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Preface 
This report documents a cost benefit analysis (CBA) of four main policy options for increasing 

the uptake of New Zealand’s Alcohol Interlock Programme. These policy options represent a 

sub-set of a wider range of policy options considered in the Drink Drive Sanctions Review. The 

main purpose of this report is to provide the required information to support the development 

of the accompanying cabinet paper and regulatory impact statement. As such, the analysis does 

not intend to inform the relative effectiveness or efficiency of the full range of possible drink 

driving management policies. 
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Important qualifications 

 

This CBA only provides indicative estimates of the costs and benefits of the potential policy changes. 

Results summarised in this report on changes in cost to the enforcement agencies should not be 

used for budgeting purposes. 

 

The analysis is subject to a range of unknowns and uncertainties. Simulation analysis has been 

carried out to provide a more robust picture of the likely range of benefits and costs of the policy 

proposals. The estimates, however, are indicative in nature and should not be viewed as the 

projections.  

 

The CBA does not include the following items: 

 Potential financial implications around legal aid (which is expected to be small) 

 Wider social benefits associated with potential reduction in alcohol-related crime  

 Spill-over benefits to anyone who would be sharing the same vehicle with the affected offenders  

 Net utility benefits to road users due to reduced drink driving activities  

 Potential loss in consumer utility and producer surpluses due to any potential reduction in 

alcohol consumption 

 Potential reduction in alcohol related health care costs incurred by high-risk and repeat drink 

drivers  

 Potential cost impact on the vehicle impoundment regime due to any reduction in repeat drink 

driving and driving while disqualified offences 

 Effect of other alcohol consumption related policy changes being considered by other agencies. 
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1. Executive summary  

This document summarises the results of a national CBA of a possible policy reform for increasing 

the uptake of the New Zealand’s alcohol interlock1 programme (AIP).  

 

 

1.1 Policy options 
 

1.1.a Initial options 

The original analysis includes four main options: 

 Option 1: Keeping the alcohol interlock sentence voluntary and increasing interlock sentence 

uptake and fitment rates by (1) excluding first-time offenders who qualify for an interlock 

sentence from obtaining a limited licence and (2) removing the initial three-month 

disqualification period. 

 Option 2: Option 1 plus making the alcohol interlock sentence mandatory for the current pool of 

eligible offenders, except in cases where the offender does not own a car, or there is no alcohol 

interlock provider in the vicinity, or the offender is unlicensed or has already been disqualified. 

 Option 3: Option 1 plus keeping the alcohol interlock sentence voluntary but expanding the 

eligibility criteria by lowering the current Blood Alcohol Concentration2 limit for first-time 

offenders from 160mg/dL to 120mg/dL. 

 Option 4: Option 3 plus making the alcohol interlock sentence mandatory for the expanded pool 

of eligible offenders, except in cases where the offender does not own a vehicle or there is no 

provider in the vicinity, or the offender is unlicensed or has already been disqualified. 

 

For each option, the CBA also examines the incremental uptake of the AIP sentence and fitment, 

benefits and costs in scenarios when either of the two optional policy changes below is added to the 

proposed policy options: 

(a) Offenders subject to section 65 are also to be managed through the interlock programme 

(b) 50 percent of the cost of installing, hiring and removing the interlock device is subsidised by 

the Government. 

 

  

                                                           
1
 An alcohol interlock is a device similar to a breathalyser that is hardwired into the ignition of a vehicle. Before the vehicle 

can be started, the driver must perform a breath test. If the analysed result is over the pre-programmed breath-alcohol 
level the ignition will not start. The intention is that the tolerance for an alcohol interlock be set to the same as the zero 
youth limit. Effectively this requires sober driving. Interlocks are also programmed to require the person to give 
subsequent breath samples at random intervals (i.e. rolling test). This minimises a driver getting another person to start 
the vehicle, and ensure that the driver does not start the journey sober and drink while driving. 
2
 Blood alcohol concentration (BAC) is measured in milligrams (mg) per 100 millilitre (dL) of blood. The current BAC limit is 

50 milligrams of alcohol per 100ml of blood (or 50 mg/dL). This is equivalent to breath alcohol content of 250 micrograms 
(mcg)  per litre of breath. 
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1.1.b Supplementary options 

 

The supplementary options include: 

 

 Option 2c: This is also referred as the “presumption option” under which judges will be 

directed to impose the alcohol interlock sentence for eligible offenders but will be able to 

exercise their discretions whether to apply the sentences. The factors to be considered when 

judges make the sentencing decision include: the financial conditions of the offenders; ease 

of access to a vehicle and/or an alcohol interlock installer and any other reasons where the 

judges see fit.  

 

 Option 2e: This expands option 2 to include offenders subject to section 65 and a universal 

35 percent subsidy of the cost of installing, hiring and removing the interlock device. 

 

Assumptions around alcohol interlock sentence uptake and the corresponding results for these 

supplementary options are summarised in Appendix 6. 

 

 

 

 

  



3 
 

1.2 Cost and benefit assessment 
The core analysis considers the options for increasing the uptake of the AIP. The analysis includes 

the following components: 

 Additional cost of alcohol interlocks to offenders due to increased the uptake of the AIP 

sentence and the subsequent fitment of alcohol interlocks (and to the government if the 

programme is subsidised) 

 Additional cost of attending alcohol assessments to offenders due to increased number of 

offenders choosing to undergo the assessment to exit the AIP  

 Additional time costs to offenders related to alcohol interlocks installation and removal, monthly 

servicing and alcohol assessments. 

 Additional cost of alcohol assessments to be met by Crown funding 

 An increase in costs to the NZ Transport Agency of managing extra offenders in the interlock 

regime and any licensing related transactions 

 Any net change in costs to the justice system due to changes in drink drive offending and 

subsequent driving while disqualified (DWD) sentences 

 A change in the number of drink-driving related road fatalities and injuries and the associated 

social cost 

 A change in user benefits due to improvements in mobility (when interlock is fitted). 

 

Note that the last three items can be positive (i.e. a benefit) or negative (i.e. a cost) depending on 

the policy interventions chosen. 

 

Unless otherwise indicated, all estimates included in this report are GST exclusive. All present values 

are evaluated based on an annual real discount rate of 8 percent. 

 

1.3 Results for the original options - Options 1 to 4 
Table 1.1 summarises the estimated impacts of the proposed policy options without the two 

optional policy changes added. 

 
Table 1.1: Summary of costs and benefits, in present value $ million 

Result based on mid-range assumptions 20-year total, in Present Value $m 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Benefits     

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes - 264.0 35.3 432.2 

Net mobility benefits 9.4 - - - 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 2.5 18.1 7.2 34.0 

Net reduction in cost to Justice 0.1 1.6 0.4 2.9 

Net reduction in cost to Corrections 2.4 40.2 8.7 73.1 

Total benefits in present value 14.4 323.9 51.6 542.1 

Costs     

Net increase in social cost of road crashes  2.7 - - - 

Reduction in mobility - 65.2 9.5 138.9 

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 2.3 6.3 4.5 11.0 

Additional costs to the offenders 2.4 48.1 9.9 88.0 

Additional costs to the Crown 0.0 0.6 0.1 1.1 

Total costs in present value 7.5 120.3 24.1 239.0 

     

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 7.0 203.6 27.6 303.2 

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 1.9 2.7 2.1 2.3 
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The total benefits are estimated at between $14 million and $542 million (in PV, 2017 to 2036). 

Except in cases where there is limited increase in AI fitment (i.e. Option 1 under base policy 

intervention), the largest benefit component is road safety, representing between 70 and 80 percent 

of the estimated total benefits.  

 

The second largest benefit component is the potential net reduction in administrative costs to the 

Justice system (i.e. NZ Police, Ministry of Justice and Department of Corrections), representing 

between 18 and 35 percent of the estimated total benefits. These potential cost savings would result 

from reduction in repeat drink driving while on AIs and due to long-term behavioural change post 

AIP, and reduction in DWD offending. Only Option 1 results in net positive mobility impact from 

being able to drive with an AI fitted. This is essentially driven by the increase in mobility due to the 

removal of the 3-month disqualification period.  

 

Total costs for options 1 to 4 under the mid-range benefit scenario ranges from $7.5 million to $239 

million (in PV, 2017 to 2036). The largest negative impact is due to reduced mobility, followed by the 

additional costs (mostly the costs associated with the alcohol interlock device) to offenders. 

 

All options give positive NPVs over a 20-year period, ranging from $7.0 million to $303 million, with 

BCRs ranging from 1.9 to 2.7. Ranking options based on BCRs, Option 2 would be most favourable 

(BCR=2.7), followed by Option 4, Option 3 and Option 1.  

 

1.4 Results for the supplementary options - Options 2c and 2e 
 

Table 1.2 summarises the estimated impacts of the two variations of option 2. 

 
Table 1.2: Summary of costs and benefits for Options 2, 2c and 2e, in present value $ million 

Result based on mid-range assumptions 20-year total, in Present Value $m 

 Option 2 Option 2c Option 2e 

Benefits    

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes 264.0 106.0 641.8 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 18.1 8.9 44.0 

Net reduction in cost to Ministry of Justice   1.6 0.7 3.9 

Net reduction in cost to Dept of Corrections 40.2 17.8 99.2 

Total benefits in present value 323.9 133.4 789.0 

Costs    

Reduction in mobility 65.2 20.7 38.4 

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 6.3 4.3 13.2 

Additional costs to offenders 48.1 21.1 80.9 

Additional assessment cost to the Crown 0.6 0.3 36.4 

Total costs in present value 120.3 46.4 168.9 

    

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 203.6 87.0 620.1 

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 2.7 2.9 4.7 

 

Analysis shows that Option 2c would result in a lower net benefit compared to option 2 (NPV $87m 

versus $203m) due to reduced uptake of the AIP. Option 2e has the highest net benefit (NPV $620m) 

due to expansion of the programme to include section 65 offenders and an increase in the uptake of 

the AIP due to government subsidy. 
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1.5 Simulation analysis 
 
Simulation has been carried out for the following unknowns: 

 Initial (Year 1) increase in the uptake of the AIP sentence rate of a mandatory alcohol 

interlock sentence 

 Annual growth rate in the uptake of the AIP sentence of a mandatory alcohol interlock 

sentence 

 AI fitment rate without the compulsory 3-month disqualification period 

 AI violate rate 

 Safety effects of AI 

 Average number of assessment per success case 

 Percentage of offenders switching from limited licences to AI 

 Zero alcohol condition (ZAC) violation rate 

 Percentage with long-term behavioural change after ZAC 

 Disqualification violation rate 

 Cost elasticity of driving 

 
The analysis demonstrated that at a 90 percent confident interval, the estimated NPVs for the four 

main policy options (see Table 1.3) and for the supplementary options (see Table 1.4) are 

significantly greater than zero and the estimated BCRs are significantly greater than 1.  

 

Table 1.3: Monte Carlo simulation results of the original options (options 1 to 4) 

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

BCR NPV BCR NPV BCR NPV BCR NPV 

Minimum 0.8 -$2.4 m 1.2 $33.2 m 1.0 $1.2 m 1.0 $9.9 m 

5th percentile 1.3 $3.2 m 2.0 $114.9 m 1.7 $18.4 m 1.7 $162.0 m 

Mean 2.6 $10.4 m 2.8 $187.6 m 2.3 $32.9 m 2.4 $277.2 m 

95th percentile 4.0 $18.6 m 3.6 $259.9 m 2.8 $50.2 m 3.0 $391.0 m 

Maximum 5.9 $31.5 m 4.7 $353.6 m 3.8 $79.0 m 3.9 $550.0 m 

 

Table 1.4: Monte Carlo simulation results of the supplementary options (options 2c and 2e) 

 Option 2c Option 2e 

BCR NPV BCR NPV 

Minimum 1.3 $29.3 m 2.4 $363.6 m 

5th percentile 2.2 $57.7 m 3.8 $485.0 m 

Mean 2.9 $90.2 m 4.8 $598.5 m 

95th percentile 3.8 $126.4 m 5.8 $714.0 m 

Maximum 5.1 $184.6 m 7.1 $910.8 m 
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According to the simulation analysis, the estimated BCRs are most sensitive to the following 

assumptions: 

 

 Cost elasticity of driving 

 AI fitment rate without the compulsory 3-month disqualification period 

 Disqualification violation rate 

 Safety effects of ZAC. 

For options 2, 2c and 2e and 4 that have a mandatory alcohol interlock sentence in place, the 

estimated NPVs are most sensitive to the assumed increase in uptake of the AIP sentence in Year 1, 

because it affects the scale of the impacts. The BCR and NPV results for Option 1 are only sensitive to 

the cost elasticity of driving and percentage of offenders switching from limited licences to AI. 

 

 

1.6 Summary and conclusion 
 
(a) Base policy options  

The analysis demonstrated that at a 90 percent confident interval, the estimated NPVs for all four 

options (without changing the eligible pool or providing subsidies) are significantly greater than zero 

and the estimated BCRs are significantly greater than 1 (see Table 1.3).  

 

Based on the BCR estimates using the mid-range benefit assumptions (i.e. Table 1.1), the ranking of 

the options (from the most preferred to the least preferred) is Option 2, Option 4, Option 3 and 

Option 1.  

 

It is estimated that Option 2 (without the two optional policy interventions) could prevent an 

average of 3 fatalities and 72 injuries (serious and minor) per annum caused by repeat drink driving 

offenders or offenders with high alcohol levels.  

 

(b) Base policy options with optional interventions 

 
A comparison of the BCR and NPV between different base policy options and their variations shows 

some interesting results (see Figure 1.1): 

 
(i) Adding either of the two optional policy interventions can enhance the costs and benefits of 

the base policy options. 

(ii) The scale of the net benefits is generally much smaller for options 1 and 3, with the 

exception when the alcohol interlock devices are subsidised. 

(iii) Options 1 and 2 have the highest BCR when the optional policy interventions are added but 

option 1 has a lower NPV than option 2 in all cases. 

(iv) Option 4 with 50 percent subsidy (i.e. option 4b) has the highest NPV, but the BCR is lower 

than the other 3 options. 

(v) Expanding the AIP to include s65 offenders will result in the highest safety improvement, but 

this will also result in the largest reduction in mobility and increase in cost to offenders. 

(vi) Subsidising the AIP will transfer some of the costs from offenders to the Crown, which could 

be against the user pay principle. 
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Figure 1.1: Comparison of BCR and NPV of policy options 

 
 

 

(c) Supplementary options – options 2c and 2e 

 

Figure 1.2 compares the BCR and NPV estimates between different variations of option 2. 

 

Considering the estimated BCRs, the size of the net benefit and the cost burden to Crown and to 

offenders, options 2 or 2a would be more preferable than other options. However, option 2e will 

deliver the highest safety benefits and NPV with BCR of nearly 5 to 1. Option 2e could potentially 

also result in a sizeable reduction in the administrative costs to the Justice sector. 

 

 

Figure 1.2: Comparison of BCR and NPV of policy options 
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2. Introduction  

2.1  The problems  

2.2.1 High level of repeat drink driving offending 

Alcohol3 is one of the key contributing factors of road crashes in New Zealand. For the years 

between 2011 and 2014, on average, crashes caused by drivers  with some level of BAC resulted in 

53 deaths, 304 serious injuries and 905 minor injuries and at a total social cost of road injuries about 

$495 million4 (in 2014 dollars). This is approximately 20 percent of the social cost of all road injuries.  

 

 
Figure 2.1: Total annual social cost of road fatalities and injuries caused by at-fault drivers with 

some level of BAC, 2011-2014 

 

A notable part of the drink-drive problem in New Zealand relates to the high levels of repeat 

offending. Of the 20,629 drink-drive offence cases that went through the Courts in 2014, nearly 50 

percent had at least one previous drink-drive conviction. Restricting the historical offending to the 

last 5 years reduces this percentage to around 345. Table 2.1 shows that the estimated percentage of 

repeat drink drivers has increased over the years from 2011 to 2014, especially those who have had 

2 or more previous convictions within 5 years. 

 

A further concerning aspect of the drink-drive problem relates to the percentage of offenders who 

are detected with very high blood alcohol concentration (BAC) – hereinafter referred as high level 

drink drive offenders (or HLDD offenders). Figure 2.2 shows that, in 2014, over half of the drink-drive 

offence cases had BAC between 80 mg/dL and 140 mg/dL (equivalent to breath alcohol level of 400 

                                                           
3
 This analysis focuses on crashes where the at-fault driver has a non-zero BAC and ignores cases where drugs were also 
present in the driver’s blood. This approach avoids overstating the potential safety benefits from the policy options 
considered in the sanctions review. 
4
 Social cost of road fatalities and injuries is a measure of the total cost that occurs as the result of road injury crashes. It 

includes loss of life and life quality, loss of economic output, medical costs, legal costs and vehicle damage costs. The latest 
Social Cost of Road Crashes and Injuries update is available from the Ministry’s website 

http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Documents/Social-Cost-June-2014-update.pdf.  
5
 Source: Ministry of Transport estimates based on data obtained from Ministry of Justice. 

Serious  
injuries 

44% 

 Fatal 
injuries 

43% 

 Minor 
injuries 

13% 

Average annual total social cost  
2011-2014 

$495m 

http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Documents/Social-Cost-June-2014-update.pdf
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mcg and 700 mcg per litre of breath respectively). About 42 percent of the cases exceeded 140 

mg/dL, including 8 percent that exceeded 200 mg/dL (equivalent to 1,000 mcg per litre of breath). 

 

Table 2.1: Estimates of drink-drive offence cases by number of previous conviction, 2011-2014 

Number of previous 

convictions within 5 years 

2011 2012 2013 2014 

0 21,128 

(71%) 

18,177 

(68%) 

16,712 

(67%) 

13,545 

(66%) 

1 6,967 

(23%) 

6,113 

(23%) 

5,751 

(23%) 

4,738 

(23%) 

2 or more 1,718 

(6%) 

2,614 

(10%) 

2,424 

(10%) 

2,346 

(11%) 

Total 29,813 26,904 24,887 20,629 

Source: Ministry of Transport estimates based on data obtained from Ministry of Justice.  

 

Figure 2.2: Number of drink drive offence cases by breath alcohol level in 2014 

 
 
 

2.2.2 Low uptake of the alcohol interlock programme 

There are two factors affecting the uptake of the alcohol interlock programme. They relate to the 

uptake of the AIP sentence rate and the subsequent alcohol interlock fitment rate.   

 

In this CBA, uptake of the AIP sentence rate refers to the proportion of eligible offenders who 

received an AIP sentence.  Interlocks fitment rate, on the other hand, refers to the proportion of 

offenders with an AIP sentence who eventually have an alcohol interlock fitted following necessary 

requirements (e.g. 3-month disqualification period and attained an interlock licence).  
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By requiring programme participants to have an alcohol interlock fitted in their cars, the AIP intends 

to prevent drivers who have consumed alcohol from driving their vehicles. This helps reducing 

repeat offending, influencing and reinforcing the behaviour of sober driving. 

 

The AIP is one of the measures in the current sanctions regime that targets HLDD and repeat 

offenders6. These drivers are classified into section 65A7 (s65A) and section 658 offenders (s65).  The 

former group (s65A) includes first-time offenders with BAC of 160 mg/dL or higher and repeat drink 

drivers who have been convicted for drink driving more than once within 5 years. The later (s65) is a 

subset of s65A offenders and includes offenders with more than three previous drink-drive offences 

or with two previous offences with one exceeding BAC 200 mg/dL.  

 

The original intention of the AIP is to apply to all offenders classified under s65A (i.e. including s65 

offenders). However, in practice, related penalties are applied to s65A excluding s65 offenders 

(hereinafter referred as ‘de facto eligible pool’). This could be due to the higher penalty sentences 

available to s65 offenders, which might have prompted Courts to differentiate the penalty between 

the two groups.   

 

Figure 2.3 outlines the current penalty options applied to the current pool of offenders eligible for 

an interlock sentence.  Under the current AIP regime, the Court may impose an alcohol interlock 

sentence to an eligible offender at their discretion.  The Court’s decision takes into consideration the 

offender’s ability to pay for the costs associated with the interlock device and other licensing related 

costs, the offender’s driver licence and vehicle ownership status. Offenders subject to this sentence 

will be disqualified for 3 months before they can apply for an alcohol interlock licence (AIL) and have 

an alcohol interlock device fitted in their car. Programme participants are subject to a minimum 

interlock fitment period of 12 months before they can apply to exit the programme (i.e. have the 

interlock removed), provided they have satisfied the specified exit criteria9. Upon exiting the 

programme, participants will be subject to a three-year zero alcohol condition (ZAC) and are 

required to apply for a zero alcohol licence (ZAL). 

 

 

 

                                                           
6
 Some other sanctions for repeat drink drivers include:  

1) mandatory zero alcohol licence orders for second-time drink drivers under Section 65B of the Act, and  
2) mandatory indefinite disqualification and assessment orders under section 65 of the Act for third and 
subsequent offenders and second-time offenders with at least one offence involving a BAC exceeding 200 mg/dL 
or refused to comply with the alcohol testing procedure. 

7
 Section 65A of the Land Transport Act sets out the eligibility criteria and the process involved in the AIP. The AIP came 

into effect on 10 September 2012. 

8
 Offenders are subject to an indefinite disqualification and an order to undergo drug and alcohol assessments under 

section 65 of the Act if: (1) they are convicted for a second or subsequent drink or drug driving offence within 5 years and 
at least one of the offences involves a BAC level exceeding 200mg/dL or refusal to comply with the alcohol testing 
procedure, or (2) they are convicted for a third or subsequent drink or drug offence within 5 years. 

 Estimates based on the Ministry of Justice’s offences data indicate that drink drivers qualifying for a section 65 order could 
account for up to 30 percent of the current pool of offenders eligible for the interlock sentence. Currently the two regimes 
are somehow mutually exclusive of each other. The Act does not allow the Court to choose the interlock sentence in 
preference to a mandatory section 65 order if the offender qualifies for both. 

9
 There are two options to exit: 1) no violations in the 6 months preceding request to exit, or 2) no violations in the 3 

months preceding request to exit, plus satisfactory completion of a Ministry of Health approved drug and alcohol 
assessment. 
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Figure 2.3: Current penalty options for the offenders eligible for alcohol interlock programme 

 
 

 
Despite the large pool of drink drivers covered by the current eligibility criteria, the overall uptake of 

the AIP sentence rate is only about 2 percent of total drink driving offences (or 4 percent of de facto 

eligible pool) since the inception of the programme. Analysis of the Ministry of Justice’s offences 

data shows around 46.5 percent of the drink-driving cases in 2013 and 2014 could be eligible for the 

interlock sentence (Table 2.2). However, only 568 eligible cases received the sentence over the same 

period. The Driver Licence Register (DLR) data shows that, as at 31 December 2014, there were an 

average of 16.4 devices installed per month since the inception of the AIP.  The interlock fitment rate 

is 76.5 percent10. This includes 275 who were holding a current AIL and 136 who completed the 

programme and applied for a ZAL.   

 

 

Table 2.2: Composition of estimated number of drink driving cases eligible for AIP, 2013–2014 

Number of offences within 5 years 2013 2014 Total 

First offence BAC>160mg/dL 3,252   2,652   5,904   (13.0%)  

Second and subsequent offence  8,175  7,084  15,259   (33.5%)  

Total  11,427 (45.9%) 9,736  (47.2%) 21,163   (46.5%)  

Note: The above table is tabulated based on the de facto eligible pool (i.e. s65A net of s65 offenders). The number of 
offences as a percentage of all drink driving offences (24,887 for 2013 and 20,629 for 2014) are shown in parenthesis. 

 

 

                                                           
10

 This compares to an average of 21.5 alcohol interlock sentences per month from September 2012 to December 2014. 
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Barriers contributing to the relatively low percentage of offenders with an AIP sentence include: 

 having the interlock sentence as an alternative to a mandatory disqualification which makes 

it effectively a voluntary scheme to offenders 

 the financial cost of fitting (installation, rental and subsequent removal) an interlock that 

makes the AIP appear more onerous than the alternative sanction path of a mandatory 

disqualification  

 the mandatory 3-month disqualification period before one can apply for an AIL 

 the availability of limited licences11 to first-time s65A offenders.  

In addition to the above, offenders may also consider the time required to get an alcohol interlock 

fitted and to report to the service centre to download data.  For offenders who have full-time 

employment, the time requirement may create an additional barrier for choosing the AIP sentence. 

 

2.2  The policy objective 

The policy objectives are: 

 to reduce repeat drink driving offending through the AIP, and 

 to increase the uptake of the AIP sentence in order to maximise the safety benefit from the 

AIP programme.  

The policy aims to address the barriers contributing to the low uptake of the AIP sentence and to 

consider options to expand the regime. These options include lowering the BAC limit for first-time 

offenders and expanding the eligible criteria to cover s65 offenders. 

 

2.3  Indicative CBA 2010 

As part of the Safer Journeys programme, an indicative CBA was conducted in 2010 to understand 

the potential costs and benefits of implementing an AIP for HLDD or repeat drink drivers. Time 

constraint and the lack of a definitive picture of how the AIP might look like did not allow a formal 

CBA to be conducted.  

 

At that time, analysis of the safety benefits was completed as a separate exercise and the results did 

not link with the procedure for determining the costs. This resulted in the indicative CBA to be static 

in nature, without a feedback loop for assessing how changes in the details about how the AIP affect 

the safety impacts and the costs.  

                                                           
11

 Under section 103 of the Act, drivers who are disqualified for their first drink drive offence may be eligible to apply for a 
limited licence if the disqualification will result in extreme hardship to the driver or undue hardship to a person other than 
the driver provided that:  

1) The driver is not disqualified from driving a vehicle being used for transport services 

2) The driver is not subject to a section 65 order 

3) The driver has not been convicted of repeat traffic offences relating to reckless or dangerous driving, driving 
causing injury or death, failing to stop after an accident, drink/drug driving, applying for a licence while 
disqualified 

4) The driver is not subject to an interlock sentence or driver licence stop order (DLSO). 
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The assumptions used in the current and the 2010 analyses were vastly different from the current 

analysis: 

 

 Repeat offending definition – 10 years (current definition is 5 years) 

 Uptake of the AIP sentence rate – 20 percent increasing to 60 percent on the assumption 

that the regime would be equivalent to a mandatory regime (current assumption varies with 

policy levers and the maximum uptake of the AIP sentence was assumed to be 75 percent).  

 Compulsory alcohol assessment to exit AIP – 100 percent for the 2010 analysis (current 

assumption is 13 percent as this applies to those choosing a 3-month violation free option 

only) 

 3-year Zero alcohol limit (ZAL) – benefits and costs were assessed separately from the AIP 

(since this is an integral part of the AIP, they are now assessed simultaneously) 

 

The estimated BCR for the AIP was just under 1 (i.e. costs were estimated to be higher than 

benefits). The estimated BCR for ZAL for repeat offenders was 5.5. The combine BCR would be 

greater than 1. 

 

Uptake of the AIP sentence rate has significant impacts on the overall net present values but not 

necessarily on the estimated benefit to cost ratios.  However, given the differences in other 

assumptions and the lack of a feedback loop between safety and costs, the results for the 2010 

analysis is not directly comparable with the current analysis.  

 

 

2.4  Policy options  

To support the accompanying cabinet paper and regulatory impact statement, the CBA summarises 

four main policy options for increasing the uptake of the AIP sentence and the sequent alcohol 

interlocks fitment: 

 Option 1: Keeping the alcohol interlock sentence voluntary and increasing interlock sentence 

uptake and fitment rates by (1) excluding first-time offenders who qualify for an interlock 

sentence from obtaining a limited licence and (2) removing the initial three-month 

disqualification period. 

 Option 2: Option 1 plus making the alcohol interlock sentence mandatory for the current pool of 

eligible offenders, except in cases where the offender does not own a car, or there is no alcohol 

interlock provider in the vicinity, or the offender is unlicensed or has already been disqualified. 

 Option 3: Option 1 plus keeping the alcohol interlock sentence voluntary but expanding the 

eligibility criteria by lowering the current Blood Alcohol Concentration12 limit for first-time 

offenders from 160mg/dL to 120mg/dL. 

                                                           
12

 Blood alcohol concentration (BAC) is measured in milligrams (mg) per 100 millilitre (dL) of blood. The current BAC limit is 
50 milligrams of alcohol per 100ml of blood (or 50 mg/dL). This is equivalent to breath alcohol content of 250 micrograms 
(mcg)  per litre of breath. 
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 Option 4: Option 3 plus making the alcohol interlock sentence mandatory for the expanded pool 

of eligible offenders, except in cases where the offender does not own a vehicle or there is no 

provider in the vicinity, or the offender is unlicensed or has already been disqualified. 

 

All four options will have the 3-month disqualification and availability of limited licences removed. 

Offenders subject to the interlock sentence will be indefinitely disqualified until they obtain an 

alcohol interlock licence and have the interlock device fitted. This is to incentivise programme 

participation right after their conviction.  Table 2.3 below summarises the four options. 

 

Table 2.3: Summary of options (base case) 

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Removing the 3-month 

disqualification 
    

Removing the availability of limited 

licences to eligible first-time 

offenders 

    

Making the interlock sentence 

mandatory unless exempted 
    

Lowering the BAC limit from 

160mg/dL to 120mg/dL 
    

 

For each option, the CBA also examines the incremental change in uptake of the AIP sentence, 

benefits and costs in scenarios when: 

(a) Offenders subject to the section 65 are also to be managed through the interlock 

programme 

(b) 50 percent of the cost of installing, hiring and removing the interlock device is subsidised by 

the Government. 

The CBA also considered the following policy changes, which have been eliminated during the 

departmental engagement process.  

 

 Increasing the minimum disqualification period for eligible offenders not subjecting to the 

interlock sentence from 6 months to 12 months. This is to reduce the attractiveness of the 

standard disqualification penalty path as opposed to the AIP path. 

 Reducing the minimum AIP duration (to less than 12 months) to make the AIP path appear 

less onerous to eligible offenders. 

Although results are not summarised in this report, adding these two policy changes to the base 

policy options will reduce both the NPV and BCR for all options. 

In May 2016, the analysis was expanded to include two supplementary options (as outlined in 

section 1.1.b).  Due to time and resource constraints, the key assumptions and results are 

summarised only in Appendix 6. 
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3. Economic evaluation methodology 

3.1  Overview  

The CBA aims to identify the potential impact on the uptake of the AIP sentence and the resulting 

benefits and costs to the society, from implementing the policy changes listed in the previous 

section. 

 

The analysis estimates the following impact items: 

 Additional cost of alcohol interlocks to offenders due to increased in the uptake of the AIP 

sentence and the subsequent fitment of alcohol interlocks (and to government if the programme 

is subsidised) 

 Additional cost of attending alcohol assessments to offenders due to increased number of 

offenders choosing to undergo the assessment to exit the AIP  

 Additional time costs to offenders related to alcohol interlocks installation and removal, monthly 

servicing and alcohol assessments 

 Additional cost of alcohol assessments to be met by Crown funding 

 An increase in costs to the Transport Agency of managing extra offenders in the interlock regime 

and any licensing related transactions 

 Any net change in costs to the justice system due to changes in drink drive offending and 

subsequent DWD sentences. 

 A change in the number of drink-driving related road fatalities and injuries and the associated 

social cost 

 A change in user benefits due to changes in mobility with interlock fitment comparing to driving 

disqualification sentences. 

 

Note that the last three items can be positive (i.e. a benefit) or negative (i.e. a cost) depending on 

the policy interventions chosen. 

 

Figure 3.1 shows the schematic of the CBA.  

  



16 
 

Figure 3.1: Schematic of the cost benefit analysis 

 

 
 

 
 
The analysis starts by looking at how different policy levers affect AIP eligible pool, the uptake of the 

AIP sentence and the actual fitment of interlocks. Changes in the fitment of interlocks will have 

safety, mobility and other cost impacts to the economy.  This report summarises the results for the 

base policy changes (Option 1), options with one or two additional add-on policy changes (Options 2 

to 4). However, when the optional policy levers (whether to expand to include s65 offenders and 

whether to subsidise the costs, as highlighted in Figure 3.1) are added to the base options (Options 1 

to 4), there would be additional cost and benefit implications.   

 

The benefit and cost impacts, including the analytical framework, are discussed in more detail in 

Sections 4 and 5 respectively. Unless otherwise indicated, all results tabulated are based on 

assumptions under the mid-range benefit scenario.  Monte Carlo analysis was carried out to gauge 

how the estimated NPV or BCR varies with changes in key assumptions. 
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3.2  General assumptions  

The general assumptions are listed in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1: General assumptions 

Parameter Assumption Comments 

Base year 2017  

Dollar values 2014 All estimates are taxes and GST exclusive 

Evaluation period 20 years  

Discount rate 8% Real (pre-tax) (note) 
Note: This is based on the rate recommended by NZ Treasury in March 2015 for regulatory analysis (see 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/currentdiscountrates).  

 

 

3.3  Key assumptions 

An increased adoption of the AIP can help in reducing the incidents of alcohol related crashes caused 

by HLDD, repeat offenders and the resulting social cost of road fatalities and injuries. The size of the 

incremental safety benefit is thus affected by the size of additional uptake of the AIP sentence as a 

result of the policy changes. 

 

Because of limited information, a number of assumptions are necessary for the analysis. Some of the 

assumptions were made based on the offences data from the Ministry of Justice, driver licence 

register (DLR) data from the NZ Transport Agency and information obtained from a review on 

relevant international literature. The key assumptions are discussed below.  

 

 Changes in the uptake of the AIP sentence and interlock fitment rates due to changes in 

eligible criteria and penalty regime – Determination of the size of the eligible pool is 

relatively straight forward and can be estimated by extrapolating current volume forward by 

offender characteristics (with appropriate adjustment for downward trend in offending due 

to other policy interventions –  see discussion below).   

 

However, making offenders eligible to participate in the AIP does not automatically increase 

the uptake of the AIP sentence or interlock fitment. Where possible and appropriate, 

assumptions around changes in the uptake of the AIP sentence and interlock fitment are 

based on international literature. Where such information is not available, assumptions are 

required. These are documented in detail in section 4.   

  

 Reduction in road trauma over time – To estimate the road safety effects of the policy 

changes over time, it was necessary to take into account the improvement in road safety 

outcomes due to other policy interventions (such as speed management programme). Based 

on the downward trend in road trauma observed in the recent years, the analysis assumed 

that road trauma level will reduce from the current level of around 280 to 240 by 2024/25, 

to 220 by 2034/35 and then to 210 by 2045/46.  

 

These reductions were compared to the current level to work out the annual percentage 

changes over the evaluation period between 2017 and 2036. The percentage changes for 

injury crashes were assumed to be halve of the percentage change for fatalities. The 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/currentdiscountrates
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downward trend in road trauma will affect the effects of the policy changes to the alcohol 

interlock regime.  

 

The rationale for factoring in general road safety improvements over time is to avoid 

overstating the potential benefits from intervention.  If the analysis ignores any general 

reduction in road safety risk, the NPV for options 2 to 4 will increase by between $3 and $35 

million, with the estimated BCR to increase by between 0.1 to 0.2 only. For option 1, NPV 

will reduce by $0.2 million, with the estimated BCR reduced by 0.04. These changes are 

relatively small to have any material impact on the overall recommendation. 

 

 Reduction in repeat drink driving offences over time – In line with the reduction in road 

trauma trend, the analysis also assumed a 2 percent annual reduction in s65a related drink 

driving offences over time. This reduction was also assumed to be halved every five years.  If 

the analysis ignores any downward trend in drink driving related social cost, the NPV for 

options 1 to 4 will increase by between $1 and $10 million, with the estimated BCR to 

increase by between 0.001 to 0.3.  These changes are relatively small to have any material 

impact on the overall recommendation. 

 

 

3.4  Report outline 

The remaining of the report is organised as follows: 

 Section 4: Benefits 

 Section 5: Costs 

 Section 6: Distribution of impacts 

 Section 7: Monte-Carlo simulation analysis 

 Section 8: Discussion and summary of results 

 Section 9: Conclusion 

 

 

Note that the following sections discuss mainly the four original policy options. However, the 

methodology and procedures described also apply to the supplementary options (options 2c and 

2e). The key assumptions and results of the supplementary options are given in Appendix 6.   
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4. Benefits 

4.1 Effectiveness of alcohol interlocks 

A review of the international literature on alcohol interlocks shows that interlocks can reduce drink-

drive reoffending by between 30 and 90 percent while the device is fitted, but this effect dissipates 

once they are removed (see Table 4.1). The current low uptake of the AIP sentence has constrained 

New Zealand’s ability to achieve the full potential of the regime. 

 

Table 4.1 Findings on the effectiveness of alcohol interlocks from the international literature 

Jurisdiction Eligibility Findings on effectiveness 

With interlocks After removal 

New Mexico 

(since 1999) 

All driving while 
intoxicated (DWI) 
offenders (except those 
who have committed 
vehicular homicide or 
great bodily injury by 
vehicle) 

First-time offenders recidivism rate 
(Source: Roth et al., 2007a):  

 Interlock group                 2.6% 

 Non-interlock group        7.1% 

(63% lower) 

 

Repeat offenders recidivism rate (Source: 
Roth et al.,2007b):  

 Interlock group 2.5% 

 Non-interlock group 8.1% 

(69% lower) 

First-time offenders recidivism rate 
(Source: Roth et al., 2007a) 

 Interlock group            4.8%  

 Non-interlock group   6.7%  

 Recidivism rate 3% lower than 
the non-interlock group over 3 
years 

 
Repeat offenders recidivism rate 
(Source: Roth et al.,2007b):  

 Recidivism rate 4% lower than 
the non-interlock group over 3 
years 

California 

(since 1986) 

First-time offenders 

Repeat offenders 

Recidivism rate: 

 Interlock group 3.9% 

 Non-interlock group 5.9% 

 (source: EMT, 1990) 

 

 

N/A 

 

Alberta (since 
1990) 

First-time offenders 

Repeat offenders 

Offending rate compared to no interlocks 
by offender type: 

 First-time:  95% lower 

 Second-time:  89% lower 

 Re-arrest rate:  89% lower  

(Source: Voas et al., 1999) 

Re-arrest rate after removal of 
interlocks by offender type: 

 First-time 9% lower  

 Second-time  4% lower  

(Source: Voas et al., 1999) 

Quebec (since 
December 
1997) 

All DWI offenders First time offenders re-arrest rate: 

 Interlock group               <0.05% 

 Non-interlock group        2.0% 

 

Second-time offenders re-arrest rate: 

 Interlock group              <2.0% 

 Non-interlock group        6.0% 

(Source: Vezina, 2002) 

Re-arrest rate (24 months since 
removal): 

 Interlock group             4.0% 

 Non-interlock group    5.0% 

 

(Source: Vezina, 2002) 

Sweden (since 

1999) 

First-time and repeat 

offenders 

Those demonstrate 

alcohol/substance 

abuse ineligible 

Re-arrest rates (p.a.): 

 With interlock         0.0%  

 No  interlock         4.4%  

Injury crash rates (p.a.): 

 With interlock        0.0%  

 No  interlock        0.6% 

 (Source Bjerre, 2005) 

Re-arrest rates after removal: 

 Interlock group  1.8%  

 Non interlock group 4.0%  

Injury crash rates: 

 Interlock group  0.9%  

 Non interlock group 0.6%  

 (Source: Bjerre, 2005) 

 
Note that the findings documented in Table 4.1 above only provide some context around the likely 

effectiveness of alcohol interlocks. The methodology used in this CBA did not rely on those findings 

because different jurisdictions have different regimes, and they are not comparable to the regime in 

New Zealand. 
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4.2  Alcohol interlocks programme participation  

Since the inception of the voluntary AIP in 2010, around 4 percent of de facto eligible offenders (i.e. 

s65A offenders minus s65 offenders) have been sentenced to the AIP.  There are two broad 

categories of interventions to increase uptake of the AIP sentence. These include those that broaden 

the eligible pool of offenders and those that incentivise uptake of the AIP sentence amongst the 

eligible pool of offenders.  

 

The current CBA analysed two AIP expansion scenarios and four policy changes opportunities to 

increase the uptake of the AIP sentence.  Since the expansion scenarios will also increase the uptake 

of the AIP sentence in absolute terms, this means there are six individual means to increase the 

uptake of the AIP sentence.  

 

These are listed below: 

 Expanding the AIP eligible pool by including offenders classified under section 6513  of the 

Land Transport Act 1998 

 Expanding the AIP eligible pool by lowering the BAC level for first time offenders from 160 

mg/dL to 120 mg/dL 

 Removing the compulsory 3-month disqualification period prior to the fitment of alcohol 

interlock devices to incentivise uptake of the AIP sentence and the subsequent fitment of 

the device 

 Making first time offenders eligible for the AIP to become ineligible for limited licence 

 Making the AIP mandatory for existing eligible offenders (the “Opt out” policy) 

 Partially subsidising the cost associated with the alcohol interlock devices 

 

With the above six means to increase uptake of the AIP sentence, there are a large number of 

possible combinations of policy levers for adoption. While the CBA model has been developed to 

allow different combinations to be selected, the current report reflects mainly the combinations 

associated with the four policy options outlined earlier. These policy options were selected based on 

the results from testing various combinations of policy levers in the early stage of the analysis. The 

selection was based largely on public acceptance and value for money criteria. 

 

The way how the uptake of the AIP sentence and fitment rates are influenced by different policy 

levers are explained in the following sections. 

 

4.2.1 The methodology 

 
Table 4.2 summarised the key factors affecting the uptake of the AIP sentence and actual interlock 

fitment rates for each policy lever and  the relevant inputs and assumptions used in the assessment. 

The next sections will briefly discuss the approach used to estimate the potential changes in AIP 

sentence.  

 

  
                                                           
13

 Offenders who have three previous drink driving offences or who have two previous drink driving offences with one 
greater than 200 mg/dL are subject to the penalty under Section 65 of the Land Transport Act 1998. 
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The basic formula for estimating the future fitment of interlock devices due to the AIP is by 

multiplying the eligible pool by the uptake of the AIP sentence rate and the fitment rate (equation 

4.1). 

 

 
       

          
       

   

   
         
    

   

   
        
      
    

   
         
       
    

  (4.1) 

 
By updating each of the three parameters, equation (4.1) can be adapted for estimating future 

fitment of interlock devices when either the eligible pool, the uptake of the AIP sentence or the 

fitment rate changes. For an expansion of the eligible pool, the size of the change can be estimated 

based on current number of offenders in different categories.   Such information can be used to 

estimate the size of the new eligible pool. For uptake of the AIP sentence and fitment rates, they can 

be expressed in terms of the original rates (as shown in equation 4.2). Changes in uptake of the AIP 

sentence ( ) and fitment ( ) rates are affected by a number of factors and assumptions summarised 

in Table 4.2. 

 

 
       

          
       

 

   

  

   
         
    

 

   

   

   
        
      
    

           
         
       
    

         (4.2) 

 
Equation (4.2) provides a stylised representation of how the number of alcohol interlocks fitted can 

be estimated.  In the actual cost and benefit model, the following factors are also considered: 

 

 Changes in the size of AIP eligible pool due to ongoing improvement in drink driving offences 

resulting from other policy intervention (see Table 4.2). 

 How the number of AIP sentences are distributed over a given year and the transition from 

disqualification (if the 3-month disqualification period applies) to interlocks period.  

 The average number of months an interlock is fitted before offenders successfully exit the 

AIP. Based on data obtained from NZ Transport Agency, the average duration is 17.8 

months.  
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Table 4.2: Factors affecting participation of the alcohol interlock programme 

Policy levers Key factors affecting uptake of 
the AIP sentence 

Key assumptions and inputs 

Expanding pool of 
eligible offenders 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Size of eligible pool 

 BAC for first-time offenders 

 Whether to include s65 
offenders  

 Uptake rate of the alcohol 
interlock sentence 

 2014 Assumptions 

s65A  (excluding 
s 65) offenders  

6,840 Reduction trend 
in offending: 
 
2% pa 2017 to 
2021 which will 
be halved every 
5 years 

s65 offenders 2,900 

First time 
offenders BCA 
120-160 mg/dL 

4,600 

Uptake of the 
AIP sentence 
rate 

4.1%  

 

Removing limited 
licence option for 
first time offenders 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Number of s65A related 
limited licence 

 Proportion of those 
offenders switching to AIP 

Limited licence application 2014 

s65A  213 

 Assumption 

Estimated increase in limited 
licence application if first time 
BAC reduces to 120 mg/dL 

369 

% switch to AIP (for both 
current and expanded eligible 
pool of offenders) 

50% 

 

Removal of the 3-
month 
disqualification 
 
 
 
 

 Uptake rate of the alcohol 
interlock sentence 

 Interlock fitment rate (upon 
fulfilment of 3-month 
disqualification period) with 
and without policy change  

 2014 

Uptake of the AIP sentence 
rate 

4.1% 

Interlock fitment rate 76.5% 

 Assumption 

Increase in AIP fitment 
rate 

L M H 

2.5% 5% 10% 
 

Making the AIP 
mandatory  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Access to alcohol interlock 
installers 

 Access to vehicles  

 Impact on uptake of the AIP 
sentence rate 

Assumptions Low Medium High 

Increase in uptake of 
the AIP sentence in 
year 1 

10% 25% 30% 

Annual rate of 
marginal increase in 
sentence uptake 

2% 3% 5% 

Approximate 
saturated increase 
over 10 years 

15% 40% 60% 

 

Subsidisation of 
the installation 
and rental costs of 
interlocks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Proportion of alcohol 
interlocks related costs 
subsidised 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Interlock fitment rate 
 

 Assume the increase uptake of the AIP 
sentence is proportional to the share of the 
total cost of alcohol interlocks the programme 
(based on minimum fitment period of 12 
months)  

Subsidy programme Cost share 
in 2014$ 

25% rental costs 19% 

25% of installation, rental and 
removal costs 

22% 

50% rental costs  38% 

50% of installation, rental and 
removal costs 

44% 

 Assume to fitment rate increases by 10% (i.e. 
multiply the appropriate fitment rate by 1.1) 
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4.2.2 Expanding the eligible pool of offenders for the AIP  

The total interlock fitment comprises of the current fitment level, the 100 interlocks to be subsidised 

by the Department of Corrections between October 2015 and November 2016 and the increase in 

uptake due to the policy changes. The analysis only estimated the incremental costs and benefits of 

the increased uptake. 

 

Due to a range of drink drive enforcement and advertising measures,  the number of detected drink 

drive offences has reduced by 30 percent, from 29,813 in 2011 to 20,629 in 2014 (see Figure 4.1). 

Although it is still in an early stage of the regime, the reduction in the adult legal drink driving limit 

from 80 mg/dL to 50 mg/dL in December 2014 is expected to result in some reduction in HLDD 

activities in addition to the reduction of those in the BAC 50-80 mg/dL range.  

 

Against the backdrop of such improvement, there has been an increase in the share of high level and 

repeat drink drive offending.  In 2014, nearly 70 percent of all detected drink drive offences were for 

drivers with BAC over 120 mg/dL or had one or more previous convictions within the previous 5 

years.  The AIP currently applies only to s65A offenders (excluding s65 offenders), which accounts for 

around one-third of all drink drive offences detected in 2014. Expanding the AIP to s65 offenders 

would increase this share by 12-14 percent and by another 21-22 percent if first time offenders with 

BAC 120-160 mg/dL were also included. The two changes could therefore increase the eligible pool 

to cover around two-third of all drink drive offences (see Figure 4.1).  

 

Figure 4.1: Drink drive offenders by offence type, 2011 to 2014 

 
 

 

Once the eligible pool is determined, the estimated increase in the number of offenders with an AIP 

sentence can be estimated based on the current uptake of the AIP sentence rate. When other policy 

levers are used in conjunction with the change in the eligible pool, the resulting increase in uptake of 

the AIP sentence will be considered in the specific policy levers as appropriate. 

 
When determining the change in eligible pool of offenders, the downward trend drink drive 

offending has been extrapolated into the future to take into a reduction without the policy proposal 

(see Table 4.2).  This assumption will indirectly affect the uptake of the AIP sentence and associated 

costs and benefits. 
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4.2.3 Removing the compulsory 3 months disqualification period 

Data from the Ministry of Justice shows that as at 31 December 2014, 595 of the drink-drive cases 

eligible for an interlock received the sentence since the inception of the alcohol interlock regime. 

This represents an average of 21.5 offenders with AIP sentence per month. The Transport Agency’s 

DLR indicates that 411 people had been on the interlock programme as at 31 December 2014. This 

represents an average of 16.4 interlocks fitted per month (after considering a 3-month time lag due 

to the compulsory disqualification period). This implies an interlock fitment rate of 76.5 percent. 

 

In a review of New Mexico’s experience of AIP, Marques and Voas (2010) suggest that admittance to 

the programme soon after an eligible offender being convicted can help increase interlocks fitment 

rate. Therefore, the analysis assumed that removing the 3-month disqualification alone would 

increase programme fitment rate by between 2.5 and 10 percent (with a mid-range assumption of 5 

percent). If the fitment rate increases to close to 100 percent, the net benefits of the policy options 

will be higher. 

 

 

4.2.4  Changes to limited licence availability 

The current AIP allows first time HLDD offenders to apply for limited licence for work purpose 

(subject to certain driving conditions such as distance and time).  The intention of this policy is to 

enable such drivers to operate a vehicle for work related purpose.  However, this policy also 

effectively lessens the penalty for such offenders and jeopardises the effectiveness of the penalty 

regime.  

 

In 2014, around 8 percent of all drink drive offenders applied for a limited licence. Assuming the 

same percentage applies to all BAC levels, s65A first time offenders would have accounted for 213 of 

such applications. Reducing the BAC eligible criterion for first time HLDD to 120 mg/dL (currently 160 

mg/dL) would have increased the applications by 369.  It is unknown what proportion of such drivers 

would choose to take part in the AIP when they are no longer eligible for applying limited licence. 

The analysis assumes 50 percent drivers do (i.e. 107 if BAC limit for first time offenders remains at 

160 mg/dL or 291 if BAC limit is lowered to 120 mg/dL). 

 

 

4.2.5  The mandatory or the “opt out” policy 

A key reason for the low uptake of the AIP sentence in New Zealand stems from the voluntary basis 

of the regime. Therefore, one of the policy levers is to increase the uptake of the AIP sentence by 

making the AIP mandatory to an eligible pool of offenders. Under such policy proposal, offenders are 

allowed to opt out only if they can provide acceptable reasons (such as no immediate access to 

vehicles or alcohol interlock installers).  

 

Figure 11.1 (see Chapter 11) shows the geographical coverage (based on a 30 kilometres radius) of 

the alcohol interlock sites offered by the two approved installers, SmartStart and Dräger14. Mapping 

this information with Census 2013 data shows these sites cover around 85 percent of population 

over 15 years of age.  The achievable increase in the number of AIP sentences, however, is likely to 

be lower than this because some drivers cannot afford the cost of participation or might not have 

                                                           
14

 Figure 11.1 is valid as of May 2015 and excludes mobile services. All the addresses of the alcohol interlock 
sites were obtained from the websites of the approved installers. 
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direct or easy access to vehicles. The analysis assumed the mandatory programme will take 10 years 

to be fully embedded, with saturated increase in the uptake of the AIP sentence rate to between 15 

and 60 percent (40 percent as the base case, Table 4.2) by mid-2020. 

 
These uptake of the AIP sentence levels are based on an initial increase between 10 and 30 percent, 

with an annual growth rate of between 2 and 5 percent. These assumptions are based on experience 

in Florida and New Mexico (see Table 4.3 below) considering the limited availability of interlock 

service sites (which are likely to expand as the programme matures). The expectation is that as the 

supply of interlock service sites increase in response to demand, fewer eligible offenders would be 

exempted for the reason of not having an interlock provider in the vicinity. The analysis assumes the 

growth in uptake of the AIP sentence rate will complete in 10 years.  

 

Table 4.3: Uptake of the AIP sentence in jurisdictions with a judicial mandatory interlock regime 

Jurisdiction Offenders subject to a 

mandatory interlock sentence 

Time of first 

implementation 

Uptake rate 

Florida First-time offenders with 

BAC≥200mg/dL and repeat 

offenders 

Full programme since 

February 2005 

15% between 2005 and 

2008 

New Mexico All drink drivers Pilot began in 1999; 

revised in 2006 

32% between 2006 and 

2008 

 

4.2.6  Subsidisation of interlock devices  

A key disincentive for eligible offenders to take part in the AIP is the costs involved.  The longer an 

offender stays in the programme, the higher the costs. The cost of participation has resulted in low 

uptake of the AIP sentence and also less than 100 percent fitment rate. The minimum total cost is 

around $2,230 (GST exclusive, see Table 4.4), provided the offender does not violate and successfully 

exits the programme after 12 months.  

 

It is difficult to estimate how likely offenders would participate in the programme if it is partially 

subsidised. The analysis assumes a subsidised programme will result in an increase in the level of 

uptake of the AIP sentence proportional to the percentage of the total cost subsidised. For example, 

if 50 percent of all interlock related costs is subsidised, the model assumes the uptake of the AIP 

sentence rate will increase by 44 percent (being 50% * (6% + 76% + 5%). If only the installation and 

removal fees are subsidised, the effects would be much lower (e.g. 5.5 percent for a 50 percent 

subsidise, being 50% x [6% + 5%]). 

 

Table 4.4: Alcohol interlock programme costs to participants 

 Cost per interlock participant   GST incl GST excl   

Interlock device related costs:     

Device installation fee   $         162.50   $              141.30  6% 

Rental for 12 months   $      1,950.00   $            1,695.65  76% 

Device removal fee   $         117.50   $              102.17  5% 

Licensing related costs:     

AI licence application fee   $         200.00   $              173.91  8% 

Zero alcohol licence application fee   $           66.40   $                57.74  3% 

Standard licence reinstatement fee  $           66.40   $                57.74  3% 

Total cost for 12 months   $      2,562.80   $            2,228.52   100% 
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4.2.7 Interlock fitment estimates  

Table 4.5 summarises the results for the four main options considered in this report15.   

 

 The first set of estimates represent the results for the base policy options.  This shows that 

Option 4 would result in the largest increase in the number of interlocks fitted to vehicles. 

 The second set of estimates represent the results of expanding the base policy options to 

include s65 offenders. These estimates include the base increases and represent the total 

overall impacts.  

 The third set of estimates represent the results for the base policy options with 50 percent 

government subsidisation of the costs associated with the interlock devices (including 

installation, rental and removal costs). These estimates do not include programme 

expansion to include s65 offenders. 

 

Table 4.5: Summary of estimated additional interlock fitment  

Measures  Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Removing the 3-month 

disqualification 
    

Removing the availability of limited 

licences to eligible first-time 

offenders 

    

Making the interlock sentence 

mandatory unless exempted 
    

Lowering the BAC limit from 

160mg/dL to 120mg/dL 
    

Estimated additional interlock fitment 

Base option Year 1 100 1,526 402 2,837 

Average p.a. 89 1,836 360 3,343 

Overall percentage 

of eligible pool 

with AI by 2025 

5% 38% 6% 38% 

Expansion to 

include s65 

offenders 

Year 1 197 2,208 497 3,519 

Average p.a. 174 2,643 447 4,148 

Overall percentage 

of eligible pool 

with AI by 2025 

5% 36% 6% 37% 

With 50% 

government 

subsidisation 

Year 1 2,536 3,422 4,568 6,081 

Average p.a. 2,274 3,357 4,096 5,949 

Overall percentage 

of eligible pool 

with AI by 2025 

43% 63% 45% 65% 

Note: The estimates summarised above represent the total increases and are not additive.  

  

                                                           
15

 Results for the supplementary options 2c and 2e are provided in Appendix 6. 
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4.3 Safety benefits 

4.3.1  Alcohol related road fatalities and injuries 

The analysis used social cost of road injuries (including fatalities) as the key road safety benefit 

measure. The scope was limited to social cost of road injuries caused by crashes where the at-fault 

drivers had a positive BAC and ignored cases where drug impairment was also a contributing factor.  

The presence of both alcohol and drugs in a driver’s blood can amplify each other causing serious 

impairment to the driver’s ability to perform even simple tasks. However, crashes where drugs were 

also a contributing factor were excluded from the analysis to avoid overstating the potential safety 

benefits from the policy changes. The analysis also excluded cases where alcohol was suspected but 

no alcohol reading was available. Thus the safety benefits obtained from this analysis can be 

considered conservative. 

 

For the three years to 2014, there was an average of 53 fatalities, 304 serious injuries and 905 minor 

injuries a year caused by at-fault drivers with BAC greater than zero (Table 4.6). The average annual 

total social cost for these road fatalities and injuries was about $495 million (in 2014$). Over 84 

percent ($417 million) of this total was associated with cases where the at-fault driver had a BAC 

level greater than 80mg/dL (i.e. the current criminal limit for drink-driving) and nearly 50 percent 

with a BAC above 150 mg/dL (Figure 4.2). 

 

Table 4.6: Alcohol related road trauma where at-fault drivers had a positive BAC 

Average of 2011-2014 

Blood Alcohol Concentration level of the at-fault drivers 

Total <30 

mg/dL 

31-50 

mg/dL 

51-80 

mg/dL 

81-150 

mg/dL 

>150 

mg/dL 

Fatality  4 1 4 14 30 53 

Serious injury 7 11 24 130 132 304 

Minor injury 10 31 103 337 424 905 

Total social cost (2014$m) $23 $13 $42 $174 $243 $495 

 

 

Figure 4.2: Share of total social cost of road fatalities and injuries where the at-fault driver (aged 

20 years and over) had a positive BAC, 2011-2014 
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4.3.2  Approach to estimating the road safety benefits 

Figure 4.3: Analytical framework for estimating the safety benefits 

 
Figure 4.3 shows the analytical framework for estimating the safety benefits in terms of reduction in 

social cost of road injuries. The corresponding estimation equation is shown in equation (4.3). 
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   (4.3) 

 

The key steps for carrying out the analysis include: 

(i) estimating the average social cost of at-fault alcohol-related crashes (under the business as 

usual scenario) per offender per month by offender group (s65A with and without s65 

offenders) 

(ii) estimating the percentage reduction in social cost by intervention type (licence 

disqualification, alcohol interlocks fitment and ZAC) 

(iii) estimating the number of person months with expected risk reduction by intervention type 

(with appropriate adjustment for violation of licence conditions) 

(iv) adjusting the resulting social cost estimates to include non-injury crashes 

 

4.3.3 Estimating average social cost per offender per month 

The current average annual social cost per offender in the eligible pool was estimated based on the 

offences data obtained from the Ministry of Justice and crash data obtained from the NZ Transport 

Agency’s CAS (crash analysis system). Appendix 3 provides a stylised representation of the 

mathematical formulae used for each of the steps described below: 

 

Step 1: Estimate the combined annual average social cost of at-fault alcohol injury crashes 

caused by section 65 and 65a offenders – Based on CAS data from NZ Transport Agency, 

the annual average (2013 and 2014) social cost of crashes where the at-fault drivers had 

a positive BAC and had at least one prior alcohol offence was $119 million. In addition, 

there were $243 million social cost of road crashes associated with BAC >160 mg/dL. If 
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the share of social cost caused by first time offenders is the same as the share in the 

offender numbers16, the social cost caused by first-time s65A offenders with BAC >160 

mg/dL can be estimated by 40% * $243 million (or $97 million). This means the social 

cost of all s65A (including s65) offenders was around $216 million (being $119 million + 

$97 million).  

This $216 million estimate is lower than the total social cost with BAC greater than 80 

mg/dL of $417 million (see Table 4.6). There are two main explanations. 

(1) The $417 million estimate was based on data from 2011 to 2014 and would be 

higher than that using 2013 and 2014 alone due to recent reduction in alcohol-

related road trauma. If the above calculation were repeated for 2011 to 2014, the 

estimated social cost caused by s65A and s65 offenders would have been $60 

million higher.  However, to avoid overstating the potential safety benefits, the 

analysis has limited to data for 2013 and 2014 only. 

(2) The remaining difference between the $417 million and the $216 million estimate is 

the BAC level considered. More specifically, the $417 million estimate includes all 

BCA over 80 mg/dL but the $216 million excludes estimated number of first time 

offenders with BAC less than 160 mg/dL (a key definition of s65A offenders).  If the 

social cost caused by first-time offenders with BAC >160 mg/dL is higher than that 

estimated above, the $216 million estimate might have understated the actual 

social cost for s65A offenders.  

Combining the two effects above, the safety benefit estimates can be considered as 

conservative. 

Step 2: Obtain separate estimates of annual average social cost caused by s65A and s65 

offenders – these can be estimated based on the relative risk between s65A and s65 

offenders and the share in the number of offenders (obtained from Ministry of Justice).  

The average annual social cost for those caused by offenders with two or less previous 

offences was used as a proxy for s65A offenders. Similarly, the social cost caused by 

those with three or more previous offences was used as a proxy for s65 offenders.  The 

resulting relative risk is estimated at 1: 1.7. In other words, the social cost per offender 

for s65 offenders is estimated at 70 percent higher than that for s65A offenders.  

With the relative risk estimates and the share of offenders, the $216 million is broken 

down into those caused by s65A offenders of $150 million and by s65 offenders of $65 

million.   

For policy options that broaden the eligible pool to include first time offenders with BAC 

between 120 and 160 mg/dL, steps 1 and 2 are repeated to include average annual 

social cost caused by those offenders.  Based on data from CAS, this has been estimated 

at $89 million. 

Step 3: Estimate the average social cost per offender (by offender type and/or BAC level) using 

results from Steps 1 and 2, and the offence data obtained from Ministry of Justice.   

Step 4: Estimate the average social cost per offender per month (by offender type) by dividing 

the results from step 3 by 12 months. The resulting estimate is further adjusted for 

                                                           
16

 Data from Ministry of Justice shows that around 40 percent of BAC greater than 160 mg/dL were committed 
by first time offenders. 
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general crash risk that is not related to alcohol consumption (estimated at $78 per 

driving population per month17). Due to the lack of information on the level of travel for 

different offender types, it is reasonable to assume drink drivers would drive similar 

distances as general drivers. Therefore, further adjustment to account for any 

difference in the level of travel has not been made.  

 
Table 4.7 shows some varisions in the estimated average social cost per offender per month 

(weighted by the size of the social cost by offender type) by policy intervention.  There are three key 

reasons: 

 

 The average social cost caused by affected offenders varies with the offender types to be 

included in the AIP and therefore affects the four policy options slightly differently. Since 

Options 1 and 2 maintain the size of the existing eligible pool, the estimated social cost per 

offender is the same. On the other hand, the estimated baseline social cost per offender for 

options 3 and 4 is the same as both options expand the eligible pool to include first time 

offenders with lower BAC. 

 When the AIP is expanded to include s65 offenders, the weighted average social cost per 

offender per month is higher. This is due to the higher risk posed by repeat offenders who 

often also have high BAC level.  

 When the AIP is expanded to include first-time offenders with BAC between 120mg/dL and 

160mg/dL, the weighted average social cost per offender per month is lower. This is due to 

their lower average social cost comparing to those caused by the current de facto eligible 

pool. 

 

Table 4.7: Estimated weighted average social cost per offender per month  

 

4.3.4 Estimating safety impact of policy interventions on social cost 

(i) Safety impact due to interlock fitment  

 
The safety impact due to the AIP was estimated by comparing the crash risk before and after the 

fitment of an interlock, using the relative risk of fatal crash (Figure 4.4).  The analysis was completed 

                                                           
17

 This is obtained by dividing the $3.1 billion of annual total social cost of road injuries by 3.3 million drivers  
by 12 months. 

 Options 1 & 2 

(base option) 

Options 1 & 2 

(expanded 
option) 

Options 3 & 4 

(base option) 

Options 3 & 4 

(expanded 
option) 

Current de facto eligible pool (i.e. 

excludes s65 offenders) 
    

Including first-time offenders BAC 120-

160mg/dL 
    

Including s65 offenders     

Weighted average $1,092 $1,249 $958 $1,091 

Weighted average (adjusted for general 

crash risk cannot be avoided) 
$1,014 $1,171 $880 $1,013 
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by age group and broad offender type (first time versus subsequent offenders). As shown in Table 

4.8, the risk reduction to be achieved with the fitment of an alcohol interlock ranging from 97.6 to 

99.8 percent, depending on the BAC level from which the risk reduction occurs.  

It is uncertain which group of offenders is more likely to participate in the AIP, the analysis used the 

weighted average of 98.3 percent as the mid-range assumption. In the simulation analysis, a low 

(97.6 percent) and a high (99.8 percent) value will be used.  

 

When drivers with BAC between 120 and 160 mg/dL is added to the eligible pool, the mid-range 

estimate increased slightly to 98.5 percent (because more weight is applied to first timer offenders 

than previously although the average BAC for affected first time offenders reduces from 187 to 156 

mg/dL).  This expansion does not affect the low and high benefit assumptions. 

 

When calculating the safety benefits, adjustments are made to account for violations of interlocks 

requirement, long-term downward trend in road safety risk and the duration for which the offenders 

would have the interlocks fitted.  

 

Table 4.8: Estimated changes in relative risk due to interlock fitment 

 
Average 

BAC level 

mg/dL 

Relative risk by age group Weighted average 

% reduction in 

relative risk (to 30 

mg/dL) 
 

under 20 

years 

20 to 24 

years 

25 years 

or over 
all ages 

With interlock (note) 30 15 9 3 5 - 

First offence > 160 mg/dL 187 3,734 2,221 711 1,348 99.6% 

Two or more offences (with 

one > 200 mg/dL) 
210 8,222 4,916 1,565 2,973 99.8% 

Two or more offences 

(other BAC levels) 
136 620 365 118 223 97.6% 

Note: The analysis uses 30 mg/dL as the comparator to account for the tolerance level that is generally allowed in alcohol 
measurement devices. 

 

Figure 4.4: Relative risk of fatal crash by blood alcohol level 

 
Source: Ministry of Transport (2014), Alcohol and Drug Crash Facts. 
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(ii) Safety impact due to zero alcohol condition imposed  
There are two ways to estimate the safety impact of zero alcohol condition (ZAC), the first approach 

assumes the effect to be the same as having an interlock fitted (except when offenders violate the 

condition). This can be considered as the high benefit estimate.  

 

The second approach compares the relative social cost of injury crashes (including fatal) with and 

without alcohol as a crash factor. The reduction in crash risk can be obtained by comparing the ratio 

between at-fault drivers with ZAC and that of all at-fault drivers (see Table 4.11). Since all at-fault 

drivers include repeat drink driving offenders, the resulting average relative risk would be high. 

Therefore, the resulting estimated reduction in risk (of 39.1 percent) can be viewed as the low 

benefit scenario. 

 

For the purpose of the analysis, the average of the two estimates (68.7 percent) have been used as 

the mid-range assumption (see Table 4.9).   

 

When calculating the overall safety benefits from an increase in the number of offenders with zero 

alcohol condition imposed, adjustments are made to account for violations of requirement, long-

term downward trend and the duration for which the offenders would have the condition imposed. 

 

Table 4.9: Relative crash risk due to zero alcohol condition 

 Relative fatal and injury crash risk Reduction in alcohol related social cost of injury 

crashes due to ZAC  

At-fault drivers 

with ZAC 

All at-fault 

drivers  

Low estimate Mid-range 

(average) 

High estimate 

Ratio of social 

cost of alcohol 

to non-alcohol 

related 

crashes  

0.141 0.232 39.1% 

 

(being 
     

     
 - 1) 

68.7% 98.3% 

 

 

(iii)  Safety impacts due to disqualifications 

 

The policy intervention has two impacts on disqualification period and hence on safety. 

 
The first impact relates to the change in crash risk due to the removal of the 3-month disqualification 

period. This policy intervention essentially reduces the overall length of the penalty that applies to 

the offenders. This would have a small negative impact on safety because the overall deterrent 

effect is reduced (by length).  To determine the safety impacts for this, the analysis first estimates 

the number of AIP participant months affected, which is then multiplied through by the average 

social cost per offender per month (for the appropriate offender group) to obtain the overall impact. 

The number of AIP participants was determined considering current and future alcohol interlocks 

fitment rates by policy intervention. The number of AIP participant months is simply a product of the 

number of participants and the 3-month disqualification period. 

 

The second impact relates to the difference in the total number of months disqualified between an 

AIP participant who did not eventually have an interlock device fitted than the disqualification 

sentence they would have received if they did not take part in the AIP. Because the policy options 
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also propose an indefinite disqualification until one gets an alcohol interlock fitted, it is expected 

that a small group of AIP participants would stay indefinitely disqualified instead of having an alcohol 

interlock fitted.  This is likely to affect those with financial difficulties or issues with access to vehicles 

or installers. The analysis used the increase in the volume of non-fitment to estimate the impact.  

 

Compared with the standard 6-month disqualification penalty, the average length of indefinite 

disqualification for AIP participants without an alcohol interlock fitted is about 4 years longer18.  This 

can be seen as an increase in the disqualification penalty, and would result in some positive impact 

on safety compared to the status quo.  

 

When estimating the impacts in terms of social cost, the affected volume is converted to person 

months, which is then multiplied by 48 months and the average social cost per offender per month 

(by offender type).   

 

When calculating the safety impacts due to disqualifications, adjustments are made to account for 

violations of disqualification requirements and long term downward trend. For other inputs and 

assumptions, refer to Table 4.11. 

 

4.3.5 Overall reduction in alcohol related social cost of road trauma  

The overall safety impact resulting from the policy changes is the product of the average social cost 

per person per month (Table 4.7), the estimated percentage reduction in crash risk (Table 4.9) and 

the estimated total number of person months for which the safety impacts would apply.   

 

Table 4.11 lists the key components and inputs involved in estimating this reduction. They include:  

 

 change in crash risk due to the removal of the 3-month disqualification 

 effect on offenders with the interlock fitted  

 effect on AIP offenders did not have interlocks fitted and became indefinitely disqualified or 

unlicensed 

 effect on offenders with the three-year ZAC after successfully completed the AIP 

 effect on offenders with long-term behavioural changes (see Table 4.10). 

 

Table 4.10: Estimated proportion of eligible AIP offenders with long-term behavioural change 

Share of eligible offenders with long-term 
behavioural change 

 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy options 0.1% 1.4% 0.4% 2.6% 

Extension to include s65 offenders 0.2% 2.1% 0.4% 3.3% 

With 50% government subsidy 2.2% 3.1% 4.0% 5.4% 

 

In addition to the social cost of injury crashes, the policy interventions can also prevent non-injury 

crashes.  According to the 2014 update of the Social cost of road crashes and injuries19, non-injury 

crashes add 18 percent to the total social cost of all injury crashes. For alcohol-related crashes, this 

                                                           
18

 Information from the NZ Transport Agency indicated that the average length of indefinite disqualification is 
about 4.5 years. 
19

 The social cost of road crashes and injuries: June 2014 update can be downloaded from 
http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Documents/Social-Cost-June-2014-update.pdf.  

http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Documents/Social-Cost-June-2014-update.pdf
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share is likely to be lower because their average crash severity tends to be more severe.  Historically, 

estimates of non-injury crashes were based on those of minor crashes, therefore the share of social 

cost of non-injury crashes for alcohol-related crashes has been adjusted for the shares of social cost 

of minor injury crashes between alcohol-related crashes (13 percent) and all crash types (22 

percent), based on data from 2011 to 2014. The resulting estimate is 10.5 percent (being 18% * 

13%/22%). In other words, 10.5 percent was added to the estimates of social cost of injury crashes 

to allow for a potential reduction in non-injury crashes. 

 

Table 4.11: Key components and inputs involved in estimating total reduction in alcohol crash risk 

Components Key factors affecting the safety impacts Inputs/Assumptions 

Removal of the3-

month initial 

disqualification 

period  

Current alcohol interlock fitment rate 76.5% 

Assumptions: L M H 

Changes in interlock fitment rate 79% 81.5% 86.5% 

The level of disqualification violations 30% 40% 50% 
   

While on alcohol 

interlocks 

Total increase in the number of interlock fitment See Table 4.2 

Average interlock fitment period per person 17.8 months  

Other assumptions: L M H 

% reduction in alcohol crash risk: 

 First time offender BAC remains at 

160mg/dL 

 First time offender BAC reduces to 

120mg/dL 

 

97.6% 

97.6% 

 

98.3% 

98.5% 

 

99.8% 

99.8% 

The level of interlock violations  10% 20% 30% 
   

AIP participants 

did not fit with 

interlocks and 

became 

disqualified 

Average increase in overall disqualification period 

(compared to a 6-month disqualification sentence 

for non-AIP offenders) 

 

4 years  

 

The level of disqualification violations 

L M H 

30% 40% 50% 
   

While on zero 

alcohol licence 

(ZAL) 

 Share of new AIP participants who would 

have received a mandatory ZAL anyway 

 Increase in the number of ZAL holders 

67% (average for 2011-2014) 

 

Assuming 50% successfully 

converted after AIP 

Other assumptions: L M H 

 Reduction in alcohol crash risk  39.1% 68.7% 98.3% 

 The level of violations against ZAC 21% 31.5% 42% 
   

Long term 

behaviour 

change 

Proportion with permanent behavioural change 

after completing the ZAL 

 

L M H 

Percent of those completing the ZAL 

5% 10% 20% 

   

 
Table 4.12 summarises the estimated net safety benefit in terms of reduction in social cost of road 

crashes20 attributable to the considered policy options for the base case and  the two optional policy 

changes scenarios.   

 

                                                           
20

 Final estimates of the social cost of road crashes include allowance for non-reported injuries. 
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Table 4.13 summarises the estimated annual number of fatalities and injuries to be prevented under 

the mid-range benefit assumptions. In line with the general results summarised in Table 4.12, 

mandating the alcohol interlock sentence for an expanded pool of offenders (i.e. Option 4) has the 

greater positive impact on safety. 

 

Table 4.12: Total reduction in social cost of road crashes, $ million 2014 prices (present value) 

 Reduction in Social cost of crashes $m (PV, 2014 $) 

Source of effect Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy option 
While on alcohol interlocks 7.8 152.3 27.5 241.9 

Indefinite disqualification due to non-fitment -8.1 76.6 4.3 131.2 

While on ZAL 3.4 66.1 12.0 105.0 

Removal of the 3-month disqualification period -6.0 -36.0 -9.5 -53.9 

Long term behavioural changes 0.3 5.1 0.9 8.1 

Total -2.7 264.0 35.3 432.2 

Base policy option plus s65 offenders 
While on alcohol interlocks 17.7 253.3 39.3 345.4 

Indefinite disqualification due to non-fitment -4.2 133.8 9.1 189.9 

While on ZAL 7.7 109.9 17.2 149.8 

Removal of the 3-month disqualification period -8.8 -57.6 -12.5 -75.9 

Long term behavioural changes 0.6 8.4 1.3 11.5 

Total 13.0 447.8 54.4 620.8 

Base policy option plus 50% subsidy 
While on alcohol interlocks 199.9 289.4 313.1 446.3 

Indefinite disqualification due to non-fitment 47.0 74.3 82.1 122.6 

While on ZAL 87.5 126.3 137.0 194.7 

Removal of the 3-month disqualification period -45.8 -64.4 -68.6 -96.1 

Long term behavioural changes 6.9 9.8 10.7 15.1 

Total 295.4 435.5 474.4 682.6 

Note: The above estimates include non-injury crashes. Negative figures represent an increase in social cost of 
road crashes. 
 
Table 4.13: Estimated average (over 20 years) annual reductions in road trauma 

Injury severity 
Estimated reduction in road trauma 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy option 
Fatalities 0 3 0 5 

Serious and minor injuries 0.6 72 9 118 

Base policy option plus s65 offenders 
Fatalities 0 5 1 7 

Serious and minor injuries 4 123 14 170 

Base policy option plus 50% subsidy 
Fatalities 3 5 5 8 

Serious and minor injuries 77 116 124 181 
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4.4  Mobility benefits 

A key benefit for offenders to take part in the AIP is the mobility benefits (for accessing to jobs, 

education or other social and economic opportunities) from being able to drive with an alcohol 

interlock fitted as opposed to being disqualified from driving. The mobility benefits can be estimated 

using the welfare analysis approach, with the downward sloping demand curve (Figure 4.5) showing 

the amount consumers willing-to-pay at each quantity. In Figure 4.5, the quantity demanded is Q0 at 

driving cost C0. With a disqualification imposed, Q0 will reduce to Q1 and the reduction in mobility 

benefits is represented by the shaded area. This is known as ‘consumer surplus’ or in transport 

appraisal terminology, ‘user surplus’ or ‘user benefit’. 

 
Figure 4.5: A graphical illustration of mobility benefit change  

 
 
The basic approach for evaluating user benefit as a result of price or cost changes is detailed in NZ 

Transport Agency’s   M.  Equation (4.4) is used to estimate the equivalent reduction in cost (c) 

needed to generate the estimated increase in driving (due to switching from disqualified driving to 

driving with an alcohol interlock). Equation (4.5) is then used to estimate the change in user benefit.  

  C 
1

 
 
  

 
 C (4.4) 

where = demand elasticity with respect to cost; C = average cost of driving, Q = vehicle kilometre 

travelled per driver. 

Change in user bene t 
1

2
   C       (4.5) 

The assumed cost elasticity of demand for driving21 is -0.25. According to data from the Household 

Travel Surveys between 2011 and 2014, the average annual vehicle kilometre travelled (Q) per driver 

is 10,400. A key assumption used for this analysis is that the level of travel is proportional to the time 

period without a disqualification condition imposed. This means with the each disqualified  month 

spent, the    for a driver would be around 867 kilometres (or 2,600 and 5,200 for a 3-month and a 

6-month disqualification period). Based on car operating cost estimates obtained from NZ 

Automobile Association and adjust for the number of vehicle kilometres driven, the average cost per 

kilometre (C) driven is $0.79 (tax exclusive). 

                                                           
21

 The average fuel price elasticity of demand for driving is between -0.1 and -0.3 (BAH, 2007) and the typical generalised 
cost elasticity is -0.5 (VTPI, 2013, p48).  However, considering the cost elasticity for offenders is likely to be lower, this 
analysis assumes it is half of the -0.5 estimate mentioned in VTPI or roughly the mid-range estimate of fuel price elasticity 
of demand (i.e. assuming offenders typically only consider the fuel costs and not the total cost). 
Source: Booze Allen Hamilton (BAH) (2007), “Impacts of fuel price changes on New Zealand transport”, Land Transport 
New Zealand Research Report 331. 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI) (2013), “Understanding transport demands and elasticities, how prices and other 
factors affect travel behaviour”, www.vtpi.org. 



37 
 

Based on equation (4.5), the change in user benefit from driving (i.e. mobility) can be obtained 

accordingly. Results in Table 4.14 show that as the length of disqualification increases, the mobility 

impact increases more than proportionate to the number of months. This result is consistent with 

the increase in the size of the shade area as shown in Figure 4.5 as the quantity of driving reduces.   

 
Table 4.14: Estimated mobility impact  

Number of months disqualified 
at a given year 

3-month 6-month 12-month 

Reduction in average vehicle 
kilometres driven 

2,600 5,200 10,400 

Estimated equivalent increase 
in cost of driving per kilometre 

$0.79 $1.57 $3.15 

Estimated mobility impacts 
over the disqualification period 

$1,023 $4,090 $16,360 

    

 
The final estimate of mobility impact is the sum of the following changes (when apply): 

 Improvement in mobility for AIP participants (existing and new) due to the removal of the 

initial  3-month disqualification period 

 Reduction in mobility for AIP participants who did not have alcohol interlock device fitted 

and became indefinitely disqualified 

 Improvement in mobility for new AIP participants who would have otherwise received a 6-

month disqualification sentence 

Information on estimated increase in alcohol interlock fitment can be found in Table 4.5 and the 

corresponding assumptions around changes in fitment rate can be found in Table 4.11. 

 

4.5  Other benefits not included in the analysis 

The analysis did not estimate the following benefits: 
 

 Any wider social benefits associated with potential reduction in alcohol-related crime (such as 

violence, property damage and disorderly behaviour) – Despite expected changes in drink 

driving behaviour, it is not possible to determine whether the policy interventions will reduce 

alcohol consumptions by the affected offenders.  In addition, while frequency of social crime can 

be expected to be positively correlated with alcohol consumption, alcohol is not the only factor 

at play. Therefore, the effect of the policy interventions on social crime is considered to be small.  

 Any spill-over benefits to anyone who would be sharing the same vehicle with the affected 

offenders – since alcohol interlocks can help the driver stay sober, they can also protect the 

safety of other drivers (e.g. immediate family members) who would be using the same vehicle as 

the offenders. However, there is a lack of information on whether offenders share vehicle use 

with other drivers and their drink driving attitude and behaviour.   

 Net utility benefits to road users due to reduced drink driving activities – This refers to the net 

effect of: (1) Any reduction in utility to offenders from not being able to drive after drinking (e.g. 

due to embarrassment and inconvenience); and (2) an increase in utility to other road users due 

to a reduction in risky driving behaviours (e.g. become less concerned about their safety risk 

while driving at night).  The former affects only a small proportion of the driving population, 

therefore any net effect is likely to indicate a net benefit to society.  
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5.  Financial impacts 

Figure 5.1 summarises the type of financial impacts the policy interventions have on Crown, 

enforcement agencies and affected offenders.  

 

Figure 5.1: Costs analytical framework 

 

 
Note: Cost increases are expressed in red fonts and cost reductions are expressed in blue fonts. 

 

5.1 Changes in administrative costs to government departments 

5.1.1  Administrative costs to the NZ Transport Agency 

As the administer of the AIP and the driver licensing agency, the policy interventions will have 

significant cost implications to NZ Transport Agency.  Table 5.1 summarises the information and 

assumptions used to estimate the cost impacts to the NZ Transport Agency.   

  

NZTA 

• System change and 
promotion 

• Phone call enquiries 

• AIL applications 

• ZAL applications  

• Licence reinstatement 

• Interlock sites auditing 

 

 

 

• Reduction in limited 
licence applications 

Police 

• Increase in ZAC offence 
hearings 

 

 

 

 

• Reduction in repeat drink 
driving prosecutions 

• Reduction in limited 
licence hearing cost 

• Reduction in DWD offence 
prosecutions 

Justice 

• Increase in ZAC offence 
hearings 

 

 

 

 

• Reduction in repeat drink 
driving prosecutions 

• Reduction in limited 
licence hearing cost 

• Reduction in DWD offence 
prosecutions 

Corrections 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Reduction in repeat drink 
driving 

• Reduction in adminitrative 
cost associated with 
sentencing  

Crown 

• Additional funding for 
alcohol assessment 

• Cost of subsidising alcohol 
interlocks (if there is 50% 
government subsidy) 

Affected offenders 

• Cost of alcohol interlocks 

• Cost of alcohol 
assessments 

• Time required to get 
alochol interlocks fitted, 
monthly data downloaded 
and subsequent removal of 
the device 

• Time required to complete 
alcohol assessment and 
licensing application  
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Table 5.1: Unit cost inputs and assumptions related to NZ Transport Agency  

Cost item Note Unit cost (GST exclusive) 

One-off cost of system change  $2 million (Options 1 and 2) 
$3 million (Alternate options 1 and 2) 
$4 million  (Options 3 and 4) 
$5 million  (Alternate options 3 and 4) 

One-off cost of promotion  $500,000 
Cost of handling AIP application 1 $173.91 
Cost of phone enquiries 2 $25 
Cost of handling ZAL application 1, 4 $57.74 
Cost of licence reinstatement 1 $57.74 
Cost of processing limited licence applications 1 $34.20 
Cost of site audit 3 $750 per site per year 
Notes: 

1. These are based on current licensing fees. 

2. The analysis assumed that on average, there will be 1 additional phone call enquiry for every additional interlock 

fitment, and each call will be 15 minutes on average at an hourly rate of $100. 

3. This assumes 3 hours per audit at $250 per hour. 

4. The analysis assumed that 50 percent of AIP participants who completed their 3-year ZAL without any violations 

will apply for licence reinstatement. 

 

As Options 1 and 2 do not involve changes in eligible criteria, the analysis assumed the business 

system change costs would be $2 million. Options 3 and 4 propose reducing the BAC threshold for 

first time s65A offenders, which is likely to require more changes to the information system. The 

associated cost is assumed to be $4 million. For an expansion of the AIP eligible criteria to include 

s65 offenders or for a subsidised programme, the analysis assumed the business system change 

costs would be $1 million higher.  

 

The analysis assumed a one-off cost of $0.5 million for publicising the policy changes.  Other unit 

costs associated with licensing and phone call enquires are summarised in Table 5.1. To avoid double 

counting of the costs from the policy interventions, the analysis assumed licensing related costs to 

the NZ Transport Agency is operated on a cost recovery basis. Therefore, the licensing fees are used 

as the costs.  In this report, these costs are counted as costs to NZ Transport Agency, rather than to 

individuals. 

 

In addition, there could be additional cost to NZ Transport Agency to monitor or carry out audits of 

interlock service centres. Currently there are 42 sites (including 3 mobile sites) between the two 

approved interlock providers – SmartStart and Dräger. The analysis assumed that the number of 

sites will increase to 80 (almost double) when interlock fitment volume increases under the 

mandatory regimes (Options 2 and 4). Each site will be audited once a year at $750 per audit (based 

on 3 hours at $250 per hour). 

 

All estimates are expressed in 2014 dollars and discounted to year 2015/16 using an 8 percent real 

discount rate. 

 

5.1.2 Administrative costs to the Justice system 

Serious traffic offences (such as drink driving) lead to additional prosecutions and related 

operational activities to the Justice system. These include a range of activities by NZ Police (evidence 

gathering and analysis), by Ministry of Justice (administration and court hearings) and by 

Department of Corrections (cost associated with sentences). 
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The analysis looked at the cost impacts to the justice system due to the reduction in repeat drink 

driving and limited licence applications, and any changes to the number of offences in relation to 

DWD and the ZAC.  Given the expected volume changes is relatively small, the Ministry of Justice 

advised that only the marginal administrative cost ($130 per case) could potentially be saved. This 

assumption applies to all cases irrespective of whether the offender defends their case. For limited 

licence related hearings, the updated estimate22 of $37.80 (per case) has been used in this CBA. 

 

Previous analyses (e.g. lowering legal adult BAC), suggest the average cost to the Department of 

Corrections per drink driving offence is around $5,000 and $2,000 per DWD offence. Since some 

fixed costs are difficult to avoid (especially for a relatively small reduction in volume) and for the 

purpose of this analysis, the assumed variable cost saving to Department of Corrections are $1,540 

per DWD offence and $3,370 per drink driving offence.   

 

Table 5.2 summarises the available current average unit cost estimates and cost assumptions used 

for estimating the cost implications to the Ministry of Justice, NZ Police and the Department of 

Corrections. 

 

Table 5.2: Unit cost inputs and assumptions related to the enforcement agencies 

Data source  Cost item Unit cost (GST exclusive) 

NZ Police Court hearing per case (and prosecution) $1,425 

Ministry of 

Justice 

Marginal cost of Court hearing per case  $130 

Limited licence hearing cost per case  $37.80 

Department of 

Corrections 

Sentencing cost – DD offence $3,370 (note 4) 

Sentencing cost - - DWD and ZAC offence $1,540 (note 4) 

Notes: 
1. DD - drink driving. This report refers to drink driving criminal offences only, i.e. where the BAC of the offender is 

80mg/dL or above. 
2. DWD – driving while disqualified. 
3. ZAC offence refers to offence in relation to driving contrary to the zero alcohol condition. 
4. Estimated based on information sourced from Ministry of Justice and Department of Corrections. 

 

Table 5.3 summarises the changes in government administrative costs including costs to the Justice 

system and the NZ Transport Agency under the base policy options. The following assumptions were 

used to determine the volumes for estimating the costs to the Justice system. 

 

 AIP participants with an alcohol interlock are deterred from repeat drink driving when they are 

compliant 80 percent of the time when the interlocks are fitted 

 A small percentage (see Table 4.11 for assumptions used) of AIP participants with long-term 

behavioural change will would not reoffend, and will therefore result in a cumulative increase in 

the number of drivers who would not reoffend over time 

 The detection rate of a ZAC offence or an DWD offence 23is 50 percent. 

 

 

                                                           
22

 This is based on updating the estimate used in 2013 to current dollars. Source: Ministry of Transport (2013), “Safer 
Journeys Alcohol Impairment Project: Lowering legal adult blood alcohol concentration – Cost benefit analysis”, 
Wellington, 2013. 
23

 The analysis assumed that such offences occur when the person violates the conditions. See Table 4.5 for the 
assumptions on the respective violation rates. 

http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Legislation/Documents/Cost-Benefit-Analysis-blood-alcohol-report-Nov-2013.pdf
http://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Legislation/Documents/Cost-Benefit-Analysis-blood-alcohol-report-Nov-2013.pdf
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Table 5.3: Estimated financial impacts on government agencies under base policy options 

 Present value over 20 years ($ million) 

Department Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

NZ Police 
Court hearings – all offence types -1.18  -16.87  -3.77  -30.52  

Hearings – Limited licence applications -1.28  -1.28  -3.43  -3.43  

Sub-total:   -2.46  -18.15  -7.20  -33.95  

Ministry of 
Justice  

Court hearings – all offence types -0.11  -1.53  -0.34  -2.77  

Hearings – Limited licence application -0.03  -0.03  -0.09  -0.09  

Sub-total:  -0.14  -1.57  -0.43  -2.86  

Dept of 
Corrections 

Sentencing cost – DD offences -2.08  -40.42  -8.45  -73.92  

Sentencing cost – DWD and ZAC offences -0.33  0.24  -0.21  0.80  

Sub-total:  -2.41  -40.18  -8.66  -73.12  

NZ 
Transport 
Agency 

System change and promotion (one off) 2.14  2.14  3.86  3.86  

Alcohol interlock service site auditing  -  0.55  -  0.55  

AIP applications 0.14  2.81  0.58  5.13  

Phone call enquiries 0.02  0.40  0.08  0.74  

Limited licence applications -0.03  -0.03  -0.08  -0.08  

ZAL applications 0.01  0.27  0.06  0.49  

Licence reinstatement 0.01  0.18  0.04  0.32  

Sub-total:   2.3  6.3  4.5  11.0  
     

Net change in government administrative costs -2.7  -53.6  -11.8  -98.9  
Note: Negative figures represent reduction in costs. 

 
All policy options are estimated to result in a net saving in government administrative costs, 

although there will be a cost increase to NZ Transport Agency. The net cost saving is primarily driven 

by the saving in Department of Corrections’ sentencing costs in relation to reductions in drink-drive 

and DWD offences24.   Table 5.4 summarises the net change in government administrative costs 

under all 3 scenarios considered.  There are some uncertainties around the size of the potential 

reduction in administrative cost to departments. However, given their share in the estimated benefit 

is low (between x and y percent), any increase or decrease in the unit cost assumption does not 

affect the overall ranking between options. For example, halving the potential reduction in 

administrative cost will reduce the estimated BCR by between 0.2 and 0.3 for all the four options. 

 

Table 5.4: Summary of estimated changes in government administrative costs 

 Present value over 20 years ($ million) 

Policy intervention Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy options -2.7  -53.6  -11.8  -98.9  

Base policy options with expansion to 
include section 65 offenders 

-4.5  -76.6  -13.7  -121.9  

Base policy options with 50% 
government subsidies 

-73.5  -106.1  -133.7  -189.9  

Note: Negative figures represent reduction in costs. 

 

                                                           
24

 The analysis incorporated three changes in the number of detected DWD offences: 

 A reduction due to increase in interlock fitment (these people would have been on 6-month disqualification) 

 An increase due to increase in the number of offenders with indefinite disqualification (for offenders with AIP 
sentence but did not get interlock fitted) 

 A reduction due to the removal of the 3 months disqualification period for AIP participants 
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Figure 5.2 illustrates the projected change in costs to the NZ Transport Agency, the Police, Justice 

and Corrections for the policy options under the base case over the 20-year period from 2017 

(before discounting).   

Figure 5.2: Financial costs to government agencies for base policy options (before discounting) 
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5.2 Incremental costs to the offenders  

The main incremental costs to the offenders in the analysis comprised the cost of alcohol interlocks, 

the time costs and downloading data each month and the cost of alcohol assessments.  

The analysis considered the following travel and waiting time cost to AIP offenders: 

 To get the alcohol interlock device installed and subsequent uninstalled at the alcohol 

interlock service centre 

 To get the alcohol interlock data downloaded at the alcohol interlock service centre monthly 

 To carry out alcohol assessment (for offenders who will be choosing this path only) 

 To obtain extra AIP and ZAC licences for those switching from non-AIP sentences to AIP 

sentence  

 

In addition, there would be a small reduction in travel and waiting time to non-AIP offenders who 

would have previously applied for limited licence (see Table 4.2). 

Table 5.5 below summarises the assumptions and inputs used to estimate those costs. 

Table 5.5: Assumptions related to incremental costs to the offenders and the Crown 

Cost item Key assumption Unit cost (GST 
exclusive) 

Source 

Interlock 
installation 

- $141.30 NZ Transport Agency’s 
Factsheet on alcohol 
interlocks 

Interlock 
monthly rental  

Average lengths of interlock 
fitment 

17.8 
months 

 

$141.30 per 
month  

NZ Transport Agency’s 
Factsheet on alcohol 
interlocks 

Alcohol interlock 
removal 

 $102.17  

Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Assumptions related to volume 

% of AIP participants choosing 
the assessment pathway 

12.9% 

Average number of assessments 
per successful applicant 
(including 1 paid through Crown 
funding) 

1.5 

Rate of successful conversion to 
ZAC 

50% 

 

$631.1  Unit cost is sourced 
from NZ Transport 
Agency 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Time cost to 
offenders 
 
 
 
 
 

Travel and waiting time Hours 

Fitment and removal of alcohol 
interlocks (combined total time) 

2 

Monthly data download 1 

Alcohol assessment 4 

Licence application  1 
 

$19.4 per hour 
(weighted) 
 
Work $33.87/hr 
Leisure $9.80/hr 

The weighted hourly 
rate is based on   M’s 
value of time for 
leisure (60%) and work 
(40%) time, in 2014 
dollars. 
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Table 5.6: Summary of 20-year incremental costs to offenders ($million, 2014 prices) 

 

 

Policy 

Total incremental costs over 20 years  

(in present value) $ million 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base case 

Cost of alcohol interlocks 2.12  41.44  8.59  75.72  

Cost of alcohol assessments 0.02  0.31  0.07  0.57  

Time costs 0.31  6.40  1.28  11.67  

Expanding to 

include s65 

offenders 

Cost of alcohol interlocks 4.15  59.70  10.66  93.93  

Cost of alcohol assessments 0.03  0.45  0.08  0.71  

Time costs 0.63  9.22  1.60  14.49  

With 50% 

government 

subsidies 

Cost of alcohol interlocks 27.10  39.29  48.84  69.69  

Cost of alcohol assessments 0.41  0.60  0.74  1.06  

Time costs 8.37  12.14  15.07  21.52  

 

 
Under all policy options (including the two alternative changes), the cost of alcohol interlocks 
contributes to over 80 percent of the estimated total additional cost to offenders (see Table 5.6). 
Most of this cost is attributable to the monthly rental of alcohol interlocks.  
 

5.3 Additional costs to the Crown 

The analysis also estimated the incremental assessment cost to be paid by the Crown25 and the cost 

of providing a 50 percent government subsidy for the cost of alcohol interlocks, summarised in Table 

5.7 below. 

Table 5.7: Summary of additional costs to the Crown ($million, 2014 prices) 

Policy Total incremental costs over 20 years  

(in present value) $ million 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy Cost of alcohol assessments 0.03  0.63  0.13  1.15  

Expanding to 

include s65 

offenders 

Cost of alcohol assessments 0.06  0.90  0.16  1.42  

With 50% 

government 

subsidies 

Cost of alcohol assessments 0.82  1.19  1.48  2.11  

Cost of subsidies 27.10  39.29  48.84  69.69  

 

  

                                                           
25

 The Crown reimburses the cost of one alcohol assessment to all offenders who eventually  pass the 
assessment. 
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Table 5.8 summarises the overall incremental costs to government departments, the Crown and the 

offenders in the base policy options. 

Table 5.8: Summary of financial impacts ($million, 2014 prices) 

Policy Item Total over 20 years (in present value) $ million 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Base policy 

Incremental cost to 

government departments 
-2.22 -53.58 -11.76 -98.93 

Incremental cost to the Crown 0.03 0.63 0.13 1.15 

Incremental cost to the 

offenders 
2.45 48.15 9.94 87.96 

Net total 0.25 -4.81 -1.70 -9.82 

Expanding to include 

s65 offenders 

Incremental cost to 

government departments 

Incremental cost to the Crown 

Incremental cost to the 

offenders 

-4.55 -76.64 -13.67 -121.92 

0.06 0.90 0.16 1.42 

4.81 69.37 12.34 109.13 

Net total 0.32 -6.36 -1.17 -11.36 

With 50% 

government 

subsidies 

Incremental cost to 

government departments 
-73.52 -106.09 -133.73 -189.86 

Incremental cost to the Crown 27.92 40.48 50.32 71.80 

Incremental cost to the 

offenders 
35.88 52.02 64.65 92.27 

Net total -9.72 -13.59 -18.76 -25.79 

Note: negative figures represent reduction in costs. 

 

5.3 Other costs not included in the analysis 
 

While attempts have been made to include all the relevant and material costs for the CBA, the 

analysis has excluded the following items due to a lack of available information at the time of 

preparing this report. These items include: 

 

 Any potential financial implications around legal aid 

 Any potential loss in consumer utility and producer surpluses due to induced reduction in 

alcohol consumption 

 Any potential reduction in alcohol related health care costs incurred by high-risk and repeat 

drink drivers  

 Any potential cost impact on the vehicle impoundment regime due to  reduction in repeat drink 

driving and driving-while-disqualified offences 

 Any effect of other alcohol consumption related policy changes being considered by other 

agencies (e.g. increase in alcohol excise). 

 

We do not expect including the above items would alter the pattern of the incremental costs 

estimated in the analysis. 
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6. Distribution of impacts 

6.1 Low income offenders  

The policy interventions will affect repeat drink drivers and high-level26 first time drink drivers.  The 

group that will be more vulnerable would be those that belong to a lower income group as they are 

more likely to face financial difficulties.  The user impacts (e.g. due to changes in access to jobs, 

education, social or economic opportunities) to these drivers are taken into account in the mobility 

impact estimates. 

 

Information provided by the Ministry of Justice shows that between January 2011 and 31 March 

2012, 48 percent of the 22,368 offenders convicted for a first or second drink-drive offence had 

personal annual income27 of below $20,000, and 51 percent of the 6,402 offenders convicted for a 

third or subsequent offence had personal annual income of below $20,000. However, income 

information for those take part in the AIP is currently not available. Due to the lack of prior 

information, the CBA model cannot model which income group is more likely to choose to take part 

in the AIP following the policy changes.  

 

In this CBA, affordability is handled implicitly and estimates cannot be separated by specific road 

user groups.  More specifically, affordability is included in three sets of calculation. 

 

 For those who cannot afford to participate in the AIP, the concerned drivers will be 

disqualified for 6 months, resulting in a reduction in their mobility (freedom to drive). 

Depending on the policy option chosen, the maximum uptake of the AIP sentence rate was 

assumed to be less than 75 percent (high benefit scenario – also see Table 4.2). This includes 

the business-as-usual volume, the extra 100 devices being funded by Department of 

Corrections (from October 2015 to November 2017) and the use of a combination of several 

intervention levers. The remaining non-AIP participants would include drivers who belong to 

the lower income group.  

 

 Affordability can also affect the actual alcohol interlocks fitment rate. Historical data 

indicates some 23.5 percent do not eventually have the alcohol interlock devices fitted after 

the 3-month disqualification period. While  no information is available on the reasons why 

offenders do not get the device fitted, it is not unreasonable to expect financial hardship  

plays a key part. Under the policy proposal, the concerned drivers will have their licence 

indefinitely disqualified and therefore have negative mobility impacts.  For assumptions 

around changes in the AIP fitment rate, see Table 4.2. 

 

 Once an alcohol interlock is fitted, there is no guarantee that the concerned driver will 

continue to participate in the programme. If their financial circumstances change and due to 

other reasons, they may stop the programme before they can legally exit it.  There is 

currently no information on such behaviour. This is partly reflected in the assumption on the 

violation rate (see Table 4.11), which means these offenders would not get the full benefit of 

having an alcohol interlock.  

                                                           
26

 This depends on the policy option chosen. Options 1 and 2 refer to BAC limit over 160 mg/dL, which reduces to 120 
mg/dL for options 3 and 4. 
27

 Personal income includes wages and salaries, benefit payments, pensions, student allowance payments, ACC payments, 
paid parental leave and self-employment. It ignores income for spouses or others in the same household as the offender.. 
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6.2 First time and repeat offenders  

Table 6.1 shows the average number of first-time and repeat offenders between 2011 and 2014 

restricted to the 5-year reoffending definition. Due to the lack of information in predicting offenders’ 

behavioural responses to the policy interventions, this CBA did not determine the impacts among 

first-time and repeat offenders. The CBA model treats all offenders equally in terms of the average 

costs and benefits caused by or incurred to them (except for safety benefits, which vary with broad 

offender type and BAC level).   

 

 
Table 6.1: Number of offenders by BAC and offending history, 2011-2014 

 First-time 
offenders BAC 120-

160mg/dL 

First-time 
offenders 

BAC≥160mg/dL 

Second-time 
offenders within 5 

years 

Third and 
subsequent 

offenders within 5 
years 

Annual average 
between 2011 and 
2014 

5,533 3,291 8,168 2,275 

 

Offenders in different age groups and different regions may respond differently to the policy 

interventions. However, without the information on age and regional profiles of the offenders, we 

could not determine the distributional impacts by age group and region. 
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7. Monte Carlo simulation  

Since there are a number of unknowns involved, simulation analysis has been carried out to test the 

impacts of changing the key assumptions (listed in Table 7.1) on the result.  

 
Table 7.1: Assumptions included in the simulation analysis 

Assumption Low Mid-range High 

Mandatory option uptake of the AIP sentence – Year 1 

increase 

10.0% 25.0% 30.0% 

Mandatory option uptake of the AIP sentence – annual 

growth 

2.0% 3.0% 50.0% 

Fitment rate without the compulsory 3-month 

disqualification period (current rate = 76.5%) 

79.0% 81.5% 86.5% 

AI violation rate 30.0% 20.0% 10.0% 

Safety effects of AI 97.6% 98.3%  to 

98.5% 

99.8% 

Average number of assessment per success case 2.0 1.5 1.1 

Percentage switch from limited licence to AI 25.0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

ZAC violation rate 42.0% 31.5% 21.0% 

% with long-term behavioural change after ZAC 5.0% 10.0% 20.0% 

Safety effects of ZAC 39.1% 68.8% 98.5% 

Disqualification violation rate 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 

Cost elasticity of driving -0.40 -0.25 -0.10 

 
Results show that with any combination of the above assumptions, the NPVs for Options 2 and 4 

(policy options without the two optional add-ons) continue to be positive and significant. At the 90 

percent confidence, the NPV for Option 2 ranges from $115 million to $260 million and from $162 

million to $391 million for option 4. The corresponding estimated BCR ranges from 2.0 to 3.6 for 

Option 2 and from 1.7 to 3.0 for Option 4 (see Table 7.2). 

As shown in Figure 7.3 and Figure 7.4 , the overall costs and benefits are most sensitive to the 

following assumptions: 

 

 Cost elasticity of driving 

 AI fitment rate without the compulsory 3-month disqualification period 

 Disqualification violation rate 

 Safety effects of ZAC. 

For Options 2 and 4 that have a mandatory alcohol interlock sentence in place, the estimated NPVs 

are most sensitive to the assumption on the increase in uptake of the AIP sentence in Year 1, 

because it affects the scale of the impacts. The BCR and NPV results for Option 1 are only sensitive to 

cost elasticity of driving and percentage of offenders switching from limited licences to AI. 
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Table 7.2: Monte Carlo simulation of costs and benefits of base policy options  

 Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

BCR NPV BCR NPV BCR NPV BCR NPV 

Minimum 0.8 -$2.4 m 1.2 $33.2 m 1.0 $1.2 m 1.0 $9.9 m 

5th percentile 1.3 $3.2 m 2.0 $114.9 m 1.7 $18.4 m 1.7 $162.0 m 

Mean 2.6 $10.4 m 2.8 $187.6 m 2.3 $32.9 m 2.4 $277.2 m 

95th percentile 4.0 $18.6 m 3.6 $259.9 m 2.8 $50.2 m 3.0 $391.0 m 

Maximum 5.9 $31.5 m 4.7 $353.6 m 3.8 $79.0 m 3.9 $550.0 m 

 

Simulation results for NPVs, BCRs and the associated Tornado plots are given in Figure 7.1 to Figure 

7.4.   
 

Simulation results for the supplementary options 2c and 2e are given in Appendix 6. 
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Figure 7.1: Distribution of estimated BCR (over a 20-year period) – Options 1 to 4 

 
 

Figure 7.2: Distribution of estimated NPV ($ million, over a 20-year period) – Options 1 to 4 
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Figure 7.3: Tornado plots of estimated BCRs – Options 1 to 4 

 
 

Figure 7.4: Tornado plots of estimated NPVs – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All net present values are expressed in million dollars. 

 

Simulation results for safety and mobility impacts, and cost impacts to the government departments 

are given in the Appendix (see Chapter 13). 
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8. Discussion and summary of results 

8.1 Base policy options  

The total benefits of the policy options are estimated at between $14 million and $542 million (in 

PV, 2017 to 2036) (see Table 8.1). Except in cases where there is limited increase in AI fitment (i.e. 

Option 1 under base policy intervention), the largest benefit component is road safety, representing 

between 70 and 80 percent of the estimated total benefits.  

 
Table 8.1: Summary of costs and benefits for the base policy options, 20-year present values $m 

 20-year total, in Present Value $m 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Benefits     

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes - 264.0 35.3 432.2 

Net mobility benefits 9.4 - - - 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 2.5 18.1 7.2 34.0 

Net reduction in cost to Justice 0.1 1.6 0.4 2.9 

Net reduction in cost to Corrections 2.4 40.2 8.7 73.1 

Total benefits in present value 14.4 323.9 51.6 542.1 

Costs     

Net increase in social cost of road crashes  2.7 - - - 

Reduction in mobility - 65.2 9.5 138.9 

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 2.3 6.3 4.5 11.0 

Additional costs to the offenders 2.4 48.1 9.9 88.0 

Additional costs to the Crown 0.0 0.6 0.1 1.1 

Total costs in present value 7.5 120.3 24.1 239.0 

     

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 7.0 203.6 27.6 303.2 

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 1.9 2.7 2.1 2.3 

 
The second largest benefit component is the potential net reduction in administrative costs to the 

Justice system (i.e. NZ Police, Ministry of Justice and Department of Corrections), representing 

between 18 and 35 percent of the estimated total benefits. These potential cost savings would result 

from reduction in repeat drink driving while on AIs and due to long-term behavioural change post 

AIP, and reduction in DWD offending. Only Option 1 results in positive mobility impact from being 

able to drive with an AI fitted. This is essentially driven by the increase in mobility due to the 

removal of the 3-month disqualification period.  

 

Total costs under the mid-range benefit scenario range from $7.5 million to $239 million (in PV, 2017 

to 2036). The largest negative impact is due to reduced mobility, followed by the additional costs 

(mostly the costs associated with the alcohol interlock device) to offenders. 

 

All options give positive NPVs over a 20-year period, ranging from $7 million to $303 million, with 

BCRs ranging from 1.9 to 2.7. Ranking options based on BCRs, Option 2 would be most favourable 

(BCR=2.7), followed by Option 4, Option 3 and Option 1.  
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8.2 Base policy options with optional add-on policy interventions  

Table 8.2 and Table 8.3 summarise respectively the results for cases when the AIP regime is 

expanded to include s65 offenders and when a 50 percent government subsidy is provided.  

 
Table 8.2: Summary of costs and benefits when s65 are added to the AIP regime, 

 20-year present values $m 

Base policy option plus extension to include 

s65 offenders 

20-year total, in Present Value $m 

Option 1a Option 2a Option 3a Option 4a 

Benefits     

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes 13.0  447.8  54.4  620.8  

Net mobility benefits 5.4  - - - 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 3.3  25.4  8.0  41.2  

Net reduction in cost to Justice 0.2  2.2  0.5  3.5  

Net reduction in cost to Corrections 4.4  57.7  10.7  90.6  

Total benefits in present value 26.3  533.2  73.7  756.2  

Costs         

Net increase in social cost of road crashes          

Reduction in mobility -  99.9  13.0  173.3  

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 3.3  8.8  5.6  13.5  

Additional costs to the offenders 4.8  69.4  12.3  109.1  

Additional costs to the Crown 0.1  0.9  0.2  1.4  

Total costs in present value 8.2  178.9  31.0  297.3  

         

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 18.1  354.3  42.6  458.9  

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 3.2  3.0  2.4  2.5  

 
Table 8.3: Summary of costs and benefits when a 50 percent government subsidy is provided, 

 20-year present values $m 

Base policy option plus providing 50% 

subsidy of the alcohol interlock device 

20-year total, in Present Value $m 

Option 1b Option 2b Option 3b Option 4b 

Benefits     

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes 295.4  435.5  474.4  682.6  

Net mobility benefits     

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 24.8  35.1  45.4  63.1  

Net reduction in cost to Justice 2.2  3.1  3.9  5.5  

Net reduction in cost to Corrections 54.3  78.4  97.6  138.7  

Total benefits in present value 376.7  552.0  621.4  889.9  

Costs         

Net increase in social cost of road crashes          

Reduction in mobility 14.8  27.9  45.0  67.3  

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 7.7  10.4  13.2  17.5  

Additional costs to the offenders 35.9  52.0  64.7  92.3  

Additional costs to the Crown 27.9  40.5  50.3  71.8  

Total costs in present value 86.3  130.9  173.2  248.8  

         

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 290.4  421.2  448.2  641.1  

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 4.4  4.2  3.6  3.6  
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Figure 8.1: Comparison of mid-range BCR and NPV estimates 

 
 

 

A comparison of the BCR and NPV between different base policy options and their variations shows 

some interesting results (see Figure 8.1, Table 8.1, Table 8.2 and Table 8.3): 

 

(i) Adding either of the two optional policy interventions can enhance the costs and benefits of 

the base policy options. 

(ii) The scale of the net benefits is generally much smaller for options 1 and 3, with the 

exception when the alcohol interlock devices are subsidised. 

(iii) Options 1 and 2 have the highest BCR when the optional policy interventions are added but 

option 1 has a lower NPVs than option 2 in all cases. 

(iv) Option 4 with 50 percent subsidy (i.e. option 4b) has the highest NPV, but the BCR is lower 

than the other 3 options. 

(v) Expanding the AIP to include s65 offenders will result in the highest safety improvement, but 

this will also result in the largest reduction in mobility and increase in cost to offenders. 

(vi) Subsidising the AIP will transfer some of the costs from offenders to the Crown, which could 

be against the user pay principle. 

 

Considering the estimated BCRs, the size of the net benefit and the cost burdens to Crown and to 

offenders, on balance, options 2 or 2a would be more preferable.  

 

To support the preparation of the Regulatory Impact Statement “Approval to introduce mandatory 

alcohol interlocks”, more detailed results for option 2a are provided in Appendix 5. For similar 

illustrative reason, further results for option 2c (the presumption option) and option 2e (expanded 

and subsidised mandatory option) are provided in the Appendix. 
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9. Conclusion 

 
This report documents a cost benefit analysis (CBA) of four options28 around increasing the use of 

AIP for repeat drink drivers and HLDDs. As it is unknown how offenders would behave and the 

extent of the affordability issues around the cost of alcohol interlocks, conservative assumptions 

have been made in a number of areas both explicitly and implicitly. To understand the impacts of 

various unknowns on the overall results, a simulation analysis was carried out. 

 

The analysis demonstrated that at a 90 percent confident interval, the estimated NPVs for all four 

options (without changing the eligible pool or providing subsidies) are significantly greater than zero 

and the estimated BCRs are significantly greater than 1.  

 

Based on the BCR estimates using the mid-range benefit assumptions, the ranking of the options 

(from the most preferred to the least preferred) is Option 2, Option 4, Option 3 and Option 1.  

 

It is estimated that Option 2 (without the two optional policy interventions) could prevent an 

average of 3 fatalities and 72 injuries (serious and minor) per annum caused by repeat drink driving 

offenders or offenders with high alcohol levels.  

 

 

 

                                                           
28

 In May 2016, two variations of option 2 were analysed (supplementary options 2c and 2e) and related 
results are summarised in Appendix 6. 
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10. Appendix 1: Literature review on overseas jurisdictions of AIP 

Jurisdiction Eligibility Programme nature Disqualification/
suspension 
before gaining 
an interlock 
licence 

Availability of 
hardship/limited 
licences 

Length of 
programme 

Availability of 
subsidies 

Uptake rate Findings on effectiveness 

With interlocks After 
removal 

Florida 

(Full 
programme 
since February 
2005) 

First-time 
offenders 
with 
BAC>0.20 

Repeat 
offenders 

Hybrid – judicial 
mandatory, the 
licensing authority 
imposes if judge 
fails to impose 
interlock 

1 year No First-timers: up 
to 6 months 

Second-timers:  
not less than 
one year if BAC 
over 0.20; not 
less than two 
years if 
passenger is 
under 18 

Third and 
subsequent: not 
less than two 
years 

Yes, a portion of 
the fines and 
court costs that 
the person 
would normally 
pay might be 
used towards 
the expenses 
associated with 
installation and 
rental 

15% 

(Clayton and 
Beirness, 2008) 

Unknown Unknown 

California 

(since 1986) 

First-time 
offenders 

Repeat 
offenders 

Before 2013: 

Judicial 
discretionary  

Hybrid since 2013: 

Discretionary for 
first-time offenders 
(more consideration 
given to those with 
BAC>0.15; 

Mandatory for 
repeat offenders 

Minimum 
periods depend 
on the number 
of previous 
offences 

Available to all 
eligible offenders 

Minimum of 12 
months but not 
exceeding  36 
months 

No, user pays Prior to the 
change in 2013:  

2 to 5 percent of 
eligible offenders 
received 
interlock orders 
through the 
Court system 
(DeYoung, 2002) 

 

Prior to the change in 
2013 (EMT Group, 
1990): 

3.9% recidivism rate 
for the interlock group 

5.9% recidivism rate 
for the non-interlock 
group 

34% reduction in 
recidivism 

NA 
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Jurisdiction Eligibility Programme nature Disqualification
/suspension 
before gaining 
an interlock 
licence 

Availability 
of 
hardship/li
mited 
licences 

Length of 
programme 

Availability of 
subsidies 

Uptake rate Findings on effectiveness 

With interlocks  After removal 

 

New Mexico 

(pilot 1999, full 
programme 
since 2003, 
revised in 2006) 

All DWI 
(driving while 
intoxicated 
offenders 
(except those 
who have 
committed 
vehicular 
homicide or 
great bodily 
injury by 
vehicle 

Before 2006 

Judicial discretionary 

Since 2006 

Administrative 
voluntary upon arrest 
for DWI 

Judicial mandatory 
upon conviction 

Those who agree not 
to drive or claim do 
not own a vehicle 
may opt out 

Can obtain an 
interlock licence 
as soon as 
arrested for 
DWI offence 

No Since 2006: 

1 year for first 
offenders 

2 years for second 
offenders 

3 years for third 
offenders 

Lifetime interlock 
with 5-year review 
for offenders with 
four or more 
previous offences 

Since 2006 

Indigent fund 
that pays half 
of the 
monthly fee, 
plus 
installation 
and removal 

Installation rate 
50% (Marques 
and Voas, 2010) 

In 2006: 25% of 
drivers 
apprehended for 
a DWI offence 
placed on the 
interlock 

(Elder et al., 2011) 

Between 2006 
and 2008: 32% 

(Clayton and 
Beirness, 2008) 

Roth et al. (2007a) 

Recidivism rate 
lowered by 63% 
among first-time 
offenders with 
interlocks 
comparing to non-
interlock group 
(i.e. 2.6% vs. 7.1%) 
Roth et al. (2007b) 

Recidivism rate 
lowered by 69% 
among repeat 
offenders with 
interlocks 
comparing to non-
interlock group(i.e. 
2.5% vs. 8.1) 

Roth et al. (2007a) 

Effects dissipated once 
interlock removed (4.8% 
vs. 6.7% recidivism) 

3.9 recidivism rate per 
annum, 3% reduction 
over the entire study 
period 

Roth et al. (2007b) 

Effects dissipated once 
interlock removed 
over 3-year post 
removal period; 
recidivism rate 4% 
lower than those who 
never had interlocks 
fitted 

Alberta (since 
1990) 

First-time 
offenders 

Repeat 
offenders 

Hybrid – judicial and 
administrative 

Before 1 July 2012: 

Administrative 
voluntary as a means 
to obtain reduction in 
the length of licence 
suspension, or 

Judicial discretionary-
ordered to install 
interlock as a 
condition for 
reinstating licence 

Since 1 July 2012: 

Mandatory for all 
DWI offenders 

Yes No First-time offenders 
– at least one year 

Second-time 
offenders – at least 
three years 

Third and 
subsequent – at 
least five years 

 

No Between 1990 
and 1996: 

9% of all 
convicted DWI 
offenders 

(Beirness et al., 
2003) 

 

First-time offenders: 

Re-arrest rate 95% 
lower than with no 
interlocks 

Second-time 
offenders: 

Re-arrest rate 89% 
lower than with no 
interlocks 

(Voas et al., 1999) 

First-time offenders: 

Re-arrest rate 9% lower 
than those did not 
participate 

Second-time offenders: 

Re-arrest rate 4% lower 
than those did not 
participate 

(Voas et al., 1999) 
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Jurisdiction Eligibility Programme nature Disqualification
/suspension 
before gaining 
an interlock 
licence 

Availability 
of 
hardship/li
mited 
licences 

Length of 
programme 

Availability of 
subsidies 

Uptake rate Findings on effectiveness 

With interlocks  After removal 

 

Quebec (since 
December 
1997) 

All DWI 
offenders 

Administrative 
programme – 
voluntary for 
reduction of 
suspension; 

 mandatory for first-
timers if 
unsatisfactory alcohol 
assessment; 

mandatory for all 
repeats; 

 

First offence: 3 
months 

Second offence: 
6 months 

Third and 
subsequent: 12 
months 

No First-time offence: 

9 months if 
voluntary, 12 
months if 
mandatory 

Second offence: 
two and half years 
voluntary plus 2 
years mandatory 

Third and 
subsequent: 4 years 
voluntary plus 3 
years mandatory 

No, user pays Approximately 
30% 

(Clayton and 
Beirness, 2008) 

Re-arrest rate 

First (12 months): 

Interlock<0.05% re-
arrest rate 

Suspended 2% 

Second (24 months): 

Interlock<2% 

Suspended 6% 

(Vezina, 2002) 

Re-arrest rate 

24 months since 
removal: 

Interlock 4% 

Suspended 5% 

 

(Vezina, 2002) 

Sweden (since 
1999; new 
permanent 
programme 
since 2012) 

First-time and 
repeat 
offenders 

Those 
demonstrate 
alcohol/subst
ance abuse 
ineligible 

Administrative – 
voluntary to all 
eligible offenders, in 
lieu of licence 
revocation 

Yes No 24 months No, user pays 11% of eligible 
offenders 

(Bjerre and 
Thorsson, 2007) 

In 2012 (first year 
of the permanent 
programme): 

4,860 to 5,860 
convicted 
individuals 
eligible, 2,200 
applied and 1,500 
AIs granted 

Re-arrest rates: 

0% per year with 
interlocks 

4.4% per year no 
interlocks 

Injury crash rates: 

0% per year with 
interlocks 

0.6% per year no 
interlocks 

(Bjerre, 2005) 

Re-arrest rates: 

1.8% per year for 
interlock participants 

4% per year for non-
interlock participants 

Injury crash rates: 

0.9% per year for 
interlock participants 

0.6% per year for non-
interlock participants 

(Bjerre, 2005) 
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New Zealand (since 
September 2012) 

First-time 
offenders  with 
BAC>0.16 

Repeat offenders 
(within 5 years) 

Judicial 
discretionary, 
monitored by 
the NZ 
Transport 
Agency 

Yes, 3 
months 

First-time 
offenders 
disqualified 
from drink-
driving may 
apply for 
limited 
licence 
through the 
courts 

Must drive with 
interlocks for a  
minimum of 12 
months 

No, user pays Approximately 2% of 
eligible offenders 
received orders to have 
an interlock since 
implementation 

Unknown Unknown 

 

Jurisdiction Eligibility Programme 
nature 

Disqualific
ation/sus
pension 
before 
gaining an 
interlock 
licence 

Availability 
of 
hardship/li
mited 
licences 

Length of 
programme 

Availability of 
subsidies 

Uptake rate Findings on effectiveness 

With interlocks After removal 

Northern 
Territory (since 
April 2009) 

Second and 
subsequent 
offenders drove 
with BAC >0.15, 
or between 0.08-
0.15 (depending 
on licence type) 

Judicial 
discretionary – 
can order the 
convicted to 
install an 
interlock in 
addition to a 
mandatory 
disqualification 

Participation 
voluntary 

Yes No 6 months to 3 years 
at the court’s 
discretion 

Yes, 35% for 
installation, 
removal and 
rental of 
interlock 
devices for 
concession 
card holders 

14% of eligible 
offenders between 
April 2009 and 
February 2013  

(Austroads, 2015) 

Unknown Unknown 

Tasmanian (since 
July 2013) 

First-time 
offenders with 
BAC>0.15 

Repeat offenders 
(within 5 years) 

Administrative 
– mandatory to 
all eligible 
offenders 

Yes Yes 15 months Yes, 35% 
discount for 
Health Care 
Card holders 

51% of eligible 
offenders between 
2013 and 2014 

(Austroads, 2015) 

Unknown Unknown 

Victoria (since 
May 2002, 
revised in 
October 2014) 

First-time 
offenders with 
BAC>0.07 

Repeat offenders 

Probationary and 
learner offenders 
with BAC>0.00 

Judicial 
mandatory for 
all eligible 
offenders 

Yes No  At least 6 months 
for a first offence 

12 months for a 
second offence if 
BAC<0.15 

4 years in any other 
case 

Fixed$50 
discount on 
installation 
and monthly 
servicing by 
interlock 
provider for 
Heath care 
Card holders 

Unknown Unknown Unknown 
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11. Appendix 2: Alcohol interlock installers 

 
Figure 11.1: Geographical coverage of alcohol interlock installers 

 
Note: Based on information as of May 2015.  
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12. Appendix 3: Estimating the average social cost per offender per month 

 

Step 1: Estimate the total annual average social cost of at-fault alcohol injury crashes caused by 

section 65 and 65a offenders using equation (12.1). 
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 (12.1) 

 

 
Step 2: Estimate the total annual average social cost caused by s65A and s65 offenders using 

resulting from Step 1, offence data obtained from Justice and equations (12.2) and (12.3). 
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Step 3: Estimate the average social cost per offender (by offender type) using results from Steps 1 

and 2, offence data obtained from Justice and equation (12.4). 
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Step 4: Estimate the average social cost per offender per month (by offender type) by dividing the 

results of equation (12.4) by 12 months. 
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13. Appendix 4: Other simulation results for the base policy options 

Table 13.1: Distribution of estimated net safety impact  – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 

 
Table 13.2: Distribution of estimated net mobility impacts – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 
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Table 13.3: Distribution of estimated costs to NZTA (in PV $m, 20 years) – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 

 
Table 13.4: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Police (in PV $m, 20 years) – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 
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Table 13.5: Distribution of estimated costs to Ministry of Justice – Options 1 to 4 

 
Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 

 
Table 13.6: Distribution of estimated costs to Dept. of Corrections – Options 1 to 4 

 

Note: All cost estimates are expressed in present value (over 20 years) in million dollars. 
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14. Appendix 5: Results for Option 2a 

14.1  Static results 
 

Table 14.1: Costs and benefits for Option 2a (i.e. Option 2 with s65 offenders added) 

Results based on mid-range assumptions  

(static results) 

Present value  

(over 20 years) 

Benefits 533.2 

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes 447.8 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 25.4 

Net reduction in cost to Ministry of Justice   2.2 

Net reduction in cost to Dept of Corrections 57.7 

Costs 178.9 

Reduction in mobility 99.9 

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 8.8 

Additional costs to offenders 69.4 

Additional assessment cost to the Crown 0.9 

  

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 354.3 

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 3.0 

 

 
Table 14.2: Estimated cost implications to government departments for Option 2a 

Department  
 
Results based on mid-range assumptions 

Year 1 
($m) 

Year 2 
($m) 

Year 3 
($m) 

20-year 
present 

value ($m) 

NZ Police 
Court hearings – all offence types -0.72  -1.89  -1.96  -24.17  

Hearings – Limited licence applications -0.15  -0.15  -0.15  -1.28  

Sub-total:   -0.88  -2.04  -2.11  -25.44  

Ministry of 
Justice 

Court hearings – all offence types -0.07  -0.17  -0.18  -2.20  
Hearings – Limited licence applications -0.00  -0.00  -0.00  -0.03  

Sub-total:  -0.07  -0.18  -0.18  -2.23  

Dept of 
Corrections 

Sentencing cost – DD  -1.49  -4.10  -4.56  -58.25  
Sentencing cost – DWD and ZAC 

offences -0.10  -0.17  -0.03  0.50  

Sub-total:  -1.59  -4.27  -4.59  -57.75  

NZ Transport 
Agency 

System change and promotion (one-
off cost) 3.50  0.00  0.00  3.00  

Site audit  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.55  

Handling AIP applications 0.38  0.39  0.40  4.05  

Phone call enquiries 0.06  0.06  0.06  0.58  

Limited licence applications -0.00  -0.00  -0.00  -0.03  

Handling ZAL applications 0.00  0.02  0.04  0.39  

Licence reinstatement 0.00  0.01  0.02  0.25  

Sub-total:   4.0  0.5  0.6  8.8  

Net change in government administrative costs 1.5 -6.0 -6.3 -76.6 
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14.2 Simulation results 
 

Figure 14.1: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Police - Option 2a 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

Figure 14.2: Distribution of estimated costs to Justice - Option 2a 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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Figure 14.3: Distribution of estimated costs to Corrections - Option 2a 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 
Figure 14.4: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Transport Agency - Option 2a 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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15. Appendix 6: Assumptions and results for Options 2c and 2e 

 

Table 15.1: Summary of options (base case) 

  Option 2 Option 2c Option 2e 

Removing the 3-month 

disqualification 
    

Removing the availability of limited 

licences to eligible first-time 

offenders 

    

Making the interlock sentence 

mandatory unless exempted   

 

(presumption 

option) 

 

Expansion of the programme to 

section 65 offenders 
    

Universal 35% subsidy of interlocks 

related costs 

    

 

 

 
Table 15.2: Alcohol interlock sentence uptake assumptions for Options 2, 2c and 2e 

 Option 2 
(Mandatory option for 
s65a offenders only) 

Option 2c 
(Presumption option for 

s65a offenders only) 

Option 2e 
(Mandatory option with 

35% subsidy and apply to 
s65 offenders) 

Assumptions Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High 

Effect due to opt out policy 

Increase in the uptake of 
AIP sentence in year 1 

10% 25% 30% 5% 10% 15% 11% 27% 33% 

Annual rate of marginal 
increase in sentence 
uptake 

2% 3% 5% 2% 3% 5% 2% 3% 5% 

Effect due to subsidy 

Increase in the uptake of 
AIP sentence by the 
remaining offenders 

n/a n/a Proportional to the share 
of total costs subsidised 

Approximate total 
saturated increase by 
year 10 

15% 40% 60% 7% 16% 30% 41% 58% 72% 

 

 

15.1  Static results 
 

Table 15.3: Summary of estimated additional interlock fitment  

Estimated additional interlock fitment Option 2 Option 2c Opton 2e 

Year 1 1,526 687 4,212 

Average p.a. 1,836 802 4,286 

Overall percentage of eligible pool with AI by year 10 (note) 38% 19% 57% 

Note: These figures include the baseline volume and after adjustment for attrition due to non-fitment, based on mid-range 

assumptions. 
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Table 15.4: Estimated average (over 20 years) annual reductions in road trauma 

Injury severity 

Estimated reduction in road trauma 
Average per annum 

 Option 2  Option 2c Option 2e 

Fatalities  3  1 8 

Serious and minor injuries  72  29 171 

Note: Results based on mid-range assumptions. 

 

 
Table 15.5: Costs and benefits for Options 2, 2c and 2e 

Result based on mid-range assumptions Option 2 Option 2c Option 2e 

Benefits    

Net reduction in social cost of road crashes 264.0 106.0 641.8 

Net reduction in cost to NZ Police 18.1 8.9 44.0 

Net reduction in cost to Ministry of Justice   1.6 0.7 3.9 

Net reduction in cost to Dept of Corrections 40.2 17.8 99.2 

Total benefits in present value 323.9 133.4 789.0 

Costs    

Reduction in mobility 65.2 20.7 38.4 

Administrative costs to NZ Transport Agency 6.3 4.3 13.2 

Additional costs to offenders 48.1 21.1 80.9 

Additional assessment cost to the Crown 0.6 0.3 36.4 

Total costs in present value 120.3 46.4 168.9 

    

Net present value (2017-2036) $m 203.6 87.0 620.1 

Benefit-Cost ratio (BCR) 2.7 2.9 4.7 

 

 

15.2  Simulation results 
 

Table 15.6: Monte Carlo simulation of costs and benefits of Options 2, 2c and 2e 

 Option 2 Option 2c Option 2e 

BCR NPV BCR NPV BCR NPV 

Minimum 1.2 $33.2 m 1.3 $29.3 m 2.4 $363.6 m 

5th percentile 2.0 $114.9 m 2.2 $57.7 m 3.8 $485.0 m 

Mean 2.8 $187.6 m 2.9 $90.2 m 4.8 $598.5 m 

95th percentile 3.6 $259.9 m 3.8 $126.4 m 5.8 $714.0 m 

Maximum 4.7 $353.6 m 5.1 $184.6 m 7.1 $910.8 m 
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Table 15.7: Estimated cost implications to government departments for Option 2c 

Department 
 
Results based on mid-range assumptions 

Year 1 
($m) 

Year 2 
($m) 

Year 3 
($m) 

20-year 
present 

value ($m) 

NZ Police 
Court hearings – all offence types -$0.23 -$0.60 -$0.62 -$7.59 
Hearings – Limited licence applications -$0.15 -$0.15 -$0.15 -$1.28 

Sub-total:   -$0.38 -$0.75 -$0.77 -$8.87 
Ministry of 
Justice 

Court hearings – all offence types -$0.02 -$0.05 -$0.06 -$0.69 
Hearings – Limited licence applications -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.03 

Sub-total:  -$0.03 -$0.06 -$0.06 -$0.72 

Dept of 
Corrections 

Sentencing cost – DD  -$0.46 -$1.27 -$1.40 -$17.73 

Sentencing cost – DWD and ZAC 
offences 

-$0.04 -$0.07 -$0.03 -$0.10 

Sub-total:  -$0.50 -$1.34 -$1.44 -$17.84 

NZ Transport 
Agency 

System change and promotion (one-off 
cost) 

$2.50 $0.00 $0.00 $2.14 

Site audit  $0.06 $0.06 $0.06 $0.55 

Handling AIP applications $0.12 $0.12 $0.12 $1.23 

Phone call enquiries $0.02 $0.02 $0.02 $0.18 

Limited licence applications -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.03 

Handling ZAL applications $0.00 $0.01 $0.01 $0.12 

Licence reinstatement $0.00 $0.00 $0.01 $0.08 

Sub-total:   $2.69 $0.20 $0.22 $4.26 

Net change in government administrative costs $1.78 -$1.95 -$2.05 -$23.17 

 

 
Table 15.8: Estimated cost implications to government departments for Option 2e 

Department 
 
Results based on mid-range assumptions 

Year 1 
($m) 

Year 2 
($m) 

Year 3 
($m) 

20-year 
present 

value ($m) 

NZ Police 
Court hearings – all offence types -$1.41 -$3.67 -$3.77 -$42.72 
Hearings – Limited licence applications -$0.15 -$0.15 -$0.15 -$1.28 

Sub-total:   -$1.56 -$3.82 -$3.91 -$44.00 
Ministry of 
Justice 

Court hearings – all offence types -$0.13 -$0.33 -$0.34 -$3.88 
Hearings – Limited licence applications -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.03 

Sub-total:  -$0.13 -$0.34 -$0.35 -$3.92 

Dept of 
Corrections 

Sentencing cost – DD  -$2.84 -$7.75 -$8.39 -$97.70 

Sentencing cost – DWD and ZAC 
offences -$0.23 -$0.43 -$0.24 -$1.52 

Sub-total:  -$3.07 -$8.18 -$8.62 -$99.22 

NZ Transport 
Agency 

System change and promotion (one-off 
cost) $4.50 $0.00 $0.00 $3.86 

Site audit  $0.06 $0.06 $0.06 $0.55 

Handling AIP applications $0.73 $0.73 $0.73 $6.74 

Phone call enquiries $0.11 $0.10 $0.10 $0.97 

Limited licence applications -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.00 -$0.03 

Handling ZAL applications $0.00 $0.04 $0.08 $0.65 

Licence reinstatement $0.00 $0.01 $0.04 $0.42 

Sub-total:   $5.39 $0.95 $1.01 $13.16 

Net change in government administrative costs $0.63 -$11.39 -$11.87 -$133.98 
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Figure 15.1: Key simulation results for Option 2c  

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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Figure 15.2: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Police - Option 2c 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 
Figure 15.3: Distribution of estimated costs to Justice - Option 2c 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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Figure 15.4: Distribution of estimated costs to Corrections - Option 2c 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 
Figure 15.5: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Transport Agency - Option 2c 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 
  



74 
 

Figure 15.6: Key simulation results for Option 2e  

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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Figure 15.7: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Police - Option 2e 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 

Figure 15.8: Distribution of estimated costs to Justice - Option 2e 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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Figure 15.9: Distribution of estimated costs to Corrections - Option 2e 

 
 

Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 

 
 

Figure 15.10: Distribution of estimated costs to NZ Transport Agency - Option 2e 

 
Note: All net present values (NPVs) and cost estimates are expressed in million dollars. 
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