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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals held that a bicycle qualifies as a "vehicle" under the

District's DUI statute. The court affirmed Baker N. Everton's conviction for operating a vehicle under

the influence of alcohol, concluding that riding an intoxicated bicycle on a public street constituted
operating a vehicle under D.C. Code § 50-2201.05.
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1. Whether a bicycle is a vehicle under D.C. Code § 50-2201.05, such that riding a bicycle while under the

influence of alcohol violates the District of Columbia DUI statute.

HOLDINGS

1. A bicycle is a vehicle for purposes of D.C. Code § 50-2201.05, and operating a bicycle while under the

influence of alcohol violates the statute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the Act's clear and unambiguous language defining "vehicle," a bicycle is a "vehicle," as it is an

"appliance" consisting of a metal frame mounted on two "wheels" that can move over a "highway."” (597)

“Giving effect to the clear statutory language of the Traffic Act, and consistently with its purpose, we
conclude that a bicycle is a "vehicle" for purposes of the DUI statute of the District of Columbia.” (598)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Police officers encountered Everton intoxicated on a sidewalk, observing a strong odor of alcohol, bloodshot and
watery eyes, slurred speech, unsteadiness, and difficulty standing. Despite repeated warnings not to ride, Everton
rode his bicycle across a public street, nearly striking a child, and then fell from the bicycle. He was arrested and
convicted for operating a vehicle under the influence of alcohol; he did not challenge the trial court's factual
finding that he was intoxicated.
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