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Background 
To increase the uptake of alcohol interlocks, Ministry of Transport is currently considering 

four policy options and has carried a cost benefit analysis. This brief report reviews the cost 

benefit analysis. 

Cost benefit analysis 
I find the analysis thorough and comprehensive. I have no major issues to raise. I have 

some relatively minor issues but these are unlikely to change the conclusions. 

Participation in AIP 
The effect of alcohol interlock occurs when it is fitted on the vehicle and stops the drunk 

driver from driving. The uptake rate of AIP is defined as the proportion of eligible offenders 

who participate in AIP. This caused me some confusion. I thought one could participate in 

the programme only when interlock was fitted in the vehicle. It would help if  what is meant 

by “participation” was more clearly explained.  

The Problem and potential benefits 
The problem is well defined. Drink driving has high risk of crashes and the report estimates 

that it is a contributing factor for about 20% of the total social cost of all injury crashes per 

year, amounting to about $495 million per year. In addition there are non-injury crashes, 

social cost of which is estimated to be about 10.5% of social cost of injury crashes due to 

drink driving.. 

The main purpose of this exercise is to reduce the social costs of crashes caused by drink 

driving. So the benefit is the expected reduction in social cost of crashes (injury as well as 

non-injury). 

Downward trend 

To ensure the analysis does not overstate safety benefits, conservative estimates have been 

chosen at a few places in the report. One important assumption made is that the current 

downward trend of crashes will continue. The downward trend does not happen by itself. It is 



the effect of additional and more efficient use of resources over time. By assuming the 

downward trend, there is a risk of understating the potential benefits.  

Both alcohol and drug contributing factors 

Another area where a conservative estimate has been made is excluding social cost of 

crashes where both alcohol and drugs were contributing factors. It is argued that since low 

level of alcohol and some drugs can cause high risk, inclusion of social costs of these 

crashes could overstate the expected benefits. On the other hand, alcohol interlock would 

not allow these drivers to drive and hence the social cost would be reduced. Therefore, there 

is a likelihood of understating the benefits.  

This conservative estimation approach has been followed to ensure that BCRs would be 

higher if related assumptions were relaxed. Since safety benefits are the key benefits in this 

case, less conservative estimates should not affect the ranking of the options.  

Subsidisation 
It is assumed that subsidisation of interlock devices and/or related costs would increase the 

uptake rate. It is logical to expect so, since this would considerably lower the cost to the 

offenders. However, it should also increase the interlock fitment rate. 

 

 

 


