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An important note for the reader 

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency is a Crown entity established under the Land Transport Management Act 
2003. The objective of Waka Kotahi is to undertake its functions in a way that contributes to an efficient, 
effective and safe land transport system in the public interest. Each year, Waka Kotahi funds innovative and 
relevant research that contributes to this objective. 

The views expressed in research reports are the outcomes of the independent research and should not be 
regarded as being the opinion or responsibility of Waka Kotahi. The material contained in the reports should 
not be construed in any way as policy adopted by Waka Kotahi or indeed any agency of the New Zealand 
Government. The reports may, however, be used by New Zealand Government agencies as a reference in 
the development of policy. 

While research reports are believed to be correct at the time of their preparation, Waka Kotahi and agents 
involved in their preparation and publication do not accept any liability for use of the research. People using 
the research, whether directly or indirectly, should apply and rely on their own skill and judgement. They 
should not rely on the contents of the research reports in isolation from other sources of advice and 
information. If necessary, they should seek appropriate legal or other expert advice. 
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Abbreviations and acronyms 

AODT Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment 

ANDREA Analysis of Driver Rehabilitation Programmes 

CAS Crash Analysis System 
CBT Cognitive Behavioural Therapy  

DIP Driver Intervention Program (South Australia) 

DSI Deaths and serious injuries 
DWI/DUI Driving while intoxicated/driving under the influence 

EU European Union 

GBB Good Behaviour Bond 
IRTAD International Traffic Safety Data and Analysis Group 

ISA Intelligent speed assistance/adaptation 

ISP Intensive Supervision Programme 
LDQ Leeds Dependency Questionnaire 

MAP Make A Plan 

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
NSAC National Speed Awareness Course 

NDORS National Driver Offender Retraining Scheme 

OFTR One for the Road 
TRTRID The Right Track | Te Ara Tutuki Pai Repeat Impaired Drivers programme 

VIP Victim Impact Panel 

 

Definitions 

In this report, unless they are part of a cited publication, these terms have the following meanings: 

• Alternatives to penalties: Alternatives to the application of the existing penalty system, which includes 
incarceration, licence suspension/disqualification, vehicle impoundment, fines and demerits points. 

• High-risk driving behaviours: Repeat offending in the following five areas: alcohol and/or drug use, 
speeding, seatbelt non-use, mobile phone use while driving, fatigued driving. 

• Reoffender: A person who reoffends irregularly.  

• Recidivist: A person who reoffends repeatedly.  
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Executive summary 

The purpose of this research was to investigate potential alternatives to penalties for repeat offenders who 
engage in high-risk driving behaviours on Aotearoa New Zealand roads. This is a key component of the 
government’s ‘Road to Zero’ road safety strategy, which aims to encourage and support safer behaviour and 
choices. More specifically, this approach acknowledges the need to address underlying problems. As noted 
in Road to Zero: New Zealand’s road safety strategy 2020–2030: 

Our approach also needs to address the underlying issues which lead to some people’s 
offending, rather than responding solely to the behaviour itself. This will include a new approach 
to dealing with the highest risk drivers, providing for alternative resolutions to convictions and 
supporting locally-led prevention programmes to reduce recidivist high risk behaviours in a fair 
and equitable way. (p. 52) 

This research, which was conducted from August 2021 to October 2022, examined potential alternatives to 
driver offender penalties being used in Aotearoa, including educating and treating individuals who may be 
experiencing underlying issues and for whom deterrence-based penalties alone (eg fines, licence 
suspensions or incarceration) have been less effective previously. The focus was on alternatives to penalties 
that could reduce the harm caused by the following high-risk driving behaviours: 

• alcohol and/or drug use 

• speeding 

• seatbelt non-use 

• mobile phone use (an indicator of inattentive behaviour) 

• fatigued driving. 

The research involved the following two-step method: 

1. a review of the national and international literature to identify effective alternatives and their underlying 
success factors, along with an email survey of experts to better capture the ‘grey’ literature 

2. two interactive workshops to explore the practical implementation opportunities in this area for Aotearoa.  

Summary of literature review findings 
The greatest level of evidence in the studies reviewed related to alcohol and speed, with less-robust findings 
around seatbelt non-use, mobile phone use and fatigued driving. Many of the studies examined success in 
relation to reductions in reoffending behaviour and other proxy measures of harm, as opposed to crash 
studies that investigated direct harm. Further, the voluntary nature of many of the alternatives to penalties 
could have led to participation bias in the results of those programmes, because the reoffenders who were 
harder to change could have opted out of taking up the offer of an alternative to penalties.  

For drink- and/or drug-driving reoffenders, the programmes with a higher level of effectiveness were typically 
those that attempted to address the offenders’ underlying issues through group sessions, including the use 
of cognitive behavioural therapy. For speed reoffending, crash reductions were achieved in the private 
vehicle fleet by the use of the Good Behaviour Bond, which allows reoffenders to continue driving if they can 
maintain safe driving behaviour for a specified period. In the commercial fleet, the use of in-vehicle 
technology to provide feedback on driving, including speeding, led to crash reductions.  
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Summary of workshops and the possible interventions suitable for 
use in Aotearoa 
To evaluate the practical implementation opportunities for the Aotearoa context, three possible interventions 
that were deemed suitable for this country were selected by a cross-agency expert group. 

Possible suitable interventions 
for Aotearoa 

Description 

Good Behaviour Bond Speed reoffenders who are facing driver licence suspension promise to drive 
safely for a specified period, understanding that any breach of this ‘bond’ will 
lead to their licence being suspended for twice the length of the original 
suspension period.  

Driving under the influence (DUI) 
courts 

These are judicial courts that specifically deal with drink- and/or drug-driving 
offenders (including recidivists). They use close supervision, treatment 
programmes and penalties for non-compliance with court orders, to reduce 
recidivism.  

Drink- and/or drug-driver 
intervention programmes 

These programmes typically involve multiple group-based education and 
treatment (psychological/therapeutic) sessions, including cognitive behavioural 
therapy. In Aotearoa, they are community-based programmes with culturally 
focused processes and an inclusive learning environment. 

Conclusion and recommendations 
According to this study’s literature review and the two expert workshops, the alternatives to penalties in 
Aotearoa are under-resourced. As well as better funding, they need capability building and better processes 
around screening and entry. These complementary approaches to the existing penalty system allow better 
support and treatment of offenders with underlying issues, as well as allowing them to drive to essential 
services, friend and whānau support, employment and education.  

The following recommendations are submitted for consideration as part of the overall approach to supporting 
equity in road safety in Aotearoa. They are broadly grouped into the following three themes:  

Theme 1 – Recommendations on specific alternatives to penalties in Aotearoa: 

• The Good Behaviour Bond to be considered for implementation. 

• Driving Under the Influence Courts to be trialled and evaluated, including the use of supportive 
technology, such as alcohol interlocks. 

• Develop and deliver a national driver intervention programme, building upon the One for the Road and 
similar programmes. 

Theme 2 – Recommendations related to governance, funding and strategic actions: 

• Use an existing (or establish a) cross-agency working group (and memorandum of understanding) to 
address appropriate funding of alternatives to penalties to reduce high-risk reoffending behaviours, as 
under-resourcing was consistently reported by workshop attendees as the largest barrier to 
implementation:  

- This working group could also review governance, national standards around consistency of entry 
and content, equitable coverage and access across Aotearoa, new alternatives (ie review short 
courses periodically), and monitoring mechanisms for continuous improvement.  
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• Review central funding for appropriate alternatives to penalties’ costs. Placing the full cost on an 
offender can limit and be less equitable to those who may need the support the most (eg the existing 
alcohol interlock programme and the barrier of its ongoing costs). 

• Evaluate, build upon and increase the reach of existing Aotearoa alternatives to penalties (eg 
community-based alcohol reoffender programmes) that currently do not have nationwide reach or 
adequate support, looking at this based on regions with the greatest reoffending or lowest support 
services, to support equitable outcomes (ie inclusive entry). 

• Continue to support commercial fleets with the use of technological interventions to improve fleet 
monitoring and safety (eg electronic logbooks, fleet monitoring, seatbelt interlocks). 

Theme 3 – Recommendations related to evaluation and guidance: 

• Consistent process to ensure reoffenders are receiving the appropriate support (eg based on offence 
type and typology of user, including addiction support services). 

• Consistent monitoring and evaluation of alternatives to penalties, ensuring this is a requirement of 
ongoing funding. Where possible, these evaluations should take a robust scientific approach.  

• Develop and provide guidance on how to evaluate alternatives to penalties (ie for providers), including 
minimum requirements. 

  



Effective alternatives to penalties for repeat driving offenders 

11 

Abstract 

The government’s ‘Road to Zero’ road safety strategy contains a review of the road safety penalties system. 
While for the majority of drivers, the current penalties (eg fines, licence suspensions or incarceration) provide 
a sufficient deterrent to offending, there remains a group of repeat offenders. The goal of this research, 
which was conducted from August 2021 to October 2022, was to identify the alternatives to penalties that 
would be most effective for this group in Aotearoa New Zealand. The research found that a core principle 
behind many of these alternatives is to treat the underlying issues in reoffenders, via education- and therapy-
based approaches.  

The three most suitable alternatives to penalties for use in the Aotearoa context were examined in detail 
during two expert workshops, and these are recommended for implementation here: the Good Behaviour 
Bond; Driving Under the Influence courts (including the use of supportive technology such as alcohol 
interlocks); and a national driver intervention programme. Also recommended is the use of a cross-agency 
working group to address the following challenges around implementing such interventions: a review of 
central funding for these interventions; ways to ensure equitable entry to them; developing national 
standards to improve their consistency; improved support of commercial fleets to implement technological 
interventions for better fleet monitoring and safety; and the minimum requirements for intervention monitoring 
and evaluation. 
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1 Introduction 

The purpose of this research report is to investigate potential alternatives to penalties for repeat offenders 
who engage in high-risk driving behaviours on Aotearoa New Zealand roads. This is a key component of the 
government’s ‘Road to Zero’ road safety strategy, which aims to encourage and support safer behaviour and 
choices (Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport, 2019). More specifically, the strategy acknowledges the 
need: 

… to address the underlying issues which lead to some people’s offending, rather than 
responding solely to the behaviour itself. This will include a new approach to dealing with the 
highest risk drivers, providing for alternative resolutions to convictions and supporting locally-led 
prevention programmes to reduce recidivist high risk behaviours in a fair and equitable way. 
(p. 52) 

This research, which was conducted from August 2021 to October 2022, examines potential alternatives to 
driver offender penalties being used in Aotearoa, including educating and treating individuals who may be 
experiencing underlying issues and for whom deterrence-based penalties alone (see Section 1.2) have 
proven to be less effective. Entry for alternatives is typically via the existing driver penalty system (eg 
providing an alternative to licence suspension) and an alternative typically off-sets the penalty that would 
have otherwise been imposed. 

The alternatives to penalties1 examined in this report focus on encouraging and supporting compliance once 
a reoffence has occurred. They usually allow reoffenders to continue driving under restricted conditions while 
potential underlying issues or antecedents of their high-risk driving behaviours are addressed. Common 
alternatives that are offered are:  

• education  

• counselling/therapy 

• behaviour monitoring and feedback (including in-vehicle technology that can help a driver achieve a 
period with no high-risk driving behaviours).  

For the purpose of this report, Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency defined high-risk driving behaviours as 
including: 

• alcohol and/or drug use 

• speeding 

• seatbelt non-use 

• mobile phone use (an indicator of inattentive behaviour) 

• fatigued driving. 

This research complements a concurrent cross-agency Review of Road Safety Penalties,2 which is 
investigating whether the existing road safety penalties (as defined in Section 1.2) could be made more 
proportionate and effective. This includes proposals that support both safety and equity through the inclusion 
of several ‘alternative enforcement pathways’ (including some that this research discusses). The existing 
deterrence-based penalty system is effective, but some drivers in Aotearoa are disproportionately impacted 

 
1 It should be noted that while ‘alternatives’ to penalties are being discussed here, all such alternatives have a punitive 
aspect to them, such as requiring course fees or time. 
2 An initiative to support Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport as part of the ‘Road to Zero’ road safety strategy.  



Effective alternatives to penalties for repeat driving offenders 

13 

by this approach (Doran & Knight, 2022). This research also complements the Waka Kotahi project (in press) 
‘How to positively incentivise safe driving choices and driving behaviour’. 

1.1 Research objectives 
The following research objectives were defined by Waka Kotahi: 

1. Review national and international experience and evidence in relation to the use and efficacy of 
alternatives to penalties for high-risk behaviours. 

2. Identify methods already employed and opportunities in Aotearoa. 

3. Identify options for how alternatives to penalties could be introduced in Aotearoa to support compliance 
and reduce reoffending, and what benefits might be expected, including impacts on equity for road 
safety. 

1.2 Existing driver penalty systems 
The existing driver penalties being used in Aotearoa (Waka Kotahi, n.d.-b) can be divided into the following 
five broad groups: 

• incarceration 

• licence suspension/disqualification 

• vehicle impoundment 

• fines 

• demerit points. 

1.3 Equity impacts 
One objective of this report is to ensure access to the suitable potential alternatives to penalties in Aotearoa 
is equitable and the alternatives provide a wide set of options that address an offender’s specific needs and 
circumstances. Further, addressing offenders’ underlying issues in targeted programmes, and allowing them 
continued access to vehicle travel while they are supported by them, has wellbeing and economic benefits. 
To illustrate a way to review and assess the advantages and disadvantages of various interventions, 
including whether access to them is equitable, Table 1.1 provides the example of evaluating the existing 
alcohol interlock system (used in isolation).  

Table 1.1 Example of evaluating the use of alcohol interlocks in isolation 

Issue Description Advantages/disadvantages of this 
intervention 

Effectiveness 
with reoffenders 

Effective for certain reoffenders (depending on 
offender typologies; see Section 5) 

 

Effective (but only while the device is in 
use, does not necessarily lead to 
lasting change) 

 Does not treat the underlying issues 

Equity of access 

Entry to this intervention (ie who is referred, what 
is available) varies across Aotearoa – may be 
oversubscribed in some areas, or simply not 
offered 

 
Reoffenders are often not provided this 
option at court 

 
Geographical distance from provider 
can make this option untenable 
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Issue Description Advantages/disadvantages of this 
intervention 

Barriers to use 
of the 
intervention 

Cost to offenders of installing alcohol interlocks, 
and ongoing servicing costs  

Unaffordable for many offenders (a 
partial subsidy is available) 

Economic 
wellbeing Allows offender to drive to work/education  

Offender able to continue 
employment/education 

Personal 
wellbeing 

No support for underlying issues   Underlying issues remain untreated 

Allows offender to drive to whānau support and 
essential medical services  

Offender can continue to access social 
and medical support 

1.4 Outside the scope of this report 
The following topics are outside the scope of this report: 

1. discussion of current penalties (eg fines, demerit points, loss of licence, vehicle impoundment, 
incarceration)  

2. interventions that target pre-offending (eg general marketing campaigns around road safety, incentives 
to avoid unsafe driving) 

3. interventions aimed specifically at first-time offenders. 

1.5 Methodology 
This research includes the following two-step method: 

1. Review the national and international literature (including the ‘grey’ literature) on this topic, to increase 
our understanding of the evidence base for potential alternatives to penalties, as well as their principles 
and underlying success factors. This review includes noting the methodological limitations of the existing 
literature on this topic, as well as conducting an email survey of experts in the area. 

2. Conduct two interactive workshops to explore the practical implementation opportunities in this area for 
Aotearoa. 

1.6 Structure of this report 
The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 

• Chapter 2 describes the methodology used to select the literature to be reviewed, as well as the details 
of the various interventions that were discussed in that literature. 

• Chapter 3 summarises the potential alternatives to penalties that could be adopted in this country. 

• Chapter 4 discusses some of the principles and success factors related to those alternatives. 

• Chapter 5 provides details of offender typologies. 

• Chapter 6 explains the approach taken in the interactive expert workshops and details the information 
that was gathered in them. 

• Chapter 7 presents a summary of the research findings, including key gaps in our current level of 
understanding. 

• Chapter 8 presents the recommendations from this research.  
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2 Literature review 

2.1 Methodological quality limitations of the existing literature 
Research by Grayson and Helman (2011) noted that research into potential interventions to improve road 
safety can have methodological issues that can reduce the overall reliability of their results. In their 
systematic review of 63 studies on interventions to improve road safety in a work environment, they found 
that only two of them would have met the requirements for being included in a Cochrane Collaboration 
review, which sets high standards for inclusion, with the primary focus being on the use of randomised trials. 
However, they pointed out that the use of randomised trials is extremely difficult to achieve in a real-world 
setting. Clearly, most of the potential alternatives that are discussed in this report do not meet this 
requirement.  

During the examination of the potential alternatives to penalties cited in this literature review, the following 
additional methodological issues were found: 

• Participation bias was common in reports on voluntary alternatives, with offenders who were more at risk 
of reoffending being more likely to opt out of or not complete them. This was also evident in interventions 
in which participation was decided by the police or some other official body but without clear guidelines 
on who should be offered the alternative. Controlling for risk factors, such as the number of prior 
offences in comparison groups, was one mechanism suggested to mitigate but not remove this bias.  

• Some alternatives could include both first-time and repeat offenders. Others, such as the UK National 
Speed Awareness Course (NSAC), only allowed offenders to attend a course once within a certain 
period, such as every three years, so it was often not available to repeat offenders. 

• As the effectiveness of the alternatives were typically evaluated against a comparison group, rather than 
against the full range of penalty-based approaches available (which was outside the scope of this work), 
the decision-making around these alternatives should be considered in the context of the overall range of 
options available.  

• The metrics being used to measure the effectiveness of the alternatives were not necessarily true first-
order metrics: that is, changes in all injury crashes. In this field, all other metrics are considered second 
order, even when there are strong correlations with crash reductions (eg reductions in levels of drink- 
and/or drug-driving or speeding). Care needs to be taken when using these second-order metrics as a 
proxy for improving road safety. A review of 65 studies by Struckman-Johnson et al. (1989) reported that 
while the reviewed interventions resulted in reduction in traffic violations, there was a limited relationship 
between traffic violations and crashes.  

When contemplating the implementation of any of the alternatives that are discussed in this report, all these 
methodological issues need to be acknowledged, particularly when considering the reported effectiveness 
levels of the interventions, which range widely, from 2% to 100%. 

While reoffending behaviour may not always be highly correlated with actual crashes – for example, 
Barraclough et al. (2016) found a 0.18 correlation between traffic offences and crashes – there is still a 
degree of relationship that is higher for some offences, such as high-speed offences (Imprialou et al., 2016). 
As traffic offences are reported more commonly than crashes, they have been included in this review. 

Because of these methodological quality limitations, the literature discussed here has been divided into the 
following three sections: 

• possible alternatives that use crash reductions as their effectiveness metric 

• possible alternatives that use proxy measures (eg reductions in drink- and/or drug-driving and speeding, 
traffic violations, etc) as their effectiveness metric 
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• possible alternatives that have no effectiveness metrics on which to report. 

2.2 Method for identifying literature to review 
The main method for identifying the literature to be reviewed was the researchers’ knowledge (or discovery) 
of specific authors or intervention types. Further related cases were identified through a ‘snowball’ method, 
which involved searching for publications by the same author/s, or publications or cases cited in a study or 
the reference list of a study or meta-analysis. 

The initial avenues of investigation included, but were not limited to: 

• traffic schools in the US 

• NSAC in the UK 

• known drink-drive programmes. 

A number of other key terms used were: 

• driver logbooks fatigue 

• seatbelt interlock 

• recidivist mobile phone driving 

• driver mobile phone intervention 

• speeding fleet management. 

2.2.1 Email survey of experts 
As part of the of literature review, an email survey was sent to 15 selected experts, including members of the 
International Traffic Safety Data and Analysis Group (commonly known as IRTAD), to help the researchers 
find literature about potential alternatives to penalties. Responses were received from a range of jurisdictions 
and organisations, such as Australia, Aotearoa, Sweden, the Global Road Safety Partnership, the US 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the European Road Policing Network 
(commonly known as RoadPol). 

The Australasian respondents all mentioned the Good Behaviour Bond (GBB) system that is implemented in 
various ways across all Australian states. Other respondents highlighted the use of alcohol interlocks, but 
stressed that such systems work best when permanently installed and supplemented by therapeutic 
approaches. Some respondents mentioned the use of rehabilitation programmes on their own. 

2.3 High-risk driving behaviours in Aotearoa 
This section focuses on the relative size and importance of the high-risk driving behaviours and reoffending 
rates in Aotearoa, so that appropriate potential alternatives to penalties can be prioritised against this data. 

To help determine the level of high-risk behaviours in Aotearoa, a search of the national Crash Analysis 
System (CAS) was undertaken. CAS is a database of all crashes on public roads that are attended by Ngā 
Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New Zealand Police and contains a detailed report for each crash, including the 
contributing factor (eg ‘inappropriate speed’, ‘wild animal’). Each factor has a unique three-digit code (NZ 
Transport Agency, 2016) that can be used to filter crashes by that factor. 

Two of the contributing factors that were most frequently linked specifically to crashes resulting in deaths and 
serious injuries (DSI) in Aotearoa were drink- and/or drug-driving and speeding (see Table 2.1). It is 
important to note that drink- and/or drug-driving has also been linked to other high-risk behaviours, including 
speeding and not wearing a seatbelt (Shyhalla, 2014). For example, the CAS data shows that 57% of all the 
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fatal crashes in Aotearoa that had speed as a contributing factor also had use of drink and/or drugs as a co-
factor.  

Table 2.1 Contributing factors to DSI crashes in Aotearoa 2015–2020 (based on information from the CAS 
database)a 

Contributing factor CAS attributes 
contributing factor/s 

code/s 

% of fatal crashes  
(total n = 1,838) 

% of serious injury 
crashes (total n = 12,977) 

Alcohol/drug use combined 103, 109 37 13 

– Alcohol use 103 22 12 

– Drug use 109 24 1 

Speeding 110, 111, 112, 113, 115, 
116, 117, 118, 119 29 21 

Seatbelt non-useb n/a 19 8 

Fatigued driving 410, 411, 412, 414 10 5 

Inattentive behaviour 
330, 350, 351, 352, 353, 
354, 355, 356, 359, 361, 

362, 364, 366 
8 7 

– Attention diverted 
by mobile phone 359 1 1 

a Percentages are rounded up and total percentage is greater than 100%, as there can be multiple contributing factors 
for a crash. 
b As there is no CAS factor code for seatbelt non-use, the ‘Driver specific’ attribute ‘Driver restraint use = no’ was used. 

Table 2.2 shows a breakdown of penalties for offence types by fines, demerit points and possible alternatives 
that were being used in Aotearoa at the time of writing this report, noting that only drink- and/or drug-driving 
offences were being targeted with alternative programmes. 

Table 2.2 Penalties in Aotearoa, by offence 

Offence Fine Demerit points Alternatives Notes 

Drink- and/or 
drug-driving 

Yes Yes Yes The alternative at the time of writing was the use of 
an alcohol interlock 

Speeding Yes Yes No No demerit points for offences captured by a speed 
camera  

Inattentive 
behaviour 

Yes Yes No Penalties specifically for mobile phone use, or tied to 
other factors related to attention being diverted 

Fatigued driving No No No Penalties tied to other factors/outcomes, with fatigue 
noted as a contributing factor 

Seatbelt non-use Yes No No – 

2.3.1 Reoffending rates 
Between 2015 and 2020, 83,022 people were convicted of ‘driving under the influence’ (DUI) offences in 
Aotearoa (Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice, n.d.). According to Ara Poutama Aotearoa | Department of 
Corrections (n.d.), between 2002 and 2007, DUI and disqualified driving made up 95% of all traffic offences 
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that resulted in imprisonment, and the overall re-imprisonment rate for these offenders was 43% (34% for 
drink-driving, 54% for driving when disqualified). 

Waka Kotahi licence and offence data between 2005 and 2014 showed that for drink-driving and speeding 
offences, the majority of offenders were recidivists, while the majority of offenders for mobile phone offences 
were not (Hatfield et al., 2019). A breakdown of recidivism by offence type can be seen in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3 Percentage of recidivist offenders in Aotearoa between 2005 and 2014, by driving offence type 
(adapted from Hatfield et al., 2019, p. 93) 

Offence type % of offenders with a single offence % of offenders with multiple offences 

Under the influence of alcohol 33.7 66.3 

Speeding 47 53 

Mobile phone use 69.8 30.2 

2.4 Alternative programmes that use crash reductions as their 
effectiveness metric 

2.4.1 GBB (Victoria, Australia) 
The GBB was implemented in Australia as part of a range of changes that focused on speeding offences 
(Imberger et al., 2019). It was used as an alternative to a licence ban when someone reached their demerit 
point limit for speeding offences, offering a 12-month period within which, if the driver accumulated further 
demerit points, their driver licence would be suspended for double the original suspension period. It aimed to 
move past previous findings that using a licence ban by itself did not alter habitual speeding behaviour.  

From a pool of about 3.5 million speeding offenders, 12.9% reached the demerit point threshold and were 
given the option to choose from one of the following: 

• serve the 12-month GBB (self-selected by 75% of these reoffenders) 

• serve a minimum three-month licence suspension (selected by 25% of these reoffenders). 

About 80% of those who opted for the GBB completed their bond. After they had completed it, they had 13% 
fewer speeding offences and a 23% reduction in crash rate, compared with the same ‘after’ period for those 
who opted for the licence suspension. 

It is possible that the self-selection process may have meant those who selected the GBB were lower-risk 
drivers, or drivers who were receptive to change. However, the GBB provided an equitable alternative to 
licence suspension and provided a timeline in which to form good driving habits.  

At the time of writing, Western Australia, New South Wales, South Australia, Queensland, Tasmania and 
Northern Territories were all running similar programmes under names such as ‘Double or Nothing’, ‘good 
behaviour period’ and ‘good behaviour option’. 

2.4.2 Traffic schools/driver intervention programmes (US) 
The US has a range of driver intervention programmes for recidivist offenders and each state driver-licensing 
agency has the discretion to refer offenders to a suitable programme (McKnight & Tippetts, 1997). Most of 
the programmes are geared towards preventing either accidents or recidivist offending.  

A study of over 16,000 offenders (McKnight & Tippetts, 1997) showed that those who completed a course 
with a recidivism-prevention approach, rather than an accident-prevention approach, had significantly fewer 
accidents and driving violations over the next 12 months. Interestingly, those who opted not to attend a 
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course and had their licence suspended for six months had half the number of accidents and approximately 
a quarter fewer traffic violations than those who attended a course. These figures were certainly affected by 
the six-month suspension period, but while many of the suspended drivers often continued to drive (illegally), 
it seemed they drove more lawfully than those who legally could drive (ie course attendees). When 
considering whether offering courses was an effective alternative to licence suspensions, McKnight and 
Tippetts believed courses were far less effective than the use of licence suspensions for frequent offenders.  

A 2004 meta-analysis of 106 driver intervention programmes found that these were associated with small yet 
statistically significant reductions in road crashes and traffic violations (Masten & Peck, 2004). The meta-
analysis included non-drink- and/or drug-driving intervention programmes, as well as studies with a classical 
experimental design,3 and examined effectiveness of driver interventions according to intervention 
typologies. Significant effects were found for crashes and traffic violations as a result of warning letters, 
groups meetings, individual hearings and licence suspensions/revocations. A unique aspect of their study 
was that it allowed examination of the primary intervention component, noting that many programmes used 
combinations of intervention types. The efficacy of these is summarised in Table 2.4.  

Table 2.4 Estimated percentage change in crash rate and traffic violation rate, by primary intervention 
typology (ordered by size of reduction in crash rate; adapted from Masten & Peck, 2004, pp. 32–
33)a 

Intervention 
type 

Treatment typology % change in 
crash rate 

% change in traffic 
violation rate 

Penalty system 
focused Licence suspension −17.2* −21.4* 

Alternative Licence extension incentive (for improved driving) −16.0* +0.27 

 Individual meeting −7.7* −9.7* 

 Group meeting −5.0* −8.0* 

 Written warning letter −4.3* −5.7* 

 Contingent reduction in demerit points (for improved 
driving) −4.4 −6.3* 

 Mailed educational/informational brochures −0.9 −0.9 

 Probation (under the threat of licence suspension) +7.1 −13.4* 
a The studies reviewed did not include those targeted by DUI offences. 
* Asterisk with bold font indicates a statistically significant % change.  

Overall, it was revealed that the programmes achieved a 6% decrease in crash rates and an 8% reduction in 
traffic violation rates for 1.64 million treated drivers (Masten & Peck, 2004). The penalty-based approach of 
licence suspension was the most effective method in relation to reducing crashes and traffic violations. 
However, licence suspensions were not considered appropriate for individuals that had only a few speeding 
offences or minor violations (McKnight & Tippetts, 1997). Among the alternatives to penalties that were 
identified in this meta-analysis, the license extension incentive was the most effective (see Section 2.4.3). 
Overall, it appeared that the more effort and contact time with an individual, the better the effect, from 
individual time through to a targeted written letter. The trade-off between a programme’s cost and effect 
made written warnings the most cost-effective method to implement. At the point where the information was 

 
3 Randomised or equivalent allocation to treatment and non-treatment group, with pre and post testing for both groups.  
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purely educational (eg general brochures or educational-only group meetings) and not targeted or linked to 
an event (eg a speeding violation), there did not seem to be any effect (Masten & Peck, 2004). However, it 
should be noted that group-based approaches that went beyond pure education (eg accompanied by 
discussion and problem solving) were shown to be effective (Gregersen et al., 1996). 

2.4.3 Licence extension incentive (California, US) 
In California, a trial licence extension incentive offered drivers a free one-year extension on their licence (ie 
they did not need to complete a written test to renew their licence) if they could maintain a clean driver record 
for the next year. A subset of this trial involved drivers who had been involved in collisions or traffic violations 
in the previous year. They were divided into two groups – those who received this offer and a control group 
who did not receive this offer. For the subset who received this offer, the incentive resulted in a 22% 
decrease in crashes during the following year when compared against the control group (Harano et al., 1974, 
as cited in Wilde & Murdoch, 1982).  

In another subset of this trial, the offer of a free one-year licence extension was used to reward ‘good driving 
behaviour’. Here, drivers who already had a clean driving record were offered the extension (plus either a 
congratulatory letter or a letter and a ‘good driver’ key chain) if they maintained this clean record for the next 
year. For this subset, the results showed an approximate 10% increase in crashes for the treatment group 
compared against a control group who received no offer, letter, or letter plus key chain. This may have been 
because this group had not had to change their behaviour, or perhaps the congratulatory approach 
encouraged driver overconfidence. Some key insights that could be applicable for this current research are 
as follows:  

1. The use of incentives versus reward programmes should be closely managed, as modest incentives 
seemed to have a greater effect than modest rewards.  

2. Offering reoffenders an incentive, on condition of behaviour change, seemed to be an effective strategy. 

2.4.4 Monitoring driver behaviour using in-vehicle data recorders (Belgium and 
Netherlands) 

The use of driver monitoring and feedback, via in-vehicle data recorders, has been investigated as a method 
for reducing the number of traffic accidents. In a study by Wouters and Bos (2000), a mixture of commercial 
fleets (heavy and medium trucks, coaches, taxis including vans, and company cars) were installed with in-
vehicle data recorders that captured driver behaviour (including speeding). The fleet operators then used the 
captured data to give feedback to their drivers. The researchers compared the ‘before’ and ‘after’ accident 
rates for those who had in-vehicle data recorders fitted (the intervention group) versus those who did not 
have them installed and also received no feedback (the control group). 

The results of the study indicated that the use of the data recorders (and subsequent feedback to drivers) led 
to an average reduction in accident rates of 20%.  

2.4.5 Summary insights regarding these alternatives 
Interventions that involved group discussion (as opposed to being purely educational), incentivised a change 
in behaviour (as opposed to rewarding good behaviour) and provided a mechanism for ongoing driver 
feedback (including in-vehicle feedback), appeared to be more effective at reducing crashes. (However, it 
should be noted none of them addressed drink- and/or drug-driving.) 

These alternatives resulted in reductions in crashes ranging from 6% to 23%. For those alternatives that 
addressed offences such as speeding, the reported reductions ranged from 8% to 13%. 
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2.5 Alternative programmes that use proxy measures as their 
effectiveness metric 

2.5.1 Alternatives to receiving fines/demerit points/imprisonment 
This section outlines programmes that offer alternatives to the use of fines, demerit points or imprisonment 
for traffic offences. 

2.5.1.1 NSAC (UK) 

The UK’s NSAC is a single course (2 hours 45 minutes long) designed for low-end speeding offenders. It is 
part of an overall programme called the National Driver Offender Retraining Scheme (NDORS), which is 
discussed in detail in Section 2.6.2. The content and structure of the course was based on work conducted 
by Fylan et al. (2006) into effective interventions to reduce speeding behaviour, and it was grounded in 
behavioural change theory. 

The results of an evaluation of the NSAC programme, using data over a three-year period, suggested that 
the course was more effective at reducing reoffending than the use of fines or penalty points (Barrett, 2018). 
For those who did not attend the course, reoffending rates were 7% (compared to 5% for those who did 
attend) six months after the course was offered, increasing to 23% (compared to 21% for attendees) three 
years after. This finding still held after accounting for other factors such as differences that might exist 
between individual attitudes, which could have influenced offenders’ decisions regarding course attendance. 

2.5.1.2 Driver Intervention Program (DIP) (South Australia) 

In Adelaide (and some rural centres in South Australia), all young drivers (aged 25 years or less) who had 
their learner or provisional licences and had been disqualified from driving were required to complete the 
DIP. The programme consisted of a 90-minute interactive workshop that aimed to communicate the risks and 
consequences associated with road crashes. Typically, the course was completed within six months of the 
disqualification and the offender was required to pay a course fee. While drivers could appeal against the 
licence disqualification, even successful appeals still had to attend the DIP. It was possible to pay an 
expiation fee instead of attending a course. If a disqualified driver chose none of these options, they ran the 
risk of receiving further legal repercussions. 

Kloeden et al. (2008) compared the data for offenders who attended the course against those who chose to 
pay the expiation fee. After accounting for age and sex, there was a significant difference between the two 
groups when followed up 18 months later, with course attendees committing 33% fewer traffic offences, 
overall, than non-attendees; the difference between the groups was especially pronounced for 
‘administrative offences’ (eg driving without a licence, not wearing a seatbelt) rather than ‘moving offences’ 
(eg speeding and illegal road manoeuvres). However, as attendance was voluntary, these findings could not 
be attributed solely to the course.  

2.5.1.3 Option 4 (Alberta, Canada) 

Option 4 was offered in Canada as an alternative to an offender having to paying a fine, plead not guilty 
through the mail or take their case to court. Originally, only people with a child-restraint offence could choose 
Option 4, but this was expanded to other offences such as speeding and running stop signs (Koziel, 2021). 
The 90-minute course contained information on traffic safety, such as how to safely manoeuvre around stop 
signs, as well as encouraging attendees to share their views on ways traffic officers could improve traffic 
safety and fill gaps in drivers’ knowledge. 

In their evaluation of Option 4, Koziel (2021) found that offenders who chose this option had 44% fewer 
traffic offences over the 18-month period following the intervention, compared to offenders who paid a fine.  
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2.5.1.4 Intensive supervision programmes (ISPs) (US) 

ISPs are offered in the US as an alternative to imprisonment for drink- and/or drug-driving offences. They 
involve a combination of restrictions, requirements for therapy, and other control measures such as random 
testing, home detention and vehicle forfeiture. This type of intervention is resource intensive for all parties. 

The effectiveness of ISPs has been found to be varied, with an average reduction in recidivism of 18%, 
ranging between −10% and 54.1% (Miller et al., 2015).  

2.5.1.5 Driving while intoxicated (DWI)/driving under the influence (DUI) courts (US) 

In the US, DWI or DUI judicial courts can be used to deal with these types of offences, with a focus on 
recidivist offenders and using a combination of close supervision, treatment programmes and penalties. 
Research into the effectiveness of these courts has shown an average reduction in recidivism of 3%, ranging 
between −11% and 14% (Miller et al., 2015).  

2.5.1.6 Summary insights regarding these alternatives 

These types of alternatives mostly target non-drink- and/or drug-driving offences, particularly speeding. 

The effectiveness of these types of alternatives depends on the type and intensity of the intervention, as well 
as what offences are being targeted. For instance:  

a) reduction in non-drink- and/or drug-driving reoffending ranging from 2% to 44% (Barrett, 2018; Koziel, 
2021) 

b) reduction in drink- and/or drug-driving reoffending ranging from 5.4% to 54.1% (Miller et al., 2015).  

2.5.2 Complementary programmes 
These types of programmes are used for drink- and/or drug-driving offenders who must have a penalty 
applied to them in countries where the judicial system treats drink- and/or drug-driving offences differently 
from other types of traffic offences because of their higher risk of fatality. 

2.5.2.1 Drink Impaired Drivers’ programme (UK) 

The Drink Impaired Drivers’ programme is for drink-driving offenders who are in prison or serving community 
sentences. The programme is used in Wales and England and involves 14 two-hour group sessions 
involving cognitive-behavioural and educational elements to increase the participants’ knowledge about 
alcohol impairment and driving, help them plan around alternatives to drink-driving, and change their 
attitudes to drink-driving. The requirement to attend the Drink Impaired Drivers’ programme is given as part 
of the offenders’ court sentencing.  

A review of the programme was undertaken by Palmer et al. (2011), in which a comparison was made 
between those who took part in the programme against a group of offenders who had similar sentences but 
could not attend the programme (due to its limited availability), or attended but did not complete the 
programme. The review found that for offenders who were mandated to undertake the programme, the 
completion rate was 59% (85 participants out of 144). All those who completed the programme had no 
reoffences in the following 12 months. Offenders who did not complete the programme or were not offered 
the opportunity to take part had a reoffence rate of 13.6% and 3.9%, respectively. While these offenders who 
opted out or did not complete were not a controlled comparison group, the average of the reoffender rates of 
these two groups (adjusting for different group sizes) shows a reoffender rate of 6.2%, meaning that the 
treatment group (which had no reoffending in the 12-month period) had a 6.2% lower rate of reoffending 
compared with the non-treatment group.  
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2.5.2.2 Driver rehabilitation courses (Europe Union – EU) 

In the EU, between 2006 and 2011, the DRUID project (Driving Under the Influence of Drugs, Alcohol and 
Medicines) examined issues related to road safety and included a focus on rehabilitation for drink/drug-
drivers. As part of this project, Boets et al. (2008) identified, through an examination of 36 studies and two 
reviews of driver rehabilitation programmes, an average reduction rate in drink-driver recidivism of 45.5%. It 
is important to note that there was a large variation in reported course effects, as well as in sample sizes, 
evaluation approaches, and treatment approaches and duration. 

The various driver rehabilitation programmes utilised were typically group based (with a range of group 
sizes). The content of them focused on psychological/therapeutic treatment, followed by educational 
approaches. They had exclusion criteria in terms of addiction problems or communication/language barriers 
(Boets et al., 2008). The programme providers believed that the key factors in their success included: 

• participants’ self-observation and reflection 

• discussion and confrontation 

• development of alternative, new behaviours 

• the open and trustworthy atmosphere. 

2.5.2.3 Victim Impact Panel (VIP) (US) 

A VIP consists of volunteers who have been significantly affected by a drink- and/or drug-driving event. Their 
role is to speak to drink- and/or drug-driving offenders, without judgement or blame, about the impact on 
others of such offending. The aim is to help offenders understand the effects of their behaviour on others, 
which they might not have considered before, and thus make them less likely to continue drink- and/or drug-
driving. 

A study by Miller et al. (2015) found that the effectiveness of these panels in the US was mixed; some 
studies showed an average reduction in recidivism rates of 5.9% (range 0%–18%) and one study showed an 
increase in recidivism rates for females who attended such a panel.  

2.5.2.4 Summary insights regarding these alternatives 

These programmes are generally far more time intensive than those offered to non-drink- and/or drug-driving 
offenders and are multi-pronged in their approaches to reducing reoffending behaviour. Therefore, it is not 
surprising to see that they appear to have a greater impact on reoffending rates than other less time-
intensive programmes. However, they have some limitations, such as uneven access to course providers 
and the amount of contact time involved per offender (which has cost implications). 

2.5.3 Technology-based alternatives 
Technology-based alternatives are already commonly implemented in the management of drink-driving and 
fatigue offences, using alcohol and ignition interlock devices and electronic driver logbooks. Other 
technology-based alternatives are being developed; some are in isolated use (eg seatbelt interlocks) or are 
becoming used more widely (eg mobile phone apps to reduce cell phone use while driving). 

2.5.3.1 Alcohol interlock systems 

An alcohol interlock is a system that is installed in a vehicle and requires a breath sample to ascertain 
whether the driver is fit to drive. If the interlock senses an alcohol level that is higher than the set limit, it 
prevents the vehicle from starting for a period of time or until a breath sample that is under the limit is 
provided. Some interlocks require the driver to periodically give samples of their breath while driving, to help 
prevent the situation of having someone else start the vehicle for them or the driver using alcohol after the 
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vehicle has been started. If alcohol is detected during the periodic samples when the vehicle is in motion, the 
vehicle horn sounds and the lights flash until the driver stops the vehicle. 

While interlocks are usually considered for recidivist offenders, some research suggests that first-time 
offenders could have been driving under the influence of alcohol up to 87 times before they were caught 
(Galanoy, 2008, as cited in Marutollo, 2009).  

Research has shown that while alcohol interlocks are effective while implemented, the rate of recidivism 
increases after their removal (Coben & Larkin, 1999; V’ezina, 2002, as cited in Sweedler, 2003; Willis et al., 
2004). A study by Nieuwkamp et al. (2017) found that while the risk of drink-driving could be reduced by 40% 
to 95% by the use of an interlock, once it was removed, the recidivism rate was as high as that of a 
comparison group who did not have an interlock installed.  

Unlike studies that have examined the use of alcohol interlock as a solo intervention, the Netherlands 
Alcohol Ignition Intervention Programme is a multi-component approach which includes a rehabilitation 
component and extensive behaviour feedback related to alcohol use. An evaluation of this programme found 
that if interlocks were used in conjunction with the criminal settlement of the case, they reduced recidivism 
more than the sole use of penalties did (Blom & Blokdijk, 2021). For offenders who took part in the 
programme, recidivism rates were 3% within the first two years after the programme, increasing to 7% over 
the first four years. For offenders who did not take part in the programme, recidivism rates were 10% within 
the first two years after their sentence, increasing to 12% over the first four years. The researchers believed 
that the programme’s effectiveness could be related to its multi-component nature.  

Another issue concerns low levels of installation of alcohol interlocks even when they are mandated. 
Research in Aotearoa by Waters (2019) examined the number of offenders who were given a mandatory 
order for an interlock system between July and December 2018, finding that only 52% of the 2,056 offenders 
who were eligible for this alternative were actually offered it, few of them under the age of 19. In the state of 
California, only 10% of eligible offenders received a court order to fit an alcohol interlock and of those, only 
22% had one fitted – that is, a completion rate of only 2.2% of eligible offenders (DeYoung, 2002).  

The reasons for alcohol interlocks not being installed and used, even when they are ordered, are varied. In 
Aotearoa, they can involve an individual having a medical condition that means they cannot provide a valid 
breath sample; having a primary residence that falls in a non-serviced area; not being prepared to do 
services (ie to make the effort of driving to a service area, or to get the interlock serviced at all); and having a 
suspended or revoked licence (or no licence; Waters, 2019).  

Further complications can arise when the offender’s car is not fit to be on the road, or the offender has the 
use of more than one vehicle (Marques et al., 2010). While all vehicles the offender drives should have an 
alcohol interlock installed, for an offender who uses company cars that are shared with other workers, this 
can result in them losing their job.  

The cost of the installation can be a problem for offenders. McGinty et al. (2017) recommended that future 
research should consider strategies to boost the installation rate, such as financial assistance programmes 
and developing lower-cost and user-friendly alcohol interlocks. In Aotearoa, an interlock subsidy has been 
available since 1 July 2018. This subsidy helps low-income offenders cover some costs, including installation 
in one vehicle, up to $50 towards the monthly servicing fees, the removal of the interlock, the first alcohol 
interlock licence and the first zero-alcohol licence. The subsidy applies for up to 15 months and is conditional 
on the individual attending to monthly servicing on their interlock device (Waka Kotahi, n.d.-a). 
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2.5.3.2 Technology to reduce speeding 

Intelligent speed assistance/adaptation (ISA) 

ISA is a technology-based system for reducing speeding offences by either controlling the speed of a vehicle 
or by giving real-time feedback to drivers that they are exceeding the posted speed limit. 

Research in Victoria, Australia investigated the effectiveness of using ISA technology with 80 recidivist 
speeding offenders between 2010 and 2012 (Stephan et al., 2014). Approximately half the recidivist 
offenders had ISA systems fitted to their vehicles for 12 weeks, while the other half did not. For the non-ISA 
group, the proportion of time spent over the speed limit was 15.6%, compared with 9.4% for the ISA group 
who received real-time speed alerts. While other research from the Netherlands showed similar results, it 
was also noted that these systems did not lead to long-term behaviour change once they were no longer 
used; additionally, serious speeders habitually overrode the system (van der Pas et al., 2014). 

The implementation of ISA technology has been mandated for all new vehicles sold in the EU from 2024, to 
help the EU meet its Vision Zero goal (zero road deaths by year 2050). EU research into the implementation 
of ISA technology indicates that the only method of speed control that is acceptable to drivers is engine 
throttling, rather than auditory feedback or feedback through the accelerator pedal (Carsten et al., 2020). 

Workplace speed management 

The use of in-vehicle speed monitoring has been shown to result in driving improvements in a workplace 
context. Levi-Bliech et al. (2019) studied the effects over a period of five months of a fleet-management app 
that was implemented by a large engineering firm in the UK and US. The app gave the driver real-time 
feedback while driving, and generated driving behaviour reports that users could review before their next trip. 
The use of the app correlated with a reduction of risky driving behaviour, including speeding. 

2.5.3.3 Technology to manage driver fatigue 

Driver fatigue has been identified as a significant contributor to motorway crashes. Individuals who drive for 
work are bound by rules regarding the number of driving hours allowed and the number of breaks that must 
be taken to help reduce fatigue (Cantor et al., 2009). Commercial drivers are required to fill in a logbook that 
records their working hours, which can be used as evidence of compliance with these laws. These logbooks 
have traditionally been handwritten but electronic logbook software is now available (Waka Kotahi, n.d.-c). 
The electronic system can alert a driver (and the driver’s company) when they are near or over their 
maximum driving hours. 

In 2007, the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration in the US proposed that it should be mandatory for 
carriers to install electronic logbooks for a 24-month period if they had a history of serious hours of service 
offences (as opposed to civil penalties). Research by Cantor et al. (2009) surveyed the largest motor carrier 
firms in the US, between 2005 and 2006, to determine whether the use of electronic logbooks was related to 
safety performance. They found an annual 12.4% reduction in violations related to hours of service. 
Reductions in the number of crashes were also recorded, but it was unclear whether they could be attributed 
to the reduction in service hour violations. Drivers who had a poor safety record benefitted the most from the 
adoption of the digital logbook.  

2.5.3.4 Mobile phone use (inattentive behaviour) 

Mobile phone use while driving has been identified globally as a growing concern (Ige et al., 2016; World 
Health Organization, 2011), although a meta-analysis by Caird et al. (2018) considered this concern could be 
overstated.  

In research that identified clusters of risky driving behaviours, Rabelo-da-Ponte et al. (2021) found evidence 
that mobile phone use is a ‘distinctive’ driving risk behaviour that is not associated with other poor road 
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behaviours such as speeding, non-use of seatbelts and drink- and/or drug-driving. Hatfield et al. (2019) 
found that most people caught using a mobile phone while driving have this as their only offence, compared 
to a range of offences for offenders of other types of traffic violation. 

Albert et al. (2016) suggested that banning drivers from using their mobile phones altogether (rather than just 
banning handheld use) would not be accepted by the general public. Therefore, subsequent research has 
considered alternatives to full bans, such as apps that restrict phone usage while driving or incorporate 
smartphones as tools for increasing driver safety. Rispler and Luria (2020) examined the effects of a 
smartphone app that turned off notifications while driving, finding a 23% reduction in phone usage while the 
intervention was in place and an ongoing reduction of 17% one month after the intervention stage. Similarly, 
a study conducted by Oviedo-Trespalacios et al. (2020), using drivers’ diaries and responses to their 
questionnaire, found that the use of an appropriate smartphone app resulted in a significant (43%) reduction 
in self-reported mobile phone use while driving.  

2.5.3.5 Seatbelt non-use 

Seatbelt interlock systems are designed to encourage a driver to fasten their seatbelt while operating their 
vehicle by causing the driver inconvenience through inhibiting vehicle usage or inhibiting features within the 
vehicle until the seatbelt is fastened. This can be implemented in various ways such as: 

• an ignition interlock to prevent the vehicle from starting 

• a transmission interlock to prevent gear selection after the vehicle is started 

• an accelerator pedal interlock to apply a counterforce to the acceleration pedal 

• a speed-limiting interlock to limit the vehicle to a specific top speed 

• an entertainment interlock, which disables the vehicle’s audio system. 

Research modelling from Norway and Australia into the potential impact of mandatory seatbelt interlocks has 
indicated a possible reduction in fatal and serious injury from crashes of between 7% and 17.5% by 2050 
(Høye, 2016; Searson & Anderson, 2013).  

In a test of real-world implementation of seatbelt interlocks, Bao et al. (2020) conducted a study in the US on 
personal-vehicle drivers who self-identified as ‘part-time seatbelt users’ (this self-report was corroborated 
later during baseline data collection). The study found that speed-limiting and transmission interlocks 
increased seatbelt use by 14.4% and the number of ‘seatbelted’ trips by 19.8%. In a field experiment 
involving university students aged between 18 and 21 years, who had previously not fastened their seatbelts 
for at least 15% of their trips and had signed up to be part of a study as a convenience sample, Van Houten 
et al. (2014) found that over one week, their seatbelt use was greatly improved (56.2% to 99.7%) by the use 
of an accelerator pedal interlock. 

Workplace seatbelt management 

A study of commercial drivers by Van Houten et al. (2011) found a seatbelt use compliance rate of 100% 
when an accelerator pedal-based seatbelt interlock system was implemented. The researchers found that a 
transmission interlock could result in a change in seatbelt use compliance from 80.9% to 95.9%, and an 
accelerator pedal interlock achieved even greater compliance and was more accepted by the users.  

2.5.3.6 Summary insights regarding these alternatives 

• In some instances, there was a return to offending behaviour when the technology was removed, 
especially for alcohol interlocks, which do not address the root cause of drink/drug-driving behaviour. 

• The uptake and use of the technology was highly dependent on its acceptability to the end user. 
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• Technological solutions achieve the best results when they are used as part of an overall solution, rather 
than as a standalone intervention. 

• The greatest benefit is achieved when these solutions are mandatory, rather than voluntary. 

• The effort and cost required to retrofit these technological solutions into vehicles that do not already have 
them can be a barrier to their use. 

2.5.4 Aotearoa-based programmes 
Driving intervention programmes, mostly related to drink- and/or drug-driving, are offered in some areas in 
Aotearoa (see Figure 2.1). Offenders can be referred into these programmes by a range of mechanisms, 
including court referral and self-referral. Sources of programme funding include Waka Kotahi, charitable 
trusts, the health sector and private funding.  

Drink- and/or drug-driving interventions, which usually involve group sessions for around six to eight weeks, 
can be accessed via the local District Health Boards and helpline services. Waka Kotahi can refer people to 
specific approved drug and alcohol assessment centres in Aotearoa for driver-licensing purposes (Waka 
Kotahi, n.d.-d). 

Aotearoa’s alcohol interlock programme was discussed earlier in Section 2.5.3.1. 

Figure 2.1 A sample of Aotearoa drink- and/or drug-driving intervention programmes (based on Waters, 2012) 
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2.5.4.1 One for the Road (OFTR) 

Entry to the OFTR drink- and/or drug-driver rehabilitation programme is via referral from the courts, or from 
Waka Kotahi when required for licence reinstatement. OFTR is predominantly run in the Tāmaki Makaurau | 
Auckland region but it can be run elsewhere. An assessment of its success by Waters (2018), covering 2009 
to 2015, found that in spite of the treatment group’s high level of repeat offending prior to entering the 
programme (see Figure 2.2), attendees had a subsequent rate of reoffending that was 20.2% lower than that 
of a matched comparison group.  

Figure 2.2 Number of drink-driving offences and % of the course attendees prior to undertaking the OFTR 
course (reprinted from Waters, 2018, p. 9) 

 
In terms of group facilitators and processes, the course has been designed to meet the needs of Māori and 
Pasifika, who were over-represented in the programme (26% and 19% of attendees, respectively, between 
2008 and 2015). Since 2013, the course duration has been increased from 10 hours to 22 hours over eight 
weeks (Waters, 2018). 

Course providers have a referral process for participants identified as having an ongoing need for wider 
therapy and support. However, Waters (2018) recommended that those who had a higher level of substance 
dependence, as indicated by their Leeds Dependence Questionnaire (LDQ) score, should be referred to a 
more appropriate intervention (ie taking a tiered approach). About 6.5% of reoffenders in the OFTR 
programme had a ‘medium’ or higher LDQ score (the LDQ scale is ‘No dependence’, ‘Low to moderate’, 
Moderate to high’ and ‘High dependence’).  

2.5.4.2 The Right Track | Te Ara Tutuki Pai Repeat Impaired Drivers programme (TRTRID) 

Nationally, the TRTRID programme is a targeted, community-based programme run by the charitable trust, 
Eduk8 Trust, for individuals with multiple traffic-related offences such as drink- and/or drug-driving, speeding, 
and driving carelessly or recklessly. Offenders can be referred through police diversion, court sentencing, 
Family Group Conference, probation service or self-referral. According to their website (therighttrack.org.nz), 
the course is an 8-week, 10-session programme of 42 hours, using cognitive learning therapy and whakatau 
and karakia to provide a range of learning styles and an inclusive, non-judgemental learning environment.  

https://therighttrack.org.nz/
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In a review of the TRTRID run in the Waikato region (Ngā Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New Zealand Police, 
2019), it was noted that more referrals to the programme were made than it could accommodate. The 
reviewers speculated that the programme’s inclusion of support people alongside the offenders could be 
helping to foster better driving behaviour within an offender’s social network. They also recommended 
trialling a six-month ‘refresher course’ to see whether this type of additional contact time could increase the 
effectiveness of the programme. The review found that for two years after their attendance in the course, 
participants had a 16% lower rate of reoffending than a comparison group (matched for age, gender, prior 
traffic convictions and prior incarceration). This benefit was largely seen in the first six months post course – 
Figure 2.3 shows the significant upwards trend in convictions for the comparison group in that period, as well 
as the similarity between the two groups in terms of reoffending between 6 and 24 months. 

Figure 2.3 Traffic convictions over time for treated group and a comparison group (Ngā Pirihimana o 
Aotearoa | New Zealand Police, 2019) 

 

2.5.4.3 Te Pae Oranga Iwi Community Justice Panels 

Developed using Māori principles and practices, Te Pae Oranga Iwi Community Justice Panels give Māori 
community leaders some involvement in a restorative justice process (Walton et al., 2020). Individuals aged 
over 17 years who have low-level offences (ie not related to methamphetamine or family violence, and with a 
penalty of less than six months’ imprisonment) can be referred to this Panel by the officer present at the time 
of the offence, as an alternative to going through the traditional court process. Offenders do not need to be 
Māori to qualify for this system. 

The most common offences considered by the Panel are careless driving and non-compliance with driving 
prohibition orders. The Panel’s aim is to support offenders to obtain a valid driver licence and to drive in a 
responsible manner. 

Walton et al. (2020) assessed the effectiveness of the Panel’s intervention on reducing reoffending rates and 
found that while the attendees continued to reoffend post intervention, the severity of their offences was 
significantly less than that of a matched comparison group (a reduction in harm of 22.25%). This result was 
in line with Strang et al.’s (2013) review of 10 experimental studies (from Australia, the US and the UK) on 
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the effectiveness of restorative justice programmes, which found a reduction in repeat offences of 7% to 
45%.  

2.5.4.4 Drive Soba Programme 

The Drive Soba Programme targets people in the Northland District Health Board catchment area who have 
been convicted at least three times for a drink- and/or drug-driving offence (or twice if aged under 20 years). 
It runs group sessions for two hours each week over 12 weeks. The programme utilises multiple delivery 
approaches, including cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) and motivational interviewing (Waters, 2012).  

According to Drive Soba Programme Coordinator and registered psychologist B. Wood, the programme 
achieved an 82% reduction in recidivism over the 10 years 2007 to 2017 (pers. comm., 9 October 2018).  

2.5.4.5 Summary insights regarding these alternatives 

These treatment programmes vary in content, delivery and target audience and their availability can be 
confined to specific regions. There is no consistent entry point into the programmes (most of them focus on 
alcohol) and evidence of their efficacy is not readily available. 

2.6 Alternative programmes that have no effectiveness metrics on 
which to report 

While some of the potential alternatives that were identified in this literature review had not been evaluated 
for their effectiveness, nor reported the use of any trackable metric, it is worth identifying them here so that 
policy makers are aware of their existence (and their lack of supporting evidence) when considering which 
programmes to investigate further.  

2.6.1 Various drink-driving interventions (Aotearoa) 
Several intervention programmes in Aotearoa offer education and/or therapy that is specifically designed for 
drink-drive offenders. These are noted below primarily for the purposes of a) indicating their geographic 
locations (see Figure 2.1 earlier); and b) indicating that there is only limited quantitative evidence available 
for them. Two of these programmes (MAP and The Retreat) are discussed in a little more detail in this 
section.  

The drink-driving intervention programmes that have not already been discussed in this report include the 
following (as listed by Waters, 2012):  

• Driving While Impaired – Hakatere | Ashburton 

• Drink Drive Programme Nelson – Whakatū | Nelson 

• Driving Forward/On the Road – Tāmaki Makaurau | Auckland, Kirikiriroa | Hamilton, Waikato, Te 
Whanganui-a-Tara | Wellington, Ōtautahi | Christchurch 

• Stopping Drinking and Driving Programme – Tāmaki Makaurau | Auckland 

• Repeat Drink Driving Interventions Programme – Te Whanganui-a-Tara | Wellington, Ōtautahi | 
Christchurch. 

A 2012 review of drink-driving programmes by Waters (2012) did not capture any quantitative evaluation 
data indicating the success of the programmes listed above, nor any data around the use of comparison 
groups.  
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2.6.1.1 Make a Plan (MAP) Programme – Te Whanganui-a-Tara | Wellington 

The MAP Programme focuses on recidivist drink- and/or drug-drivers (with a focus on binge drinkers), rather 
than those who have addictions (Drink Driving Interventions, n.d.). It is a 20-hour course run over three 
consecutive weeks on Saturdays. Each prospective attendee is screened and assessed in a one-hour 
interview to screen out addicts, who are referred to an abstinence-based treatment programme.  

The programme addresses the types of thinking and attitudes that lead to offending, through education about 
the risks of drink- and/or drug-driving risk and its impact on their families and the community. The 
participants learn skills and strategies to reduce their use of substances and to stop drink- and/or drug-
driving. This includes developing a written plan for occasions when they intend to use substances and need 
to avoid driving.  

2.6.1.2 The Retreat New Zealand – Tāmaki Makaurau | Auckland 

The Retreat New Zealand addiction treatment facility offers a 16-week drink-driving programme that starts 
with 4 weeks of residential care to separate the participants from alcohol and begin the rehabilitation 
process. Entry is either via the courts or through self-referral (Retreat New Zealand, n.d.). 

The programme is based on the 12-step process used by Alcoholics Anonymous and other addiction 
treatment programmes. After the first month, participants have the option to stay on for the 12-week 
residential sober living programme or to attend an evening programme for the same period. Both options 
including weekly counselling sessions.  

2.6.2 NDORS (UK) 
The UK NDORS is offered by UK Road Offender Education on behalf of the police force. NDORS consists of 
several courses that can be offered by the police as alternatives to fines/demerits for a range of driving 
offences such as speeding, vehicle collisions and inconsiderate driving. NDORS does not include a course 
on drink- and/or drug-driving and offenders do not have a right to attend the course in lieu of a prosecution. 
Two of the courses (Your Belt/Your Life and What’s Driving Us) are discussed below. 

2.6.2.1 Your Belt/Your Life 

This course can be offered to drivers and passengers who have been found unrestrained in a vehicle. The 
Your Belt/Your Life course has been offered since 1 October 2012 and consists of a 30-minute online 
training session that includes a test that must be passed to waive the offence fine. If a person does not pass 
the course, the cost of the course is not refunded and the offender must pay the fine associated with the 
offence. Offenders have 28 days from the date of the offence to attend the course.  

2.6.2.2 What’s Driving Us 

This course is designed for offenders who have driven without care, attention, control or consideration for 
other road users (eg tailgating and offences related to traffic lights). Offenders are referred to the course by 
the police. They must complete some reading in the 48 hours before the 3-hour in-person session that aims 
to educate offenders about the consequences of risky road behaviour and inconsiderate driving, as well as 
the importance of attending to and anticipating changes in the road environment.  

2.6.3 Driver Aptitude Seminar (Germany) 
In Germany, when a driver reaches four or five points in the ‘Driving Aptitude Register’ (a driver licence is 
suspended at eight points), they are given the opportunity to reduce their points by attending a Driver 
Aptitude Seminar. Drivers are given the chance to attend this programme only once every five years. 
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The seminar is divided into two sections:  

• a traffic-education part that is conducted by trained driving instructors, covering issues such as traffic 
regulations and their purpose  

• a traffic-psychology part that is conducted by traffic psychologists who teach strategies to help offenders 
change their risky behaviours when driving.  

2.6.4 Safe Driving Course (Singapore) 
The two-day Safe Driving Course is for offenders who are close to receiving their first driver licence 
suspension. It educates attendees on safe driving techniques, encourages good road habits and corrects 
dangerous driving behaviours. The course consists of 3.5 hours of online theory on the first day, followed by 
a 50-minute in-person practical driving lesson on the second day.  

Attendees must hold a valid driver licence and must not be a probationary driver, nor liable for licence 
suspension, revocation or court disqualification. They must pay for the course and if they complete it 
adequately, four demerit points are removed from their driving record. 

2.6.5 Defensive Driving Course (Alberta, Canada) 
The Defensive Driving Course offered to all drivers in Alberta focuses on the basic road rules and driver 
attitudes. Attendees pay a fee and if they have fewer than 15 demerit points on their record, after passing the 
course they can apply to have up to three points removed. Drivers can only use this course to have demerit 
points removed once every two years. It is available both online and in-person and is a minimum of six hours 
long. 

2.6.6 Summary insights regarding these interventions 
These interventions, while giving no indication of their effectiveness, do cover a range of driving offences, 
including drink- and/or drug-driving, and give an insight into the range of different ways of applying 
alternatives to penalties. The various alternatives also display a range of points of entry, from drivers for 
whom this may be their first minor offence (eg caught not wearing a seatbelt) to drivers who are at risk of 
losing their licence or drivers who have self-referred for drink- and/or drug-driving issues. The wide range in 
approaches indicates there is a need to improve evaluation, monitoring and knowledge transfer around 
interventions.  
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3 Summary of potential alternatives to penalties 

Many of the studies highlighted in this report had relevant insights regarding programme effectiveness.  

For the purposes of this study, a research strength score was developed to identify the evidence that was 
robust, according to the criteria outlined in Table 3.1. Evaluation figures relating to the high-risk behaviours of 
interest to this report are summarised in Table 3.2 and discussed in the following sections. Overall, the 
strongest evidence available related to alcohol and speed; there was less evidence related to inattentive 
behaviour, fatigued driving and seatbelt non-use (see Table 3.2).  

Table 3.1 Research strength score framework 

Evidence 
strength Criteria 

0 No controls, no data 

1 Self-report data only, simple descriptive, inadequate sample sizes (for statistical analysis) 

2 Quantitative data, simple descriptive 
Comparison, no statistics 
Self-report with statistical analysis 

3 Quantitative data with statistical analysis – comparison, before and after, and matched groups 
Evaluation period of at least 12 months 
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Table 3.2 Current alternatives to penalties and their effect on behaviours (unless stated otherwise, reported % is a reduction in that behaviour)4 

Alternative system 
groupings Potential alternative type Information 

source Target behaviour Effect Research 
strength 

Alternatives to receiving 
fines/demerit points/ 
imprisonment 

Traffic schools/driver intervention 
programmes (various states, US) 

Masten & Peck, 
2004  

Crash reduction 

16.0% (licence extension incentive) 
7.7% (individual sessions) 

5.0% (group sessions) 
4.3% (written warning letters) 

3 

NSAC (UK) Barrett, 2018 
 

Speeding 2% 3 

GBB (Melbourne, Australia) Imberger et al., 
2019 

 

 

Speeding 
 
Crash reduction 

13% 
 

23% 
3 

Option 4 (Alberta, Canada) Koziel, 2021 Reduction in running stop signs, 
speeding in residential areas 44% 3 

DIP (South Australia) Kloeden et al., 2008 
Reduction in the high-risk 
behaviours that are the focus of 
this current report 

33% 2 

DUI recidivist reduction 
interventions (various countries) Miller et al., 2015  

Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 5–54.1% 3 

Complementary 
programmes 

Drink Impaired Drivers’ 
programme (UK) Palmer et al., 2011  

Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 6.2% 3 

Drink-drive courses (various 
countries in Europe) Boets et al., 2008  

Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 45.5% (range 15–71%) 3 

VIP (US) Miller et al., 2015  
Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 5.9% (0–18%) 3 

 
4 Due to different study designs, some values here may over-state the effectiveness of the intervention, especially where no case control was available in the study. The strength of the 
research will be considered in the workshop phase of this current project when determining the efficacy of these interventions.  
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Alternative system 
groupings Potential alternative type Information 

source Target behaviour Effect Research 
strength 

Aotearoa-based 
programmes 

OFTR Waters, 2018  
Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 20% 3 

TRTRID 

Ngā Pirihimana o 
Aotearoa | New 
Zealand Police, 
2019 

 
Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 16% 3 

Drive Soba 
B. Wood, pers. 
comm., 9 October 
2018 

 
Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 83% 1 

Technology-based 
interventions 

Alcohol interlock programmes Nieuwkamp et al., 
2017  

Affected by drink and/or 
drugs while driving 40–95% 3 

ISA Stephan et al., 2014 
 

Speeding 6.2% 2 

Fleet monitoring Wouters & Bos, 
2000  

Crash reduction 20% 3 

Electronic logbooks (US) Cantor et al., 2009 
 

Fatigued driving 12.4% reduction in service hour 
violations 2 

Seatbelt interlocks Van Houten et al., 
2014  Seatbelt non-use 78.5% 1 

Fleet monitoring/mobile apps 
Oviedo-
Trespalacios et al., 
2020 

 

Inattentive behaviour 
(phone use) 43% 1 
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3.1 Affected by drink and/or drugs while driving 
Interventions in the area of driving under the influence of drink and/or drugs, which is one of the most 
pervasive recidivist driver offender behaviours in Aotearoa, had the most evidence of efficacy. However, in 
the Aotearoa context, the geographical distribution of these programmes, evaluation for entry, clear funding 
pathways, and consistency of content and approach all appeared to be variable.  

While there was evidence that the use of alcohol interlocks could support these programmes, there were 
barriers to their implementation.  

3.2 Speeding 
Few courses specifically reported on speed alone; many focused on higher-risk traffic offences that included 
speed. There was evidence that these courses were effective at reducing offences and fatal crashes that 
would have involved speeding. 

The use of in-vehicle technology within workplaces was able to reveal hitherto-unknown speeding behaviour. 
While it was not clear how the workplaces then responded to this information or dealt with reoffenders, the 
evidence suggested that this technological solution was a highly effective speed countermeasure.  

3.3 Fatigued driving 
The issue of recidivism in fatigued driving appeared to be difficult to evaluate and enforce outside workplace 
environments. In the workplace, digital logbooks seemed to offer the greatest level of effectiveness.  

3.4 Inattentive behaviour 
The exponential increase in access to, and usage of, mobile telephones has made driver phone usage an 
issue all around the world. The potential alternatives to the current legal approaches of demerit points and 
fines are constantly evolving. Where technological interventions have been implemented, they appear to 
have had a significant effect on compliance rates.  

3.5 Seatbelt non-use 
While very few courses focused solely on seatbelt non-use, there was some evidence that behaviours in this 
area could be altered through broader short courses that included seatbelt content, if applied appropriately, 
such as the DIP in South Australia. There was some evidence of the effectiveness of technology-based 
solutions, such as introducing seatbelt interlocks for repeat offenders.  
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4 Principles and underlying success factors 

This chapter presents some of the key elements of an effective programme, as identified through the 
literature review and broader insights around best practices for programme development. Overall, the 
success of interventions appeared to rely on bringing together a number of factors, such as consideration of 
target behaviours, types of offenders and appropriate intervention options, into an integrated programme.  

Some of the elements common to successful programmes involved having: 

1. a consistent screening approach to assign appropriate interventions 

2. a theory-driven behaviour-change content and delivery approach, particularly using CBT 

3. an ability to provide more resources to high-risk reoffenders, including support over a longer duration 
and/or use of ongoing support via technological tools. 

These are discussed in the next sections, as well as issues of programme cost and equity. 

4.1 Screening or assessment approaches 
Using appropriate screening approaches to assign drivers to specific programmes, as well as to assess their 
fitness to drive again at some point later, is recommended. Screening is most appropriate for alcohol 
offences, and it is also applicable for speeding offences. Assessing a high-risk offender’s fitness to drive 
enables an outcome-based approach, as opposed to a duration-based approach.  

The following recommendations are drawn from studies that focused on drink- and/or drug-driving offences 
(eg Boets et al., 2008; Schulze et al., 2012; Šucha et al., 2017): 

• Offenders should be legally required to participate in an intervention programme. 

• Formal criteria to assign offenders directly to an appropriate programme should be developed. 

• Formal driver assessment (including proven measuring tools) should be used if there is a suspicion of 
alcohol and or/drug addiction or a high risk of reoffending. 

• Addicted offenders should be separated from non-addicted offenders and provided with appropriate 
addiction treatment, rather than driver intervention programmes. 

• Where possible, drink-driving offenders and drug-driving offenders should be treated separately from 
each other, as they have different underlying needs and decision-making processes (eg peer influence 
surrounding drink-driving; individual personality aspects related to drug-driving). 

• Alcohol interlock programmes should be used in combination with the appropriate treatment 
programmes. 

While the majority (64%) of countries with these types of programmes appeared to make entry to them 
compulsory for offenders (Šucha et al., 2017), there was no evidence on whether this was more effective 
than optional entry.  

4.2 Programme content and delivery 
At a broad level, some positive principles from an Aotearoa context were summarised by Waters (2018), who 
made the following recommendations around the principles behind the delivery of a programme: 

• Promote whānau and community engagement in the programme. 

• Enhance employment opportunities and social development through attendance. 

• Address underlying behavioural and attitudinal issues.  
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• Encourage safer driving practices.  

• Promote social responsibility in participants.  

• Empower young people to make positive decisions. 

A review by Clark et al. (2015) of the best-practice application of offender programmes as an education and 
rehabilitation measure, particularly in relation to traffic offences, revealed the following six key characteristics 
of successful programmes: 

1. Strong theoretical base: In particular, the evidence highlighted the effectiveness of CBT.  

2. Tailored to target group characteristics: Tailoring programmes to both the characteristics of attendees 
and the risk factors of offenders was useful. For habitual recidivist drivers, targeting the key demographic 
variables (including age) and running longer, more complex treatment-based programmes was 
beneficial.  

3. Tailored key messages: Key messages should build rapport and engage the support of the audience. 
Messages should be aligned with the target person’s current belief system, rather than attempting to 
alter it. Techniques for tailoring messages include listening and understanding the obstacles to change, 
as well as goal setting. 

4. Effective participant engagement: Interactive learning approaches should be used, with a range of 
learning mediums and a combination of intervention methods (eg education, lifestyle change, 
supervision). 

5. Flexible programme content: The programme should be flexible enough to provide content tailored to 
the client group, to foster engagement and goal setting. Structured content should also be used, to 
ensure inter-facilitator consistency, meeting and maintaining theory-based objectives, and ease of 
evaluation. 

6. Skilled programme facilitators: Facilitators must be trained in counselling and skilled at identifying and 
applying adult learning techniques.  

In their review of theory-based programmes, Clark et al. (2015) concluded that the programmes with CBT 
approaches were the most effective at preventing and reducing antisocial driving behaviours. Pearson et al. 
(2002) reviewed 69 treatment programmes for a range of illegal offences (not only traffic), also finding that 
those with a CBT approach were consistently more effective (by 30% overall) in reducing reoffending than 
the comparison programmes. In particular, approaches that were the most effective involved: 

• cognitive-behavioural social skills training, using techniques such as role-playing, as well as developing 
skills in communication, including giving and receiving positive and negative feedback 

• a cognitive skills (reasoning and rehabilitation) programme. 

These approaches avoid using shame to try to make offenders change their behaviour and instead, treat 
offenders with respect, to facilitate the development of their empathy for others.  

Further insights from Europe (eg Schulze et al., 2012; Šucha et al., 2017) were as follows:  

• Driver intervention programme course leaders must have an appropriate background, typically being 
registered psychologists (mandatory in many EU countries). 

• The exchange of information between experts from driver rehabilitation interventions and addiction 
treatments should be fostered. 

• Addiction treatment programmes should include modules related to traffic safety, driver licences and 
intoxicated driving (if drivers have not already done these). 
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In a detailed survey of rehabilitation programme providers (see Table 4.1), the self-reported key elements of 
programme success were self-observation and reflection; discussion and confrontation; and development of 
alternative, new behaviour (Boets et al., 2008).  

Table 4.1 Programme providers’ ratings of key elements of programme success (n = 47) (based on Boets et 
al., 2008, p. 213) 

How important are the aspects below for the 
programme’s success 

Not 
relevant 

Less 
relevant 

Relevant Most 
relevant 

Self-observation and reflection 0 0 10 77 

Discussion and confrontation 0 2 17 68 

Development of alternative, new behaviour 1 5 11 70 

Open-trustworthy group climate 1 2 18 66 

Emotional experiencing and involvement  2 1 36 48 

Achievement of behavioural goals/self-control 1 7 29 50 

Goals setting and commitment to stick to them 1 10 35 41 

Information 0 2 56 29 

Emotional verbal/non-verbal expressing 2 15 37 33 

Alcohol or drug screening 41 17 17 11 

Medical treatment 44 36 6 1 

Alcohol-Ignition-Interlock 57 16 6 5 

Some of the consistent delivery success factors found by Bartl (2003), especially in relation to drink-driving 
and speed, were as follows: 

• Duration/contact hours: Programmes should preferably be run over multiple sessions and weeks (eg at 
least 3 to 10 sessions over 3 to 10 weeks).  

• Access: Programmes should be run outside traditional work hours (ie week nights and weekends) so 
they do not interrupt employment/education. 

• Group size: Group sessions should involve no more than 10 participants, so people can interact and be 
heard. 

• Focus: Sessions should involve some level of self-reflecting together, including discussions and 
psychotherapeutic elements. 

4.3 Combining driver intervention programmes with technological 
support 

As discussed in Chapter 2, technology can provide ongoing driver support, with real-time feedback or 
prevention options targeted at a specific behaviour. While it can be more intrusive, it may be preferable (and 
more equitable) than loss-of-licence options that can negatively affect access to work and support systems.  

Cairney et al. (2009) recommended combining ISA with a treatment programme for problematic speed 
reoffenders or socially deviant drivers. Boets et al. (2008) found that some individuals benefitted from a 
combination of a treatment programme in conjunction with the use of an alcohol interlock. They reported that 
prior to the treatment, as a group the offenders had accrued 275 ‘locks’ overall (ie the driver’s breath sample 
had exceeded the interlock’s set limit and stopped the vehicle engine from working), whereas at the re-tests 
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six months later, only four results exceeded the limit. The authors also noted that offenders should be 
channelled into the appropriate treatment programmes (eg those for addicted/non-addicted participants) and 
it was important to provide social support so participants felt encouraged and supported through challenges 
or behaviour relapses. 

The Canadian Council of Motor Transport Administrators (2018) set out the criteria to be meet before the 
removal of an alcohol interlock, such as the successful completion of any rehabilitation or treatment 
programme to which drivers were directed and a clean interlock record, including at least six months with no 
positive breath alcohol content readings.  

4.4 Programme costs and equity 
There was little information in the literature regarding the value of passing on the monetary cost of 
programmes and processes (including evaluation) to reoffenders, rather than using central funding. Being 
required to pay the full costs can be unfair to the offenders who most need the support (eg the ongoing costs 
of alcohol interlock systems). However, making a programme free of charge can mean that some 
participants do not take it seriously. In Bartl et al.’s (2002) review of the EU-project ANDREA (Analysis of 
Driver Rehabilitation Programmes), which involved courses in Austria, Belgium, France, Italy and the 
Netherlands, pre- and post-course feedback was captured from 1,375 course participants, with 8.5% stating 
they would not reoffend because of the aversive nature and cost of the course.  
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5 Reoffender typologies  

As part of this research project, reoffender typologies were developed to support the interactive expert 
workshops that are described in the next chapter. Typologies can support decision-makers by aligning 
reoffender types with the appropriate alternatives to penalties (Cairney et al., 2009; Fylan et al., 2006). This 
aligns with the ‘safe-systems’ approach, which considers the different underlying issues that lead to a person 
reoffending. The typologies focus on individuals for whom deterrence-based penalties alone have proven to 
be less effective, such as drivers not wearing a seatbelt because they believe they are more skilful than other 
road users and therefore, they will not crash.  

In their investigation of safety interventions for speeding motorists, Fylan et al. (2006) created four different 
typologies based on speeding behaviour and potential reasons for speeding. This current research project 
built on their approach, developing four typology groups based on the following criteria: 

• the level of risk the driver’s behaviour creates for others (low, moderate or high) 

• the frequency of the offending (irregular or recidivist)5  

• the offender’s receptiveness to change (low, moderate or high). 

For each of the four typologies, examples of offending behaviour from the five high-risk behaviours identified 
for this report were listed, such as:  

• forgetting to fasten a seatbelt – low risk to others, irregular behaviour and high degree of receptiveness 
to change 

• chronic drink- and/or drug-driving – high risk to others, regular behaviour and low degree of 
receptiveness to change. 

In Table 5.1, example interventions, as identified in this research project’s literature review and email survey 
of experts, are assigned to the typologies, based on expert judgement regarding their appropriateness and 
potential to change behaviour.  

 

 

 
5 For the purposes of these typologies, a recidivist is defined as a person who reoffends repeatedly. 



Effective alternatives to penalties for repeat driving offenders 

42 

Table 5.1 Offender typologies and corresponding targeted interventions 

Programme type Offender typology Examples of behaviour Notes Potential targeted interventions 

Broad target group 
(simple 
behaviours) 

Type name: ‘Unintentional’ • Low-level speeding 
• Low-speed crash caused by 

inattention 
• Forgetting to wear seatbelt 
• Following too closely 
• Failing to notice speed limit 

change 

• Generally caused by lack of 
attention or poor driving 
etiquette 

• Could include irregular 
fatigued driving  

• Could include drivers with 
accidental medication issues 
– eg not realising medication 
causes drowsiness 

• Driver feedback systems (eg for 
speed) 

• Safety and driver assist systems 
– their inclusion in new vehicles 
could eventually resolve issues 
with this typology 

Risk to others Low to high 

 

Freq. of offence Irregular 

Receptiveness to change High 

    

Type name: ‘Irregulars’ • Not wearing seatbelt on short 
trips 

• Checking mobile phone while at 
traffic lights 

– 

• Courses that cancel or reduce 
fines/demerit points 

• Information on tools for reducing 
unwanted behaviour (eg mobile 
phone use) 

Risk to others Low 

Freq. of offence Irregular 

Receptiveness to change High to moderate 

    

Type name: ‘Self-deemed safe and skilful’ • Not wearing seatbelt for all trips 
• No vehicle registration 
• Driving without a licence 
• Regularly using mobile phone 

while driving  
• Slightly exceeding the speed limit 
• Slightly exceeding the drink-drive 

limit 

• Potentially strong correlation 
with other ‘high risk to 
others’ offences (eg drink- 
and/or drug-driving, 
excessive speed) 

• Programmes to defer 
fines/demerit points (eg GBB) 

• Mandatory technological 
interventions (eg interlocks) 

Risk to others Moderate to high 

Freq. of offence Recidivist 

Receptiveness to change Moderate to low 

    

Type name: ‘High-riskers’ • Driving with very high blood 
alcohol level 

• Drug-driving 
• Excessive speed 
• Not wearing seatbelt 
• Dangerous driving 
• Fleeing from police 

• Includes offenders with 
addictions 

• Holistic interventions to address 
root causes of behaviour (eg 
therapy programmes) 

• Holistic intervention 
supplemented with mandatory 
technological interventions (eg 
interlocks) 

Risk to others High 

Targeted group 
(complex 
behaviours) 

Freq. of offence Recidivist 

Receptiveness to change Low 
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6 Interactive expert workshops 

6.1 Workshop participants and purpose 
Two workshops were held with experts in this field, including policy specialists and research managers from 
key agencies (Waka Kotahi, Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport, Ngā Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New 
Zealand Police, Manatū Hauora | Ministry of Health, Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice, AA Research 
Foundation and a District Health Board). 

The purposes of the workshops were as follows: 

• Share the findings of the literature review, to enable an evidence-informed session. 

• Identify any Aotearoa programmes not already in the draft literature review. 

• Prioritise areas in which the best value could be gained by considering the strength of the evidence for 
different alternatives, ease of implementation and relevance to high-risk driving behaviours in Aotearoa. 

• Explore in detail three possible interventions that could be suitable for use as alternatives to penalties in 
the Aotearoa context. 

The selected possible interventions were: 

• the GBB 

• DUI courts 

• driver intervention programmes. 

6.2 Workshop method 
Workshop 1: Discussed the size of the problem in Aotearoa (including relevant data), as well as the aim of 
reducing reoffending and the usefulness of the developed reoffender typologies in supporting decision-
making regarding suitable interventions. Discussed, reviewed and identified the best opportunities for use of 
alternatives to penalties, including rating and prioritising them against the following key criteria: 

1. ability to reduce reoffending 

2. ease of implementation in the context of Aotearoa (eg political barriers, resourcing, ease of entry into 
programme). 

Workshop 2: Reviewed and agreed on changes to the proposed typologies. Discussed combinations of 
interventions and further explored and discussed the three possible interventions that could be implemented 
in Aotearoa.  

6.3 Intervention ratings 
In the first workshop, the various potential interventions were explained and rated, to help identify the three 
possible interventions to be explored in the second workshop. It should be noted that these were rated in 
isolation, and where specific interventions were mentioned, these were meant to represent the type of 
intervention programme, rather than promote one named programme. The interventions were rated (0–10) in 
relation to their effectiveness in reducing reoffending and their ease of implementation. The ratings (ordered 
by adding the two scores together, from highest to lowest) are outlined in Figure 6.1.  
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Figure 6.1 Interventions rated by their ability to reduce reoffending and their ease of implementation in 
Aotearoa (high scores indicate effectiveness and ease) 

 

6.4 Possible interventions suitable for use in Aotearoa and 
potential actions to implement them here 

Three possible interventions (the GBB, DUI courts and driver intervention programmes) that could be 
suitable for widespread use as alternatives to penalties in Aotearoa were selected during the first workshop, 
based on a shortlist created from the literature review. Where possible, further supporting detail for each was 
incorporated from the literature, as well as lessons from similar interventions. Details about each of these 
three possible interventions are summarised in the tables in the following sections, along with key 
considerations raised in the workshops regarding their ability to fit within the context of Aotearoa (see Table 
6.1, Table 6.4 and Table 6.6). 
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6.4.1 Using the GBB in Aotearoa 
Key considerations of the GBB, and its potential use in Aotearoa, are outlined in Table 6.1. The text 
presented in this table is a mixture of the information presented to the workshop attendees and their 
subsequent responses. 

Table 6.1 Overview of the GBB and its potential use in Aotearoa 

GBB for Aotearoa Details and supporting evidence 

Description of programme The GBB is a programme for licence holders (all licence types) in Aotearoa who have 
accumulated over 100 demerit points and therefore face having their licence 
suspended for 3 months. These licence holders are given the choice of either 
entering the 12-month GBB programme or having their licence suspended for 3 
months. 
Those that choose to enter the programme must go 12 months without incurring any 
further demerit points. If they do incur more points within this period (or a roadside 
licence suspension), their licence is suspended for 6 months rather than the original 3 
months. 

Current evidence/support Victoria (Australia) ‘Good Behaviour Bond’, showing 13% reduction in speeding 
reoffences (Imberger et al., 2019). 

Benefits A proven track record in significantly reducing speeding reoffences. 

Any target groups • Those who would have their licence suspended for 3 months due to accumulating 
more than 100 demerit points. 

• Could be altered to be used as a change mechanism for those that have not yet 
reached the point of licence suspension (use of ‘gamification’ with early 
offenders).  

Potential offence types All offence types that have demerit points attributed to them. 

How will entry into the 
programme occur? 

• Licence holder will have 28 days from being issued notice of suspension to self-
enrol in the programme. 

• Information regarding the programme, with instructions on how to enter, should 
be included with the notice of suspension. 

• Exclusions potentially for having previous bonds, licence type, make-up of 
demerit profile. 

Scale/geographic area Whole of Aotearoa 

Stakeholders/governance • Ngā Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New Zealand Police 
• Waka Kotahi 
• Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport 
• Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice 

Resources required (funding, 
training, development of 
content/identify content gaps, 
evaluation, knowledge 
sharing)? 

• Interdepartmental knowledge sharing required, more so if combined with other 
programmes as it could be part of a wider infringement system renewal. 

• Will require personnel to administrate, given it is a new system to Aotearoa. 

Potential barriers to 
overcome to implement 

• Public acceptance of allowing suspended licence drivers a potential reprieve. This 
would be less of an issue if the system was implemented for drivers who were not 
facing a licence suspension.  

• Resourcing to implement a new programme (systems, training, staff to manage). 
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GBB for Aotearoa Details and supporting evidence 
• If offered to all offenders rather than just those facing licence suspension, then 

entry into the programme has to be consistent (rather than at discretion of single 
body) as system could be undermined by low/inconsistent usage. 

• Work required to ensure equitability of programme regarding the ‘double-
jeopardy’ element around outcomes. 

• There needs to be a well-formed understanding of what happens to those that fail 
to complete the bond to address any potential problems early on. 

Trial/pilot recommendation • National trial. 
• Follow up with participants that failed to complete the bond to evaluate the impact 

this had on them.  

Evaluation • Classic before-and-after analysis of reoffending rates, as well as control study of 
programme (possible ethical issues around only offering programme to some 
while denying it to others). 

• KPIs could be number of drivers that went 12 months without further offence. 

The GBB (under various titles) has been implemented by every state in Australia, as a 12-month programme 
for drivers who would otherwise have their licence suspended. There is some variation between states in 
terms of implementation, as detailed in Table 6.2. 
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Table 6.2 Implementation of the GBB in Australia, by state 

State New South Wales Queensland South Australia Tasmania Victoria Western Australia 

Programme name Good Behaviour Bond Good Behaviour 
Period 

Good Behaviour 
Option 

Period of Good 
Behaviour 

Good Behaviour 
Licence 

Double or Nothing 

Programme entry path Licence due to be 
suspended 

Licence due to be 
suspended 

Licence due to be 
suspended 

Licence due to be 
suspended 

Licence due to be 
suspended 

Licence due to be 
suspended 

Required period of 
good behaviour 

12 months 12 months 12 months 12 months 12 months 12 months 

Failure condition 2 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
perioda 

2 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
perioda 

2 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
perioda 

1 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
period 

1 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
period 

1 or more demerit 
points in behaviour 
periodb 

Penalty if fail Double original 
suspension period 

Double original 
suspension period 

Double original 
suspension period 

Double original 
suspension period 

Double original 
suspension period 

Double original 
suspension period 

Licence requirementsc Full only Provisional, 
Probationary and Open – Full only Learner, Probationary 

and Full 
Full only 

Deadline for 
application to join the 
programme 

2 working days before 
licence suspension 
comes into force 

– 
21 days from notice of 
licence suspension 

21 days from notice of 
licence suspension 

21 days from notice of 
licence suspension 

21 days from notice of 
licence suspension 

a State has single demerit point offences. 
b Or the offender commits a licence-disqualifying offence. 
c No states offer the programme to international licence holders.  

During this study’s second workshop, the benefits, barriers, solutions to barriers and potential actions to implementing this programme in Aotearoa were discussed. 
The key insights are summarised in Table 6.3, using written quotations from workshop attendees.  
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Table 6.3 Workshop key insights, GBB 

 
Benefits 

 

 Key barriers 

 

 

Solutions to 
barriers 

 

 Potential actions 

1) Public acceptability 
‘Appeals to the New Zealand 
culture of a fair go’ 

‘Sends the message that the 
proceeds of the infringement is not 
the goal’ 

2) Stepped approach to ‘penalties’ 
‘Reducing the number of licence 
suspensions for offenders that are 
willing to change’ 

‘Gives a driver time to build good 
habits (even if doing so purely to 
avoid licence suspension)’ 

3) Financial equity 
‘Allows for licence holders to 
continue their lives/retain 
employment’ 

1) Comprehension 
‘Drivers need to be aware of this as 
an option’ 

‘Its effectiveness is going to be tied 
to the risk of apprehension’ 

2) Entry into scheme 
‘Contacting licence holders through 
the post is increasingly difficult’ 

‘The highest-risk drivers may not 
be eligible’ 

3) Resources/systems 
development 
‘Will need resource allocation and 
training’ 

‘Need a processing system that is 
capable of administering this’ 

4) Equity challenge 
‘For people who don’t complete the 
bond this will penalise them further’ 

1) Comprehension 
‘Clear campaign or descriptors of the 
structure: who it’s for (and not) in 
what circumstances’ 

2) Entry into scheme 
‘Some method of ensuring this is 
consistently offered – ideally 
including info with the Infringement 
Offence Notice’ 

‘Some offences could be excluded 
due to high safety risk – eg blood 
alcohol content offences over a 
certain level’ 

3) Equity solution 
‘Educate and manage equity – 
review who gets the good behaviour 
bonds and why – and alternative 
pathways ... transparency’ 

1) Learn/evaluate 
‘Learn from the Australian model’ 

2) Implement 
‘Implement as part of overall safe 
system’ 

3) Inform 
‘Needs to be well communicated and 
known about by the public’ 

‘Easy access to current demerit points 
for drivers’ 

4) Validate 
‘Data collection and “offender” feedback 
on the process – ie qualitative and 
quantitative evidence’ 



Effective alternatives to penalties for repeat driving offenders 

49 

6.4.2 Using DUI courts in Aotearoa 
Key considerations of DUI courts, and their potential use in Aotearoa, are outlined in Table 6.4. The text 
presented in this table is a mixture of the information presented to the workshop attendees and their 
subsequent responses. The discussion in the first workshop led to the development of a flow diagram of a 
potential DUI court process (see Figure 6.2).  

Table 6.4 Overview of DUI courts and their potential use in Aotearoa 

DUI courts Details and supporting evidence 

Description of programme DUI courts are judicial courts that specifically deal with drink- or drug-driving 
offenders. These courts focus on recidivist offenders and use close supervision, 
treatment programmes and penalties for non-compliance with court orders to reduce 
the rate of recidivism offences. 

Current evidence/support • Alcohol and Other Drugs Treatment (AODT) Court Evaluation (Aotearoa): 16% 
reduction in recidivism (graduation rate 44%; cost–benefit ratio of 1.33. 

• DUI courts (US): Up to 14% reduction in recidivism. 

Benefits • Reduced drink/drug-driving offences. 
• Improved understanding of the whole support system (as the court is focused). 
• Consistent approach around appropriate screening process, and connection into 

the support and treatment programmes available based on the reoffender’s 
needs. 

• Stronger and faster link to appropriate intervention (if appropriately resourced). 
• Longer-term support for those that need it, with appropriate exit point rather than 

a time-specific exit (if it uses the court as part of the completion process). 
• Deeper understanding of participant’s history and needs. 
• Continuous improvement: Potential for better data sharing, lesson capture, 

evaluation and improvement. 

Any target groups • Recidivist drink/drug-drivers (especially youth). 

Potential offence types • Drink/drug-driving reoffending focus.  
• Note: Potential to evaluate widening to other recidivist traffic offences. 

How will entry into the 
programme occur? 

• Court referral, Pirihimana (Police) referral, Waka Kotahi referral, Ara Poutama 
(Corrections) appointment. 

Scale/geographic area • Locations with an adequate drink-driver recidivist problem (demand). 
• Locations with adequate treatment facilities or programmes to support court 

decisions (supply). 

Stakeholders/governance  
(Note: existing 
resources/funding for the 
AODT in bold) 

• Manatū Hauora | Ministry of Health 
• Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice 
• Ngā Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New Zealand Police 
• Ara Poutama Aotearoa | Department of Corrections 
• Waka Kotahi 
• Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport 
• Te Manatū Whakahiato Ora | Ministry of Social Development 
• Intervention programme providers 
• District Health Boards 
• Community health groups 
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DUI courts Details and supporting evidence 

Resources required (funding, 
training, development of 
content/identify content gaps, 
evaluation, knowledge 
sharing)? 

• People resources (Judge, Police prosecution, Case Managers, Operation 
Support, Probation officers). 

• Assessment/treatment/drug-testing costs. 
• Programme evaluation costs. 

Potential barriers to 
overcome to implement 

• Locations with large enough reoffending problem (demand). 
• Availability of intervention programme providers (supply).  
• Police and court staff resources (existing demands on key people). 

Trial/pilot recommendation • Trial within Tāmaki Makaurau | Auckland location (test out extension to existing 
court process – ie more inclusive entry criteria, links to driver intervention 
programmes within screening process). 

Evaluation • Reoffending over time (compared with non-treatment group). 
• Graduation rate. 
• Alcohol/drug dependency or consumption. 
• Other potential indicators:  

– benefit usage 
– use of health services (emergency department attendance, public hospital 

discharges) 
– wellbeing (mental health, self-esteem) 
– connection with whānau. 

Figure 6.2 Flow diagram for a potential DUI court process 
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The existing Tāmaki Makaurau | Auckland and Waitākere AODT Court is a DUI court that targets high-risk 
reoffenders to provide them with appropriate treatment. A Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice (2019) 
evaluation found the following information:  
• The programme involved offenders who had moderate to severe substance-related dependency or were 

facing criminal charges (with a minimum of one year of imprisonment). About one-third of the drink-
driving offenders were being charged with their third or subsequent drink-driving offence. 

• AODT Court participants were 16% less likely to reoffend for any offence, when compared with the 
matched comparison group.  

• Of the offenders referred to this court, 44% graduated the course. 

• The cost–benefit ratio for the course over the 4-year treatment period was 1:3. 

• Interviewed stakeholders recommended wider application of this programme in other District Courts that 
had:  

– a sufficiently large target population 

– available treatment services 

– adequate testing facilities 

– additional resources for Police prosecution, probation services and court staff. 

During the second workshop the benefits, barriers, solutions to barriers and potential actions to implementing 
this programme in Aotearoa were discussed. The key insights are summarised in Table 6.5, using written 
quotes from workshop attendees. 
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Table 6.5 Workshop key insights, DUI courts 

 
Benefits 

 

 
Key barriers 

 

 
Solutions to 
barriers 

 

 
Potential actions 

1) More personalised approach to 
address underlying issues 

‘May be more considerate of the 
individual needs of the offender’ 

‘Potential to introduce behaviour 
control measures such as 
electronic monitoring for serious 
offenders unwilling or unable to 
engage in behaviour change 
programmes’ 

2) Coordinated and holistic 
approach 

‘Can wrap family and whānau into 
the process’ 

‘Can systematically apply addiction 
treatment and remediation 
programmes’ 

‘Could have wider benefits building 
a more comprehensive system to 
support courts (eg more treatment 
courses)’ 

1) Cost/resource requirements 
‘The cost and access of services 
that the courts may refer to as part 
of sentencing conditions’ 

2) Trust in the system 
‘People (offenders) not trusting in 
or believing in the system – often 
for years having been victims of it’ 

‘Is largely reliant on relationships 
(as many good interventions are) 
so without well engaging good 
kaiārahi [counsellors], it risks just 
becoming another bureaucratic 
process’ 

3) Equitable access 
‘Location of offender [relative] to 
[the] court – needs national 
coverage to be equitable’ 

4) Willingness 
‘Willingness to follow up with 
treatment even if funded – 
especially for people with 
addictions – even if cost isn’t a 
barrier there will be other barriers’ 

1) Cost/resource requirements 
‘Hypothecation of penalties to fund 
programmes that can improve road 
safety’ 

‘Good understanding (memorandum 
of understanding) and relationships 
between providers (Health, Justice, 
etc)’ 

2) Trust in the system 
‘Training – of a normally process-
penalty-driven kaimahi [staff] to be 
empathic and understanding and 
see the good in people’ 

3) Equitable access 
‘Access to programmes and 
resources so that timely 
interventions can be offered’ 

1) Evaluate 
‘Need good data around the efficacy to 
start the conversation. If we have that, 
we could get some feedback from the 
public’ 

2) Ownership and funding 
‘Needs ownership from a govt agency, 
funding and commitment’ 

‘Needs a champion – understand that 
Judge Emma Aitken’s passion has been 
key to Auckland trial’s success’ 

3) Appropriate content/process 
‘Making it client focused/work for the 
person, not for the system’ 

4) Validate 
‘Possibly a trial. Seems like a big step to 
move to DUI courts’ 

5) Implement 
‘Developing an appropriate workforce’ 
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6.4.3 Drink- and/or drug-impaired driver programmes in Aotearoa 
Key considerations of programmes that deal with drink- and/or drug-impaired drivers, and their use in 
Aotearoa, are outlined in Table 6.6. The text presented in this table is a mixture of the information presented 
to the workshop attendees and their subsequent responses. 

Table 6.6 Overview of drink- and/or drug-impaired driver programmes and their use in Aotearoa 

Aotearoa drink- and/ or drug-
impaired driver programmes 

Details and supporting evidence 

Description of programme These are therapy-based programmes for recidivist drink- and/or drug-drivers, 
generally carried out over the course of several weeks. Ideally implement 
established and proven therapeutic techniques, such as CBT and Motivational 
Interviewing, to change offender’s behaviour. 

Current evidence/support 20% reduction in drink- and/or drug-driving offending from example 
programme OFTR (Waters, 2018). 

Benefits • Proven track record in significantly reducing speeding reoffences. 
• System is capable of working with all levels of recidivist behaviour as it 

addresses the underlying causes of the behaviour as well as giving 
recidivist offenders the appropriate tools to change their behaviour. 

Any target groups Chronic recidivist drink- and/or drug-drivers.  

Potential offence types Any drink- and/or drug-driving offence irrespective of level of recidivism.  

How will entry into the programme 
occur? 

• Self-referral, community referrals, family referrals, court referral, Pirihimana 
(Police) referral, Waka Kotahi referral, Ara Poutama (Corrections) 
appointment. 

• Requirement for those ordered to have interlocks. 

Scale/geographic area All of Aotearoa 

Stakeholders/governance • Ngā Pirihimana o Aotearoa | New Zealand Police 
• Waka Kotahi 
• Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of Transport 
• Tāhū o te Ture | Ministry of Justice 
• Manatū Hauora | Ministry of Health 
• Ara Poutama Aotearoa | Department of Corrections 
• Te Manatū Whakahiato Ora | Ministry of Social Development 
• District Health Boards 
• Community health groups  

Resources required (funding, 
training, development of 
content/identify content gaps, 
evaluation, knowledge sharing)? 

• Approx. 20,000 trained programme delivery staff as well as clinical 
supervision staff if required. 

• Awareness of programme heavily pushed within all government bodies that 
would refer offenders. 

• Significant government interdepartmental information sharing as well as 
sharing with external bodies. 

Potential barriers to overcome to 
implement 

• Standardisation of referral to programme via government bodies and 
District Health Boards (Court awareness of programme for judge referrals). 

• Programme to be delivered by trained staff that, dependent on treatment 
modality, will require clinical supervision. 
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Aotearoa drink- and/ or drug-
impaired driver programmes 

Details and supporting evidence 

• National roll-out would require large amount of trained staff for programme 
to be delivered to offenders.  

• Significant increase in funding (potentially from Te Manatū Whakahiato 
Ora | Ministry of Social Development). 

Trial/pilot recommendations To be discussed in workshop. 

Evaluation Given that such a programme would take time to scale up to full national 
delivery, a control-based study of its effectiveness could be conducted. 

The use of interventions that have a therapeutic component has been shown to reduce recidivist behaviour 
in relation to drink- and/or drug-driving, both overseas, such as in the UK Drink Impaired Drivers’ programme 
(Boets et al., 2008), as well as locally, such as in the Aotearoa OFTR programme (Waters, 2018). The 
variation in level of effectiveness of these programmes could be due to factors such as treatment types, 
length of intervention, offender profiles and supplementary use of technology. 

In relation to the therapeutic component, Pearson et al. (2002) found that programmes that used a CBT 
approach were consistently more effective (by around 30%) than those that did not. 

During the second workshop, the benefits, barriers, solutions to barriers and potential actions to 
implementing this programme in Aotearoa were discussed. The key insights are summarised in Table 6.7, 
using written quotes from workshop attendees.  
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Table 6.7 Workshop key insights, drink- and/or drug-impaired driver programmes 

 
Benefits 

 

 Key barriers 

 

 
Solutions to 
barriers 

 

 Potential actions 

1) More personalised approach to 
address underlying issues  

‘Can be culturally appropriate and 
targeted’ 

2) Addresses underlying problem 
‘Address a range of issues, harms 
and ways of reducing harms’ 

3) Positive impact beyond road 
safety 

‘Other types of social harm could 
be reduced including potentially 
unemployment and future 
imprisonment’ 

4) Supports the individual 
‘Attempts to actually help the 
offender change their behaviour 
rather than expecting them to do it 
themselves’ 

1) Cost/resource requirements 
‘Many people with addictions will 
require longer than a few weeks for 
support’ 

‘Require an assessment prior to 
admission to a programme – 
barriers to accessing the assessor 
(lack of them)’ 

2) Consistency (entry and 
programme) 

‘Currently mostly used ad-hoc 
rather than as a default pathway’ 

‘No national standard’  

‘Programmes vary substantially on 
the quality of the programme’ 

3) Limited evaluation/monitoring 
of existing 

‘No overall evaluation of efficacy’ 

1) Cost/resource requirements 
‘Identifying an owner/lead agency’ 

2) Consistency (entry and 
programme) 

‘Centralised funding and service 
standards could address any 
consistency issues’ 

‘If there is a variation in what the 
programmes offer (and they don’t all 
have to be the same), ensure that 
there is transparency of the 
differences’ 

3) Limited evaluation/monitoring 
‘Clarify/evaluate what makes a 
successful programme – evaluation 
from those who have participated 6–
12 months on completion – ie what 
has stuck, not just a warm fuzzy 
post-programme evaluation’ 

1) Evaluate 
‘Need to know what courses currently 
run across New Zealand’ 

2) Ownership/funding/champions 
‘Identify “owning” organisation’ 

3) Appropriate content/processes 
‘Need to produce a national standard for 
a set of programmes’ 

‘Appropriate cultural component’ 

‘Inclusion of relevant content as pertains 
to New Zealand (country roads, first aid)’ 

‘Clarification of route to admission/ 
access. This could be linked into driving 
offences court’ 

4) Validate 
‘National standard to be used in a pilot’ 
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7 Summary of findings 

The ‘Safe System’ and ‘Vision Zero’ approaches adopted in Aotearoa note the need to understand and 
account for human error, including cognitive or decision-making errors (Te Manatū Waka | Ministry of 
Transport, 2019). People’s underlying issues (eg attitude, mental health and addiction) can become a 
transport issue, particularly when people drive a vehicle at speed or under the influence of drugs or alcohol. 
As in any situation where harmful behaviour can have an impact on others, policies that aim to prevent the 
harmful behaviour and support people must be strong to produce meaningful change.  

This review has summarised the effective alternatives to driver penalties that could be introduced or 
enhanced in Aotearoa to support individuals for whom punitive measures are not effective. This is an under-
resourced area in Aotearoa that needs to be addressed in relation to improved funding, capability building 
and the processes around screening and entry into appropriate programmes. These alternatives to penalties 
provide offenders with a ‘second chance’, allowing them to continue to drive to reach essential services, 
friend and whānau support, employment and education.  

7.1 Effective alternatives to penalties and the potential benefits of 
using them in Aotearoa 

While many of the studies reviewed for this report had methodological limitations, several alternatives to 
penalties were found to be very effective. These are discussed in this section, by offence type and in order of 
the risk profile of that offence type (from highest to lowest risk).  

7.1.1 Alcohol- and/or drug-driving reoffending 
While a great deal of effort is being made in this area of offending, particularly in some promising driver 
intervention programmes that are oversubscribed, there is a geographical gap in the provision of services. 
Additionally, screening in terms of the conditions of entry to these programmes needs improvement to 
ensure offenders with addictions have the correct support, and resourcing needs to be increased. 

Providing these alternatives to penalties at a national scale would enable consistency, better resourcing and 
the use of best-practice techniques (including cultural processes) to reduce reoffending. Supporting more 
reoffenders in this way would make the safety outcomes more equitable.  

7.1.1.1 Drink- and/or drugged-impaired driver intervention programmes 

The expert workshop attendees said the existing OFTR and TRTRID programmes in Aotearoa were 
successful, particularly when they employed CBT, self-observation and reflection, and discussion and 
confrontation, as well as the development of new, alternative behaviours. 

Expected benefits: The therapeutic approach addresses underlying issues, providing benefits in personal 
wellbeing, promoting social responsibility, and providing tools to help reoffenders make better decisions. 

7.1.1.2 Technological interventions 

Technological devices that restrict drink-driving (eg alcohol interlocks) can be used to help individuals to 
avoid reoffending during their treatment. They should not be used in isolation, as they do not change the 
underlying behaviour. The cost of these devices to offenders currently limits their use in Aotearoa. A risk 
assessment of each individual could be used to determine the most appropriate technological intervention 
that could be paired with the most suitable treatment programme for that individual, and to fund it where 
necessary.  
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Expected benefits: The use of alcohol interlocks would enable continued access to work, education, 
whānau and essential medical services (ie wellbeing and economic equity benefits). 

7.1.1.3 DUI courts 

These can provide greater consistency and knowledgeable application in the use of appropriate alternatives 
to penalties, considering the specific needs of reoffenders.  

Expected benefits: Understanding an individual’s needs allows the correct support to be provided (ie safety, 
economic and wellbeing equity benefits) and provides clear exit criteria to return the offender to unrestricted 
driving. This targeted approach can combine the use of therapy and technology to address other high-risk 
reoffending (eg speeding and seatbelt non-use). 

7.1.2 Speeding reoffending 
Two interventions were found to be effective in reducing reoffending in speeding.  

7.1.2.1 The GBB 

This intervention is effective for offenders who are in the low-risk category and willing to change their 
behaviour. Australian evidence indicates an 80% success rate. 

Expected benefits: This approach enables continued access to jobs, education, whānau and essential 
medical services (ie wellbeing and economic equity benefits). When reoffenders do not take up an offer of 
this option, or if they fail to fulfil the bond, there is an opportunity to use an intervention that attempts to 
address the underlying problems.  

7.1.2.2 ISA 

Fleet changes over time are likely to mean ISA is present in more Aotearoa vehicles in future, as the 
technology is mandated in new vehicles outside Aotearoa. While the technology does not lead to behaviour 
change by itself, it can be a useful tool for reoffenders who need that support while they undergo treatment. 

Expected benefits: Supporting the early adoption of ISA within commercial fleets would help to begin to 
change the national culture around speeding.  

7.1.3 Seatbelt non-use reoffending 
As this issue can be linked to other problem behaviours (eg drink- and/or drug-driving, speeding), the options 
discussed above are also likely to positively affect seatbelt use. Some short intervention courses, such as 
the DIP in South Australia, include content related to seatbelt use that shows some promise.  

Expected benefits: Seatbelt interlocks would support high-risk reoffenders while they are undergoing 
treatment for underlying issues.  

7.1.4 Fatigue and inattention while driving reoffending 
Within commercial fleets, the use of technological interventions that address inattentive behaviour (especially 
smartphone apps) and managing fatigue (eg electronic logbooks) have been successful in altering behaviour 
in these areas. There is no evidence of effectiveness outside the commercial environment and limited trials. 

Expected benefits: Commercial fleet compliance around inattentive behaviour and fatigue contributes to 
overall road safety.  
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7.2 Key gaps in our understanding 
Varying course content, evaluation approaches and limited levels of participation (or limited roll-out due to 
barriers to access) means the efficacy of some alternatives to penalties is not well understood. Two of these 
are described next. 

7.2.1 Short courses 
In some jurisdictions, short courses (ie one to four hours) are often used to target driving behaviours such as 
seatbelt non-use, mobile phone use, speeding and driving through red traffic lights/stop signs. Currently in 
Aotearoa, reoffenders are either self-reliant in terms of changing their behaviour or they are placed in a 
treatment programme. Short courses for irregular or unintentional reoffenders could provide a middle ground 
between these two options.  

While the evidence on the effectiveness of short courses (eg Option 4, Canada; DIP, Australia; NSAC, UK) 
was variable, the ‘Option 4’ programme was considered particularly successful. To develop a comprehensive 
approach to providing alternatives to penalties that cater to different reoffenders, the effectiveness of using 
these types of short-course interventions in Aotearoa should be reassessed periodically. A key benefit of 
short courses is their potential to reach a large number of reoffenders at a lower cost. 

7.2.2 Shifting reoffenders to safer modes of transport 
Another alternative to penalties that was identified in this research (but there was no easily identifiable 
literature on it, so it would be a potential area for further enquiry) was alternatives that supported the use of 
non-car modes or non-driving options (eg bus, train or walking) by offenders who have had their driver 
licence suspended. This type of intervention could help to create an individualised travel plan for a reoffender 
(Decina et al., 2009).  

This option could reduce the incidence of drink-driving without a licence and potentially reduce the stress of 
identifying new transport options. 
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8 Recommendations 
The following recommendations are submitted for consideration as part of the overall approach to supporting 
equity in road safety in Aotearoa. They are based on this study’s literature review and interactive expert 
workshops, and are broadly grouped into the following three themes: 

 Theme 1: Specific alternatives to penalties to be applied nationwide (based on the three possible 
interventions identified as being suitable for use in Aotearoa). 

 Theme 2: Governance, funding and strategic actions. 

 Theme 3: Evaluation and guidance. 

It should be noted that none of these recommendations have undergone a cost–benefit analysis. 

 

Recommendations on specific alternatives to penalties in Aotearoa: 

• The GBB to be considered for implementation. 

• DUI Courts to be trialled and evaluated, including the use of supportive technology, such as 
alcohol interlocks. 

• Develop and deliver a national driver intervention programme, building upon the OFTR and similar 
programmes. 

 

Recommendations related to governance, funding and strategic actions: 

• Use an existing (or establish a) cross-agency working group (and memorandum of understanding) 
to address appropriate funding of alternatives to penalties to reduce high-risk reoffending 
behaviours, as under-resourcing was consistently reported by workshop attendees as the largest 
barrier to implementation:  

- This working group could also review governance, national standards around consistency of 
entry and content, equitable coverage and access across Aotearoa, new alternatives (ie 
review short courses periodically), and monitoring mechanisms for continuous improvement.  

• Review central funding for appropriate alternatives to penalties’ costs. Placing the full cost on an 
offender can limit and be less equitable to those who may need the support the most (eg the 
existing alcohol interlock programme and the barrier of its ongoing costs). 

• Evaluate, build upon and increase the reach of existing Aotearoa alternatives to penalties (eg 
community-based alcohol reoffender programmes) that currently do not have nationwide reach or 
adequate support, looking at this based on regions with the greatest reoffending or lowest support 
services, to support equitable outcomes (ie inclusive entry). 

• Continue to support commercial fleets with the use of technological interventions to improve fleet 
monitoring and safety (eg electronic logbooks, fleet monitoring, seatbelt interlocks). 

 
Recommendations related to evaluation and guidance: 

• Consistent process to ensure reoffenders are receiving the appropriate support (eg based on 
offence type and typology of user, including addiction support services). 

• Consistent monitoring and evaluation of alternatives to penalties, ensuring this is a requirement of 
ongoing funding. Where possible, these evaluations should take a robust scientific approach (eg 
Barraclough et al. (2016) for guidance on applicability of measures).  

• Develop and provide guidance on how to evaluate alternatives to penalties (ie for providers), 
including minimum requirements. 
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