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Date: June 8, 2009 
 
Re: Policy Recommendations Concerning Vehicle Tows and Impoundments 
 
 
 This memorandum presents several recommendations concerning the San Francisco 
Police Department’s (“SFPD”) vehicle towing and impoundment policies.   
  

Currently, SFPD General Order 9.06 requires mandatory towing of vehicles driven by a 
driver without a valid driver’s license, which often results in the impounding of vehicles for 
thirty days.  The resulting impoundment fees can accumulate to several thousand dollars, which 
in many cases exceed the value of vehicle.  Impoundment thus can effectively constitute a civil 
forfeiture, permanently depriving the owner of his or her vehicle when someone is found to be 
driving the vehicle without a valid license.  In addition to exorbitant towing and impoundment 
fees, vehicle owners are deprived of their cars during the impoundment period, which can 
prevent the owners from commuting to work, taking their children to school or doing any of 
other tasks for which a car has become essential in today’s society.  For individuals forced to live 
in their cars, impoundment can mean the loss of their home and all their possessions. 

 
SFPD’s policy has had a particularly harsh impact on poor and immigrant residents in 

San Francisco who are either unable to afford the costs of a valid California driver’s license or 
cannot obtain a California license under California law, which requires proof of legal 
immigration status.  Additionally, SFPD has engaged in heightened traffic enforcement in 
communities in which predominately poor and minority residents reside, such as the Tenderloin, 
Mission, and Bayview districts, resulting in an increased likelihood that these communities will 
be subject to impoundments under SFPD’s current policies.   Numerous complaints have been 
reported to the SFPD and/or are pending with the Office of Citizen Complaints (“OCC”) 
regarding the impact of the SFPD impoundment policy on immigrant residents.  For example, in 
one case, an immigrant resident, who has a valid Oregon driver’s license, had his car impounded 
                                                            
1 The San Francisco Immigrant Rights Defense Committee is a growing alliance of immigrant rights advocates, labor groups, 
faith leaders, youth advocates, and LGBT activists.  The Committee includes the African Immigrant and Refugee Resource 
Center, ALDI, American Immigration Lawyers Association of Northern California, Arab Resource and Organizing Center, Asian 
Law Caucus, Asian Youth Advocacy Network, Bay Area Immigrant Rights Coalition, Central American Resource Center, 
Chinese for Affirmative Action, Communities United Against Violence, Dolores Street Community Services, EBASE, Global 
Exchange, H.O.M.E.Y., Filipino Community Center, Immigrant Legal Resource Center, Instituto Familiar de la Raza, La Raza 
Centro Legal, La Voz Latina, Legal Services for Children, Mission Neighborhood Health Center, Movement for Unconditional 
Amnesty, Mujeres Unidas y Activas, National Lawyers Guild--San Francisco Chapter, PODER, POWER, Pride at Work, SF 
Immigrant Legal & Education Network, SF Labor Council, SFOP, St. Peter’s Housing, Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Worker 
Immigrant Rights Coalition, and Young Workers United. 
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by SFPD for driving without a valid California license after he called SFPD for assistance when 
a fire truck struck his vehicle, even though his vehicle was still fully operable.  Other complaints 
from residents include licensed Latino drivers who were pulled over by SFPD officers solely to 
determine if they had a valid license.   

 
The following policy proposals will address a number of the concerns that have been 

raised by community members while remaining consistent with the California Vehicle Code and 
California and federal case law.   

 
1. Amend SFPD General Order 9.06 to reflect that the decision to either impound or 

store a vehicle may only be made when the vehicle presents a traffic or public safety 
concern.   
 
In exercising its discretion to impound or store vehicles, SFPD is at all times constrained 

by the Fourth Amendment’s prohibition on unreasonable seizures.  A seizure conducted without 
a warrant – such as impounding a vehicle for unlicensed driving – is “per se unreasonable under 
the Fourth Amendment – subject only to a few specifically established and well delineated 
exceptions.”  Minnesota v. Dickerson, 508 U.S. 366, 372 (1993) (internal quotation marks and 
citations omitted).  With regard to vehicle impoundment, the Ninth Circuit has recognized that 
the only applicable exception is the “community caretaking doctrine,” which “allows the police 
to impound where necessary to ensure that the location or operation of vehicles does not 
jeopardize the public safety.”  Miranda v. City of Cornelius, 429 F.3d 858, 860 (9th Cir. 2005); 
see also United States v. Caseres, 533 F.3d 1064, 1074 (9th Cir. 2008) (holding that a vehicle 
can be impounded under Cal. Veh. Code § 22651 “only if impoundment serves some 
‘community caretaking function.’ ”).  

 
Under the community caretaking doctrine, the police may impound a vehicle where the 

vehicle presents a traffic or public safety concern, and the driver cannot lawfully operate the 
vehicle to move it to a safe location.  Miranda, 429 F.3d at 865.  However, a driver’s lack of a 
valid license is not sufficient by itself to justify impoundment absent traffic or public safety 
concerns.  Id.; Caseres, 533 F.3d at 1075; United States v. Duguay, 93 F.3d 346, 353 (7th Cir. 
1996).  Miranda held that “the deterrence rationale is incompatible with the principles of the 
community caretaking doctrine. Unlike in civil forfeitures, where the seizure of property 
penalizes someone who has been convicted of a crime, the purpose of the community caretaking 
function is to remove vehicles that are presently impeding traffic or creating a hazard.  The need 
to deter a driver's unlawful conduct is by itself insufficient to justify a tow under the ‘caretaker’ 
rationale.”  429 F.3d at 866.     

 
“Whether an impoundment is warranted under this community caretaking doctrine 

depends on the location of the vehicle and the police officers’ duty to prevent it from creating a 
hazard to other drivers or being a target for vandalism or theft.”  Id. at 1074.  In evaluating 
whether an impoundment satisfied the community caretaking doctrine, courts have looked to 
several factors including whether the vehicle obstructs traffic, the type of neighborhood in which 
the vehicle is parked, the vicinity of the vehicle to the driver’s home, whether there is a properly 
licensed individual available who can lawfully operate the vehicle and whether the vehicle is 
likely to be subject to vandalism.  See id. at 866 (emphasis added); Caseres, 533 F.3d at 1075; 
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Duguay, 93 F.3d at 353; United States v. Squires, 456 F.2d 967, 970 (2d Cir. 1972); People v. 
Williams, 145 Cal. App. 4th 756, 762-63 (Cal. App. 2006).   

 
SFPD’s mandatory impoundment policy is contrary to this clearly established case law, 

and places it at risk of liability for violating federal and state law and of investigation by the 
Attorney General of California.  In a recent investigation of the City of Maywood, the Attorney 
General concluded that Maywood had engaged in a pattern or practice of impounding vehicles in 
violation of the Fourth Amendment because the impoundments failed to satisfy the community 
caretaking doctrine.  See Exhibit 1, IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION OF THE CITY OF 
MAYWOOD POLICE DEPARTMENT 15-17, available at, http://ag.ca.gov/cms_attachments/press/ 
pdfs/n1722_maywoodreport.pdf (attached).  The Attorney General observed that “it is standard 
police practice for the citing officer to articulate, in the towing and impound documents, the 
circumstances that led the officer to believe that the impoundment of the vehicle was necessary,” 
but that Maywood’s records “revealed a glaring lack of documentation as to its officers’ rationale 
for impounding the vehicles that they seized, as opposed to allowing the vehicles to remain 
safely parked or to be driven away by a licensed driver.”  Id. at 16.  We are concerned that SFPD 
– like Maywood – currently impounds vehicles in circumstances in which there are no significant 
traffic or safety concerns that satisfy the community caretaking doctrine.   

 
In order to ensure that vehicle seizures comply with the Fourth Amendment, SFPD 

should adopt a policy that it will only store or impound where the vehicle presents a traffic 
hazard, and the driver cannot arrange its release to a properly licensed driver.  Such a policy is 
consistent with SFPD's approach to vehicle seizures where the driver is arrested.  See SFPD 
General Order 9.06(II)(A)(1)(d). 

 
2. Amend SFPD General Order 9.06 to reflect that vehicle tows are not mandatory. 

 
Under the California Vehicle Code, an officer may have discretion, but is certainly not 

mandated, to tow a vehicle where a driver operates a vehicle without a proper license and the 
vehicle presents a public safety concern.  As such, we ask that SFPD General Order 9.06 be 
amended to clarify that officers are not mandated to tow the vehicles of unlicensed drivers.   

 
SFPD General Order 9.06(II)(A)(2) currently provides in relevant part: 
 
MANDATORY CIRCUMSTANCES.  It is the policy of the Department that 
officers shall tow any vehicle being driven by a person who has had his/her driver 
license suspended or revoked, or by a person who has never been issued a driver 
license.       
 
Section 22651 of the California Vehicle Code provides that a peace officer “may remove 

a vehicle” when the officer cites the driver “for a violation of Section 12500, 14601, 14601.1, 
14601.2, 14601.3, 14601.4, 14601.5, or 14604 and the vehicle is not impounded pursuant to 
Section 22655.5”2 (emphasis added).  Thus, removal of a vehicle under Section 22651 is not 

 
2 Section 12500 prohibits driving without a valid license.  See Cal. Veh. Code § 12500(a) (“A person may not drive 
a motor vehicle upon a highway, unless the person then holds a valid driver's license issued under this code, except 
those persons who are expressly exempted under this code.”).  Sections 14601, 14601.1, 14601.2, 14601.3, 14601.4, 
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mandatory, but rather an officer has the discretion to decide whether to remove a vehicle.  See 
Posey v. California, 180 Cal. App. 3d 836, 850 (Cal. App. 1986) (“[W]e find the conclusion 
inescapable that the inspection and removal [under Section 22651] are acts discretionary in 
nature.  The meaning of the word ‘may’ in the statute is plain.  It affords the CHP officer the 
permissive authority, not an obligatory duty, to remove a vehicle.”); Bonds v. Cal. ex rel. Cal. 
Highway Patrol, 138 Cal. App. 3d 314, 321 (Cal. App. 1982).   

 
Likewise, the authority to impound a vehicle pursuant to Section 14602.6 of the 

California Vehicle Code is also discretionary.  Relying both on legislative history and public 
policy concerns, the Court of Appeal in California Highway Patrol v. Superior Court found that 
the legislature had not intended for vehicle impoundment to be mandatory.  162 Cal. App. 4th 
1144 (Cal. App. 2008).  The court also noted that “[o]ne cannot overstate the logistical 
difficulties that would ensue if all California police officers arresting an individual for driving 
with a suspended or revoked license were required to impound that individual’s vehicle for 30 
days. . . . It is unclear whether towing facilities would have the capacity to impound the 
substantial number of vehicles affected by a mandatory regulation, let alone for a period of 30 
days.”  Id. at 1154 (internal citation omitted).   

 
SFPD’s current practice of mandatory vehicle impoundments for driving without a valid 

California license should be revised because under California law, impoundment is not 
mandatory.  In addition, SFPD current policy should be changed because it has a 
disproportionately adverse impact on low-income and immigrant residents.  SFPD should amend 
its current policy, in accordance with the California Vehicle Code and California law, to make 
clear that the decision to tow a vehicle is discretionary.   

 
3. The Vehicle Code authorizes vehicle impoundments for thirty days only for serious 

driving violations, and not for circumstances in which a driver has an invalid 
foreign license or an expired license. 

 
Based on reports from community members, it appears that the SFPD has been 

impounding vehicles for thirty days when the driver of a vehicle was driving with a foreign or 
out of state license (e.g., Oregon license, license from a foreign country) or an expired license 
and the vehicle does not present a public safety concern.  However, Section 14602.6 of the 
California Vehicle Code provides the exclusive authority to impound a vehicle for thirty days, 
and under this section, a vehicle may be impounded under only very limited circumstances, 
which do not include a driver who has been issued an out of state or foreign driver’s license.     

 
 Section 14602.6 provides:  

 
Whenever a peace officer determines that a person was driving a vehicle while his 
or her driving privilege was suspended or revoked, driving a vehicle while his or 
her driving privilege is restricted pursuant to Section 13352 or 23575 and the 

 
and 14601.5 prohibit driving on a suspended, revoked or restricted license under various circumstances.  Section 
14604 prohibits a vehicle owner from allowing a driver to operate the vehicle who the owner knows to be 
unlicensed.  Section 22655.5 provides for the removal of a vehicle used in the commission of crime, is itself 
evidence that a crime has been committed, or contains evidence that a crime has been committed.   
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vehicle is not equipped with a functioning, certified interlock device, or driving a 
vehicle without ever having been issued a driver’s license, the peace officer may 
either immediately arrest that person and cause the removal and seizure of that 
vehicle or, if the vehicle is involved in a traffic collision, cause the removal and 
seizure of the vehicle without the necessity of arresting the person in accordance 
with Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 22650) of Division 11. A vehicle so 
impounded shall be impounded for 30 days. 

 
By the plain language of the statute, if a driver was ever issued a driver’s license, Section 

14602.6 does not apply.  The term “driver’s license” in Section 14602.6 refers to licenses issued 
by either California or a foreign jurisdiction.  The California Vehicle Code defines “driver’s 
license” as “a valid license to drive the type of motor vehicle or combination of vehicles for 
which a person is licensed under this code or by a foreign jurisdiction.”  Cal. Veh. Code § 310 
(emphasis added).  Accordingly, the phrase “without ever having been issued a driver’s license” 
in 14602.6 means that the driver had never been licensed “under this code” or “by a foreign 
jurisdiction.”  As a result, Section 14602.6 does not permit impounding a vehicle for thirty days 
if a driver has ever been issued a driver’s license, including an out of state or foreign driver’s 
license. 
 
 Likewise, the General Order should reflect the fact that Section 14602.6 does not apply to 
expired licenses.  The terms “revoked” or “suspended” in 14602.6 cannot be read to cover 
driving with an expired license.  Suspension and revocation of a driver’s license are punishments 
imposed for serious criminal offenses.  The offenses for which suspension and revocation can be 
imposed are listed in a separate chapter of the Vehicle Code entitled “Suspension or Revocation 
of Licenses” and include such crimes as vehicular homicide, assault or driving under the 
influence, “road rage,” or engaging in a speed contest.  See Cal. Veh. Code §§ 13200, 13201, 
13350, 13351, 13351.8, 13352.  By contrast, the “expiration” of a driver’s license is not punitive 
in nature.  The Vehicle Code provides that – in most cases – a driver’s license expires 
automatically every six years.  Cal. Veh. Code 13002(a).   
 
 Therefore, SFPD should clarify its General Order to inform officers that the Vehicle 
Code authorizes impoundment for thirty days only for the serious offenses listed in Section 
14602.6 when the vehicle also presents a public safety concern.  
 

4. Clarify that vehicles may not be stopped for the sole reason of determining whether 
the driver is properly licensed. 

 
SFPD should adopt clear policies that prohibit stopping a vehicle on the mere suspicion 

that the driver is unlicensed, arresting a driver for unlicensed driving or conducting checkpoints 
solely to identify unlicensed drivers.  Such practices violate California law, disproportionately 
impact poor and minority members of our community, and can lead to discriminatory, pretextual 
stops. 
 

The Vehicle Code prohibits both stopping a vehicle and arresting a driver merely because 
the officer believes the driver is unlicensed.  Vehicle Code Section 14607.6(b) prohibits officers 
from stopping a vehicle “for the sole reason of determining whether the driver is properly 
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licensed.”  Likewise, Vehicle Code Section 12801.5(e) provides that “a peace officer may not 
detain or arrest a person solely on the belief that the person is an unlicensed driver, unless the 
officer has reasonable cause to believe the person driving is under the age of 16 years.”  Section 
12801.5(e) “prohibits arresting someone solely for being an unlicensed driver.”  Bingham v. City 
of Manhattan Beach, 341 F.3d 939, 950 (9th Cir. 2003).   

 
SFPD should ensure compliance with these laws by clearly prohibiting its officers from 

stopping vehicles for the sole reason of determining whether the driver is properly licensed or 
conducting checkpoints solely to find unlicensed drivers.  Additionally, SFPD should require that 
its officers articulate with sufficient detail in their reports the facts supporting reasonable 
suspicion for a vehicle stop, as well as maintain adequate racial and ethnic data for each vehicle 
stop.    

 
Moreover, SFPD should remove the traffic enforcement strategy from the Violence 

Reduction Program.  Aggressive traffic enforcement, which has included pulling over drivers to 
determine if they have a license, has had a disparate impact on communities of color who reside 
in the zones of enforcement (e.g., the Tenderloin, Bayview, and Mission districts), and is not 
related to the reduction of violence in communities.   Moreover, aggressive traffic enforcement 
for minor matters, such as driving without a license, strains the relationship between residents 
and SFPD; and thereby, reduces the likelihood that residents who are witnesses or victims of 
crime will come forward to report crimes or cooperate with investigations. 
 

5. Create practical alternatives to vehicle impoundment. 
 

In addition to ensuring its compliance with state and federal law, when a vehicle must be 
taken into custody pursuant to state law, SFPD should adopt the following polices to alleviate the 
unnecessarily harsh burdens of vehicle impoundments on community members.   

 
A. Allow an opportunity for a licensed driver to take possession of vehicle. 

 
If a properly licensed driver is present or can be summoned promptly, allow the licensed 

driver to remove the vehicle to a place of safety. 
 
SFPD currently allows a twenty minute waiting period for the owner of a vehicle to 

retrieve the vehicle in other situations.  As set forth in SFPD General Order 9.06(II)(B)(2), when 
a stolen vehicle is recovered, SFPD’s policy is to attempt to contact the registered owner of the 
vehicle, and wait by the vehicle for twenty minutes to allow the owner to pick up the car.  
Moreover, pursuant to SFPD General Order 9.06(III)(D), in the event that the operator of a 
vehicle which is being towed arrives after a tow truck has made the hookup, but before the towed 
vehicle has entered the flow of traffic, the vehicle shall be returned to the operator at no charge. 

 
The City of Maywood has already passed a resolution in response to numerous 

complaints involving discriminatory practices.  See Exhibit 2 (attached).  Pursuant to this 
resolution, officers cannot impound a vehicle if the driver can independently secure the prompt 
removal of the vehicle to a secure area.   
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We ask that this same practice be applied to situations in which an officer decides to 
either store or impound a vehicle and that the SFPD General Order be amended accordingly.  

  
B. If a properly licensed driver cannot be located to take possession of the vehicle, 

allow the vehicle’s driver to either have the vehicle towed to a safe location or 
leave the vehicle in a location that does not present a public safety concern.   

 
If a properly licensed driver cannot be located, allow the driver to have the vehicle towed 

to the vehicle owner’s home or other safe location at the owner’s expense.  Such a policy is 
consistent with the community caretaking doctrine and would avoid the significant time, expense 
and hassle of retrieving a vehicle from a storage lot.  

 
C. Store a vehicle rather than impounding it.   

 
In the event that an SFPD officer decides to use his or her discretion to remove a vehicle 

because of a public safety concern, the officer should have the vehicle temporarily stored rather 
than impounded.  Temporarily storing the vehicle, rather than officially impounding it, would 
significantly reduce the adverse consequences resulting from SFPD’s current practice.  
Currently, low-income residents whose vehicles have been impounded by SFPD have had to pay 
thousands of dollars in fees, which sometimes surpass the value of the vehicle and, as a result, 
have led to forfeiture of the vehicle and subsequent loss of employment. 

 
Unlike Section 14602.6 of the California Vehicle Code, a vehicle stored pursuant to 

22651(p) of the Vehicle Code is not required to be held for any statutorily specified amount of 
time.  Instead, a stored vehicle is available for immediate release “upon presentation of the 
registered owner’s or his or her agent’s currently valid driver's license to operate the vehicle and 
proof of current vehicle registration, or upon order of a court.”  Cal. Veh. Code § 22651(p).  For 
example, in Cal. Highway Patrol v. Sup. Ct., the police marked the driver’s “car as ‘stored’ (as 
opposed to ‘impounded’)” and allowed the driver’s mother to retrieve the vehicle that same day.  
162 Cal. App. 4th at 1149.   

 
Accordingly, in the limited circumstances in which an officer determines that removal of 

a vehicle is warranted for public safety reasons, SFPD policy should require the officer to store 
the vehicle pursuant to Section 22651, rather than impounding the vehicle pursuant to Section 
14602.6.  Impoundment should be reserved for serious violations per Section 14602.6. 

  
D.  If a vehicle may be subject to vandalism, allow the vehicle owner to sign a 

waiver releasing SFPD from any liability.   
 

If a properly licensed driver cannot be located and the officer is concerned that the 
vehicle may be subject to vandalism, allow the vehicle owner to sign a waiver releasing SFPD 
from any liability should the vehicle be vandalized.   

 
SFPD cannot be held liable for vandalism to vehicles that SFPD determines in its 

discretion not to impound.  California Highway Patrol v. Superior Court holds that an officer 
cannot be held liable for damage later caused by a car the officer decides not to impound because 
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Section 14602.6 does not mandate the impoundment of a car driven by an unlicensed driver.  162 
Cal. App. 4th at 1144.  Likewise, SFPD is under no constitutional obligation to ensure the safe-
keeping of cars it decides not to impound.  Deshaney v. Winnebago County Dep't of Social 
Services, 489 U.S. 189, 195-97 (1989) (holding that because “the Due Process Clause does not 
require the State to provide its citizens with particular protective services, it follows that the State 
cannot be held liable under the Clause for injuries that could have been averted had it chosen to 
provide them.”).  Accordingly, SFPD is not at risk of being held liable for vandalism to a car that 
it determines in its discretion not to impound. 

  
However, if SFPD remains concerned about exposure to liability for vandalism, SFPD 

should allow the vehicle owner to sign a waiver releasing SFPD from any liability should the 
vehicle be vandalized, rather than impounding the car to prevent the possibility of vandalism.  
There is little reason to impound a vehicle to protect it from vandalism if the vehicle’s owner is 
willing to sign a waiver releasing SFPD from any liability.  A waiver would save the officer the 
time and effort of arranging the towing of the vehicle, and save the vehicle owner the significant 
expense of storage or impoundment.  This is especially true since the cost of impoundment more 
often than not is greater than the cost of repairs for vandalism.   
 

6. Broaden factors allowing for mitigation of consequences of vehicle impoundments. 
 

If SFPD does impound a vehicle in a situation where it is required by state law, SFPD 
should allow the fees to be waived or significantly reduced where the driver can demonstrate 
financial hardship.  This would reduce the harm caused by the vehicle impoundment on low-
income residents who simply cannot afford to pay the substantial impoundment fees that in some 
cases can amount to thousands of dollars. 
 

Under Section 14602.6(b) of the California Vehicle Code, the registered and legal owner 
of a seized vehicle “shall be provided the opportunity for a storage hearing to determine the 
validity of, or consider any mitigating circumstances attendant to, the storage.”  Cal. Veh. Code § 
14602.6(b).  Although Section 14602.6 enumerates a number of reasons for early release of an 
impounded vehicle, courts have held that this list is not exhaustive and have allowed mitigating 
circumstances in storage hearings for reasons not enumerated under Sections 14602.6 and 
14607.6.  See Smith v. Santa Rosa Police Dep’t, 97 Cal. App. 4th 546 (Cal. App. 2002); People 
v. One, 1986 Cadillac Deville, 70 Cal. App. 4th 157, 159 (Cal. App. 1999).  In Smith, the owner 
of a vehicle challenged a thirty-day impoundment of his vehicle by arguing that he did not know 
his grandson’s driver’s license had been suspended and that the impoundment fees for the 
vehicle exceeded the value of the vehicle.  During the storage hearing, the officer denied Smith’s 
request to release his vehicle because Smith did not make a reasonable effort to determine 
whether his grandson had a valid license.  See id.  On appeal, the court ruled in favor of Smith, 
reasoning that considerations outside those listed in Section 14602.6 could constitute a 
mitigating circumstance by reviewing the impoundment statutory scheme through the companion 
statutes of 14602.6.  See id. at 567-68.  The court also took into consideration that “[i]n this case, 
given the value of the vehicle and the costs of storage, application of the thirty-day storage 
period of section 14602.6 effects a forfeiture of the vehicle in circumstances where the registered 
owner did not know the license of the driver to whom he loaned his car had been suspended.”  
Id. at 568 (emphasis added).  Thus, the court in Smith interpreted “mitigating circumstances” in a 
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storage hearing to include the effect of forfeiture on the owner of a vehicle when the cost of 
storage exceeds the value of the vehicle.    

 
Another mitigating factor that should be considered is whether “there is a community 

property interest in the vehicle . . . and the vehicle is the only vehicle available to the driver’s 
immediate family,” as provided under Section 14607.6 .  See Cal. Veh. Code § 14607.6(d)(2).  
Thus, in addition to considering whether the impoundment constitutes a forfeiture of the vehicle, 
the impact of impoundment on a family should be considered, and a vehicle should be released if 
it is the only vehicle available to a driver’s immediate family. 
 

 


















































































