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Background
• Impaired driving is a serious public health concern in the 

United States. In 2021, a total of 13,384 people were killed 
in alcohol-impaired-driving crashes, which accounted for 
31% of all fatal crashes (NCSA, 2023). 

• Compared to first-time offenders, repeat offenders are 
more likely to be involved in fatal motor vehicle crashes 
(Dickson et al., 2013).

• Recidivism studies have shown that DUI recidivism rates can 
be as high as 21% to 47% (Fell et al., 2009; Nochajski & 
Stasiewicz, 2006).



Overview
• This study examined the impact of ignition interlock device (IID) 

Compliance-Based Removal (CBR) laws and recidivism. 
• Hypothesis - that states with a CBR requirement would have a 

lower recidivism rate, and greater IID compliance, than states 
without a similar IID CBR requirement. 

• A comprehensive law review of state-level IID policies was 
conducted, and data were obtained from states to perform 
recidivism analyses.

• 2 measures of recidivism:
• Individuals who were arrested for an additional DUI offense after IID 

installation.
• IID extensions.



Methods
• Law review 

• 33 states & DC have a CBR law, 
extensions - specific violations, non-
compliance w/IID program 
reqs/court order 

• Outreach to SHSOs/MVAs to confirm 
IID/CBR laws & data

• Four states included:
• Tennessee & Washington (CBR State)
• Arkansas & Iowa (Non-CBR State)



Methods
• Requested data elements:

• Driving arrests, convictions, IID 
installations and removals

• January 1, 2016, through December 31, 
2019

• Descriptive statistics were calculated for each 
state - frequency of repeat offenses, IID 
compliance and to evaluate the 
completeness of state data.

• Confounding factors: lack of quality IID 
installation and removal data, the 
infrequency of IID installations, and the large 
variance in data quality and formatting across 
states.







Results
• Recidivism was primarily calculated as the percentage of offenders with a 

subsequent offense following IID installation. 
• Tennessee and Washington (CBR States) –1.7% and 3.7% 
• Arkansas and Iowa (Non-CBR States) 5.6% and 6.0%.

• A secondary measure of recidivism re: IID duration - Percentage of individuals 
who recidivated based upon IID extensions.

• Tennessee lowest recidivism rate (11.5%) 
• Washington the highest (63.1%). 
• Quality of the IID installation duration data was relatively low when 

compared to the offense data. For this reason, greater emphasis should be 
placed on the recidivism estimates that only use rearrests following an IID 
installation.





Study Limitations
• Only 4 States (2 IID CBR law state versus 2 non IID CBR law state) were 

included as a result of availability of data.
• Data provided by the participating states required significant cleaning 

and had notable limitations:
• Arrest data were not separated by level of offense (basic DUI, enhanced or 

aggravated DUI, high-BAC DUI, repeat DUI)
• Various risk levels of offenders were viewed as one group or cohort within 

each state. 
• There was a large variance in the quality of data during the mandated 

period of IID installation. 
• Mandated extensions or simply a driver’s decision to delay removal? 

Greater emphasis should be given to results examining re-offense 
after IID installation.



The Road Ahead

• Results of this study indicate that states with IID CBR laws 
had fewer incidences of impaired driving recidivism or 
rearrests. 

• Provides reasonable rationale for states to consider 
implementing IID CBR requirements to reduce the number 
of impaired driving events, serious injuries and fatalities.



The Road Ahead
• This study creates an important datapoint that can be 

added to the extremely limited empirical knowledge about 
IID CBR laws and their relationship to impaired driving 
recidivism. 

• This study is a crucial first step in understanding the 
potential value of IID CBR laws. 

• Although lower rates of alcohol-impaired recidivism were 
observed in the two states with IID CBR requirements, 
additional research is warranted.
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AAMVAs Ignition Interlock Program 
Best Practices, Edition 3

Brian Ursino, AAMVA, Director, Law Enforcement Programs
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AAMVA Members include all 69
States, Provinces, and Territories in 
North America Representing: 
• Driver License Issuing Authorities
• Vehicle Credential Issuing Authorities
• State & Provincial Law Enforcement 

(includes RCMP) 



In 2014, AAMVA created an Ignition Interlock Working Group. 
The original Ignition Interlock Program Best Practices document was 
published in August 2015.

Ignition Interlock Program Best Practices



AAMVA published 
Edition 2 in         
August 2018.

Ignition Interlock Program Best Practices



AAMVA published 
Edition 2 in         
August 2018.

Ignition Interlock Program Best Practices



Ignition Interlock Program Best Practices: Table of Contents 

Table of Contents

Executive Summary

Chapter One: Breath Alcohol Ignition Interlock Device History and Background

Chapter Two: Ignition Interlock Program Types

Chapter Three: Regulatory Standards

Chapter Four: Ignition Interlock Program Architecture: Manufacturer Oversight

Chapter Five: Ignition Interlock Program Architecture: Participant Oversight

Chapter Six: Ignition Interlock Device Program Administration NEW CHAPTER

Chapter Seven: Standardized Reporting Process
Chapter Eight: Basics for Law Enforcement Roadside Ignition Interlock Interaction 
NEW CHAPTER

Chapter Nine: Reciprocity

Chapter Ten: Outreach and Education

Appendix D: Model Ignition Interlock Program Legislation



Chapter 8
The purpose of this Chapter is to help law enforcement officers understand the basic requirements of an Ignition 
Interlock Device (IID) restriction and the steps necessary to investigate whether an IID violation has occurred. 

The Chapter includes “six (6) easy steps at roadside” and guides officers on what to do if a circumvented IID is 
detected.

Chapter 8 includes two recommendations: 
Recommendation 8.1: Jurisdictions should include IID basics as part of their impaired driver training. Jurisdictions 
should consider using the AAMVA law enforcement ignition interlock training video as part of their overall 
impaired driving basic curriculum. 
Recommendation 8.2: Law enforcement training administrators should work with the jurisdiction’s ignition 
interlock program administrators to develop the appropriate IID curriculum.  
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Roadside Ignition Interlock Interaction Basics for LE



Chapter 9
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Reciprocity

This Chapter includes recommendations that provide jurisdiction administrative 
processes as well as AAMVA technology system enhancements to solve current 
reciprocity challenges.



This model bill provides for an ignition interlock requirement for a person who is [arrested, 
charged, convicted, or pleads guilty or nolo contendere] to any offense involving the 
operation of a motor vehicle while impaired by alcohol, drugs, or both.

Jurisdictions should benchmark their current ignition interlock law against 
the AAMVA model legislation to identify opportunities for improvement in 
their current law. 

Model Legislation



Law Enforcement Training Video:
Funded by NHTSA in 2018
Refreshed for re-release in November 2023 
Approximate running time 11-minutes

Augments (does not replace) new Chapter 8 of the best practices document. 
Overview of what officers should do at roadside when encountering a vehicle 
equipped with an ignition interlock device and drivers who may present an 
ignition interlock restricted license.

Law Enforcement agencies are encouraged to incorporate this video into basic 
impaired driving training curriculum.

Law Enforcement Training Video
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Ignition Interlocks: 
Challenges and Solutions 
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NHTSA’s Support for 
Ignition Interlock 
Programs

• Model Specifications
• Publications
• Ignition Interlock Education and Assistance





Publications
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Education and Technical Assistance
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AIIPA
Judicial Outreach Liaisons

DWI Courts
State Assessments

Technical Assistance
Countermeasures that Work



Challenges to Ignition Interlock Programs

• Issues learned from: 
• Partners
• Regions and their States
• Impaired Driving State Assessments
• State of Practice of State Alcohol Ignition 

Interlock Programs
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Barriers to Legislation

• Limitations in who can propose legislation 
• Limits on how many bills can be proposed in a session
• Competing priorities
• Political leadership
• Lack of stakeholder education and understanding of all 

elements needed in a comprehensive program
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Data Management

• Requires substantial undertaking
• Inadequate and/or inconsistent data collection and 

management are largely a result of: 
• budget constraints
• Inadequate staffing
• lack of modern data management systems

• Data collected and owned by vendors within states
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Monitoring and Driver Compliance

• Responsibility for monitoring varies by State
• Some States do not monitor due to 

• lack of authority to impose consequences
• Inadequate data systems
• Budgetary constraints
• Lack of staff 

• Sanctions may be rarely, if ever, imposed
• Methods to provide notices of non-compliance vary
• Who receives data varies by state and does not always include a judge
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Education and Treatment

• Interlocks are proven most effective while installed
• And show effectiveness post removal with treatment 

• Screening and assessment
• Limited if any, coordinated efforts around education and 

treatment for the offender/client
• Reliant on data and monitoring
• Lack of reporting to judges for effective sanctioning
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Solutions

• Identify gaps in State interlock laws and enforcement efforts
• Require all offenders to install 
• Grant immediate provisional license upon installation
• Remove the ability to wait out the IID period
• Require installation upon chemical test refusal
• Enact compliance-based removal provisions

• Need advocates to help improve legislation
• Look to the newly released AAMVA Guide

• Program Best Practices – Appendix D Model Legislation
39



Solutions

• High-quality data is essential
• Develop workflow map (point of entry to exit) and consider

• Type of data to collect
• Who collects the data
• How the data are shared with partners

• Timeliness of data
• Effective judicial sanctions should be immediate and 
   compliance based
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Solutions

• Implementing best standards for 
program practices 

• Increasing Alcohol Ignition Interlock 
Use: Successful Practices for States

• Ignition Interlock Program Best 
Practices Guide Edition 3

• NHTSA State Assessments and 
Technical Assistance is available!
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