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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There is national interest in the proportion of drink-drivers who have consumed beer,
for both drivers on the road generally and for those involved in crashes. This is
because the National Road Safety Action Plan Implementation Taskforce has
recommended that consideration be given to “increased differential excises and
licence fees on alcohol products according to alcohol content to encourage the
consumption of light alcohol products by drivers”. The current focus is on
encouraging a shift in consumption from full strength to low alcohol beer.

The main objective of this project was to estimate the proportion of drink-drivers on
the road in Victoria who had consumed beer recently. The data was collected and
analyzed in a way which also allowed the role of beer to be estimated for crash-
involved drink-drivers. In addition, Victorian alcohol sales patterns, by type of
beverage, were compared with those in other Australian States to assess the
representativeness of Victorian alcohol consumption.

Two sources of data were used to obtain information on prior alcohol consumption of
drink-drivers on the road. These were drink-drivers apprehended at random breath
test stations and drink-drivers apprehended through random routine Police checks. In
both cases, the ultimate source was a report completed by the Breathalyzer operator.

It was estimated that, during 1993/94, 64% of drink-drivers on the road had consumed
beer only prior to Police apprehension in Melbourne, with 95% confidence limits on
this estimate ranging from 61% to 67%. Amongst drink-driver apprehensions in the
rest of Victoria, an estimated 78% of drivers had consumed beer only, with a
confidence interval from 74% to 82%. An additional 13% of drink-drivers on the
road in Melbourne and 11% in the rest of Victoria had consumed beer in combmatlon
with other alcoholic beverages.

Information on the relative risks of crash involvement of drink-drivers at specific
blood alcohol levels, and in particular age groups, was used to weight the data
obtained from drink-drivers on the road so that it provided estimates of the prior
alcoho! consumption of drink-drivers involved in crashes.

An estimated 65% of drivers involved in crashes had consumed beer only prior to
drink-driving in Melbourne. In the rest of Victoria, the estimated propertion of crash-
involved drink-drivers who had consumed beer only was 74%. Additionally, an
estimated 13% of crash-involved drink-drivers in Melbourne and 11% in the rest of
Victoria had consumed beer in combination with other alcohol.

Victorian beer sales patterns (and alcohol sales in general) were representative of
other Australian States for the 1992/1993 financial year. Hence the estimates of the
proportion of drink-drivers who consumed beer in Victoria were considered to reflect
the drink-driving patterns of the rest of Australia.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1  PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Federal Office of Road Safety (FORS) wishes to establish the contribution of
beer consumption to drink-driving, in comparison with other alcohol beverages such
as wine and spirits. There is interest in the proportion of drink-drivers who have
consumed beer, for both drivers on the road generally and for those involved in
crashes. This is because the National Road Safety Action Plan Implementation
Taskforce has recommended that consideration be given to “increased differential
excises and licence fees on alcohol products according to alcohol content to encourage
the consumption of light alcohol products by drivers”. The current focus is on
encouraging a shift in consumption from full strength to low alcohol beer.

Previous relevant research has been reported by Holubowycz et al (1992). This study
obtained the type of alcohol consumed from 102 drivers and motorcycle riders
involved in crashes who were admitted to the Royal Adelaide Hospital between June
1985 and July 1987, and who also had a positive blood alcohol concentration. Re-
analysis of their results shows that an estimated 76.5% had consumed predominantly
beer, with the 95% confidence limits on this estimate ranging from 68.3% to 84.7%.
Of those with an illegal BAC (above 0.08g/100ml), 74.4% had consumed beer with a
confidence interval ranging between 64.7% and 84.1%. The report also found that
women drivers were less likely to consume beer than men.

The limited number of cases included in the Holubowycz study constrain the
reliability of these estimates and inhibit further study of the role of beer within sub-
groups of the drink-driving population. In addition, the study does not provide direct
information about drink-drivers on the road, many of whom are not involved in
crashes.

1.2 GENERAL OBJECTIVES

The main objective of this project was to estimate the proportion of drink-drivers on
the road in Victoria who had consumed beer recently. Sufficient numbers of cases
were collected to allow the role of beer within key sub-groups such as age, sex, BAC
level and the place of drinking to be estimated reliably. The data was collected and
analyzed in a way which also allowed the role of beer to be estimated for crash-
involved drink-drivers. In addition Victorian alcohol sales patterns, by type of
beverage, were compared with those in other Australian States to assess the
representativeness of Victorian alcohol consumption.



2.  DRINK-DRIVERS ON THE ROAD

Two sources of data were used to obtain information on prior alcohol consumption of
drink-drivers on the road. These were drink-drivers apprehended at random breath
test (RBT) stations and drink-drivers apprehended through routine Police checks. In
both cases, the ultimate source was a report completed by the Breathalyzer operator.,

2.1  DRINK-DRIVERS APPREHENDED AT RBT STATIONS

Because of the unpredictable locations of RBT stations and the high volume of tests
conducted in recent years in Victoria, drink-drivers apprehended at these stations
could be considered to represent a random sample of drink-drivers on the road. Those
drivers with a high preliminary breath test reading are required to take a Breathalyzer
test with a certified operator, who also records information from the driver on a
Summary Offence form. The form includes the driver’s age and sex , the place and
type of alcohol consumed and, of course, the evidentiary BAC reading. If the alcohol
consumed was beer, the question asks also whether this was full strength or light beer.
The forms for drivers with evidentiary BAC readings exceeding the Prescribed
Concentration of Alcohol (0.05g/100ml for full licence holders; zero for probationary
licensed drivers) was used.

Data Colliection

The summary offence forms completed by the Victorian operators are held at the
‘Accident Records Branch’ of the Victoria Police. Each form is part of a drink-
driving court brief which contains information about the offender’s court appearance
as well as 2 detailed police description of the drink-driving offence. The briefs most
recently acquired by the Accident Records Branch were used. The data included all
available 1994 offences as well as approximately half of the 1993 offences. Note
however that due to the possible lateness or re-scheduling of some court trials about
7% of the drink-driving offences tock place prior to 1993,

Two data sets on drink-driving offences were collected. The first set included drink-
drivers who were apprehended at metropolitan Melbourne RBT stations. For this
study a ‘Melbourne’ drink-driving offence is defined as one that occurred in any
Melbourne Police District, not including District K (Geelong and surrounding areas).
The second set consisted of drink-driving offences that occurred in the remaining
Police Districts. This data set will be referred to as ‘Rest of Victoria’,

2.2  DRINK-DRIVERS APPREHENDED THROUGH ROUTINE CHECKS

Not all the drink-driver apprehensions occurred at random breath testing stations.
Both the Melbourne and Rest of Victoria samples included a number of drink-driving



offences that were the result of a routine police check. A routine police check has a
police officer(s) apprehending a driver whilst on routine duty either randomly or for a
specific reason. Only routine police checks that appeared to be random were included
in the data collected. Those apprehensions that occurred because of suspicious driver
behaviour, driver speeding, unroadworthy vehicle or crash-involvement were not
included.

2.3 COMPARISON OF RBT AND ROUTINE APPREHENSIONS

The Melbourne sample consisted of 1015 drink-driver apprehensions whereas only
531 cases were sampled for the “Rest of Victoria’- a ratio of approximately 2:1. The
total evidentiary breath tests conducted in the Rest of Victoria from all sources of
apprehension was considerably less than the Melbourne tests (the ratio of Melbourne
to ‘Rest of Victoria’ evidentiary breath tests was approximately 5:3 for the 1993/1994
financial year).

Routine police checks comprised 17% of the Melbourne offences whereas the ‘Rest of
Victoria’ sample had a greater percentage of 44%. The inclusion of the apparently
random routine police checks with the RBT detected offences was particularly
necessary in the ‘Rest of Victoria’ sample to provide reliable results. Without these
routine checks the ‘Rest of Victoria’ sample would have been reduced to 296 cases,
which would have been inadequate for the sub-group estimates.

Before the proportions of drink-drivers who consumed beer were estimated, a
comparison of the RBT and Routine apprehensions was made to examine any
differences in the drink-driver sexes, ages and BAC levels,

2.3.1 Melbourne Drink-Drivers

The proportion of drink-drivers by sex, age and BAC group, apprehended at
Melbourne locations either through RBT or a Routine check are given in figures 2.3a,
2.3band 2.3c¢.

No sex bias exists for the Melbourne sample as the number of male and female drink-
drivers occur in the same proportions for both RBT and Routine tests - 86% of drink-
drivers are male and 14% are female (figure 2.3a).

Figure 2.3b shows a bias toward younger driver apprehensions amongst the Routine
police checks. Twenty-seven percent of the Routine drink-drivers were aged under 26
years whereas only 14% of the RBT apprehended drink-drivers were in the same age-
group.



Figure 2.3a: Percentage of RBT and Routine Drink-Driver Offences for
Melbourne by SEX
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A slight bias towards drink-drivers with high BAC readings exists amongst the
Routine tests. Thirty-one percent of the Routine drink-drivers had excessive BAC
readings of 0.15g/100ml or more, whereas the percentage was somewhat less, 28%,
for the RBT apprehended offences (figure 2.3c).



Figure 2.3c: Percentage of RBT and Routine Drink-Driver Offences for
Melbourne by BAC
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2.3.2 Drink-Drivers Apprehended in the Rest of Victoria

Similar sex, age and BAC level differences between the RBT and Routine

apprehensions occurred in the Rest of Victoria as in Melbourne (figures 2.3d, 2.3e
and 2.3f).
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Figure 2.3d: Percentage of RBT and Routine Drink-Driver Offences for Rest of
Victoria by SEX
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There was no sex bias between RBT and Routine tests. Ninety-one percent of the
drink-drivers were male for both types of apprehension for the Rest of Victoria (figure
2.3d).



Police on Routine checks were twice as likely to apprehend younger drivers than
those at RBT stations. For the Rest of Victoria, 36% of the Routine drink-drivers
were aged under 26 years, whereas the corresponding RBT proportion was only 18%
(figure 2.3e).

Figure 2.3e: Percentage of RBT and Routine Drink-Driver Offences for Rest of
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Figure 2.3f: Percentage of RBT and Routine Drink-Driver Offences for Rest of
Victoria by BAC
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A greater bias towards drink-drivers with high BAC readings exists amongst the
Routine tests for offences that occurred in the Rest of Victoria as compared to the
Meibourne region (figure 2.3f). Forty percent of the Routine offences had drink-



drivers with excessive BAC readings whereas only 27% of the RBT offences were in
the highest BAC group.

Although there were slight differences between the two groups of drink-drivers related
to their age and BAC level in both Melbourne and the Rest of Victoria, the results
presented in the next section of the report do not differentiate between drink-driver
apprehensions occurring at an RBT station or through a random routine police check.

24  TYPE OF ALCOHOL CONSUMED

The Melbourne and ‘Rest of Victoria’ samples were analyzed separately because
country drinking habits are likely to differ from those in large city locations. Each
sample was analyzed by the type of alcohol consumed prior to the drink-driving
apprehension to estimate the proportion of drink-drivers who consumed beer. The
alcohol types were grouped into the following categories:

e Dbeer only;

¢ beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages, such as wine or spirits;

¢ wine (includes mainly wine, with some spirits);

e spirits and fortified wines (includes mainly stronger spirits and some

wine).

For the drink-drivers who consumed beer only, the proportions who consumed full-
strength and low alcohol-content beer were also estimated. Note that beer is
technically classed as low-alcohol or light beer if its alcohol content is less than
3.8%/volume, but the type of beer recorded was that as stated by the apprehended
driver.

The proportion of beer consumption for each for the Melbourne and Rest of Victoria
samples was further analyzed by the sex, age, BAC group and place of drinking of the
drink-driver.
The age-groups used were:

e 25 years and below

e 26to 50 years

e 50 years and above,

and the BAC readings were grouped as follows:

e positive to 0.099g/100ml

e 0.100g/100ml to 0.149g/100ml

e 0.150g/100ml and above.
A small proportion of illegal drink-drivers had BAC readings of 0.05g/100ml and
below (3% of the Melbourne sample; 4% of the Rest of Victoria sample). These
drink-drivers were predominantly probationary licence holders.

The most recent place of drinking at which the drink-driver consumed alcohol prior to
apprehension falls into the following categories:



= hotel (includes licenced premises such as wine bars or public bars);
& restaurant
= home (drink-driver’s own residence)
= other residence {(includes other person’s home or a party at a private residence)
« nightclub (includes discotheques and licensed premises that stay open after
midnight)
« sportsclub (includes sporting venues or social club attached to a sporting
venue)
« work (drink-driver’s workplace)
» other (other drinking locations such as a social event in a hall or theatre, public
outdoor areas, motor vehicles).
Confidence limits reflecting the number of drink-drivers on which each estimated
proportion is based were calculated for each of the total sample and sub-sample
proportions using the method described in Walpole and Myers (1989).

2.4.1 Melbourne Drink-Driver Apprehensions

The type of alcohol consumed by the 1015 drink-drivers apprehended in Melbourne is
given in figure 2.4.1a.

Beer was the alcoholic beverage consumed most frequently, with 64% of Melbourne
drink-drivers consuming beer only. This estimate had 95% confidence limits ranging
from 61% to 67%. Thirteen percent also consumed beer in combination with other
alcohol, with a confidence interval of 11% to 15%. Wine and spirit consumption
comprised 15% and 8% of the Melbourne sample respectively.

Figure 2.4.1a: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
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Figure 2.4.1b:Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
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Amongst the 647 drink-drivers who consumed beer only , the majority , 78%,
consumed full-strength beer, whereas only 10% consumed low-alcohol content beer,
(see figure 2.4.1b). Confidence limits for the estimates of the full and light beer
proportions are 75% to 82%, and 8% to 13% respectively. Nine percent of the
Melbourne drink-drivers consumed a combination of full-strength and low-alcohol
beer. Tables of the alcohol type and beer type consumption for the Melbourne sample
are given in the Appendix (Tables 1.1 and 1.1a).

Beer Consumption by Driver Sex

The random sample of 1015 drink-drivers apprehended in Melbourne

consisted of 871 (or 86%) males and 142 (or 14%) females. Male drink-drivers
consumed beer only in greater proportions than females, 70% compared to 25%,
(figure 2.4.1¢). Confidence limits for the male proportion estimate ranged from 67%
to 74%, whilst the corresponding female confidence interval was much wider, ranging
from 18% to 32%. Whilst males were the greater beer drinkers, females were more
than five times as likely to have consumed wine than males (ie: 53% of females
consumed wine compared with 10% of males). Spirit consumption was also greater
for female drink-drivers than males, 13% and 8% respectively.

Male and female drink-drivers appear to differ significantly in the type of alcohol they
consume. The association between alcohol type and sex was highly significant
(p<0.0001). Note however that the widths of the confidence intervals for the female
estimates are larger than for the males, with widths ranging from 10% to 16%. The
greater widths are due to the relatively small sample of women drink-drivers.



Figure 2.4.1d gives the proportions of full-strength and light beer drinkers amongst
those drivers who consumed beer only. A greater proportion of female beer drinkers
consumed full-strength beer than male beer drinkers - 87% and 78% respectively.
Low alcohol-content beer was more likely to be consumed by male beer drinkers than
females. Only one female (or 3%) consumed light beer amongst the Melbourne
sample. Tables 1.2 and 1.2a in the Appendix give the percentages and confidence
limits by alcohol type, beer type and sex for the Melbourne sample.

Figure 2.4.1¢: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
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Figure 2.4.1d:Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
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Beer Consumption by Driver Age

Melbourne drink-drivers aged over 50 years consumed beer in smaller proportions
than younger drink-drivers (see figure 2.4.1¢€). Just over half of the older drink-
drivers consumed beer only, whereas younger drivers aged under 26 years and those
aged between 26 and 50 years consumed beer in similar proportions, 67% and 66%
respectively. Wine consumption increased with age. Twenty-two percent of the
drink-drivers aged over 50 years consumed wine, but only 6% of the younger drivers
did so. Beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages was also greatest for the
older age-group. Spirit consumption decreased with age amongst the Melbourne
drink-driving sample. Eleven percent of the under 26 year-old drink-driving
population consumed spirits. The differences found between the type of alcohol
consumed and the age of the drink-driver were significant (p<0.0001).

Amongst the Melbourne drink-drivers who consumed beer only, the consumption of
full-strength beer decreased with age, whereas light beer consumption showed the
opposite trend, increasing with age. Eighty-seven percent of young (under 26 years)
beer drink-drivers consumed full-strength beer but only 2% drank low alcohol-content
beer exlusively. Light beer consumption was greatest for the Melbourne drink-drivers
aged over 50 years (see figure 2.4.1f). The Appendix contains the alcohol and beer
type proportions and confidence limits by age in tables 1.3 and 1.3a.

Figure 2.4.1e: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
ALCOHOL TYPE and AGE
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Figure 2.4.1f: Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by

BEER TYPE and AGE
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Drink-drivers with BAC in the range 0.100g/100ml to 0.149g/100ml were most likely
to have consumed beer only (67%), whereas those with lower BAC readings were
least likely (60%), {figure 2.4.1g). There was little difference in BAC levels for wine
drink-drivers, but low illegal BAC readings of below 0.100g/ml were most likely to
occur amongst spirit drink-drivers (10%). Note that no statistically significant
association existed between the type of alcohol consumed and the drink-driver’s BAC
level, (p=0.431).

Figure 2.4.1h shows beer drink-drivers who had extreme illegal BAC readings of

0.150g/100ml and above were more likely to have consumed full-strength beer,

(81%), than those with lower BAC readings, whereas the proportion of light beer

drink-drivers decreased with increasing BAC level. Twelve percent of drink-drivers

with a BAC reading below 0.100g/100ml consumed hght beer, but only 9% with
excessive BAC readings did so.

BAC group by alcohol type and beer type proportions and confidence limits are given
in tables 1.4 and 1.4a in the Appendix.
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Figure 2.4.1g: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
ALCOHOL TYPE and BAC
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Figure 2.4.1h:Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
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Beer Consumption and Place of Drinking

Beer-only consumption was greatest for Melbourne drink-drivers who had recently
consumed alcohol at a sportsclub or workplace. Drink-drivers were less likely to
drink beer only at a restaurant or their own home compared to other drinking
locations, (figure 2.4.11). Opposite findings occurred for wine consumption. Drink-
drivers who had recently consumed alcohol in a restaurant or their own home were
most likely to have drunk wine. Beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages
was also consumed mostly at restaurants by drink-drivers in Melbourne, The
Melbourne sample produced a statistically significant association between the alcohol
type consumed and the drink-driver’s place of drinking prior to apprehension,
(p<0.0001).

Figure 2.4.1i: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences by ALCOHOL TYPE and
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Figure 2.4.1j gives the place of drinking for full-strength and light beer consumption
amongst Melbourne drink-drivers. Beer drinkers apprehended after drinking at their
workplaces or a sportsclub were most likely to have consumed low alcohol-content
beer. However, beer drink-drivers who had been drinking at another residence were
most likely to have been consuming full-strength beer. Tables 1.5 and 1.5a in the
Appendix give the percentages of drink-drivers by the type of alcohol consumed and
the place of drinking for the Melbourne sample.



Figure 2.4.1j: Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Melbourne by
BEER TYPE and PLACE OF DRINKING
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2.4.2 Drink-Drivers Apprchended in the Rest of Victoria

The alcoholic beverage consumed most frequently amongst the 531 drink-drivers in
the Rest of Victoria was beer. Seventy-eight percent of the drink-drivers consumed
beer only, and a further 11% drank beer in combination with other alcohol. Ninety-
five percent confidence limits on the beer only estimate ranged from 74% to 82%.
Wine and spirit consumption was relatively low, with percentages of 6% and 5%
respectively (figure 2.4.2a).

Figure 2.4.2b gives the proportion of full-strength and light beer drinkers amongst the
Rest of Victoria beer-only drinkers. Only 9% of the 414 beer drinkers consumed low
alcohol-content beer, with a further 9% drinking a combination of full-strength and
light beer, Most of the beer drinkers apprehended in the Rest of Victoria, 80%,
consumed full-strength beer. Confidence limits for the estimates of the full and light
beer proportions ranged from 76% to 84% and 7% to 12% respectively. The

Appendix gives the alcohol type and beer type proportions for the Rest of Victoria
sample in tables 1.6 and 1.6a.




Figure 2.4.2a: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria® by
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Beer Consumption by Driver Sex

Beer-only consumption amongst the 531 drink-drivers in the Rest of Victoria was
greater for males than females. Eighty percent of males consumed only beer prior to
drink-driving, whereas only 54% of females did so (figure 2.4.2c). Females, however,
consumed beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages in greater proportions
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than males - 21% compared to 10%. Wine consumption was also greater amongst
female drink-drivers than males in the Rest of Victoria. Twenty-one percent of
females consumed wine before driving but only 4% of males did. Spirit consumption
was relatively low, occurring in similar proportions for both male and female drink-
drivers. The differences found between male and female drink-drivers and the type of
alcohol consumed were statistically significant, (p<0.0001). Note however the
confidence intervals for the female proportions are wider than the male intervals, with
widths as high as 28%. The relatively small sub-sample of female drink-drivers in the
Rest of Victoria sample, 48 females compared to 483 males, would account for the
large widths.

Figure 2.4.2¢c: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria’ by
ALCOHOL TYPE and SEX
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Full-strength beer was more likely to be consumed by female beer drink-drivers, 92%,
than males, 79%, in the Rest of Victoria (figure 2.4.2d). The opposite trend was
found for light beer and the combination of light beer and full-strength beer
consumption. A greater proportion of male beer drinkers consumed light beer, 10%,
than females, 4%. A similar male to female ratio of 2.5:1 was found for the low
alcohol-content and full-strength beer combination. Tables 1.7 and 1.72 in the
Appendix give the proportions and confidence limits by alcohol type, beer type and
sex for the Rest of Victoria sample.
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Figure 2.4.2d:Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria’
by BEER TYPE and SEX
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Beer Consumption by Driver Age

Drink-drivers aged between 26 years and 50 years were most likely to consume beer
only, 80%, in the Rest of Victoria, whereas amongst younger (under 26 years) and
older (over 50 years) drink-drivers, beer consumption occurred in similar proportions,
approximately 74%. However, the proportions drinking beer in combination with
other alcoholic beverages decreased with age (figure 2.4.2e). Young drink-drivers
were twice as likely to consume beer with other alcohol than the older age-groups.
Wine consumption increased with age, with only 3% of drink-drivers aged under 26
years consuming wine. Spirit consumption, however, was greatest for young drink-
drivers with 9% of the youngest age-group consuming spirits before driving. A
statistically significant association was found to exist between the type of alcohol
consumed and the age of the drink-driver in the Rest of Victoria, (p=0.0270).

Amongst the 414 drink-drivers who consumed beer only in the Rest of Victoria, the
consumption of full-strength beer decreased with age (figure 2.4.2f). Eighty-two
percent of drivers aged under 26 years drank full-strength beer, whereas the
corresponding proportion for those drink-drivers aged over 50 years was 73%. Low
alcohol-content beer consumption showed the opposite trend - an increase in
consumption with an increase in age. Nineteen percent of beer drink-drivers in the
over 50 age-group consumed light beer but only 7% of the under 26 year-old drivers
did so. Note the widths of the confidence intervals for the over 50 year age-group are
fairly large, ranging from 15% to 24%. This can be explained by the relatively small
sub-sample of 52 drink-drivers for this age-group. The Appendix contains the alcohol
type and beer type proportions and confidence intervals by age in tables 1.8 and 1.8a.
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Figure 2.4.2¢: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria® by

ALCOHOL TYPE and AGE
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Figure 2.4.21; Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria’
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Beer Consumption and BAC

Figure 2.4.2g shows there was little difference in BAC levels for beer-only drink-
drivers in the Rest of Victoria, with proportions of approximately 78% existing in all
three BAC groups. However, the proportion of drink-drivers consuming beer in
combination with other alcohol increased with increasing BAC level, Wine
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consumption decreased with increasing BAC, with drink-drivers who registered low
illegal BAC readings displaying the greatest proportion, 8%. Drink-drivers with BAC
in the range 0.100g/100ml to 0.149g/100m! were twice as likely to have consumed
spirits, 8%, than those drivers with low or excessive illegal BAC readings. However,
the differences found between the type of alcohol consumed and the driver’s BAC
reading were not statistically significant, (p=0.4135) for the Rest of Victoria sample.

Figure 2.4.2g: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria’ by
ALCOHOL TYPE and BAC
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Figure 2.4.2h:Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for ‘Rest of Victoria’
by BEER TYPE and BAC
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There was little or no difference in BAC readings for each beer type consumed
amongst beer drink-drivers in the Rest of Victoria (figure 2.4.2h). The proportion of
full-strength beer drinkers remained fairly constant, approximately 80%, over all BAC
levels. Drink-drivers with low, high and excessive illegal BAC readings also drank
low alcohol-content beer in similar proportions, approximately 10%. Tables 1.9 and
1.9a in the Appendix give the alcohol type and beer type proportions by BAC group.

Beer Consumption and Place of Drinking

Beer-only consumption occurred mostly at the drink-driver’s workplace, 93%, or at a
nightclub, 92%, prior to Police apprehension in the Rest of Victoria (figure 2.4.2i).
However, the number of drink-drivers consuming alcohol at work was only 14, whilst
at a nightclub the corresponding frequency was also relatively low at 25. Hence, the
confidence interval widths for these two proportion estimates are wide and unreliable
- at least 22%. Note that beer-only consumption was also high, at 84% for drink-
drivers who had recently consumed alcohol at a hotel. This estimate although lower
than the ‘work’ and ‘nightclub’ beer-only estimates is more reliable because of its
smaller confidence interval width.

Beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages was consumed most frequently,
(33%), in a restaurant for the Rest of Victoria. Again the very small sub-sample of
nine restaurant drink-drivers makes this estimate unreliable. Wine and spirit
consumption was also greater for drink-drivers who had consumed alcohol at a
restaurant, (33% for wine and 11% for spirits), or at home (approximately 10%).
Statistically, the association between the alcohol type consumed and the drink-driver’s
place of drinking was significant, (p=0.0130), for the Rest of Victoria sample.

Figure 2.4.2i: Percentage of Drink-Driver Offences for Rest of Victoria by
ALCOHOL TYPE and PLACE OF DRINKING
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The place of drinking for light and full-strength beer consumption is given in figure
2.4.2j. Beer drink-drivers who had been drinking at another residence or at a hotel
were most likely to have consumed low alcohol-content beer. However, beer drink-
drivers apprehended after drinking at home, at work, at a sportsclub or at another
residence were most likely to have consumed full-strength beer (approximately 85%
for each place of drinking). Note also that both of the beer-drinkers who consumed
alcohol at a restaurant drank full-strength beer prior to Police apprehension. A
combination of light and full-strength beer was most likely to have been consumed at
the drink-driver’s workplace, 15%, or at a nightclub, 13%. Again, due to the small
sub-samples of drink-drivers at each of these establishments, these estimates are
likely to be unreliable. Tables 1.10 and 1.10a in the Appendix give the percentages
and confidence limits by the type of alcohol, beer type and place of drinking for the
Rest of Victoria sample of drink-drivers.

Figure 2.4.2j: Percentage of ‘Beer’ Drink-Driver Offences for Rest of Victoria by
BEER TYPE and PLACE OF DRINKING
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2.4.3 Comparison of Melbourne and Rest of Victoria Drink-Driver
Apprehensions

The alcoholic beverage consumed most frequently by drink-drivers in both samples
was beer only. However, the proportion of beer-only drink-drivers was greater in the
Rest of Victoria, 78%, than in Melbourne, 64%, Wine consumption amongst drink-
drivers was more than twice as large in Melbourne, 15%, as in the Rest of Victoria,
6%. For drink-drivers who drank beer only, the proportions consuming full-strength
and light beer were similar in both samples.



Statistically significant sex differences existed in both Melbourne and the Rest of
Victoria with regard to the type of alcohol consumed by a drink-driver. Males were
more likely to consume beer than females prior to drink-driving, but females
consumed wine or spirits more frequently. Amongst the beer drink-drivers, males
consumed light beer in greater proportions than females, whereas the trend was
reversed for full-strength beer.

For Melbourne drink-drivers, beer consumption decreased with age, but for the Rest
of Victoria, beer consumption was greatest for drivers aged between 26 years and 50
years, Full-strength beer consumption decreased with age, whilst low alcohol-content
beer consumption increased with increasing age in both samples. Wine consumption
also increased with the drink-driver’s age. The association found between the type of
alcohol consumed and the age of the drink driver was statistically significant for both
Melbourne and the Rest of Victoria. Note, however, the absence of a statistically
significant relationship between the BAC reading of the drink-driver and the alcoholic
beverage consumed for both samples.

Beer-only drink-driver consumption was most likely to occur at work or at a nightclub
in the Rest of Victoria, and at work or a sportsclub in Melbourne. However, low-
alcoho! beer was predominantly drunk at another residence or at a hotel for Rest of
Victoria drink-drivers, but at work or a sportsclub amongst the Melbourne beer drink-
drivers. Full-strength beer consumption featured highly amongst drivers drinking at
another residence in both samples.

3. CRASH-INVOLVED DRINK-DRIVERS

There is good information regarding the estimated risk of crash involvement for drink-
drivers at given BAC levels (Borkenstein et al 1964; McLean et al 1980). There is
also information regarding the increased risks for young drivers (Drummond and Yeo,
1992) and of the interaction between driver age and BAC level (Mayhew et al 1986).
Information of this type was used to convert the information described in Section 2
above into estimates relevant to drink-drivers involved in crashes.

3.1 RELATIVE RISK ESTIMATES

The Mayhew data on relative risks of crash involvement was used to convert the
estimates of the proportions of drink-drivers on the road who consumed beer only and
other alcoholic beverages (obtained from Section 2), to estimates of drink-drivers
involved in crashes using a weighting procedure. The weights used were based on
relative risk estimates from the Mayhew study categorized by driver age-group and
BAC group as shown in Table L.
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Each drink-driver was categorized according to the age and BAC groups presented in
Table I, and then given a relative risk or weight depending on their age and BAC
reading. Younger drink-drivers with excessive BAC of 0.100g/100ml or more were
weighted more highly than older drivers with low illegal BAC readings. Thus the
weighted Melbourne and Rest of Victoria samples reflect the drink-drivers involved in
crashes during 1993/1994 in each locations.

TABLE1: Risk Relative to all Sober Drivers by AGE and BAC
BAC GROUP
AGE |0.000-0.014 | 0.015-0.049 | 0.050-0.079 | 0.080-0.099 | 0.100 and
above

16-19 1.8 28 40 a0
20-24 11 1.4 3.2 g 20
25-34 1.3 16 4.5 14
35-44 0.7 0.5 2 5.1 12
4554 0.6 0.8 1.4 5

55+ 0.5 1.1 12 4

The proportion of drink-drivers involved in crashes who had consumed beer recently
was estimated for the Melbourne and Rest of Victoria weighted samples. The role of
beer was also re-examined for crash-involved drink-drivers within the sex and age-
group sub-samples. Confidence limits for the crash-based estimates have not been
determined, as the method used by Walpole and Myers (1989) in Section 2 is not
applicable to estimates weighted by relative risks.

32 MELBOURNE CRASH-INVOLVED DRINK-DRIVERS

Figure 3.2a gives the type of alcohol consumed by drink-drivers estimated to have
been involved in crashes for the weighted Melbourne sample. The alcoholic beverage
most likely to have been consumed by Melbourne drink-drivers involved in crashes
was beer only with an estimated proportion of 65%. Wine consumption and beer
consumption in combination with other alcohol occurred in similar proportions, 13%,
for estimated crash-involved drink-drivers. Only nine percent of drivers involved in
crashes consumed spirits.

The majority, 80%, of crash-involved beer drink-drivers were estimated to have
consumed full-strength beer, but only 9% drank low alcohol-content beer (figure
3.2b). A further 9% of drink-drivers consumed a combination of full-strength and
light beer prior to crash involvement in Melbourne. Tables 2.2 and 2.2a in Appendix
B give the estimated percentages of crash-involved drink-drivers by alcohol type and
beer type.
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Figure 3.2a: Percentage of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers for Melbourne by
TYPE OF ALCOHOL consumed
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There was little difference between drivers on the road generally and the estimated
proportions for those involved in crashes with regard to the type of alcohol or the type
of beer consumed prior to drink-driving (figures 2.4.1a, 2.4.1b). Wine consumption
was slightly greater amongst drink-drivers on the road, whilst full-strength beer
consumption was marginally greater for crash-involved drink-drivers.
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Beer Consumption by Driver Sex

Beer only consumption was estimated to be much greater amongst male drink-drivers
involved in crashes in Melbourne than amongst females, with proportions of 71% and
27% respectively (figure 3.2¢). These estimates are only marginally larger than the
corresponding on-road drink-driver estimates (figure 2.4.1c). Female crash-involved
drink-drivets were almost six times as likely to consume wine as males (47% of
females consumed wine compared to 8% of males). This male to female ‘wine
consumption’ ratio is even larger than the ratio of approximately 5:1 observed for
male and female drink-drivers in general.

Beer consumed with other alcoholic beverages occurred in similar estimated
proportions for male and female crash-involved drink drivers, (approximately 13%),
whereas female beer/other alcohol consumption was less amongst general drink-
drivers. The spirit consumption estimates for the crash-involved drink-drivers were
identical to the on-road estimates - 13% of females consumed spirits ,only 8% of
males did. '

Almost all (95%) of the female crash-involved ‘beer’ drink-drivers were estimated to
have consumed full-strength beer, compared to 80% of males. However, beer-
drinking males involved in crashes were more likely to consume light beer than
females {figure 3.2d). A greater estimated proportion of beer drinkers, male and
female, consumed full-strength beer for the crash-based sample as compared to drink-
drivers in general in Melbourne (figure 2.4.1d). Tables 2.2 and 2.2a in Appendix B
give the alcohol and beer types by sex for crash-involved drink-drivers in Melbourne.

Figure 3.2c: Percentage of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers for Melbourne by
ALCOHOL TYPE and SEX
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Figure 3.2d: Percentage of Crash-Involved ‘Beer’ Drink-Drivers for Melbourne

by BEER TYPE and SEX
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Beer Consumption by Driver Age

Melbourne crash-involved drivers aged between 26 years and 50 years were most
likely to consume beer only prior to drink-driving with an estimated proportion of
68%. However, only 53% of older {over 50 years) crash-involved drink-drivers
consumed beer only (figure 3.2¢). Wine consumption increased with age for
Melbourne crash-involved drink-drivers, whereas spirit consumption decreased with
age. Beer in combination with other alcohol was estimated to have been consumed in
greatest proportions by drivers aged over 50 years. The patterns shown in figure 3.2e
are similar to the corresponding on-road age proportions (figure 2.4.1¢), except for a
slightly greater spirit consumption amongst crash-involved drink-drivers.

Younger crash-involved ‘beer’ drink-drivers were more likely to consume full-
strength beer than older drivers. Nearly 90% of drivers aged under 26 years who were
involved in crashes were estimated to have consumed full-strength beer prior to drink-
driving (figure 3.2f). Consumption of light beer, however, was greatest amongst
crash-involved beer drink-drivers aged between 26 and 50 years, 12%, and least
amongst the youngest age-group, 1%.

Note that crash-involved older ‘beer’ drink-drivers consumed full-strength beer in
greater proportions than older drink-drivers in general (figure 2.4.1f). However the
reverse trend occurred for light beer consumption. Older drink-drivers in general
consumed more light beer than older crash-involved drink-drivers. Tables 2.3and 2.3a
in Appendix B give the alcohol and beer types by age for crash-involved drink-drivers
in Melbourne.
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Figure 3.2¢:

Percentage of Drink-Drivers in Grashes
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3.3 CRASH-INVOLVED DRINK-DRIVERS IN THE REST OF VICTORIA

Figure 3.3a gives the estimated proportion of drink-drivers involved in crashes for the
Rest of Victoria by the type of alcohol they consumed. Beer-only consumption was
greatest at 74%, whilst 11% of crash-involved drink-drivers consumed beer in
combination with other alcohol. Spirit consumption was also relatively high at 11%,
with wine consumption occurring least amongst drink-drivers involved in crashes in
the weighted Rest of Victoria sample. Except for spirit consumption the crash-based
estimates are similar to the estimates for drink-drivers in general. Spirit consumption
amongst crash-involved drink-drivers was more than double that of drink-drivers on
the road (figure 2.4.2a).

Beer drink-drivers involved in crashes were most likely to consume full-strength beer
with an estimated proportion of 79% (figure 3.2b). Note there is little difference
between the *beer type’ estimated proportions for crash-involved drink-drivers and the
corresponding general drink-driver estimates (figure 2.4.2b). Tables 2.4 and 2.4a in
Appendix B give the percentages of crash-involved drink-drivers by alcohol type and
beer type in the Rest of Victoria.

Figure 3.3a: Percentage of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of Victoria’
by ALCOHOL TYPE consumed
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Figure 3.3b: Percentage of Crash-Involved ‘Beer’ Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of
Victoria’ by BEER TYPE consumed
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Beer Consumption by Driver Sex

Amongst crash-involved drink-drivers in the Rest of Victoria, males consumed beer-
only in greater proportions than females, with estimated proportions of 76% and 58%
respectively (figure 3.3¢). However, for drink-drivers in general in the Rest of
Victoria, the male and female proportions were 80% and 54%. Wine consumption,
and beer consumption in combination with other alcohol was greater for female crash-
involved drink-drivers than for males. The opposite finding resulted for spirit
consumption. An estimated 11% of males in crashes consumed spirits prior to drink-
driving but only 1% of females did. Spirit consumption was also greater amongst
male crash-involved drink-drivers than male drink-drivers in general, 5% (figure
24.2¢).

Figure 3.3d gives the estimated proportion of beer types consumed by crash-involved
‘beer’ drink-drivers for both sexes in the Rest of Victoria. Full-strength beer
consumption was greater amongst females than males - with estimated proportions of
91% and 78% respectively, whereas crash-involved male “beer’ drink-drivers
consumed low alcohol-content beer in greater proportions than females. Tables 2.5
and 2.5a in Appendix B give the alcohol and beer types by sex for crash-involved
drink-drivers in the Rest of Victoria.
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Figure 3.3c: - Percentage of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of Victoria’
by ALCOHOL TYPE and SEX
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Figure 3.3d: Percentage of Crash-Involved ‘Beer’ Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of
Victoria’ by BEER TYPE and SEX
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The type of alcohol estimated to have been consumed by crash-involved drink-drivers
by age-group in the Rest of Victoria is given in figure 3.3e. Consumption of beer
only, was greatest amongst drink-drivers aged between 26 years and 50 years, and
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least for younger drivers aged below 26 years (ie: estimated proportions of 81% and
66% respectively). Beer in combination with other alcoholic beverages decreased
with increasing age, whilst wine consumption increased with age. Spirits were most
likely to have been consumed by young drink-drivers involved in crashes in the Rest
of Victoria.

Figure 3.3¢: Percentage of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of Victoria’
by ALCOHOL TYPE and AGE

80% |

80% |
—_ B YilaRS
70% | W26-50 YEARS

60% O=58 YEARE

50%

40%

30%

Percentags of Drink-Orivers in Crashes

20%

10% -: I_I i

| _

o el | A
BEER ONLY BEER/QOTHER WINE SPIRITS

ALCOHOL
Type of Alcohol

Figure 3.3f Percentage of Crash-Involved ‘Beer’ Drink-Drivers for ‘Rest of
Victoria’ by BEER TYPE and AGE
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Figure 3.3f gives the estimated proportion of light and full-strength beer consumption
amongst beer drink-drivers involved in crashes in the Rest of Victoria.” Light beer
consumption increased with age, with 24% of older drivers (aged over 50 years)
consuming light beer. This estimate is larger than the corresponding on-road low
alcohol-content beer proportion for older drivers of 19% (figure 2.4.f). Beer drink-
drivers aged between 26 and 50 years, and involved in crashes, were most likely to
consume full strength beer, 82%, with older drivers least likely, 66%. The crash-
based full-strength beer estimated proportion for older drivers was greater than the
corresponding proportion for older drink-drivers in general. Tables 2.6and 2.6a in
Appendix B give the alcohol and beer types by age for crash-involved drink-drivers in
the Rest of Victoria.

4. ALCOHOL SALES PATTERNS BY ALCOHOL TYPE

The two investigations undertaken in the previous sections provided estimates of the
role of beer in drink-driving for Victoria. To establish whether these findings were
representative of the situation throughout Australia, Victorian alcohol sales patterns,
by type of beverage, were compared with those in other Australian States.

41 COMPARISON OF VICTORIA WITH THE REST OF AUSTRALIA

Data on alcohol consumption volumes by type were extracted from the Australian
Bureau of Statistics (1993) publication and the Victorian Liquor Commission annual
report for the 1992/93 financial year. The alcohol figures by type of beverage were
provided in litres consumed and in dollar values purchased. By subtracting the
amounts consumed by Victorians from the Australian figures a comparison was then
made between Victoria and the Rest of Australia.

The proportions of beer, wine and spirits consumed in litres for Victoria and the Rest
of Australia are given in figures 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 (note that the percentages in figure
4.1.2 add to more than 100% due to rounding). Beer consumption as a proportion of
the total volume of alcohol consumed, is given in terms of full-strength and low
alcohol-content (light) beer.
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Figure 4.1.1: Percentage of Alcohol Consumed by ALCOHOL TYPE for
VICTORIA, 1992/1993
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Figure 4.1.2: Percentage of Alcohol Consumed by ALCOHOL TYPE for the
REST OF AUSTRALIA, 1992/1993.
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In comparing Figure 4.1 with Figure 4.2, it can be seen that the percentages of beer,
(both light and full-strength), wine and spirits consumed in Victoria and the Rest of
Australia are all very similar. Victoria consumed marginally more light beer at 21%
than the Rest of Australia at 20% for the 1992/1993 financial year. The total beer
consumption for both was almost identical as well, with proportions of 81% for
Victoria and 82% for the Rest of Australia. Wine and spirits were consumed in equal
proportions in Victoria and the Rest of Australia. Sixteen percent of the total alcohol
consumed was wine, whilst spirit consumption was less at 3%. Greater detail on the
volume of amount of alcohol consumed and the corresponding percentages for
Australia, Victoria and the Rest of Australia can be found in Appendix C in tables 3.1,
3.2 and 3.3.
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42  ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION BY STATE

To further examine alcohol consumption patterns in Victoria compared with the Rest
of Australia, alcoho! consumption figures were collected from each State, where
available. The majority of the states gave these amounts measured in litres.
Exceptions include New South Wales who could only provide alcohol sales in terms
of the amount purchased, in dollar value, and South Australia who were unable to
provide any alcohol consumption data.

Figure 4.2 gives the proportion of beer, wine and spirits consumed for all Australian
States and Territories (excluding New South Wales and South Australia), for the
financial year, 1992/1993.

Figure 4.2: Percentage of Alcohol Consumed by ALCOHOL TYPE and
STATE or TERRITORY, 1992/1993
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Victoria showed similar patterns of beer, wine and spirit consumption as Western
Australia, Queensland and the Northern Territory. Beer consumption, however, was
greatest in Tasmania with a percentage of 85%, and least in the Australian Capital
Territory at 69%. Spirit consumption in the Australian Capital Territory and in
Tasmania was double that of Victoria (ie: proportions of 6% and 3% respectively).
The Australian Capital Territory consumed a larger percentage of wine at 25% than
any other jurisdiction. Wine consumption in Tasmania was relatively low at only 9%.
Extra detail on alcohol consumption for each Australian state can be found in
Appendix C in table 3.4,
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Table 3.5 in Appendix C provides a comparison of Victorian and New South Wales
alcohol consumption patterns in dollar values, since the New South Wales figures
were unavailable in litres. Expenditures on beer, wine and spirits were in similar
proportions in Victoria and New South Wales in 1992/1993. However, the percentage
of expenditure on low alcohol-content beer in Victoria was more than twice that of
New South Wales, with proportions of 13% and 6% respectively. -

5.  DISCUSSION

By necessity the samples of drink-drivers on the road had to be obtained from
Summary Offence Forms completed by Police Breathalyzer Operators at Random
Breath Testing stations or via routine Police apprehensions. Due to the sparseness of
available apprehensions of drink-drivers at RBT stations in the Rest of Victoria the
inclusion of routine Police checks was necessary. Although offences occurring at
RBT stations are most likely to be a representative random sample of drink-drivers on
the road in general, the inclusion of the routine Police checks creates a bias towards
certain driver or vehicle types. Thus the Melbourne and Rest of Victoria samples of
drink-drivers on the road collected can only be considered as ‘proxy’ random samples.

Note also that the answers given by the drink-driver to the Breathalyzer operator may
not be entirely accurate. The driver’s honesty and their recollection of events prior to
apprehension, as well as the possible antagonism towards Police may make some of
the responses unreliable. The main results of this study rely on the apprehended
drink-drivers describing the type of alcoholic beverages they had consumed truthfully.

A more accurate method would have been to survey representative samples of on-road
drink-drivers over the period of the study. The amount and type of alcohol consumed
by the driver, as well as their age, sex and place of drinking would have been
recorded. This survey method would have allowed a fully random sample of drink-
drivers to be selected if constructed validly. Because of time and economic
constraints, a survey of this nature was not feasible for this study.

The weighting by relative risks of crash-involvement of the drink-driving population
on the road, provided ‘pseudo’ crash samples of drink-drivers. Hence, the likely
pattern of drinking behaviour amongst crash-involved drink-drivers could only be
estimated. A survey utilizing hospital admissions data in Melbourne and the Rest of
Victoria would have produced a true sample of crash-involved drink-drivers. Drink-
drivers involved in crashes with illegal BAC readings, and who were admitted to
Victorian hospitals in 1993/1994, could have been surveyed with regard to the alcohol
type and volume consumed prior to the crash.

Beer was the most highly consumed alcoholic beverage amongst drink-drivers on the
road and those estimated to have been involved in crashes in Melbourne and the Rest
of Victoria. The popularity of beer in Australia is likely to have contributed to the
large proportions represented by this beverage.
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Beer consumption amongst drivers estimated to have been involved in crashes was
similar to the on-road drink-driving patterns throughout Victoria. The major
difference was the finding that spirit consumption was greater amongst crash-involved
drink-drivers than drink-drivers on the road in the Rest of Victoria. This could be
explained by the high alcohol content found in spirits, which could result in a higher
BAC and hence contribute to a crash.

6. CONCLUSION

This report estimated the proportions of drink-drivers who had consumed beer for
both drivers on the road in general and for those involved in crashes. Separate
estimates were made for Melbourne and the rest of Victoria during 1993/1994.

It was estimated that 64% of drink-drivers on the road had consumed beer only prior
to Police apprehension in Melbourne, with 95% confidence limits on this estimate
ranging from 61% to 67%. Amongst drink-driver apprehensions in the rest of
Victoria an estimated 78% of drivers had consumed beer only with a confidence
interval from 74% to 82%. An additional 13% of drink-drivers on the road in
Melbourne and 11% in the rest of Victoria had consumed beer in combination with
other alcoholic beverages.

In comparison an estimated 65% of drivers involved in crashes had consumed beer
only prior to drink-driving in Melbourne. In the rest of Victoria, the estimated
proportion of crash-involved drink-drivers who had consumed beer only was 74%.
Additionally an estimated 13% of crash-involved drink-drivers in Melbourne and 11%
in the rest of Victoria had consumed beer in combination with other alcohol.

Victorian beer consumption (and alcohol consumption in general) was representative
of other Australian States for the 1992/1993 financial year. Hence the estimates of the
proportion of drink-drivers who consumed beer in Victoria are likely to reflect the
drink-driving patterns of the rest of Australia.
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MELBOURNE DRINK-DRIVER APPREHENSIONS

TABLE 1.1
Percentages of ALCOHOL TYPES Consumed Amongst
Drink-Drivers, Melbourne

e
Beer Only B47 63.7% (60.8 , 66.7)
Beer/Other Alcohol 129 {10.7 , 14.8)
[WWine 152 : 'Efrfl:!":l'f:E (128, 17.8)
Spirits B4 B.3% (6.6, 10.0)
Unknowns 3 0% | (08,03
Total 1015 100.0%
TABLE 1.1a

Percentages of BEER TYPES Consumed Amongst
Drink-Drivers, Melbourne

I?::; Frequency | Percentage ﬁ?:i‘if?;';
]Light 67 104% | (80,127
Full 507 78 4% (75.2 . 81.5)
FulliLight 61 94% (7.2,11.7)
Unspecified 12 1.0% (0.8, 2.8)
Total 64T 1000%
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TABLE 1.2

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE and SEX, Melbourme

Beer/Other : ] -
Sex group - Beer Only Alcohol Wine Spirits Total
Eh‘a Frequency ..E'.:'E 115 7 &5 BED
H5 Farcent Th 4% A% B&% | 1.5% 100.0% |
Confidence .
Ui ;I_ntarual{-}a} {67.4 ,73.5)] (11.0,15.5) | {7.0 '__1'.’.'I.E|, {5.7, 8.2
|Females Frequency 35 13 73 18 142
i S Pament 24 8% 9.2% o2.8% A3 A% 100.0%
Confidence
interval (%) (176,317 (44,135} (446, 61.0)) (7.6 K6 10.0)
TABLE 1.2a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE and SEX, Melbourne

IS'H: FaLp Light Full FulliLight | Unspecified Tatal
g
Males Frequency g 476 60 10 612
i Percent iae% | TN 8% e T 100.9%
Confidenca
5,811 A4 122 06,24
interval (%} (8.3,13.2) | (74 Y1 Mo )

Females  Frequency 1 3 1 CEN 3
i -= Parcent . 2.8% B8e% ] 28% BT 100.0%
Confidence & ; 00 134
Interval (%) (0.0,84) | (78.0,99.1) | (0.0,8.4) | (0.0, 13.4)

TABLE 1.3

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE by AGE, Melbourne
Beer/Other ! r o
Auge Group Baar Only Alcohal Wine Spirits Total
<28 years Freguency 116 27 10 19 172
[ Percent | 87A%. | 157% 58% | 11.0% 100,0%
Confidence
3,083 B. ;
Interval (%) (60.4  7T4.4) [10.3_. 21.1) 2 i (6.4 6 15.T) =
26 - 50 years Frequency 46 | 72 108 53 677
i Percent Bsek | q08% (15.T% _1B% 1 100.0%
Confidencs
5 B8.3,13.0 12.9,18.4 58 8.9
interval (%) (62.3,80.5)| (8.3 1300 |( 1 I )
=50 years Frequency | &4 an R 12 183
"Percent 52 1% 18 4% 22 1% TA% 100.0%
fi
ﬁ?:rl:ﬂ:; (44.5 59.8)| (125, 24.4) | (157 ,28.5)| (3.4 ,11.4)
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TABLE 1.3a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE and AGE, Melbourne

Age Group Light Full Full/Light | Unspecified Total
F-cEE YEars Frequency 2 101 11 2 116
| Percent | i7% | BIa% . | a5% % | 1000%
Confidence
interval (%) (0.0, 4.1) (81.0,93.2) | 4.2,148) | (0.0,4.1)
26 - 50 years Frequancy 51 345 A B 448
L Paroent 4% 0 Tra% | 8.2% 20% | 100.0%
Confidence
Interval (%) (8.5,144) | (735,81.2) | (B5,11.9) | 0.7,2.3)
=60 years Frequency | 14 &1 ] 1 a5
T e % 165% | | TIE% 6% | 14% | 1000%
fi
ﬁ:’:ﬁ'ﬁ";;ﬂ 86,244) | 622,813 | 40,171 | ©.0,35)
TABLE 1.4
Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE and BAC, Melbourne
aar; ar = 3
BAC group Bear Only \ Wine Spirits Total
<(.099 Frequency | 228 50 62 | a7s
. Pement | 603% | TADN 16 4% 10.0% | 1000%
Confidenca =
Interval (%) (55.4 ,652)| (9.8,188) |(127,20.0)| (7.0.13.1)
0.1-0.148  Frequency 234 38 47 28 348
Fercenl | Bia% 2% | 1EER B6% | 1000%
Confidence
Interval (%) 82.3,72.2| (79,145 | (99,17.1) | (5.2, 10.8)
=0.15 _ Frequency 185 40 43 18 268
Percent. || B4T% | 1a0% 150% | 63 ] 1000%
Confidence
interval (%) (50.1,70.23| (10.0,18.00 | (10.9,18.23| (3.5,8.1)
TABLE 1.4a
Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE by BAC, Melbourne
BAC group Light Full Full'lLight | Unspecified Total
=0.099 Frequency 27 178 — 18 4 228
T Percent. | | 118% 7% | B3R 8% | 1000% |
Confidence
interval () (16,1600 | (72 ?_.aa 4) | (47.119 | (01,35
[0.1-0.14% Frequancy 24 179 25 ] 23 |
T Peeenr. | 03% | Te5% 10.7% | 28% 100:0% |
Confidencs
Interval (%) (6.4.141) | (711 ,818) | (8.7,1486) | (0.5, 4.8)
*0.15 Frequency 18 150 17 2 185
Percent 8% | miK T 9% 1.9% 100.0%
ﬁ]ﬂ:ﬂf'ﬁ 46,127 | 754,887 | G0,134 | 00,28
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TABLE 1.5

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE by

'PLACE OF DRINKING, Melbourne

Place of Beer/Dthar o
Il]rinkirlg i Beer Only Aleohaol Wine Spirits Tatal *
Hotel Freguency 230 4B Ky 24 331
Percent | 60.5% 13.9% BA% | 79% | 1000% |
Confidenca
I_ntﬂr-..lat %) (64.5, T4.4)] (102,178} | (B.2,612.5) | (4.5, 10.0)
{Home Frequency 75 13 32 14 134
L Percent. . | SB.0% 8% 23.9% 104% '} 100.0%
c”"”“mﬁ:; 8. 644y (47 147 |1167, 31| 53,158
Interval (3:) S (i . ' ;
Restaurant  Freguency 16 15 24 B 60
3"" PR T Pﬂlﬂﬁlﬂ H,m ; Eﬁ u.'l,[ﬂi H 33% -lmu% :
Confidence
Interval (%) {15.5;319) (14.0, 36.0) [{27.6, 524)| {1.3,15.3)
rk Frequency T8 8 B g 104
Parcent =} TEO0% 7% 7.0% 1 o 8Pw F 10000
Confidence
Interval (%) (66.7 ,83.3)| {3.3,14.7) {26 ,12.8) | (3.3, 149)
rNa;hthutl Frequency 23 3 5 2 i 33
T Pemem | ®9T% 8.1% o | &% | 000
Confidence
I_ntewal (56 (54.0 , 85.4)1 (0.0,18.8) (2.9 274) | (0.0 ,14.2)
Sports club  Frequency 50 8 3 2 64 |
bbbl Pencont ol TR % 14.1% 4.7 3 1% 100.0%
Confidence
- Interval (%) (68.0 ,B8. 3| (55,6 22.8) (0.0, 9.9) (0.0, 7.4)
Cther Res.  Freguency 108 16 34 17 175
T R 19.4% g.7% ] 1000% |
Confidences
‘ interval (%) (54.5,68.8)| (4.9.134) |[(136,253)] (53,14.1)
Other Frequency 24 13 10 & 85
i Percent AR N 15.3% 13:8% 8.4% 100.0%:
Confidence
Interval (%) (53.3,738)] (76,6229 (4.9 ,18.8) | (3.2, 132.8)
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TABLE 1.5a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE by

PLACE OF DRINKING, Melbourne

Pl f —
nzﬁﬁjﬁg Light Full Full/Light | Unspecified | Total
Hotel Fraguency 28 172 76 7 —
' Percent | T2 | | TAB% Ta% [ 7% | 1000% |
Confidence
Interval (%) (7.9, 16.4) | (602 804) | (7.2, 154) | (0.0,3.4)
Homa _Frequency g g3 3 D =z
CPercemt | 20w || BAO% | &0% | 00% | f000%
Confidence
Interval (%) (46 ,19.4) | (75.7,923) | (0.0,24) | (0.0, 0.0
Restaurant  Frequency = ﬁ...ll 2 : 78
ST Parsant ? T 1Z.E% i T 5513@:555 si:ﬁ-iiﬁl: ; _"EIW
Confidence
Interval (%) (0.0,28.7) | (46.0,91.5) | (0.0, 28.7) | (0.0, 18.1)
VWork Frequancy 1 58 5 5 -
Percant | | WETRT] 7AW ] VIR | 00% | | 1000%
Confidence
Interval (%) (7T5.253) | (784 ,84.T) | (53,218 (0.0, 0.0)
|Mightclub Mumber 1 18 3 0 =
Percent EEEERE T T A 13.0% ‘ﬁ'j W
Confidenca
Interval (%) Eﬂ'-ﬂ_-_ 127) | {614 ,095.1) | (0.0,26.6) | (0.0,12.7) X
Spons club  Frequency 7 R 34 T 5 =5
Gl N SRR it BEO% | 140w |  40% | D0.0%
Confidence
: Interval (%) (4.4 ,236) | (551 ,809) | (44,6238) | (0.0,04)
[Other Res.  Freguency 4 98 5 1 08
s percent, 37% | 90.7% a6% | 08% | 000%
Confidence
Interval (%) {0.1,7.3) | (853 ,96.2) | (0.7,.886) | 00,27
Other Frequency 4 47 5 3 51
Percent | 74% T96% B3% | arwm | j000% |
Confidence
Interval (%) | ©-4+ 144 | (68.9,90.4) | (1.5,17.0) | 0.0, 87)

* Frequencies will not total to 1015 due to-the non-responses
of offenders in the certain sections of the survey.




DRINK-DRIVERS APPREHENDED IN THE REST OF VICTORIA

TABLE 1.6
Percentages of ALCOHOL TYPES Consumed Amongst
Drink-Drivers, Rest of Victoria

:::;:;hﬁl Frequency | Percentage :f:::.:i??;?
Beer Only 414 T8.0% (74.4  B81.15)
Beer /Other Alcohol 58 1.1% (8.4,13.8)
Wine 30 5.6% (3.7, T8
Spirits 28 5 A% (3.4, T2
Total a3 100 (0%

TABLE 1.6a

Percentages of BEER TYPES Consumed Amongst

Drink-Drivers, Rest of Victoria

1?:;; Frequency | Percentage ﬁ::::::?;‘;
Light ag g 43 (BE,122)
Full 330 TH T (75.8 , 83.6)
Full/Light 35 8.8% 158 .11.1)
Unspacified 10 .85 (08,39
Tatal 414 100.0%
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TABLE 1.7

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE and SEX, Rest of Victoria

Beer/Other :
Sex group ) Beer Only Aleahal Wine Spirits Total
[Males Fraquency IRE 49 0 25 483
S Percent. ] ®03% 101% A% T e
Confidence . -
Interval (%) (ol 83.9) | (7.5, 118) (24,59 (34,74
[Females Frequency 26 10 10 A 4%
| : Percent Y . WEN 08 ] A% Th1000%
Confidence
interval (%) (40,1, 683) | (93,329 (9.3,32.3) 0.0, 9.8)
TABLE 1.7a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPES and SEX, Rest of Victoria

Sex group Light Full FulliLight | Unspecified Total
Males Frequency i 306 34 10 388
i Percent 458 TR e T 1 DR

Confidence
3 -
Interval (%) 68, 128) | (748, 829) (5.9, 116) (LD, 4.2)
'I_:emalei Frequency 1 24 1 0 26
i _Percent | 38% R 0,
Confidence
}
irlerval (%) (0.0,11.2) |(321, 100003 00,11 (0.0, 0.0}
TABLE 1.8

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE and AGE, Rest of Victoria

Beer/Other .
Age Group Beer Only Aleohol Wine Spirits Total
<28 years  Frequency 12 19 4 12
Percant TR e | 2 a_g‘_m [k
Confidence
-7 T
Int | (%) (G67.1, 81.8) (8.1, 19.M 01,57 (40,135
26 - 50 year Frequency 260 35 1% 1 34 =3
T Parcemt. . | Bog% | 10| Sida B B
Confidence
759 84 1.4 I 80 4
interval (o) | 759846 | (74,142) (3.1,48.0) (14,54)
=50 years  Frequency 52 5 B 5 TO
Percent L TAE% 7. 1% 113% e 1000%
Confidence | oo gasy| (1,132 | 40,189 | 1,132
Interval (%)
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TABLE 1.8a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE and AGE, Rest of Victoria

Age Group Light Full FullLight | Unspecified | Total |
<26 years _ Frequency L . e — & e e ]
.................... Fercent A B 4% 6.9% 1 9% LEALED
Confidence
20118 (750, &2 #) (20, 118 .2 7.7
Interval (%) | ' sl L ' )
26 - 50 year Frequency 12 208 24 f 260
G e Hecent: B.5% B0LO% 9. 2% 2. 3% 1060 -
Confidence
S1.00.8 | (791, &4 L (0.5, 4.1
Intenal (%) [ 3 ; !
>50 years Fre_qy_epcy 10 RO N A o | ) 52_ .........
. Percent | 192% |  73.1% 7 7% 0 1% 100.0%
Confdence . .
85 2909 61.0 8351 041,14 WAk 0U
Interval (%) | @ 2 ! )
TABLE 1.9
Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALLCOHOL TYPE and BAC, Rest of Victoria
Beer'Other . e
BAC group Beer Only Alnohol Wine Spirits Total
=0.099 Frequency 146 18 14 8 186
Percent T8.5% 4 ?%____ Ta% 4.3% L0000
Confidence . : =
126, 844 {54,139 (3.7, 1013 4 e)]
intarval (%) | ) ' ) Wt
j0.1-0.14%9 Frequency 132 17 8 I3 1T
: Parfant 7 6% 10.0% 4 7% 7.0 Lo D
Confidence | -1 5 g0y | (55 14.5 (L5, 7.9 (3.7.11L6)
Interyal (Y]
=015 Freguency 136 | 24 ri T 175
Fearcent T 3% 15 7% 4.0% 0% LN
e LA i
) ) 6,188 1.5,7.7 11,69
Interval (%) (71.5,83.9) | @6, ) ( ) ( )
TABLE 1.9a

Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE and BAC, Rest of Victoria

BAC group Light Full | FulliLight | Unspecified | Total |
<0 (a5 Frequency I4 16 13 3 144
: Parcent =~ | %6% To 3% B |20 100.6%
Confidence )
4%, 144 Fr 9 CRb L 4.3, 13,5 {.0r, 4.4}
Interval (%) B Bl J ' '
0.1-0.148 _E"'E-'IZII.I'EI'IC!.I 13 LS 11 s 132
“Poyeant SR il 3% 3% 1.5% 1o,
Confidencs
4 8. 149) L B I 16, 151 | 1.1
Interval (%) (43, \ 4 o ; s -
=015 Frequency 12 1 i1 5 i
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_ TABLE 1.10
Percentages of Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE and
PLACE OF DRINKING, Rest of Victoria
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PLACE OF DRINKING, Rest of Victoria

TABLE 1.10a
Percentages of Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE and

Place of :
Full u ified
Eﬁl‘lhlng i Light u FulliLight nspecifie Total
Hotel Frequency s 123 | 14 fa 160
. Pement A 769% ) 10.0% 38% 1000
Confidence
49,139 703, 83.4 54,146 08, 6.7
Interval (%) [ | I [ i 1) { )
|[Home Frequency 5 52 4 1 2
i Percemt I #1% 83.9% 6.5% 1.6% 100
Confidence 5
3,148 4.7 .95 03,126 0.0, 4.7)
interval (%) (l ) | (747 { 1) i
Restaurant  Fregquency [ 2 0 0 2
| Percent | | 00% B I
Confidence ;
0,0 000, 104,00 0.0, 0.0 0.0 0.
I rterval (%) (00,00 |l { ) { i
Work Frequeancy i i1 2 0 13
: Parcent 0% 6 15.4% T nE 106.0%
Gonfkence (0.0, 00y | (650, 1000y | (0.0, 350) (i, o
Interval (%)
Mightchuly Freguency 2 13 | i {Q B 23
o Pereent 8.7% TR 3 13.0% 0% 100 0%
Confidence .
0,202 93 ), 26. i 0.0
interval (%) (0.0,202) | (61.4,951) (0, 26.8) { 1))
Sporis club  Frequancy I 1l 1 i 13
[ | Percent 1% 34 6% 7% 0% T,
Confidence
0o, x2.2 65.0 , 100.0 0.0,22.2 0.0, 0.4
interval (%) o, Xy | o ) [ ) i [
Other Res.  Frequency 7 = 3 0 _6d
T Percent L 7% [ 100 7%
Confidence
33, 186) | (755,933 0.0,99 0.0,00
Interval (%) (3.3.186) | ( } 0.0, 9.9) q )
|Other Frequency 6 50 4 0y 62
i Percent. | 97 s | 6% 3.2% T |
Confidence | .. .. : '
23,170 08 | 90.5) 03126 B, T.8)
imterval (%) i o { 12.68) oo, 7.6
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Appendix B

Estimated Crash-Involved
Drink-Driver Apprehensions




TABLE 2.1
Percentages of ALCOHOL TYPES Consumed Amongst
Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers, Melbourne

Alcohol Type Percentage
‘E-eer Cinly 65.2%
Wine 13.1%
Spirits 8.7%
Unknowns 0.1%
Total 100.0%
TABLE 2.1a

Percentages of BEER TYPES Consumed Amongst
Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers, Melbourne

Beer Type Percentage
Light 8.6%
Full 80.3%
Full/Light 9.3%
Junspecified | 1.8%
[ Total | -~ 100.0%
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Sex Group | Beer Only | Beer/Other Alcohof “Wine Spirits Total
Males 70.8% 12.7% 8.3% 8.2% 100.0%
Females 26.6% 13.6% 46.9% 12.9% 100.0%
Sex Group | Light Full I Full/Light l Unspecified Total
[ |
TABLE 2..3

Percentages of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE
and AGE, Melbourne

Age Group Beer Only | Beer/Other Alcohol Wine Spirits Total

<26 years 63.7% 16.4% 8.6% 13.3% 100.0%
26-50 years 67.5% 10.6% 15.0% 6.9% 100.0%
>50 years 53.3% 18.0% 21.8% 6.9% 100.0%
Age Group Light Full Full/Light Unspecified Total

<26 years 1.2% '89.2% 8.1% 1.5% 100.0%
26-50 years 11.6% 76.6% 9.9% 1.9% 100.0%
>50 years 10.6% 79.5% 8.0% 1.9% 100.0%
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TABLE 2.4
Percentages of ALCOHOL TYPES Consumed Amongst
Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers, Rest of Victoria

Alcohol Type | Percentage
Beer Only 74,2%
Been Other Alcohal 11.3%
Wine 3.8%%
Spirits 10.5%
[Total 100.0%
TABLE 2.4a

Percentages of BEER TYPES Consumed Amongst
Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers, Rest of Victoria

Beer Type Percentage
Light B.5% .|
Full 79.0%
Full/Light B.E%:
Unspecified 3.9%

Total 100.0% |
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TABLE 2.5
Percentages of Crash-lnvolved Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE
and SEX, Rest of Victoria

Sex Group |Beer Only|Beer/Other Alcohol] Wine Spirits Total

Males 75.6% 10.2% 2.8% 11.4% 100.0%

Females 58.3% 24.7% 16.1% 1.0% 100.0%
TABLE 2.5a

Percentages of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE
and SEX, Rest of Victoria

Sex Group Light Full Full/Light | Unspecified | Total
[Males 8.8% 78.2% 9.0% 4.1% 100.0%
|Females 4.7% 91.3% 4.0% 0.0% 100.0%

TABLE 2.6

Percentages of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers by ALCOHOL TYPE
and AGE, Rest of Victoria

Age Group |Beer Only|Beer/Other Alcohol| Wine Spirits Total

<26 years 66.2% 12.1% 1.7% 20.1% 100.0%

26-50 years 80.8% 11.1% -5.1% 3.1% 100.0%

>50 years 76.2% 8.2% 9.3% 6.3% 100.0%
TABLE 2.6a

Percentages of Crash-Involved Drink-Drivers by BEER TYPE
and AGE, Rest of Victoria

Age Group Light ) Full Full/Light | Unspecified | Total

<26 years 7.0% 77.1% 9.2% 6.7% | 100.0%
26-50 years 7.6% 81.9% B8.1% 2.4% 100.0%
>50 years 23.9% 66.1% 10.1% 0.0% 100.0%
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Appendix C

Alcohol Sales Pattern by Alcohol Type
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TABLE 3.1
Consumption of Beer/Wine/Spirits for Australia - 92/93

Alcohal Type . Ammﬁ'm Percentage
[Cight Beer 417655 70.3%
Full Bear 1262199 B61.4%
Tn-‘l'ﬂ Bear 1679854 _ B1.B%
Wirse 319463 16.6%
Spirits** 56268 2.7%
Total 2064585 1 ﬁﬁ E%
TABLE 3.2

Consumption of Beer/Wine/Spirits for Victoria - 92/93

Amount

Alcohol Typa ('000 Litres) Percentage

Light Bear 90275 21.1%

Full Beer 257515 B0 1%
[Total Bear 347790 B1.2%
{Wine 66660 15.5%

Spirits 13978 3.3%

otal 428328 100.0%
TABLE 3.3
Consumption of Beer/Wine/Spirits for The Rest of Australia
-92/93
Alcohol Type Asrount Percentage
["000 Litras)
JLight Beer 327380 20.1%

Full Beer 1004684 61.8%

Total Beer 1332064 81.9%
Wine 252903 15.68%
Spirits 41289 2.5%
[Total 1626266 T00.0%

%% An amount for the litres of spirits consumed in Australia was obtained by dividing the

|Spirits measured in alcoholic content, Austrafian Bureau of Statistics (1993), by 37% . |
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TABLE 3.4

STATE AND TERRITORY COMPARISONS OF LIQUOR CONSUMPTION
FOR THE 1992/93 FINANCIAL YEAR (LITRES)

STATE/! BEER WINE SPIRITS TOTAL
TERRITORY Lighi Beer Full Be=er TOTAL BEER L.A. Winc Ord'y Wine TOTAL WINE
VI Armoant W1,274880 | 257,515,209 BT, T (Y 280 D44 66,271, 2RG 66,560,333 13,978,073 428 IR 495
T Peroent pTHL 60.1% SLI% L 14585 S 3.3% FO0
WA Amount B0 178000 | 101,054,000 180,232,000 1, GRA OO0 11,184, 00 33,170,000 17,377,000 220,779,000
T PM }t_!% ‘ir.',_"ﬁl'h Elﬁﬁ ﬁnﬁ"ﬂ; : o ]*TE - Lﬁ-lﬂ"_ra 3-3% ..... t“}\_(ﬂi .......
TAS. Amounl 49,4723 434 e 5,081,598 1,597, 786 SR,599. 118
: Parcent B 85.0% R e T 1% 6.1% 1%
INT. Amount [ 9735161 | 19099178 28 834,339 9,595 4,576,986 1,586,581 760,285 34,181,205
T g e s i S A S o
ACT. Amount 3,767,592 28 K013, 54100 32,571,132 11,687,215 11,687,215 2751 587 47,000,934
o Pemoea 8.0% #1.3% TEOEE e 24, A 5.9% G
JOLLY  Armownt 342494 7122 57.303,603 15,085,763 414 AR3 4ER
Perven R16% 13 5 s
— O B o S e =
5w Amount . | MiA ™A 1 MiA
J* A.C.T figures for LA Beer were only estimates for the first 3 quarters of 1992/93
TABLE 3.5
VICTORIA AND NEW SOUTH WALES COMPARISON OF LIQUOR CONSUMPTION
FOR THE 1992/93 FINANCIAL YEAR ($)
BEER WINE SPIRITS TOTAL
Light Beer FFull Meer TOTAL BEER LA Wine Ord'y Wine TOTAL WINE
VIC. Value [47 402,385 | 511,856,949 639,299,334 354,765 265,976,178 266,530,897 133,083 868 | 1.158 874,095
: Paroemt | § 1% Agae BB L 13.0% GEN i T T
NSW  Value 122,568,000 | 1LOIL936,000 |  1,134,504,000 464,191,000 264191000 | 445023000 | 2.043,718,000
SR T R 4055 55 e ZF 7% 2275, I T
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