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Abstract 
Background:​ Acute ingestion of alcohol impairs cognitive function and poses significant threat 
to public health and safety with impaired operation of motor vehicles. However, there is a lack of 
access to tools to assess one's cognitive impairment due to alcohol. The purpose of this study was 
to explore the use of a neuropsychological assessment software, BrainCheck, to assess levels of 
alcohol impairment based on performance on the neuropsychological assessments. 
 
Methods: ​We administered the BrainCheck battery to 91 volunteer participants. Participants 
were required to take a baseline battery prior to any alcohol ingestion, and another testing battery 
after a voluntary drinking period. Blood alcohol concentration (BAC) for the participant was 
obtained using a breathalyzer. We performed statistical analysis comparing alcohol vs. 
non-alcohol performance on the BrainCheck battery, and used significant metrics of these 
assessments to generate predictive models. 
 
Results:​ Statistical analyses were performed comparing participants’ performance on the 
BrainCheck battery before and after alcohol consumption. Comparison was also done comparing 
performance between an intoxicated group with a BAC > 0.05, and a sober group with a BAC ≤ 
0.05. Two assessment metrics were found to be significant among comparison groups after 
P-value correction, and four test metrics were observed to moderately correlate (|​r​| ​ ​> 0.40) with 
BAC levels. Three linear regression models (least-squares, ridge and LASSO) were built to 
predict participant BAC levels, with the best performing model being the least-squares model 
with a RMSE of 0.027. We also built a predictive logistic regression model to detect whether the 
participant is intoxicated or not, with 80.6% accuracy, 73.3% sensitivity, and 75.0% specificity.  
 
Discussion​: The BrainCheck battery has potential to predict alcohol impairment, including 
participant BAC levels and if the participant is intoxicated or not. BrainCheck provides another 
option to assess an individual's cognitive impairment due to alcohol, with the utility of being 
portable and available on one's smartphone. 
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Background 
Alcohol is a widely known central nervous system (CNS) depressant, and acute consumption of 
alcohol results in impaired cognitive and psychomotor function, including reduced attention, 
alterations in memory, and reaction time ​[1] ​. The acute effects of alcohol pose significant threats 
to public health and safety.  In 2018, 10,511 people died in alcohol-related motor vehicle 
accidents, accounting for 29% of all traffic-related deaths in the United States ​[2] ​. Although most 
legal limits for driving are set at 0.08 % blood alcohol concentration (BAC), research has shown 
that human subjects with BAC of 0.05 % display significantly diminished performance on 
psychomotor tasks of attention and reaction time compared to controls ( ​p​ < 0.05) and even 
greater significance for BAC of 0.08% (​p ​< 0.01) ​[3] ​.  
 
Conventional methods to detect alcohol impairment include the Standardized Field Sobriety Test 
which typically requires a police officer to administer the test at the roadside ​[4] ​, however this 
method does not prevent drivers from operating their vehicles. Breathalyzers can also be used to 
calculate an individual's BAC, and although personal breathalyzers are becoming increasingly 
more accessible, they are still expensive, require calibration every 6-12 months, and lack 
consistency compared to police-grade breathalyzers ​[5] ​. Thus, a highly sensitive, rapid and 
self-administered cognitive screening test could aid in early detection of alcohol impairment, and 
prevent a intoxicated driver from operating a motor vehicle. Cognitive deficits associated with a 
BAC of 0.05% have been shown to be a reference for cognitive deficits associated with mild 
traumatic brain injury (mTBI) on neuropsychological assessment performance ​[6] ​. Prior work on 
computerized neuropsychological assessment batteries have also been able to assess impairment 
in cognitive functions with acute alcohol consumption ​[7] ​, however this study was only used to 
assess performance on the neuropsychological assessment, and not in predicting the users level 
of alcohol impairment. 
 
We explore the use of BrainCheck, a computerized neurocognitive assessment software that is 
available on iPad, iPhone or desktop browser. The BrainCheck testing battery administers 
neurocognitive tests, which work to maximize diagnostic accuracy, portability and ease of 
operator use. BrainCheck Sport has previously been validated for diagnostic accuracy for 
detection of mTBI ​[8] ​, and BrainCheck Memory in identifying cognitive impairment and 
dementia ​[9] ​. Our aim is to test the utility of the BrainCheck battery on detecting acute alcohol 
impairment by comparing BrainCheck assessment composite scores with BAC obtained from 
participant breathalyzer scores.  

Methods 
Assessment selection 
The BrainCheck battery contains five assessments, described in Table 1. Assessments are 
derived from traditional neuropsychological tests, including the Flanker test ​[10] ​, Digit Symbol 
Substitution ​[11] ​, Stroop ​[12] ​, and the Trail Making A & B ​[13] ​ tests. The coordination test is 
adapted from the Balance Error Scoring System ​[14] ​.  
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Assessment Description Measurement of 
Cognition 

Flanker We presented participants with a target arrow 
pointing to the left or right.  The target was 
surrounded by congruent (> > > > >), or 
incongruent (<< > <<) arrows.  Participants 
identified the direction of the target as quickly and 
accurately as possible. 

Measures alertness, 
spatial awareness, and 
executive parts of 
attention 

Digit Symbol 
Substitution 

Participants must match an arbitrary 
correspondence of symbols to digits; when 
presented with a new symbol, they input as 
quickly as possible the corresponding digit.  

Measures general 
cognitive performance 

Stroop Participants are instructed to find a word matching 
the given name of a color. There are two types of 
trials: CONGRUENT in which the word name 
and font color are the same (e.g., the word RED 
presented in red font), and INCONGRUENT in 
which the word name indicates a different color 
than the font (e.g., the word RED presented in 
green font). 

Measures executive 
function and impulsivity 

Trail Making A 
and B  

Participants are instructed to connect a set of 25 
dots in their correct order as rapidly as possible. 
Trail Making Test A uses only numbers (1 
through 25), while Trail Making Test B employs 
alternating letters and numbers (1 – A – 2 – B – 3 
– C - …) 

Measures visual 
attention and cognitive 
flexibility 

Coordination A ball is displayed on the tablet, moving 
according to the tilt of the tablet. A participant 
holds the tablet out in front at arm’s length, and 
tilts it appropriately to keep the ball in a central 
circle. 

Measures balance and 
coordination ability  

Table 1. Neuropsychological tests in the BrainCheck battery 
 

Data collection 
Inclusion criteria: 
All participants required the use of both arms and legs, and perfect/corrected vision. 
Participants needed to be of legal drinking age (21), and have a breathalyzer BAC of 0.00 
immediately prior to the first set of assessments. 
 
Exclusion criteria: 
We excluded participants with prior exposure to the battery, or those who admitted to alcohol 
or drug use within the previous 6 hours. We also excluded participants with impaired function 
of upper/lower extremities, memory disorders, imperfect/uncorrected vision or those who 
received less than 4 hours of sleep the previous night.  
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Obtaining participants: 
To obtain participants, we approached likely candidates in public spaces and asked if they 
would volunteer for the study. Volunteers were collected through interoffice relationships, and 
random participants selected from a local pub in downtown Houston, Texas. Participants were 
required to take a baseline BrainCheck battery prior to any alcohol consumption, then took the 
battery a second time after an alcohol ingestion period of approximately 5-6 hours. Participants 
were not instructed or encouraged to consume alcohol. Only those who were consuming 
alcohol of their own volition regardless of their involvement in the study were asked to 
participate.  
 
Statistical Analysis: 
We used relative sample t-tests to compare assessment performance among participants for test 1 
before alcohol consumption and test 2 after the alcohol consumption period. We used the Sidak 
correction method of t-tests for multiple comparisons to correct, and define a new significance 
value for 𝛂 ​[15] ​. Additionally, we calculated the difference of each assessment metric for each 
participant  before and after alcohol consumption, and calculated the Pearson correlation 
coefficient (​r​) between them and the participant’s BAC after consuming alcohol.  
 
We also grouped all participants into two groups, those with a BAC above 0.05% comprised the 
intoxicated group, and those below or equal that threshold were in the sober groups. For each 
assessment, we again used relative sample t-tests and Sidak correction method to compare the 
assessment metrics of the intoxicated group with the sober group.  
 
Next, we built linear regression models including least-squares regression, ridge regression, and 
least absolute shrinkage selection operator (LASSO) regression, to predict BAC based on the 
difference of assessment metrics before and after consuming alcohol. In order to minimize the 
impact of poor features and prevent overfitting, we applied L1 (Ridge) and L2 (LASSO) 
penalties to the model to restrict the feature weights. For the Ridge regression model, we tuned 
the L2 penalty from 0.0001 to 100,000, while we turned the L1 penalty from 0.0000001 to 10 in 
the LASSO regression model. We split 70% of the data into the training set, 10% into the 
validation set, and 20% into the test set. We used the validation data to evaluate the best L1 and 
L2 penalties for our LASSO and ridge models respectively. 
 
We built Logistic Regression models with regularizations (L1, L2 and elastic net) to classify 
participants into the sober and intoxicated groups. We split 80% of the data into the training set 
and the other 20% into the testing set, based on the unique tester ID assigned to each participant. 
We evaluated the performance of the model using the receiver operator characteristic (ROC) 
curve and located the optimal threshold for the logistic model with maximum 
sensitivity/specificity. 
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Data analysis was performed using the Python programming language. 
 

Results 
Demographics: 
We recruited 91 participants. This sample ended up being mostly individuals within the age 
range of 21-70 years old  (47.3 % female). Participant demographics are displayed in Table 2. 
Mean BAC among all participants after the drinking period was 0.0997 (SD = 0.0373). 
 

 Male/Female Age 
(Mean ± SD) 

BAC after Drinking 
Period (Mean ± SD) 

Participants (n = 91) 48/43 34.37 ± 9.41 0.0997 ± 0.0373 

Table 2. Participant Demographics 
 

Assessment Metrics 
All assessment metrics are displayed in Table 3. The Sidak method correction for multiple t-tests 
defined a new threshold for significant ​p ​-values, at 𝛂 = 0.005. We found that metrics that are 
significantly different (​p ​< 0.005) before and after alcohol consumption are the mean of trails A 
duration and median of trails A duration. Metrics that are significantly different for the 
intoxicated versus sober groups (​p ​< 0.005) are the same. Boxplots that display the separation for 
metrics with a ​p ​< 0.1 are shown in Figure 1. We found four metrics (median of  digit symbol 
duration, mean of digit symbols correct per second, mean of stroop reaction time and the median 
of incongruent stroop reaction time) with |​r| ​> 0.40 (Figure 2), which would be considered as 
moderate correlations with BAC ​[16] ​. 

Assessment 
Metric 

P​-value for 
comparing 
Intoxicated vs. 
Sober groups 

P​-value for 
comparing Test 
1 vs. Test 2 
groups 

Pearson 
Correlation 
Coefficient (​r​) 

Description 

Median of Digit 
Symbol Duration 

0.16 0.19 -0.45 Total time taken to 
complete 
assessment. Time 
starts after digit 
display and ends 
when correct 
answer is 
completed 
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Mean of Digit 
Symbols Correct 
per Second 

0.20 0.26 0.41 Mean of correct 
responses in a 
second 

Mean of Trails A 
Duration 

0.004 0.002 -0.31 Average of 
response times 
between each click 
for Trail Making 
A 

Mean of Trails B 
Duration 

0.19 0.17 -0.36 Average of 
response times 
between each click 
for Trail Making B 

Median of Trails 
A Duration 

0.0027 0.00005 -0.10 Median of 
response times 
between each click 
for Trail Making 
A 

Median of Trails B 
Duration 

0.16 0.05 -0.25 Median of 
response times 
between each click 
for Trail Making B 

Mean of Stroop 
Reaction Time 

0.083 0.06 -0.47 Average reaction 
time for all 
responses 

Median of 
Incongruent 
Stroop Reaction 
Time 

0.096 0.04 -0.44 Median reaction 
time for all 
responses  

Mean of Correct 
Flanker Reaction 
Time 

0.072 0.08 -0.040 Median reaction 
time of all correct 
responses 

Median of Correct 
Flanker Reaction 
Time 

0.094 0.10 -0.17 Median reaction 
time of all 
responses when 
arrows point in the 
same direction 

Mean of Balance 
Distance from 
Center 

0.30 0.23 -0.22 Mean radial 
distance from 
center circle 
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Table 3. Comparison of assessment metrics. ​P ​-values are from relative t-tests between sober vs 
intoxicated groups, intoxicated being BAC > 0.05,  ​p- ​values comparing performance of participants 
before and after the drinking period, and ​r ​ values are correlations between the change in the metric 
measurement and BAC levels. Bolded values are for ​p ​-values < 0.005 and | ​r| > ​0.40.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Comparison of assessment metrics between intoxicated and sober groups. 
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Figure 2. Correlations between the difference of assessment metrics before and after alcohol consumption 

and BAC. 
 
Linear Regression Models to Predict BAC 
We used the metrics with |​r|​ > 0.40 in Table 3 as input features for the linear regression models. 
We applied three linear regression models: least-squares regression, ridge regression, and 
LASSO regression to fit the training dataset, and evaluate their performance with Root Mean 
Square Error (RMSE). Their performance results are summarized  in Table 4. The best model 
was the least-squares regression with a RMSE of 0.027. For reference, the mean BAC level 
measured at assessment, including before the drinking period, was 0.051 with a standard 
deviation of 0.057. We calculated a baseline RMSE, using the mean BAC as predicted values, 
which was 0.061. Our models demonstrate much better performance in predicting the actual 
BAC levels than the baseline method.  For both the ridge regression and LASSO regression the 
features with the highest weights are the median of incongruent stroop reaction time and median 
of digit symbol duration. However, for the least-squares regression model, the features with 
highest weights are the mean of digits correct per second and median of digit symbol duration. 
The weights of the input parameters for these models are shown in Figure 3.  
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Table 4. Performance of Linear, Ridge and LASSO models in predicting BAC 
Model RMSE L2 Penalty L1 Penalty 

Mean (baseline) 0.061301 -- -- 

Least-Square 0.026769 -- -- 

Ridge 0.030692 10 -- 

LASSO 0.029526 -- 0.001 
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Figure 3. Weights of features for ridge, LASSO, and​ ​least-squares regression  

 
Logistic Regression Model for Classification 
We used metrics with the lowest ​p​-value from each assessment type to build a logistic regression 
model with regularizations to predict whether participants were either sober or intoxicated. These 
metrics were the mean of balance distance from center, mean of stroop reaction time, median of 
trails A duration time, mean of correct flanker reaction time, and median of digit symbol 
duration. All participant scores were inputted into this model. We reported the recall, precision, 
and accuracy for different penalties in Table 5 below. We found that the logistic regression 
model performed the best with an L1 penalty. This model had an accuracy of 80.65 % and a 
precision of 0.91. Additionally, this model has nonzero weights for mean of trails a duration, 
median of trails a duration, and the mean of correct flanker time reaction, shown in Figure 4. We 
also calculated a ROC curve for this model on the test dataset. As shown in Figure 5, the optimal 
performance for this model was at a threshold of 0.46 with a sensitivity of 73.3 %, a specificity 
of 75.0 %, and an area under the curve (AUC) of 0.86. In other words, if the model predicted 
probability for a subject is greater than 0.46, the subject is categorized to the intoxicated group. 
 

Table 5. Performance of the logistic regression model 
Penalty Recall Precision Accuracy (%) 

L2 0.47 0.78 67.74 

Elastic Net 0.80 0.50 51.61 

L1 0.67 0.91 80.65 
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Figure 4. Weights of features for Logistic Regression Model with L1 Penalty  

 

 
Figure 5. ROC Curve for logistic regression model with L1 penalty 
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Discussion 
The findings of this study demonstrated that the BrainCheck battery has acceptable levels of 
accuracy in predicting BAC and in classifying sober and intoxicated participants. The RMSE for 
our linear regression model was 0.027 which is significantly lower than the baseline RMSE of 
0.061. In classifying intoxicated vs. sober participants, our best logistic regression model 
performed at an accuracy of 80.65%, with good sensitivity (73.3%) and specificity (75.0%). 
These results  showed the potential of the BrainCheck battery to detect cognitive impairment 
under alcohol consumption, in a similar way to use the BrainCheck sport battery in detecting 
mTBI ​[8] ​. 
 
Our results also demonstrated the moderate correlations between the changes in cognitive 
performance with the consumption of alcohol. The correlation between performance changes on 
the digit symbol substitution assessment and BAC levels is consistent with prior work that has 
shown impaired performance on the digit symbol substitution test with acute consumption of 
alcohol ​[17] ​. Additionally, the correlations observed between reaction time in the stroop 
assessment and BAC levels are also consistent with impared performance in previous studies 
[18] ​. However, while we found significant differences in performance on Trails A, the previous 
work has observed only significant deficits in performance on Trails B, which is a more complex 
task than Trails A ​[19] ​. This different observation may be because we looked at an older 
population compared to the previous study (18-20 years old). The visuomotor performance 
defect by acute alcohol intoxication has been reported for older drinkers ​[20] ​. 
 
There are further limitations to discuss. First, the participants represent a convenience sample 
and the number of alcoholic drinks consumed were not standardised/consistent across all the 
participants, due to avoiding the encouragement of alcohol consumption purely for the study. 
Also, some assessments may not be sensitive enough for changes in mild alcohol intoxication. 
Average BAC in this study was relatively low, which may not be sufficient to cause cognitive 
impairment for most individuals. In addition, assessments were administered on the same day 
and used the individuals’ baseline assessment as normal control, so we did not account for 
test-retest learning effects on participant assessment performance. Previous work on 
neuropsychological assessments demonstrate that participants generally perform better on the 
second assessment for both traditional and computerized tests ​[21] ​ ​[22] ​. This learning effect 
could mitigate the declined performance caused by alcohol, which increases the challenge to 
distinguish the alcohol usage based on the battery performance.  
 
Compared to other methods of assessing an individual's level of alcohol impairment, BrainCheck 
provides another option to assess level of alcohol impairment, including potential in predicting 
BAC and classifying intoxicated vs. sober. BrainCheck provides a unique option by providing a 
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shorter, gamified and portable test battery that can assess changes in cognitive function due to 
alcohol consumption, with the utility of being readily available on one's smartphone or tablet. 
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