.5 

B 

INJURY ACCIDENTS CAUSEn 

BY DRUNK UnrVING 
#I % % 

2 0 0 

5 200 200 

6 200 

~ 8 300 

11 450 37.5 

18 800 125 
~ 

c 
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• 
972 

973 

'175 

(J7u 

1)77 

.-

•• 
," 

-
'. 

," 

• 

TOTAL MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 
FUR DRUNK DRIVING 

N % % 

55 0 0 

62 12.7 12.7 

78 41.8 20.9 

81 47.3 3.8 
-

117 112.7 44.4 

246 3'.7.2 110.3 

A 

ORLNK DRIVING 

ARRESTS AND ACCIDENTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVIM3 
H % % 

23 0 0 

32 39.1 39.1 

27 17.4 -15.6 

15 -34.8 -44.4 

33 43.5 120 

. 

- lOOj 66 187.0 

R 

INJURY ACCIDENl'S CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

1# % % 

5 0 0 

12 140 140 

13 160 8.3 
--

6 20 -53.8 

12 140 100 

31 520 158 

c 
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• 

)975 

• 

• 

TOTAL MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 

RlR DRUNK lJHIVING 
H % % 

120 0 0 
--

111 -7.5 -7.5 
--

156 30.0 40.5 

98 -18.3 -37.2 

82 -31. 7 -16.3 

73 -39.2 -11.0 

A 

DRLNt: ORIVINC, 

ARRESTS AND ACCIDENTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

:--
H ,,-

'0 % 

28 0 0 
-

26 -7.1 -7.1 
. .-

37 32.1 42.3 

21 -25.0 -43.2 

23 -17.8 9.5 

32 14.3 39.1 

B 

. 

INJ~Y ACCID~ITS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIVIr-Ki 

#I % % 

9 0 0 

7 -22.2 -22.2 
f---.- ---' 

15 66.7 114.2 

10 11.1 -33.3 

13 44.4 301.0 

14 55.6 7.7 

c 



• 
f)72 

'174 

'175 

1)77 

• 

• 

TOTAL MISDEMEA.~R ARRESTS 

FOR DRUNK DRIVING 
'N % % 

48 0 0 

85 77.0 77 .0 

79 64.6 -7.0 

115 139.6 45.6 

102 112.5 -11. 3 
---

170 254~2 66.7 . 

A 

1l1~1 ~ n~ I)/' (V I I'll; 

ARP.f.ST~j ANO ACC I DEI'ITS 

ALL ACCIDPNfS CAUSED BY 

BY DRUNK DRIVIl'XJ 

1# % 0, 
'b . 

2 0 0 

12 5~0 500 

18 800 "'0 .. 0 

13 550 27.8 

15 650 15.4 

13 550 -13.3 

B 

INJlffi.Y ACCIDENTS CAUSED 

BY DRUNK DRIVIl\'G 
N \ % 

2 0 0 

6 200 200 

7 250 16.6 

-

5 150 -28.5 

5 150 0 

6 200 20.0 

c 
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• 
1~72 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

• 

• 

mTAL MISDEMEAl\'OR ARRESTS 

FOR DRUNK DRIVING , t t 

A 

ORLNK DRIVING 

ARRESTS AND 1'.,':CIDEhTS 

ALL ACCIDENTS CAUSED BY 
BY DRUNK DRIVING .. "%--, R , 

.~ 

440 0 0 

-
436 .9 .9 

403 -8.4 -~.6 

387 -12.0 39.7 

415 -5.7 7.2 

478 8.6 15.2 

B 

INJURY ACCIDENTS CAUSED 
BY DRUNK DRIVING 

* % % 

183 0 0 

181 -1.1 -1.1 

185 1.1 2.2 

172 -6.0 -7.0 

182 -0.5 5.8 

237 29.5 30.2 

c 
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• 

• 

• 

CITY: 

TEST TYPES: * 

TEST RESULTS: * 

RANGE: * 

SAMPLE SIZE: 

BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

SAN JOSE 

Percent Number 
81 

12 

5 

2 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

% BLOOD 47 

% BREATH 7 

% URINE 3 

% COMBINATION 1 --
.• 01 - .04 o I ~ % (not under the Influence) 

.05 - .09 6 l 10 ~ (no presumpt f on) 

.10 - • 14 7 I 12 1 (under the Influence) 

.15-.19 16 l 28 ~ ( II .. " ) 

.20 - .29 26 l 45 ~ ( II II .. ) 

.30 or more 3 I 5 ~ ( II II II ) 

.19 

.21 

MODE 

MEDIAN 

MEAN 

65 I 10 % 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

D-2 



". BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: SUNNYVALE 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 90 % BLOOD 53 

3 % BREATH 2 

3 % URINE 2 

3 % COMBINATION 2 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .01 - .04 ] / 2 % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 ] £ 2 ~ (no presumpt ton) 

c. .10 - .14 6 £ ]0 ; (under the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 16 £27 % ( .. " .. ) 

• E. .20 - .29 31 £ 53 % ( II II " ) 

F. .30 or more 4 / 7 % ( " II .. ) 'I ~ 

RANGE: * e HODE 

.20 MEDIAN 

.19 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 64 I 100 % 

(* NegatIve results excluded from calculatIons) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-3 



BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: SANTA CLARA 

Percent Number 
TEST TYPES: * 59 % BLOOD 32 

24 % BREATH 13 

13 % URINE 7 

4 % COMBINATION 2 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .01 - .04 1 I 2% (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 4 l 7~ (no presumptIon) 

C. .10 - .1 It 15 l 281 (under the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 . 15 l 28~ ( ., II II ) 

• E. .20 - .29 17 I 31 % ( II II II ) 

F. .30 or more 2 I 4% ( fI II II ) 

RANGE: * 013 HODE 

.17 MEDIAN 

.20 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 62 I 25 % 

(* NegatIve results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-4 



,. 

• BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: PALO ALTO 

Percent Number 
TEST TYPES: * 66 % BLOOD 53 

26 % BREATH 21 

6 % URINE 5 

1 % COMBINATION 1 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .01 - .04 1 I 1 % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 6 l 8~ (no presumption) 

C. .10 - .14 14 I 18% (under the Influence) 

D • • 15 - .19 28 l 35% ( " .. II ) 

• E. .20 - .29 30 l 38% ( " .. II ) 

F. .30 or more 1 I 1% ( II II .. ) 

RANGE: * " HODE 

.18 MEDIAN 

.21 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 86 I 100 % 

(* NegatIve results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-5 



BlOOO ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: MOUNTAIN VIEW 

Percent Number 
TEST TYPES: * ao % BLOOD 52 

17 % BREATH 11 

3 % URINE 2 

fa % COMBINATION ~ 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .01 - .04 g / 3 % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 g l 3 ~ (no presumption) 

c. .10 - .14 9 l 14 ~ (under' the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 Hl l ga !i ( " II " ) 

• E. .20 - .29 -Za.l 43 % ( " " II ) 

F. .30 or more -.-6.../ 91.( II II II ) 

RANGE: * .20 HODE 

=2Q MEDIAN 

.19 MEAN 

SAMPLE Slit:; 70 / 100 % 

(* NegatIve results excluded from calculatIons) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-6 



'. BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: MILPITAS 

Percent Number 
TEST TYPES: * 89 % BLOOD 33 

5 % BREATH 2 

:3 % URINE 1 
3 % COMBINATION 1 

TEST RESULTS: * A • . • 01 - .04 ~ I ~% (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 ] " 3% (no presumptIon) , 

c. .10 - .14 4 I ]]% (under the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 15 l !]~ ( II .. .. ) 

• E. .20 - .29 ]5 l 4]% ( " II II ) . 
F. .30 or more 2 I 5% ( " " .. ) 

RANGE: • ,]9 MODE 

.20 MEDIAN 

.20 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 3Z I ]QO % 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-7 



• BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

C lTV: CAMPBELL 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 84 % BLOOD 27 

16 % BREATH 5 

~ % URINE ~ 

gJ % COMBINATION gJ 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .• 01 - .04 ~ I ~ % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 2 l 6 ~ (no presumptIon) 

C. .10 - .14 8 l 25 ~ (under the 'Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 7 l 22 ~ ( " " II ) 

• E. .20 - .29 13 l 41 % ( II " " ) . 
F. .30 or more 2 I 6 % ( II II .. ) 

RANGE: * .22 MODE 

.19 MEDIAN 

.19 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 35 I 100 % 

(* Negative resul ts excluded from calculatIons) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-8 



- ------------_._-

;e BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: GILROY 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 94 % BLOOD 29 

~ % BREATH " 6 % URINE 2 

~ % COMBINATIDN " 
TEST RESULTS: * A. .• 01 - .04 m / ~% (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 ~ l ] ~~ (no presumption) 

C. .10 - .14 1 l 3% (under the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 13 l 42.1 ( " " II ) 

• E. .20 - .29 J3 l 42% ( " " " ) 

F. .30 or more j / 0% ( II .. II ) 

RANGE: * .18 HODE 

.18 MEDIAN 

.16 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 33 
. 

I 100 % 

(* Negatlv,e results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 
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CITY: 

TEST TYPES: * 

TEST RESULTS: * 

RANGE: .. 

SAMPLE SIZE: 

BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

LOS GATOS 

Percent Number 
61 

29 

6 

4 

A. 

'8. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

.19 

.18 

.2Q 

55 

% BLOOD 32 

% BREATH 15 

% URINE 3 

% COMBINATION, 

.01 - .04 2 I 

.05 - .09 ~ I 

.10 - .14 5 I 

.15 - .19 25 I 

.20 - .29 17 I 

.30 or more 3 I 

I 100 

HODE 

MEDIAN 

MEAN 

% 

4% 

"; 
9% 

49% 

33% 

6% 

2 

(not under the Influence) 

(no presumption) 

(under the Infl uence) 

( II .. II ) 

( .. .. II ) , 

( .. .. .. ) 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

.D-IO 
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BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: LOS ALTOS 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 67 

27 

6 

~ 

TEST RESULTS: * A. , 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

RANGE: .. 

.21 

.20 

SAMPLE SIZE: 15 

% BLOOD to 

% BREATH 4 

% URINE 1 

% COMBINATION @ 

.01 - .04 'I / m % 

.05 - .09 ] l ~ ~ 

.10 - .14 e l .l2 ! 

.15-.19 D l. ~Q ! 

.20 - .29 7 l. 47..1 

.30 or more ] / ~ ! 

/ 

HODE 

MEDIAN 

MEAN 

100 % 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

D-ll 

(not under the i nf! uence) 

(no presumption) 

(under the Influence) 

( It II II ) 

( .. II II ) , 

( II II II ) 



BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: MORGAN HILL 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 69 % BLOOD l' 
]9 % BREATH 3 

12 % URINE 2 

~ % COMBINATION @ 

TEST RESULTS: * A •. .01 - .04 1 I 6 % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 I l ~ ~ (no presumptIon) 

c. .10 - .14 1 l :-6 % (under the Influence) 

D • • 15 - .19 6 l 38 ~ ( " II II ) 

•• E. .20 - .29 8 l 50 % ( II II " ) 

F. .30 or more ~ I ~ ~ ( " II II ) 

RANGE: * .22 HODE 

n 18 HEDIAN 

.15 HEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 16 I 100 % 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
D-12 



i. BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 59 % BLOOD 38 

38 % BREATH 24 

1 % URINE 1 

1 % COMBINATION 1 

TEST RESULTS: * A •.• 01 - .olf 2 I 3 % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 6 l 9 ~ (no presumption) 

C. .10 - • lit 11 l 17~ (under the Influence) 

D. .15 - .19 25 l 39t ( .. .. II ) 

• E. .20 - .29 17 l 27t ( .. II .. ) , 

F. .30 or more 3 I 5 % ( II II II ) 

RANGE: * .18 HODE 

.16 MEDIAN 

.19 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 66 . I 50 % 

(* NegatIve results excluded from calculatIons) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 

• 
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BLOOD ALCOHOL SURVEY 

CITY: CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 

Percent Number 

TEST TYPES: * 76- % BLOOD 48 

21 % BREATH 13 

3 % U~INE 1 

~ % COMBINATION ~ 

TEST RESULTS: * A. .• 01 - .04 ~ / ~ % (not under the Influence) 

B. .05 - .09 5 l 8 ~ (no presumption) 

c. .10 - .14 10 l 16 % (under the Infl uence) 

D. .15 - .19 20 l 32 ~ ( II .. If ) 

• E. .20 - .29 27 l 43 % ( " II " ) 

F. .30 or more " / @ % ( " " .. ) 

RANGE: * .19 MODE 

.18 MEDIAN 

.17 MEAN 

SAMPLE SIZE: 63 / 10 % 

(* Negative results excluded from calculations) 

NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER 1977 
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APPENDIX "E" 

(a.v:>oo IlJt1 OF PRoBLEM STATBfENTS 

AND 

OBJEcTIVES FOR THE ~INKIOO rRlVER PRoGfw.1 

E-l 
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mPfmNSlVE PfmLEM STATOOrrS 

APPROVED 
8-!-?8 

A. 'nle inc:iderx::e of accidents caused by persons di:iving under the influence 
has .increased dramatically during :recent years. 

B. Driving l.11'X3er the infl~ is resronsible for an inc:teasing share of 
total accidents every year, such that the rate of irx:xease for drunk 
driving accidents greatly exceeds that of accidents as a wb:>le. 

Co Fatal accidents caused by drunk drivers have .increased by the greatest 
margin, with injury accidents secarl, and p:roperty aooidents third. 

D. Certain jurisdictions have experienced IrIrll nore significant incJ:eases 
than others, such that particular aI.'eaS ncM exhibit an accident rate 
which significantly excea:1 the oounty-wide average. 

E. Available ev:i.denoe Wicates Ii high rate of repeat offemers in Santa 
Clara County. 

• F 0 All CUip:llSlts of the criminal justice system l'Dl devote nore resources 

• 

to these offenses than any other crlm:s. 

StmslED P~ fOALS 
A. Red1.:a! the :incidence of driving UtXler the influence of alooh:>l. 

Reduce the rlumber- of .automobiZe accidents oauseq by per-sons tb.oiving 
under- the influence of aZco1uit. 

B. Reduce the level of recidivisn ~ dr.ink:i.ng drivers. 

Reduce the number-s of per-sons aITested for seaond and subsequent" 
c'hcatges of driving under- the infiuence of aZcoho~. 

c. Drprove the :t'eSfOl'lSE! of the justice systsn of the crime of driving 
under the inflt:ence of alcx:>lx>l and :tel.ated offenses. 

Reduce costs and incr-ease pr-oductivi~ for- the justice agenaies which 
pr-ocess drinking driver oases • 

E-2 
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APPROVED 
8-2-78 

PlmLEM STATEJt£NTS 
A. M.:rlia. presentatioos to increase cx:mmmi ty awareness are restricted 

to the holiday season and are operated on a ve:ry limited scale 

B.. Based upal national surveys, there is reascn to believe that the 
public does not understand the dr1mk drivjn;J pn::i)lem. 

c. Voluntary educational programs for adults are exl:retely l:iInited. 
'Jbe prcblem of drunk driving represents ally a small part of l¥Elt 
driver education classes, and the quality of :i.nstr\:ctic.n is :i.ncon­
sistant. 

D. Voluntary educational progroams for juveniles are exl:re!nely limited. 
Al tb::Jugh prOOlems of drunk driving are inclu::led in high sclxx>l 
clasE'.es, such programs fo not offer a standardized ci.rriculm of high 
qaality. 

E. Current training programs for crlIninal justice persamel do mt 
inclu1e specialized inst:nx:tion relative to the drinking driver. 

F. Post arrest alternatives available to law enforcEltent am prose 
cution are extrarely limited. 

G.. Post ooovict.icn alt.el:natives available to the courts are ~t 
limited. 

H. Extensive study will be requ:ixed to detennine the effectiveness of 
treatnent and classroan programs in reduct:i.al of recidivism mrong 
drunk drivers. . 

stmslED mECTI\£s 
A. 

B. 

c. 

D • 

E. 

Incl:ease adult awareness and underst.andin] of the drinking driver 
prOOlem. . 

Inc:rease juvenile awareness and underst.andin] of the drinking 
dri\1&' prd>lem. 

Increase nureer of citizens and civic organizatial RUing to t!ke 
action to prevent drunk driving.. . 

litprove recognition and examination of the drinking driVer prcblem 
by public officials and govenment agencies. 

lirprove nul ti ~ ooverage and review of the drinking driver 
problem. 
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PlmLEM STAIDfNfS 

LAW ENRlRCFJIENT 
PfmlDE ANn CRJECfIVfS 

APPROVED 
8-~-78 

A. Several jurisdictions have experienced accidents caused by drunk 
drivers at a rate which significantly exceeds that of the CO\mty 
as a whole. 

B. In certain jurisdictions, periodic changes in arrest and other p0-
lice actions have not prcx:1uced a reduction in accidents caused 
by drunk drivers. 

c. In several jurisdlctions, accidents caused by drunk drivers are 
increasing at a rate which significantly exceeds inc:J:eases in 
arrests for dr~ving under the :influence. 

D. '!here are significant inoonsistancies between the drtmk driver 
arrest rates of different jurlsdictia1s. 

E. Cases of felony drunk driving have increased J'IOJ:e rapidly than 
misderrenaor cases • 

F. '!be nunber of juveniles arrested for driving under the influence is 
increasing at a dranatic rate, despite the absence of specialized 
efforts in this aJ:ea. 

G. Although there are inoonsistancies between agencies, the blood 
alcohol levels of azrested parties are ver:/ high. 

H. ~ nt1Itber of exnbined alCXlhol and drug cases is significant and 
gn:Mi:ng. Deficiencies in evidence have made investigation and pros­
ecution extrerely difficult .. 

I. Evidence illustrates an increasing nmber of drug influence cases 
mistaken as driving uOOer the influence. 

J. OlE to the dercands of citizen calls for seJ:Vice, local law enforce­
m:mt agencies Cb not have personnel sufficient to allow adequate 
patrol ooverage for drinking dri vera. 

K. Current training programs are lacking a coordinated effort to meet 
the needs of cr:ilninal justice agencies responsible for cases of 
drunk driving. 

L. Publicity prograns for prevention of drunk driving. have.been extrenely 
limited • 

M. state and local law enforcem:mt agencies do not have J:e90uroeS 
sufficient to allow vigorous enforcenent of laws which prohibit the 
sale of alcoholic beverages to minors and intoxicated persons. 

E-4 
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APPROVED 
8-4-'/8 

mJECTI\A:S 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H • 

I. 

J. 

Increase a:t'l."ests for drurik driving throughout Santa Clara Com.ty • 
. . 

Expand police coverage of areas with se~ drunk driving prd:>lems. 

Inprove inter-jurisdictional oooperation for enforcenent of laws 
relating to drunk driving. 

Intensify enforo3Ie1lt efforts which relate to juvenile drunk drivers. 

Enhance police abilities to detect and awrehend drivers with noderate 
blood alc::d1ol levels. 

• I 

Develcp new investigative techniqtES for cases of driving under the 
OCIlbined influence of alcoh:>l and drugs. 

Expand and o:x>rdinate relevant training programs for the crim:i.nal 
justice agencies which enforce drinking driver laws. 

Expand local police activities relative to the unlawful sale of alco­
bolic beverages. 

Increase COImIlIl.i ty awareness of the new law enforcetent and prevention 
efforts to OC4lbat drunk driving. 

Coocentrate law enforoem:mt and prevention efforts al the identified 
najor sources of alcohol for drinking dri vera • 



PRElfM STATEmITS 

LAW ENFOIIDBIT tmE 

PlmLE11) AND OOJECTI\£s 

APPROVED 
8-11-'18 

A. Excessive t.ine is required to arrest and process drlmk drivers, thus 
prevent.in:J police officerS fl:an pLU£ipUy :ret;uming to their duties in 
the a::mrunity. 

B. PJ:ooessiIq am blood alcohol testing of drunk drivers by p:>lice agen­
cies have becx:Jre :increasingly expensive f1..mctions. 

C. As the majority of drunk driviD;r arrests are processed at one location, 
the concentration of volme has pt'Odu:led severe overcrowding and lengthy 
backlogs. 

DOl Santa Clara Cotmty does rx:rl: p:>SsesS the equ:iptent ard technology needed 
to decentralize blood alcohol testing. 

E. Because of the limitatl.oos of cur.rent test.in:J px:ooedures, several law 
enforoestent ~ies are Unable to ascertain ~ influence in conjunc­

. . t:i.cn with alCXllx>l. 

• F. LaOOrab::n:y analysis of blcx:d alcxilol tests has becx:rre an increasingly 

• 

expensive· functions. 

G. '!he Laboratory of Cr:ilninalistics has .limited ~ilities to perform analy­
sis of certain d:J:ugs which a...-e ccrmonly cari:>ined with alooool. 

SLr,(BlFJ) CMCTI\fS 
A. Redt.x!e the t:iIre required to process an ar.rest for drunk driviD;J am 

ensure that arresting officers are returned to duty as quickly as 
possible. 

B. liIprove the efficiencY· and reduce tba costs of blood alCXlb:l1 testing 
. . by law enforcenent agencies. . 

C. Drprove the efficiency and redooe the oosts of blood alCXlhoI analysis 
by the Laboratory of crlm:inalistics. 

-
D. Expand testing to enable law enforoem:nt agenciE$.to collect ~ 

for ccrtbined drug and alooool. influence. 

E. Enhance the ability of the Laboratory of Criminalistics to analyze 
evidence of oati:>ined drug and alcohol influeooe. 

F. ~q;> alternatives which will alleviate unnecessary pressure upon 
jail facilities. 

G. Create awropriate faci)ities for ~smg, bcddng, am housin; of 
ferSOIlS arrested for dri.mk driving. 
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COURT fffffi 
PJlElflIS AND CBJECTlVES 

APPROVED 
8-17-'18 

PlmLEM STAlMNTS 
A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

IJhe substantial am increasing volure of dnmk drivj,ng am related 
cases Wicates a need to improve calendar mana~t in all-eourts. 

Policies am procedures for disposition of drunk driv:in:r cases in 
the Immicipal oourts are unique to each ju:1icial district. 

Sentencing practices are rx>t unifonn, as policies relative to fines, 
jail and prcbat.i.oo are detennined by each jtrlge. 

Ju:iges currently have few altematives to cx:mventional sentencing 
for first offenders. 

Drunk drivers are beoaning an increasing burden up::m prc.batial ser­
vices, as both adult and juvenile caseload grows each year. 

Trials and rrotions in drinking driver cases have resu1. ted in court 
~ances by increasing nmDers of police personnel and 1TSIbers of 
the public • 

Policies and procedures which gove.m ~ pretrial release of persons 
arrested for drunk driVing and related offenses a:re mt oonsistant 
fran one jurisdlction i;O arx>ther. 

H. Many warrants are outstanding for drunk drivinJ; S'lrll that fines and 
bail ~llectively represent a substantial loss in revenue for local. 
governrrent. 

SlmSTED C&ECfI\fS 
A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

Develop nore efficient and cost effective procedures for managerent and 
calendaring of drinking driver cases in all MLnicipal Courts. 

Design unifonn policies and procedures for the expedi't:W.qs. di~sition 
of drinking driver cases. 

Ericourage tmifonn sentencing p:>licies and ocmnitIrent procedures for 
deferrlanta convicted of drtmk driving am related offenses. 

Create new sentenc.ing options for both Superior and Mlmicipal Courts. 

Assist the Mult and Juvenile Probatioo DepartIrents to inprove the 
se:rvices which they provide to the courts • 

Inprove procedures for nanagamt of both police and citizen witnesses 
in drinking driver cases. 

Create unifonn policies and procedures for pretriiU release of persons 
arrested for drunk driving. 



; • H. l'nprove service of warrants issued for dnmk driving and related 
offenses. 

I. Ieiuce the rate of defendants who fail to pay fines • 

• 

• 
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_____________________________________________ m_~_, ____ __ 

PJrBLEM STAIDENTS 

PJmEClITIOO tffffi 
PfmIDE AND OOJECTIVES 

APPROVED 
8-1'1-78 

A. Due to deficiencies in evidence, the District Attomey is unable to 
secure cxnvictions in a substantial nutber of drunk driving Cases. 

B. Mljor deficiencies in cases presented by the prosecution result frtl'll 
inadequate training and preparation~ insufficient ph;ysica1 or labor­
atory evidence; and difficulties in proving the relationship between 
chemi.cal tests and driving inpairrrent. 

c. High '\r"Olure and the danarrls of other cases have prevented deputy dis­
trict attorneys and police officers fran effectively coordinating 
their efforts to ptosecute drunk driving cases. 

D. camined infll.E1ce cases pose a variety of unique prOOlertS for the 
prosecution which make convictions ext::rarely difficult. 

E. If there is a substantial increase in the volurre of misdareanor drunk 
driving cases, the Office of the District Attomey may be unable to 
mrlntain its present standards of prosecution with existing staff 
levels. 

stmslED C&ECTI\B 
A. Increase the rate of convictions :in both fe1cny am m:i.sdareanor prose­

cutions for drunk driving. 

B.. liTprove testirrony, physical evidence and laboratOl:Y analysis which are 
presented by the prosecution in trials for driving tmder the infloence • 

. c. liTprove coordination with law enforcerent agencies oonreming the pros­
ecution of drmk drivers and related offenders. 

D. ~lop new techniques and pJ:OCedures to jnprove prosecution for cx:xn­
bined influence cases. 

E. Provide new nechanisrrs .nch will assist the District Attorney to prose­
cute the :i.ncreas.d:ng 'VOlurre of drinking driver offenses • 




