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Introduction

The Colorado Voluntary Alcohol Ignition Interlock Program was initiated as a 3-year pilot program recommended by the Governor’s DUI Task Force. This recommendation resulted in legislation passed in May, 1995.   The primary aim was to protect the public by keeping hard-core, habitual drinking drivers off the roads, at least while they are impaired.  A second aim was to help responsible, reformed DUI offenders drive legally and safely, especially to work.  The elements of the bill included: 

*People convicted of drinking and driving may apply for and, upon approval after a formal hearing, install interlocks and obtain Interlock-PROBATIONARY Driver’s Licenses (I-PDL);
* Once the I-PDL is granted, the revocation period is changed to the longer of 6 months or twice the remaining period of revocation;

* Application is permitted only after serving a minimum revocation time, which varies depending on the offense.  In Colorado, the minimum revocation time is considerably longer than federal guidelines call for, especially for persons convicted of multiple DUIs. 

Rules and regulations written into the new law were as follows: 

A. Denial automatic for offenders:

* with prior DUS/DUR convictions

* who had previously failed to appear in court for traffic violations.

* who had failed to complete court-ordered probation or required.

   enrollment in alcohol education and treatment programs

* who had not served the mandatory suspension period for alcohol offense

* who had pending charges for another alcohol offense

B.  Offenders required to clear up outstanding judgments and warrants

C. Offenders judged at hearing by a subjective “suitability” test.  Hearing officers were instructed to award interlocks to those deemed cooperative, who have paid all fines, and who have adjudicated all judgments and warrants. 

F. Offenders with I-PDL that were caught circumventing the interlock lost I-PDL

Methods and Study Groups

The original May 1995 legislation specified that the program must be evaluated before making it permanent. The following databases provided the material allowing the evaluation of the effectiveness of the program: 
 A. Motor Vehicle Division Database: contains motor vehicle record history: arrests,    convictions, and outstanding judgments and warrants.
B. Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division(ADAD) Database : evaluations of persons convicted of drunk driving, offender information including demographics, drinking severity, and blood alcohol concentration. 

C.  Interlock Module developed by the Motor Vehicle Division containing hearing notes and monitoring information.

D. Monitoring tapes from vendors collected from monthly inspections. 

The following study groups were selected for the evaluation: 

* all persons who had interlocks installed during the first two years of the program (on interlock for a mean duration of 16 months)





N=501

* all persons post-interlock for up to one year 




N=387  

* all persons who applied and did not install interlocks



N=349

* a random sample of persons in the ADAD database who had

   been evaluated during 1995 before the interlock program became operational

   and who would have been eligible if the program were operative. 

N=584


Evaluation Results

Between the first and second year of the program, there was a shift away from granting interlock PDLs to habitual offenders and toward granting them to those with only one violation.  This may have been because during the first year over 55% of habitual offenders were statutorily denied while only 38% of other offenders were turned down and lawyers representing habitual offenders realized how problematic it was for habitual offenders to get interlocks.  The law was so specific with respect to reasons for automatic denial that the hearings administrative clerk ruled most cases denied without a hearing.  The most frequent reason for denial was that the offender had not served enough mandatory revocation time to be eligible.  Other reasons were (in order of frequency) outstanding judgments and warrants, outstanding charges from subsequent offenses, and having been stopped and found to be driving without a valid license. Over the two-year period, only 28.5% of applicants installed interlocks while the remainder were equally divided between those denied the interlock and those who chose not to install them.  We surveyed those who chose not to install:  88% did not like the doubling of the remaining revocation time; 66% simply stated they would wait to get their license back; 41% thought the $47 monthly rental fee was excessive; and 25% objected to the burden of having to come in for monthly monitoring.
Although we had initially hoped to conduct a randomized controlled trial, the Colorado Departments of Transportation and Revenue did not support this approach.  But we realized that we had a valuable comparison group in the large number of offenders who were approved but decided not to install interlocks.  A second comparison group was a random sample from the offenders evaluated by the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Division in 1995, since all would have been eligible to apply for interlocks if the program existed at the time.  The goal was to follow the interlock group (those who had interlocks installed during the first two years) for as long as they were on interlock or until the end of the study in October 2000 and to follow each of the other groups listed above for 12 months.  By October 2000, some 387 persons were off interlock while 104 continued with interlocks.  The results are tabulated as follows: 
  NUMBERS AND RATES OF ALCOHOL AND NON-ALCOHOL OFFENSES BY STUDY GROUP

	STUDY GROUP
	     N
	Total person      years
	 Number  with alcohol offenses
	Number with non-alcohol offenses
	Rate of alcohol events per 100 person-years
	Rate of non-alcohol events per 100 person-years

	Interlock (for period installed)     
	501
	833.08
	            8
	71
	0.96
	8.52

	Post Interlock
	387
	346.01
	12
	54
	3.47
	15.61

	Applicants who did not install
	349
	349.72
	14
	23
	4.00
	6.58

	Random sample of non-applicants
	584
	585.20
	35
	46
	5.98
	7.86


Special attention was paid to the 8 drivers who had alcohol offenses while they had interlock devices on their cars.  Seven of the 8 were stopped for drinking and driving while in a non-interlock vehicle (the four of these whose alcohol levels were measured had BACs of 0.367%, 0.232%, 0.178% and 0.103%). The other offender was observed having his son blow into his interlock device at a drive-through restaurant; the server called the police who found him to have an elevated alcohol level (0.21%).  None of these 8 were included in the post-interlock group.  The I-PDLs for 42 others on interlock were cancelled for non-alcohol reasons but this group was included in the post-interlock group.
We chose to analyze the four study groups in a time-to-failure analysis constructing Kaplan-Meier survival curves.  For statistical analysis, this is expressed as p-values of pair-wise comparisons using the log rank test for time separately to either an alcohol offense or a non-alcohol offense.  In this analysis, the interlock group had significantly fewer alcohol offenses compared to the three other groups.  In other words there was no evidence of carryover of the interlock effect into the post-interlock period.  The post-interlock group actually experienced a significantly greater frequency of non-alcohol offenses than any of the other three groups.  
Conclusions
We conclude that the alcohol injection interlocks are quite effective in reducing alcohol offenses during the period the interlock is on the vehicle, and that there is no carryover effect in the post interlock period when it extends as long as one year.  The success of this evaluation can best be measured by the fact that the Colorado Legislature, in addition to making the law permanent, also made most of the changes that were suggested by the study: elimination of the requirement to double the revocation time, elimination of an initial hearing, making interlocks available to offenders with outstanding judgments and warrants and those with prior “driving under suspension” or “driving under revocation” offenses.  Since passage of  the new law, there has been a considerable increase in number of offenders on interlock with an estimated 4500 participating at any one time.      
