June 2026
Inventory of Policies for Reducing Impaired Driving

Reason program does Tested on a No. in No. of
. . et Cost- . Effect P-
Program/intervention Classification . . not meet evidence- heterogeneous Outcome . X effect
beneficial . . size value .
based criteria population group size
Property damage
Per Se Blood Alcohol Evidence- crashes 044 0.00 1,947 !
Content (BAC) Limit of based 99% -- Yes Non-fatal injury crashes -0.47 0.03 68 2
0.05 Fatal crashes -0.10 0.19 7,587 6
DUI arrests -0.05 0.75 171 1
. . Evidence- o Fatal crashes -0.08 0.00 10,556 6
Sobriety checkpoints based 100% - Yes DUI arrests 020 004 1078 2
.Enfor.cemen‘t for Null 71% Weight of the evidence Yes Alcohol-involved fatal -0.25 0.57 348 2
impaired driving crashes
Financial penalties for Non-fatal injury crashes 0.15 0.39 59 1
impaired Zrivin Null 37% Weight of the evidence Yes Fatal crashes 0.02 0.88 275 2
paire o DUI recidivism 006 043 949 4
Administrative license - . .
Promising - Single evaluation Yes Fatal crashes -0.51 0.02 25 1

suspension

The classifications in this document are current as of June 2026.
For the most up-to-date results, please visit WSIPP's website http.//www.wsipp.wa.gov/BenefitCost.
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Definitions and Notes:

Classification
Evidence-based
e Strength of evidence - Evaluated with heterogeneous or intended populations using multiple randomized or statistically
controlled evaluations, or one large multiple-site randomized and/or statistically controlled evaluation, and, when analyzed using
meta-analytic procedures, the weight of evidence demonstrates sustained improvements in outcomes.
e Formalized — Has been implemented with a set of procedures that facilitate high-fidelity replication in Washington.
e Cost-beneficial — A program or practice where the monetary benefits exceed costs with a high degree of probability using
WSIPP’s benefit-cost model.
Research Based
e Strength of evidence - Evaluated with a single randomized or statistically controlled evaluation that identified sustained desirable
outcomes.
e Formalized — Has been implemented with a set of procedures that facilitate high-fidelity replication in Washington.
e Cost-beneficial — Has not yet been determined to be cost-beneficial using WSIPP’s benefit-cost model.
Promising
e Strength of evidence — Shows potential for meeting evidence- or research-based classifications based on a well-established
theory of change or a limited body of research, or the program is evidence- or research-based but is being tested with alternative
outcomes.
e Formalized — May not have been implemented with a set of procedures that facilitate high-fidelity replication in Washington.
e Cost-beneficial — Has not yet been determined to be cost-beneficial using WSIPP’s benefit-cost model.

Null
e Strength of evidence — Evaluated with heterogeneous or intended populations using multiple randomized or statistically
controlled evaluations, or one large multiple-site randomized and/or statistically controlled evaluation, and, when analyzed using
meta-analytic procedures, the weight of evidence demonstrates no significant improvements on outcomes.
e Formalized — May not have been implemented with a set of procedures that facilitate high-fidelity replication in Washington.
e Cost-beneficial — Has not yet been determined to be cost-beneficial using WSIPP's benefit-cost model.
Poor

e Strength of evidence - Evaluated with heterogeneous or intended populations using multiple randomized or statistically
controlled evaluations, or one large multiple-site randomized and/or statistically controlled evaluation, and, when analyzed using
meta-analytic procedures, the weight of evidence demonstrates undesirable effects on outcomes.

e Formalized — May not have been implemented with a set of procedures that facilitate high-fidelity replication in Washington.

e Cost-beneficial — Has not yet been determined to be cost-beneficial using WSIPP's benefit-cost model.



Reasons Programs May Not Meet the Criteria for Evidence-Based

e Benefit-cost — The definition of evidence-based requires that, when possible, a benefit-cost analysis be conducted. We use WSIPP's
benefit-cost model to determine whether a program or policy meets this criterion. Programs or policies that do not have at least a 75%
chance of a positive net present value do not meet the benefit-cost requirement.

e Heterogeneity — To be designated as evidence-based, a program or policy must have been tested on a “heterogeneous” population. For
the purposes of this inventory, we defined a program or policy to be tested on a heterogeneous population if it has been evaluated in
more than one jurisdiction.

e Single evaluation - Evidence was limited to only one evaluation that met meta-analytic and benefit-cost analysis inclusion criteria.

e Weight of the evidence — To meet the evidence-based definition, results from a random-effects meta-analysis of multiple evaluations or
one large multiple-site evaluation must indicate the policy or program achieved statistically significant (p-value < 0.20) desirable
outcome(s). To meet the definition for research-based, one single-site evaluation must indicate that the practice achieves the desired
outcomes. If results from a random-effects meta-analysis of multiple evaluations are not statistically significant (p-value > 0.20) for
desired outcomes, the practice may be classified as “Null.” If results from a random-effects meta-analysis of multiple evaluations or one
large multiple-site evaluation indicate that a practice produces statistically significant undesirable effects (p-value < 0.20), the practice
may be classified as producing poor outcomes.

e No rigorous evaluation of the outcome of interest — The program or policy had not yet been tested with a rigorous outcome
evaluation that could be included in WSIPP’s meta-analytic approach.
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