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General findings of the 5 year statutory review
•

The broad objectives of the Acts (Liquor Act and the Gaming and Liquor
Administration Act) are still appropriate

•

Some provisions within the Acts should be enhanced to achieve better
outcomes (91 specific recommendations)

•

These recommendations focus on “3 key regulatory reform areas”:
i.

greater transparency

ii. improved efficiency
iii. promotion of a targeted, risk-based approach to enforcement and
compliance

Specific research implications
•

The Review supports better and more focused research into:
i.

Alcohol-related issues

ii. The outcomes of legislative changes

•

Why bother with research / evaluation?
“TO ENHANCE POLICY CONSIDERATIONS AND SUPPORT BETTER
FUTURE OUTCOMES”

Specific research implications
•

Note the forward-looking perspective - the Review does NOT support
better use of current research evidence per se, but the need for new,
more focused research in 2 specific areas:
i.

Alcohol-related issues (2 examples to follow)

ii. Evaluating the outcomes of legislative changes (1 example to follow)

Alcohol-related issues
•

Two examples of new alcohol-related research opportunities relevant to
2 of the “3 key regulatory reform areas” (greater transparency and
improved efficiency):
i.

Better use of (‘adapted’) routinely collected data
–

Provides a transparent measure of alcohol harms in communities / LGAs

–

Provides a baseline against which the effectiveness and/or economic
efficiency of new regulation can be assessed, relative to current practice or
an established benchmark

–

Can be done routinely: eg. of the UK ‘public health observatories’

–

Proof of principle now exists: eg. of using alcohol-related crime to measure
change in the Alcohol Action in Rural Communities (AARC) project (RCT):
(freely available at Shakeshaft et al., PLoS MEDICINE, March 2014:
http://www.plosmedicine.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pmed.1001617)

Alcohol-related issues
Impact of a community intervention, but could be legislation/policy change

•

Alcohol-related crime rates / 1,000 population (AARC)

•

Measure is transparent and shows the efficiency/effect of the change
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Alcohol-related issues
•

Two examples of new alcohol-related research opportunities relevant to
2 of the “3 key regulatory reform areas” (greater transparency and
improved efficiency):
i.

Better use of routinely collected data

ii. Improving our understanding of the persons of interest (offenders) AND
their victims:
– Which substances are usually involved (alcohol, steroids, illicits)?
– Could collect samples/data with police (on apprehension), EDs (on
presentation), etc.
– Would create transparency in terms of understanding the extent to which
alcohol is a contributing factor to harms, independently of other factors (eg.
other drugs, age, sex, residential postcode, transport options, etc).
– Would create efficiencies through better targeting of policies/strategies.

Outcomes of legislative changes
•

An example of new a alcohol-related research opportunity relevant to the
3rd “key regulatory reform area” (promotion of a targeted, risk-based
approach to enforcement and compliance):
i.

Key research question: What is the cost-effectiveness of the introduction
of risk-based licencing (RBL) in NSW in reducing alcohol-related assaults
between 10pm and 6am, relative to Qld (2008), Vic (2009) and ACT
(2010)?

ii. Evaluation design: Multiple-Baseline design, using interrupted time
series analysis
iii. Measures: alcohol-related assaults in premises + alcohol-related
assaults outside of premises
iv. Economic costs: do the economic benefits of RBL outweigh its costs?

Outcomes of legislative changes
•

The Multiple Baseline design:
Hawkins, Sanson-Fisher, Shakeshaft et al., AJPM, 2007

How can we embed research routinely?
•

Prompts for Govt to recognise opportunities for research or evaluation in
at least two scenarios:
i.

Issues of concern to the community and/or Govt

ii. Evaluation of legislative / policy changes

•

Establish transparent and timely processes for Govt to:
–

Engage with interested researchers with high-level and relevant skills

–

Identify specific research questions, evaluation designs and measures
that are relevant and feasible to implement

–

Identify funding for the research/evaluations (eg. a small % of funds
raised through RBL)

–

Establish publication agreements (transparency, rigour and a carrot for
researchers)

Has it been done before?
•

Banning smoking in public spaces in Scotland:
–

Smoking banned in wholly and substantially enclosed public places from 26 March
2006. The Scottish Government commissioned 7 evaluations prior to the
introduction of this legislation, including the impact on the incidence of Acute
Coronary Syndrome (ACS). A multi-centre prospective study of hospital
admissions for ACS, a q’re and blood sample showed significant reductions in
ACS. Pell JP, et al. NEJM , 2008; 359: 482-91.

•

Mammographic screening in the UK:
–

The UK NHS breast screening was introduced for women aged 50 years and older.
An embedded RCT to determine if the age for screening should be 40 or 50
(involved 23 / 82 screening units in UK). Cancer detection rates did not increase
greatly with age until the later screening rounds (age ≥46). Moss SM, et al. Lancet
2006;368:2053–60

Advantages
•

Promote whole of government approach (P&C, OLGR, Health, AGs).

•

Achieve greater efficiencies from existing (sunk) costs for routine data
collection in multiple settings (eg. hospital, crime).

•

Can create new partnerships between Govt and the research sector.

•

Govts, bureaucracy and the public start to increase their trust in
evaluation/research and the extent to which they value it.

•

Lead the world in ‘embedded’ research to both create new knowledge
and achieve policy outcomes at the same time routinely.

•

Research costs can be modest (low ‘intervention’ and measures costs)

Challenges
•

Need for public education on the importance of measuring changes in
legislation, irrespective of whether those changes achieve their aims
(sometimes they won’t!)

•

Achieving common ground between the wide range of key stakeholders

•

Some possible funding options:
–

Hypothecated funds for independent evaluation (eg. from RBL revenue or
similar)

–

Partnership grants (eg. NHMRC) between Govt and researchers

–

Dedicated funds for questions of interest to Govt

Why bother?
“Without better research, it is not possible to attribute confirmed
successes to individual amendments (to the Liquor Act),…”
Michael Foggo, Independent Review Chairman

“The most damning criticisms of Government policies we have heard
in this inquiry have not been of the policies themselves, but rather of
the Government’s approach to designing and introducing new
policies which make meaningful evaluation impossible… As a result,
in the words of one witness, ‘we have wasted huge opportunities to
learn’.”
House of Commons Health Committee (UK), 2009,
Health Inequalities: Third Report of Session 2008-09, vol 1, 2009, p 5
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