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INTRODUCTION
• Dru n k d rivin g  re m a in s  a  m a jo r g lo b a l p u b lic  

s a fe ty th re a t, e s p e c ia lly d u e  to  re p e a t 
o ffe n d e rs .

• J a p a n  s tre n g th e n e d  p e n a ltie s  in  20 0 7, 
in c re a s in g  th e  m a xim u m  p u n is h m e n t fo r DWI 
to  5  ye a rs  im p ris o n m e n t o r a  1,0 0 0 ,0 00  ye n  fin e .

• Re p e a t DWI o ffe n d e rs  c o n trib u te  s ig n ific a n tly to  
ro a d  a c c id e n ts  a n d  fa ta lit ie s  (Vo a s  & La c e y, 
20 11) .

• Th a ila n d  fa c e s  a  s e rio u s  d ru n k d rivin g  p ro b le m , 
ra n kin g  a m o n g  c o u n trie s  with  th e  h ig h e s t ro a d  
tra ffic  d e a th  ra te s  (WHO, 20 23) .

• In  20 22, o ve r 8 0 ,0 0 0  DWI o ffe n d e rs  we re  p la c e d  
u n d e r p ro b a tio n  in  Th a ila n d  (De p a rtm e n t o f 
Pro b a tio n , 20 23) .

• We a k e n fo rc e m e n t a n d  fra g m e n te d  tra c kin g  
s ys te m s  a llo w m a n y re p e a t o ffe n d e rs  to  a vo id  
s tric t  le g a l c o n s e q u e n c e s .



RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Analyze the legal 
and technological 

challenges in 
addressing repeat 

DWI offenses in 
Thailand using a 
mixed -methods 

approach.

Assess public 
perceptions of 

existing penalties, 
deterrence 

effectiveness, and 
support for stricter 

DWI laws.

Investigate the 
feasibility and 

potential impact of 
an integrated DWI 
offender tracking 

system.

Examine 
enforcement 

challenges and 
policy 

implementation 
issues through 

insights from key 
stakeholders.

Compare and 
integrate 

quantitative public 
perceptions with 
qualitative expert 

insights to develop 
policy 

recommendations.

To formulate policy 
recommendations and 

identify practical 
applications based on the 
research findings, ensuring 

their effective 
dissemination and 

implementation among 
relevant stakeholders."



RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Th is  s tu d y e m p lo ys  a  m ixe d - m e th o d s  a p p ro a c h , in te g ra tin g  b o th  q u a n tita tive  a n d  q u a lita tive  re s e a rc h  
m e th o d s  to  e n s u re  a  c o m p re h e n s ive  a n a lys is  o f th e  le g a l a n d  te c h n o lo g ic a l c h a lle n g e s  in  a d d re s s in g  

re p e a t DUI o ffe n s e s  in  Th a ila n d . 

QUANTITATIVE STUDY QUALITATIVE STUDY

Th e  q u a n tita tive  c o m p o n e n t in vo lve s  a  s u rve y ta rg e tin g  
ro a d  u s e rs  in  Th a ila n d , in c lu d in g  d rive rs , p e d e s tria n s , a n d  

p a s s e n g e rs . 

Th e  De lp h i Te c h n iq u e  is  a  s tru c tu re d , ite ra tive  m e th o d  fo r 
g a th e rin g  e xp e rt o p in io n s  a n d  a c h ie vin g  c o n s e n s u s  o n  
DUI re c id ivis m  c h a lle n g e s  in  Th a ila n d . Th is  s tu d y will u s e  

m u ltip le  s u rve y ro u n d s  with  e xp e rts —in c lu d in g  la w 
e n fo rc e m e n t, p o lic ym a ke rs , le g a l s c h o la rs , p u b lic  h e a lth  

o ffic ia ls , a n d  te c h n o lo g y s p e c ia lis ts —to  a s s e s s  le g a l, 
te c h n o lo g ic a l, a n d  e n fo rc e m e n t is s u e s .



QUANTITATIVE STUDY
A n a tio n wid e  s u rve y o f 1,5 0 0  ro a d  u s e rs  a c ro s s  Th a ila n d  wa s  c o n d u c te d  to  e xa m in e  fa c to rs  in flu e n c in g  
p u b lic  s u p p o rt fo r s tric te r DWI e n fo rc e m e n t. Th e  d a ta  we re  a n a lyze d  u s in g  Stru c tu ra l Eq u a tio n  Mo d e lin g  
(SEM)  with  Sm a rtPLS to  te s t th e  re la tio n s h ip s  a m o n g  le g a l a wa re n e s s , p e rc e ive d  d e te c tio n  ris k, tru s t in  

la w e n fo rc e m e n t, e n fo rc e m e n t e ffe c tive n e s s , a n d  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .

SAMPLE RESEARCH TOOL DATA ANALYSIS

• 1,5 0 0  ro a d  u s e rs  in  Th a ila n d
• 30 0  Pa rtic ip a n ts / Re g io n
• 5  Re g io n s

⚬ No rth
⚬ No rth e a s te rn
⚬ Ea s t
⚬ So u th
⚬ Ce n tra l

Qu e s tio n n a ire
Me a s u re s

• Le g a l Awa re n e s s  (LA)  α =  0 .8 9
• Pe rc e ive d  Ris k o f DUI De te c tio n  (PRD)  α =  0 .8 9
• Pu b lic  Tru s t in  La w En fo rc e m e n t (PTLE)  α =  0 .9 4
• Pe rc e ive d  Effe c tive n e s s  o f En fo rc e m e n t (PEE)  α =  0 .9 3
• Pe rc e ive d  Fa irn e s s  o f DUI En fo rc e m e n t (PFE)  α =  0 .9 7
• Su p p o rt fo r Gra d u a te d  Pe n a ltie s  (SGP)  α =  0 .9 8 )

Th e  d a ta  we re  a n a lyze d  u s in g  Stru c tu ra l 
Eq u a tio n  Mo d e lin g  (SEM)  with  Sm a rtPLS 
to  e xa m in e  d ire c t a n d  m o d e ra tin g  
re la tio n s h ip s  a m o n g  th e  s tu d y va ria b le s .



Th e  Stru c tu ra l Eq u a tio n  Mo d e l 
(SEM)  e xa m in e s  p u b lic  
s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  DWI 
p e n a ltie s  b y a n a lyzin g  ke y 
in flu e n c in g  fa c to rs  a n d  
m o d e ra tin g  e ffe c ts . Le g a l 
a wa re n e s s , p e rc e ive d  ris k o f 
d e te c tio n , a n d  p u b lic  tru s t in  
la w e n fo rc e m e n t a re  
in d e p e n d e n t va ria b le s , wh ile  
p e rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f 
e n fo rc e m e n t m o d e ra te s  th e ir 
e ffe c ts  o n  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .



Direct Effects
H1: Le g a l a wa re n e s s  p o s itive ly in flu e n c e s  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  DWI 
p e n a ltie s .
 H2: Pe rc e ive d  ris k o f DWI d e te c tio n  p o s itive ly in flu e n c e s  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .
 H3: Pu b lic  tru s t in  la w e n fo rc e m e n t p o s itive ly in flu e n c e s  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .
 H4 : Pe rc e ive d  e ffe c tive n e s s  o f la w e n fo rc e m e n t p o s itive ly in flu e n c e s  
s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .
Moderating Effects
H5 : Pe rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f DWI e n fo rc e m e n t m o d e ra te s  th e  re la tio n s h ip  
b e twe e n  le g a l a wa re n e s s  a n d  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .
 H6 : Pe rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f DWI e n fo rc e m e n t m o d e ra te s  th e  re la tio n s h ip  
b e twe e n  p e rc e ive d  ris k o f d e te c tio n  a n d  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .
 H7: Pe rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f DWI e n fo rc e m e n t m o d e ra te s  th e  re la tio n s h ip  
b e twe e n  p u b lic  tru s t in  la w e n fo rc e m e n t a n d  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  
p e n a ltie s .
 H8 : Pe rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f DWI e n fo rc e m e n t m o d e ra te s  th e  re la tio n s h ip  
b e twe e n  p e rc e ive d  e ffe c tive n e s s  o f la w e n fo rc e m e n t a n d  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES



QUALITATIVE STUDY
Th e  q u a lita tive  c o m p o n e n t u s e d  th e  De lp h i te c h n iq u e  to  g a th e r in s ig h ts  fro m  e xp e rts  in  la w 

e n fo rc e m e n t, p o lic ym a kin g , le g a l in s titu tio n s , a n d  ro a d  s a fe ty. Th ro u g h  m u ltip le  ro u n d s  o f c o n s u lta tio n , 
th e  s tu d y id e n tifie d  ke y e n fo rc e m e n t c h a lle n g e s  a n d  p o lic y s tra te g ie s  to  s tre n g th e n  DWI re g u la tio n  a n d  

m o n ito rin g  s ys te m s .

• Expert Selection  –  Id e n tify a n d  re c ru it  e xp e rts  in  la w e n fo rc e m e n t, p o lic ym a kin g , 
le g a l s tu d ie s , p u b lic  h e a lth , a n d  te c h n o lo g y re la te d  to  DUI re c id ivis m .

• Round 1:  Op e n - En d e d  Exp lo ra tio n  –  Co lle c t q u a lita tive  in s ig h ts  fro m  e xp e rts  
th ro u g h  o p e n - e n d e d  q u e s tio n s  o n  le g a l, te c h n o lo g ic a l, a n d  e n fo rc e m e n t 
c h a lle n g e s .

• Round 2: Th e m a tic  Re fin e m e n t –  An a lyze  re s p o n s e s , id e n tify ke y th e m e s , a n d  
d e ve lo p  a  s tru c tu re d  q u e s tio n n a ire  fo r e xp e rt  ra tin g  a n d  ra n kin g .

• Round 3:  Co n s e n s u s  Bu ild in g  –  Sh a re  a g g re g a te d  re s p o n s e s , a llo win g  e xp e rts  to  
re fin e  th e ir p e rs p e c tive s  a n d  p rio rit ize  ke y p o lic y re c o m m e n d a tio n s .

• Final Round:  Va lid a tio n  –  Exp e rts  re vie w th e  fin a l re s u lts  a n d  re a c h  c o n s e n s u s  o n  
p o lic y s tra te g ie s  fo r DUI e n fo rc e m e n t a n d  p re ve n tio n .

• Fin d in g s  a n d  Im p le m e n ta tio n  –  Syn th e s ize  re s u lts  in to  a c tio n a b le  
re c o m m e n d a tio n s  fo r p o lic ym a ke rs  a n d  s ta ke h o ld e rs .



RESULTS
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RESULTS





Used Public Roads in Past 6 Months Experience of DWI Violation



MEASUREMENT MODEL
A S S E S S M E N T



CONSTRUCT RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

LA = Legal Awareness
PRD = Perceived Risk of DUI Detection
PTLE = Public Trust in Law Enforcement
PEE = Perceived Effectiveness of Enforcement
PFE = Perceived Fairness of DUI Enforcement 
SGP = Support for Graduated Penalties 



HTMT = Heterotrait-monotra it ra tio of corre la tions (Should be  < 0 .85)

DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY

Heterotrait -monotrait ratio



DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY

Fornell -Larcker Criterion

Note:  bold and green values are squared AVE values



STRUCTURAL MODEL
A S S E S S M E N T



MODEL FIT

The model fit results indicate excellent fit. The SRMR value (0.019) is far below the 0.08 threshold, showing minimal 
residuals. Both d_ULS (0.164) and d_G (0.069) confirm low model discrepancy. The nearly identical chi -square values for 
the saturated and estimated models show strong model stability, and the high NFI (0.976) demonstrates that the model 
fits the data very well.





COEFFICIENTS



KEY FINDINGS
Key Findings (Structural Model Results)

• Le g a l a wa re n e s s  (LA)  s ig n ific a n tly in c re a s e s  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  DWI 
p e n a ltie s  (β =  0 .30 2, p  < 0 .0 0 1) , re p re s e n tin g  th e  s tro n g e s t d ire c t e ffe c t.

• Pe rc e ive d  ris k o f d e te c tio n  (PRD)  a ls o  p o s itive ly in flu e n c e s  s u p p o rt fo r 
s tric te r p e n a ltie s  (β =  0 .234 , p  < 0 .0 0 1) .

• Pu b lic  tru s t in  la w e n fo rc e m e n t (PTLE)  s ig n ific a n tly e n h a n c e s  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s  (β =  0 .215 , p  < 0 .0 0 1) .

• Pe rc e ive d  e ffe c tive n e s s  o f e n fo rc e m e n t (PEE)  p o s itive ly a ffe c ts  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s  (β =  0 .20 7, p  < 0 .0 0 1) .

• Pe rc e ive d  fa irn e s s  o f e n fo rc e m e n t (PFE)  d ire c tly in c re a s e s  s u p p o rt fo r 
g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s  (β =  0 .0 9 8 , p  < 0 .0 0 1) .



KEY FINDINGS
Moderating Effects

• Fa irn e s s  s ig n ific a n tly s tre n g th e n s  a ll re la tio n s h ip s  b e twe e n  th e  
in d e p e n d e n t va ria b le s  a n d  s u p p o rt fo r g ra d u a te d  p e n a ltie s .

• Th e  s tro n g e s t m o d e ra tio n  e ffe c t o c c u rs  b e twe e n  fa irn e s s  a n d  p e rc e ive d  
e ffe c tive n e s s  o f e n fo rc e m e n t (β =  0 .20 2, p  < 0 .0 0 1) .

• Fa irn e s s  a ls o  s ig n ific a n tly s tre n g th e n s  th e  e ffe c ts  o f le g a l a wa re n e s s  (β =  
0 .123) , tru s t in  la w e n fo rc e m e n t (β =  0 .134 ) , a n d  p e rc e ive d  ris k o f d e te c tio n  
(β =  0 .0 6 4 )  o n  p o lic y s u p p o rt.

Overall Insight
• Pu b lic  s u p p o rt fo r s tric te r DWI p e n a ltie s  is  d rive n  b y le g a l a wa re n e s s , 

e n fo rc e m e n t vis ib ility, in s titu tio n a l tru s t, a n d  p e rc e ive d  e ffe c tive n e s s , wh ile  
fa irn e s s  in  e n fo rc e m e n t a c ts  a s  a  ke y a m p lifie r o f th e s e  e ffe c ts .



QUANTITATIVE STUDY
RESULTS



_____________________________
_____________

Current Enforcement 
Practices

• Critica l cha llenges in  
en forcing DWI laws

• Factors beh ind  
inconsisten t /  
ine ffective  
enforcem ent

• Evalua tion  of sobrie ty 
checkpoin t use  and  
cove rage

Fairness and Public 
Perception of 

Penalties
• Are  curren t pena ltie s 

pe rce ived  as fa ir?
• Views on  gradua ted  

pena ltie s for repea t 
offende rs

• In fluence  of fa irness 
on  pub lic support for 
stricte r laws

Integrated Data 
Systems

• Challenges in  
deve lop ing a  
cen tra lized  DWI 
offende r da tabase

• How im proved  da ta  
in tegra tion  cou ld  he lp  
sanction ing

• Role  of in te r-agency 
coope ra tion

Technological 
Interventions

• Assessm ent of 
ign ition  in te rlocks and  
ALPR

• Accep tab ility to  pub lic 
and  fron tline  
enforce rs

• Legal and  e th ica l 
conce rns with  tech-
based  enforcem ent

KEY 
FINDINGS

Legal Reform Feasibility
• Legal/institu tiona l barrie rs 

to  structu red  sanctions
• Feasib ility of m andatory 

rehab ilita tion  /  ign ition  
in te rlocks

• Most in fluen tia l 
stakeholde rs in  shap ing 
DWI legisla tion



2 Factors behind inconsistent / ineffective enforcement
• Inconsistency was linked to discretionary decision-making, unclear 

standard operating procedures, and lack of follow -up on repeat offenders.
• Some respondents also pointed to variable commitment among officers 

and fatigue during long checkpoint shifts.
“Different stations use different criteria; some are strict, some are very 
relaxed. The public notices that.” – Public health expert
“We arrest the same people again and again because there is no systematic 
way to flag them across provinces.” – Traffic enforcement officer

CURRENT ENFORCEMENT PRACTICE

1
Critical challenges in enforcing DWI laws

• Participants highlighted limited resources, uneven enforcement 
intensity, and informal interference as major challenges.

• Rural areas face shortages of trained staff and equipment, while 
urban areas struggle with high volume and political/social 
pressure.

“We don’t have enough breathalyzers or trained officers, especially 
upcountry. On Friday nights in Bangkok, the volume is overwhelming.” 
– Traffic enforcement officer
“Sometimes local influence or personal connections still affect who is 
actually penalized and who is ‘let go’.” – Judicial official

3 Evaluation of sobriety checkpoint use and 
coverage

• Sobriety checkpoints were seen as effective but 
unevenly distributed, with better coverage in urban 
corridors than in rural or peri-urban areas.

• Checkpoints are often predictable, reducing their 
deterrent effect.

“In big cities we see checkpoints regularly, but in rural 
districts, enforcement is more ad hoc and depends on local 
leadership.” – Ministry of Justice representative
“Drivers know where the usual checkpoints are and simply 
change their route or time.” – Repeat DWI offender under 
probation



2 Views on graduated penalties for repeat offenders
• There was strong support for graduated penalties, combining increasing 

sanctions with rehabilitation and monitoring.
• Stakeholders agreed that first -time and repeat offenders should not be 

treated the same.
“Graduated penalties make sense —first offense for warning and education, 
second and third for stronger sanctions and restrictions.” – Legislator
“As someone who reoffended, I can say a fine is not enough. Stronger steps 
earlier might have stopped me.” – Repeat DWI offender

FAIRNESS AND PUBLIC PERCEPTION OF PENALTI

1
Are current penalties perceived as fair?

• Ma ny pa rticipa nts be lieved pena lties a re  perce ived a s e ither too 
lenient or unevenly a pplied, which undermines perce ived fa irness.

• Victims’ groups a nd NGOs especia lly stressed the  ga p be tween 
ha rm ca used a nd punishment.

“For ma ny se rious DWI cra shes, the  public  fee ls the  punishment does 
not ma tch the  da ma ge  done .” –  NGO representa tive
“People  think the  la w is  strict on pa per, but in pra ctice , some ca n 
negotia te  or a void se rious consequences.” –  J udicia l officia l

3 Influence of fairness on public support for 
stricter laws

• All groups emphasized that perce ived fa irness is  
crucia l for gaining and mainta ining public  support for 
tougher DWI polic ies .

• If enforcement is  viewed as biased or corrupt, even 
good laws lose  legitimacy.

“People  will only support s tric te r laws if they be lieve  
everyone—from rich to poor—is trea ted equally.” – Civil 
socie ty advocate
“Fair procedures are  just as  important as  s tric t penalties . 
Without fa irness, the  public  will resis t ra ther than 
cooperate .” – Public  health and road safe ty expert



2 Feasibility of mandatory rehabilitation / ignition interlocks
• Most respondents saw these as feasible but requiring pilot programs, 

clear legal basis, and budget allocation.
• Concerns centered on costs, infrastructure, and monitoring capacity, 

especially outside major cities.
“Rehabilitation programs and interlocks are feasible, but we need clear 
guidelines on who pays, who monitors, and how to enforce compliance.” – 
Judge
“In concept it’s good, but for rural offenders who use older vehicles, ignition 
interlocks may be difficult to implement.” – Traffic enforcement officer

LEGAL REFORM FEASIBILITY

1
Legal/institutional barriers to structured sanctions

• Key ba rrie rs included fra gmented lega l provisions, burea ucra tic  
complexity, a nd limited politica l will for comprehensive  DWI 
re form.

• Coordina tion be tween a gencies rema ins wea k a nd slow.
“Our la ws ha ve  been a mended ma ny times, but not a lwa ys in a  
coherent fra mework. Tha t ma kes structured sa nctions ha rder to 
implement.” –  Prosecutor
“Every a gency ha s its  own ma nda te  a nd da ta  system; a ligning them 
requires high-leve l politica l commitment tha t is  not a lwa ys there .” –  
Ministry of J ustice  representa tive

3 Most influential stakeholders in shaping DWI legislation
• Legisla tors  and senior Ministry of Justice  offic ia ls  were  

seen as  primary agenda-se tte rs .
• Royal Thai Police , public  health experts , and NGOs 

were  identified as  influentia l in providing evidence  and 
public  pressure .

“Parliament and the  Ministry lead the  re form, but the  police  
and c ivil socie ty shape  what is  ac tually proposed.” – 
Legisla tor
“Victim groups and NGOs can bring rea l s tories  that push 
lawmakers to take  DWI more  se riously.” – NGO 
representa tive



2 How improved data integration could help sanctioning
• A centralized system would enable accurate identification of repeat 

offenders, consistent sentencing, and monitoring of compliance (e.g., 
license suspension, program attendance).

“If a judge could instantly see a person’s full DWI history, it would be 
much easier to apply graduated penalties consistently.” – Judge
“Integrated data would stop offenders from just moving to another 
province to escape their records.” – Traffic enforcement officer

INTEGRATED DATA SYSTEM

1
Challenges in developing a centralized DWI offender 
database

• Ma jor cha llenges: siloed da ta ba ses, incompa tible  IT systems, 
da ta  priva cy concerns, a nd limited technica l ca pa city a t loca l 
leve ls.

“Police , courts , a nd tra nsport offices ea ch ha ve  the ir own system. 
None  of them ta lk to ea ch othe r ea sily.” –  IT-sa vvy judicia l offic ia l
“There  is  a lso fea r a bout da ta  misuse , so a gencies a re  ca utious 
a bout sha ring offender informa tion.” –  Ministry of J ustice  
representa tive

3 Role of inter -agency cooperation
• Inte r-agency cooperation was seen as  essentia l, not 

optional, for e ffec tive  DWI enforcement and 
sanctioning.

• Respondents  ca lled for formal MOUs, joint protocols , 
and regular coordination meetings.

“If the  police , courts , and Land Transport Department don’t 
work toge ther, any DWI policy will leak a t the  weakest 
point.” – Public  health expert
“We need institutionalized cooperation, not just personal 
ne tworks be tween officers .” – Civil socie ty ac tor



2 Acceptability to public and frontline enforcers
• Public acceptability was seen as conditional on fairness, 

transparency, and privacy safeguards.
• Frontline officers were generally positive if tools are user-friendly, 

properly maintained, and legally backed.
“If people see technology as neutral and fair, they are more likely to 
accept it than purely human discretion.” – NGO representative
“Officers will welcome these tools if they come with clear procedures and 
training, not just dumped on us.” – Traffic enforcement officer

TECHNOLOGICAL INTERVENTION

1
Assessment of ignition interlocks and ALPR

• Technologies like  ignition inte rlocks a nd ALPR were  rega rded 
a s promising tools, pa rticula rly for high-risk a nd repea t 
offenders.

• Experts  stre ssed they a re  supplements, not substitutes, for 
huma n judgment a nd broa der prevention.

“Inte rlocks a nd ALPR ca n be  ga me-cha ngers for repea t 
offenders, but they must be  embedded in a  broa der system of 
monitoring a nd support.” –  Roa d sa fe ty expert
“Technology he lps us ta rge t re sources more  e ffic iently, e specia lly 
in high-risk loca tions a nd times.” –  Tra ffic  enforcement office r

3 Legal and ethical concerns with tech -based 
enforcement

• Concerns included privacy, data  protection, potentia l 
profiling or misuse , and the  risk of over-re liance  on 
automated systems.

• Stakeholders  emphasized the  need for c lear legal 
frameworks and oversight mechanisms.

“We must ensure  any new technology respects  privacy 
rights  and is  governed by c lear, transparent regula tions.” – 
Judic ia l offic ia l
“Without safeguards, people  may fee l they are  constantly 
watched, which can backfire  and reduce  trust in the  
system.” – Public  health expert



RECOMMENDATIONS
• Standardize and Strengthen DWI 

Enforcement Nationwide
• Adopt Graduated Penalties Paired 

with Mandatory Rehabilitation
• Build Public Confidence through Fairness, 

Transparency, and Communication

• Establish an Integrated, Cross-
Agency DWI Offender Database

• Expand and Modernize Technology-
Supported Enforcement

Implement clear, uniform operating procedures for sobriety 
checkpoints, officer conduct, and evidence handling to 
reduce inconsistency, local discretion, and perceptions of 
unfairness.

Introduce structured sanctions for first -time and repeat DWI 
offenders, including education programs, treatment referrals, and 
ignition interlock requirements, supported by clear legal authority and 
monitoring mechanisms.

Enhance procedural fairness by ensuring equal treatment, 
independent oversight, and proactive public messaging that 
explains why and how enforcement processes are applied 
consistently across all regions and populations.

Develop a centralized digital system linking police, courts, 
and transport offices to accurately identify repeat 
offenders, ensure consistent sentencing, and prevent 
offenders from circumventing sanctions across regions.

Pilot and scale up tools such as ALPR and ignition 
interlocks, ensuring proper training, public 
communication, and privacy safeguards to increase 
deterrence while maintaining public trust.



NEXT STEPS



OPERATIONAL SEMINAR &
INTEGRATION OF FINDINGS

20 MARCH 2026
SUKOSOL HOTEL, BANGKOK
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