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years (for example, total speed limit offences fell by 8 per cent between 2005 and 
2006 in England and Wales) but the number of offences processed in a 
magistrates court has fallen by a smaller proportion and it is possible that the 
introduction of graduated penalties (and recalibrated enforcement equipment) may 
increase the number of cases being processed. Therefore, in the absence of 
further evidence, the assumption that the number of offences will remain the same 
is considered reasonable. 

Police/CPS/Courts Service
The police are responsible for enforcement of speeding law, while the CPS and 
Courts Service have a role in prosecution of offenders. 

Government 
Government would be responsible for amending legislation.

Option B – Analysis of impact 

Costs

Set-up costs
The primary cost of the proposal will fall to the police, who will be upgrading their 
Fixed Penalty System to accommodate the graduation. This requirement is being 
incorporated into the police’s new Penalty Notice Processing system, which is 
already under development. To coincide with the graduation of fixed penalty 
points, it is also proposed that speed enforcement equipment is recalibrated so 
that devices record the lowest possible speed at which a vehicle could have been 
travelling. All equipment is already required to be submitted for an annual 
calibration check. The overall implementation costs to the police are unlikely to 
exceed £1m; work is being undertaken by ACPO to determine these costs more 
precisely, but these findings are not yet available. 

Costs of disqualifications
Under this option, with more points received for excessive speeding, it is possible 
that there would be an increase in the number of drivers/riders reaching the 
threshold of points at which they face disqualification. This is particularly relevant 
to new drivers, where a licence is revoked should they reach 6 points within two 
years of having gained their licence, under the Road Traffic (New Drivers) Act 
1995. The proposals mean that such drivers could be disqualified following the 
issuing of a fixed penalty notice after committing only one speeding offence. The 
number of conversions from provisional to full licences per year was reported by 
the DVLA to be 820,000 in 2007/08, equating to around 2.3 per cent of total 
licences (circa 35m), indicating that the proportion of drivers who could be at 
increased risk of being disqualified under the proposals is around 5 per cent of the 
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driving population (this is based on the total number of drivers who have qualified 
in the past two years). 

An increase in disqualifications from driving will increase the number of individuals 
having to pay to take part in the Driving Standard Agency’s testing procedures and 
reapplying to DVLA for licences. There would also be costs for the offenders in 
diverting to other forms of transport, and a potential loss of earnings in cases 
where they were required to drive for work purposes. However, such costs 
incurred by individuals, who are breaking existing laws, as a result of better 
enforcement are not quantified as part of the impact assessment process. 

The processing of additional disqualifications through the courts system will also 
create costs. 

However, it can be argued that new drivers, as well as those with enough points to 
be at risk of revocation, are already aware that they could be disqualified for a 
single excessive speeding offence, and so many of these disqualifications would 
take place with or without the proposals as the courts are already able to endorse 
6 penalty points for serious speeding offences. Each year there are around 5,000 
revocations under the Road Traffic (New Drivers) Act 1995 triggered by speed 
offences. It is also possible that the proposals will improve adherence to speed 
limits, particularly for those at risk of instant disqualification, implying that the 
number of offences will decrease overall. 

The change in the number of disqualifications, and associated costs to both 
drivers and enforcement agencies, brought about by the move to graduated 
penalties will depend on the level of behavioural change that occurs amongst 
drivers who are potentially non-compliant with speed restrictions. It is possible that 
the introduction of higher graduated penalties will lead to an increase in the 
number of drivers being disqualified but also possible that the new system will 
deter this form of non-compliance and lead to no change, or even a reduction, in 
the number of disqualifications. In the absence of further evidence, the extent and 
direction of this change has not been quantified. 

Drivers caught committing a speeding offence will also be required to pay a fine – 
this represents a cost to the driver, but for the purposes of the impact assessment 
is considered to be a transfer from the driver to the enforcement authorities. 

Benefits

Prevention of road accidents
It has not been possible to quantify the extent to which the graduation of fixed 
penalties for speeding offences would reduce accidents, but it is possible that the 
proposals would bring an improved respect for and compliance with speed limits, 
which in turn should bring road safety benefits through reduced risk of death or 
injury to road users. Evidence has suggested that the greatest reductions in 
casualties would arise from interventions which reduce the speed of the faster 
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drivers.1 Recent evaluations of the National Safety Camera Programme for 
England and Wales have shown that enforcement of speed limits through safety 
cameras can significantly reduce vehicle speeds at camera sites. In particular, it 
has been found that the number of vehicles exceeding speed limits by 15 mph fell 
by 51 per cent at camera sites after the introduction of cameras.2 There was also 
a reduction of 42 per cent in the numbers of people killed or seriously injured at 
camera sites. This indicates that camera enforcement of speed limits is effective in 
reducing casualties at camera sites, and increasing the certainty of receiving a 
higher penalty for exceeding speed limits to the extent outlined in the consultation 
document is likely to have a beneficial impact on road safety.

In 2006, exceeding the speed limit was cited as a contributory factor in 5 per cent 
of all road traffic accidents, 7 per cent of those involving serious injuries and 14 
per cent of those resulting in fatality: this equates to 381 fatal accidents, 1,519 
serious injury accidents and 7,258 accidents overall.3 These are likely to be under-
estimates, as other contributory factors, such as ‘loss of control’, or ‘careless, 
reckless or in a hurry’ may in some cases be an indication of exceeding the speed 
limit. Based on these accident figures, and the values given in Table 3 of the 
Department for Transports Highways Economic Note No. 1, these accidents 
would be estimated to cost the economy £1.1bn, including loss of output, human 
costs and health service costs associated with road casualties, as well as 
accident-related costs, including police time, insurance administration and 
property damage. Improving the deterrent to speeding will have greatest impact 
where speed limits are enforced. It is estimated that the annual economic benefits 
of the National Safety Camera Programme in 2004 was £258m in 2004 prices. 
These research findings show that an improvement in driver compliance with 
speed restrictions has potential to yield significant benefits if it translates into a 
reduction in accidents. However, the potential reduction in accidents depends on 
the extent of behavioural change that results from the introduction of graduated 
penalties and so has not been quantified at this time. 

Reduced costs of court referrals
The introduction of a higher fixed penalty for those exceeding speed limits to the 
extents outlined in the consultation document could create a more efficient 
process for dealing with those exceeding speed limits who the authorities may 
previously have chosen to prosecute, potentially reducing the number of cases 
that are referred to court. As well as saving court and offender related costs, this 
would also reduce the amount of Crown Prosecution Service and police time 
spent compiling prosecution files for these offences. The average cost of a 
magistrates’ court proceeding has been estimated at £707.4 This includes the cost 

1	 Taylor M., Lynam D. and Baruya A, (2000) ‘The effects of drivers speed on the frequency of road accidents’ Transport 
Research Laboratory TRL Report 421, Crowthorne

2	 PA Consulting (2005), ‘The National Safety Camera Programme – Four Year Evaluation Report’ http://www.dft.gov.uk/
pgr/roadsafety/speedmanagement/nscp/nscp/coll_thenationalsafetycameraprog/thenationalsafetycameraprogr4598

3	 Department for Transport (2007), ‘Road Casualties Great Britain 2006’ http://www.dft.gov.uk/162259/162469/221412/
221549/227755/contributoryfactorstoroadacc1802 

4	 Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate (1999), ‘The cost of criminal justice’ http://www.
homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs/r103.pdf, uprated to 2007 prices.
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of police attendance, prosecution, legal aid and probation service pre-sentence 
reports, in addition to the cost of running the courts themselves. Paid fixed penalty 
notices cost around £36 each to enforce.5 This indicates a net saving per case 
of £671.

The extent to which these costs could be saved depends upon the number of 
extra cases which the police choose to deal with through the fixed penalty system. 
This is largely at their discretion, but the potential scale for savings can be 
illustrated. With around 191,000 cases processed through the courts per year, 
diverting only 15–25 per cent of these to fixed penalty notices would create 
savings of between £19.2m and £32.0m per year. These savings will potentially 
increase, should the proportion of cases dealt with by fixed penalties increase 
over time.

Reduced numbers of fixed penalties
To the extent that the proposals improve compliance with speed limits, there may 
be a reduction in the overall number of fixed penalty offences, and correspondingly 
in the work carried out by the police. This depends on the extent to which the 
introduction of graduated penalties provides a deterrent effect and engenders 
behavioural change (i.e. improved compliance) therefore it has not been possible 
to accurately estimate this effect at this time.

Option C: Analysis of impacts
This option would entail the same impacts of Option B, but with the additional 
effects of offering lower penalty points to those breaking speed limits by lesser 
amounts. 

Costs

Set-up costs
As in Option B, the initial cost of the proposal will fall to the police who will be 
upgrading their Fixed Penalty System to accommodate the graduation. To 
coincide with the graduation of penalties, it is also proposed to recalibrate speed 
enforcement equipment so that devices record the lowest possible speed at which 
a vehicle could have been travelling. These costs are not expected to exceed 
£1m; work is being undertaken by ACPO to determine these costs more precisely 
but these findings are not yet available. 

5	 PA Consulting (2005), ‘The National Safety Camera Programme – Four Year Evaluation Report’ http://www.dft.gov.uk/
pgr/roadsafety/speedmanagement/nscp/nscp/coll_thenationalsafetycameraprog/thenationalsafetycameraprogr4598, 
uprated to 2007 prices.
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Costs of disqualifications 

As with Option B, there is a possibility that, compared to the baseline, more 
drivers, particularly those affected by the Road Traffic (New Drivers) Act 1995, will 
be disqualified each year. However, the impact under this  will be less pronounced 
as a result of the introduction of lower penalty points for exceeding speed limits by 
the margins indicated in the consultation document, meaning that drivers can 
commit more minor speeding offences before being disqualified under the penalty 
points system. Extra disqualifications would incur costs in loss of output, time 
costs for offenders, licensing and driver retesting costs, and in additional burdens 
on courts. However, as noted above, costs incurred by individuals, who are 
breaking existing law, as a result of better enforcement are not quantified as part 
of the impact assessment process. 

As above, it can also be argued that new drivers, as well as those with enough 
points to be at risk of revocation, are already aware that they could be disqualified 
for a single speeding offence, should it be deemed sufficiently serious, and so 
many of these disqualifications would take place with or without the proposals. 
The courts are already able to endorse 6 penalty points for such offences. Each 
year there are around 5,000 revocations under the Road Traffic (New Drivers) Act 
1995 triggered by speeding offences. It is also possible that the proposals will 
improve adherence to speed limits, particularly for those at risk of instant 
disqualification, implying that the number of offences could decrease overall. 

Ultimately, the change in the number of disqualifications, and associated costs to 
both drivers and enforcement agencies, brought about by the move to graduated 
penalties will depend on the level of behavioural change which occurs amongst 
drivers who are potentially non-compliant with speed restrictions. It is possible that 
the introduction of higher graduated penalties will lead to an increase in the 
number of drivers being disqualified but also possible that the new system will 
deter this form of non-compliance and lead to no change, or even a reduction, in 
the number of disqualifications. In the absence of further evidence, the extent and 
direction of this change has not been quantified. 

Drivers caught committing a speeding offence will also be required to pay a fine – 
this represents a cost to the driver but for the purposes of the impact assessment 
is considered to be a transfer from the driver to the enforcement authorities. 

Potential costs of increases in lower level speeding
There may be a risk that reducing the fixed penalty points for relatively minor 
speeding offences, as defined in the consultation document, on roads with speed 
limits of 40 mph and above may increase the proportion of vehicles that exceed 
the speed limit by small amounts on these roads. However, it is thought that even 
a two point penalty will present a similar deterrent against these offences, 
particularly for those who have an otherwise clean driving licence. Therefore this 
impact is not thought to be significant.
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Benefits

More equitable treatment of offenders

Introducing full graduation, as opposed to only raising the penalty points for 
excessive speeding, will make the penalty for speeding offences more equitable, 
with more severe offences attracting more penalty points. In particular, those who 
comply with the law would benefit from a more effective deterrent against 
excessive speeders and those who breach the limit by a relatively small amount 
through lapses of concentration would receive a lower penalty. This may improve 
perceptions of the fairness of speed enforcement, improving respect for speed 
limits. In theory, this may further improve compliance, and therefore provide 
additional savings in accident costs, although it is not clear whether this effect 
would be significant.

Prevention of road accidents
The proposals involving full graduation of penalties would bring road safety 
benefits similar to those outlined for Option B by reducing the speed of the fastest 
drivers and therefore the risk of death or injury road users. Research findings show 
that an improvement in driver compliance with speed restrictions has potential to 
yield significant benefits if it translates into a reduction in accidents. However, the 
potential reduction in accidents depends on the extent of behavioural change 
which results from the introduction of graduated penalties and so has not been 
quantified at this time. 

Reduced costs of court referrals for serious speed offences
These benefits would be similar to those outlined under Option B, with a number 
of cases each year diverted from court proceedings to the fixed penalty notice 
system. The extent to which these costs could be saved depends upon the 
number of extra cases which the police choose to deal with through the fixed 
penalty system. This is largely at their discretion but the potential scale for savings 
can be illustrated. With around 191,000 cases processed through the courts per 
year, diverting only 15–25 per cent of these to fixed penalty notices would create 
savings of between £19.2m and £32.0m per year. These savings will potentially 
increase should the proportion of cases dealt with by fixed penalties increase over 
time.

Reduced numbers of fixed penalties
To the extent that the proposals improve compliance with speed limits, there may 
be a reduction in the overall number of fixed penalty offences, and correspondingly 
in the work carried out by the police. This depends on the extent to which the 
introduction of graduated penalties provides a deterrent effect and engenders 
behavioural change (i.e. improved compliance) therefore it has not been possible 
to accurately estimate this effect at this time.
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the 
potential impacts of your policy options.  

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are 
contained within the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Evidence 
Base?

Results annexed?

Competition Assessment No Yes
Small Firms Impact Test No Yes
Legal Aid Yes Yes
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No Yes
Other Environment Yes Yes
Health Impact Assessment Yes Yes
Race Equality No Yes
Disability Equality No Yes
Gender Equality No Yes
Human Rights No Yes
Rural Proofing No Yes
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Annexes

Specific impact tests

Competition assessment

These proposals do not have any competition impacts. 

Consultation with small business: the small firms’ impact test

None of the respondents to the 2004 Discussion Note indicated that they were 
small businesses. However, the principle of a graduated structure was supported 
by the Freight Transport Association, whose membership consists of companies 
of all sizes. 

Other main commercial vehicle trade associations and The Small Business Service 
have been consulted through the public consultation started on 27 November 
2007. We encourage small firms to participate in this consultation.

Environment 

It is unlikely that there will be any significant and quantifiable environmental 
impacts from any of the options. However, graduation of fixed penalty points for 
speeding is designed to help achieve appropriate vehicle speeds and this will also 
reduce associated emissions and therefore we would expect some positive 
qualitative benefits. In particular, it is anticipated that the higher graduation will 
reduce the level of excessive speeding, with associated environmental benefits.

Carbon assessment

It is unlikely that there will be any significant and quantifiable environmental 
impacts from any of the options. However, graduation of fixed penalty points for 
speeding is designed to help achieve appropriate vehicle speeds, and this will also 
reduce associated emissions, and therefore we would expect some positive 
qualitative benefits. In particular, it is anticipated that the higher graduation will 
reduce the level of excessive speeding, with associated environmental benefits.

Health

The proposals are designed to ensure greater respect for and compliance with 
speed limits, which will in turn continue to reduce the number of road traffic 
collisions, injuries and deaths in which excessive speed is a contributory factor. 
Greater compliance will also reduce the risk to more vulnerable road users and 
improve the quality of life for local communities. More detail on the potential for 
health benefits are provided in the evidence base.
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Race equality assessment

There are no race equality impacts to these proposals.

Disability impact assessment

These proposals do not have any disability impacts. 

Gender impact assessment

There are no specific gender impacts to these proposals. However, Ministry of 
Justice statistics, Motoring Offences and Breath Tests, England and Wales, show 
that around 80 per cent of the people found guilty of speeding offences at Court 
are male. An element of these cases would be referrals to Court as a result of 
refusal to declare the driver at the time of an alleged offence. However, it is 
generally the more serious speeding offences that proceed to Court, which implies 
that male drivers are more likely to exceed speed limits by excessive amounts. It 
follows that male drivers are therefore also more likely to be affected by the higher 
graduation.

Human rights

There are no human rights impacts to these proposals. A ruling by the Grand 
Chamber of the Human Court of Human Rights in June 2007 confirmed that cars 
have the potential to cause grave injury and that certain responsibilities therefore 
come with owning or driving a vehicle. 

Rural proofing

The majority of 30 mph speed limits are on urban roads, whilst the majority of 
higher speed limit roads are in rural areas. The available evidence indicates that, 
overall, the proposals to graduate the fixed penalty point structure for speeding 
offences are likely to have a broadly similar impact in urban and rural areas.

Legal aid

These proposals will affect the number of speed offence cases that are referred to 
court. While allowing some more serious offences to be processed with a fixed 
penalty notice rather than court proceedings, a possible increase in 
disqualifications might create some additional burdens on the legal aid system. 
The net effect is uncertain at this stage.
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department/Agency:

Department for Transport

Title:

Impact Assessment of Measures to Increase Driver 
Compliance – Drink Driving 

Stage: Consultation Version: 1 Date: October 2008 

Related Publications:                             

Available to view or download at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk

Contact for enquiries: Andrew Burr Telephone: 020 7944 2037 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

The Government has previously instigated a number of measures that have generated some success 
in tackling drink driving. The number of fatalities and serious injuries resulting from drink driving has 
decreased in recent years but there are still a significant number of needless casualties which could be 
reduced by achieving improved compliance from drivers. Government intervention is required in order to 
make further inroads into the problem and meet the objectives of the Government's drink drive strategy. 

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The overarching policy objective is to minimise casualities resulting from non-compliance with road 
traffic law. The specific aim of proposals considered in this Impact Assessment is to improve compliance 
with drink driving law in order to impact positively on road user safety and further reduce the number of 
casualties that occur as a result of drink driving. 

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option A is to maintain the status quo. Option B involves improving enforcement through a package of 
measures. Option C involves reviewing the high-risk offender scheme. Option D is a combination of B and 
C. Options involving changes in the prescribed blood alcohol limit are not included in this assessment, as 
further work is being undertaken in this area, and this issue will be considered in at a later stage once a 
better evidence base is available. 

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the 
desired effects? DfT to confirm. 

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available 
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of 
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:	

                            

..............................................................................................................Date:                             



104 

Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: B Description: Improved enforcement

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ One-off costs will be incurred as a result of the 
need for new screening equipment. There will be ongoing costs to 
the justice system and drivers as a result of increased detection. 

One-off (Transition) Yrs
£ 4m 2

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 1.5-4.6m Total Cost (PV) £ 17.1–43.4m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NA

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Benefits of a reduction in casualties 
as a result of improved compliance.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks There is uncertainty around how drivers will respond to the 
measures and so how they will impact on behaviour with regards to drink driving, and therefore improved 
compliance. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police/justice system

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 7.8–23.4m 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase – Decrease)
Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: C Description: Better management of offenders

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Estimated cost of undertaking a review of the 
current HRO scheme. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 30,000 1

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0 Total Cost (PV) £ 30,000

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NAi

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ There are potential safety benefits 
from ensuring that medical assessments are completed before a HRO's licence is returned. There 
may also be potential benefits as a result of the review of the HRO scheme. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks There are potential safety benefits from ensuring that medical 
assessments are completed before a HRO's licence is returned. There may also be potential benefits as a 
result of the review of the HRO scheme. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? DVLA

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 0 (additional)

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase – Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: D Description: Improved enforcement and better management of 
offenders 

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ One-off costs will be incurred as a result of the 
need for new screening equipment and the review of the HRO 
scheme. There wil be ongoing costs to the justice system and 
drivers as a result of increased detection. 

One-off (Transition) Yrs
£ 4,030,000 2

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 1.5–4.6m Total Cost (PV) £ 17.1–43.5m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NAi

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ There are potential safety benefits 
from ensuring that medical assessments are completed before a HRO's licence is returned. There 
may also be potential benefits as a result of the review of the HRO scheme. Benefits of a reduction in 
casualties as a result of improved complaince. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks There is uncertainty around how drivers will respond to the 
measures and so how they will impact on behaviour with regards to drink driving, and therefore improved 
compliance. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Justice System/DVLA

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 7.8-23.4m 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase – Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out 
the evidence, analysis and detailed narrative from which you have 
generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the information is 
organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on 
the preceding pages of this form.]

Background
This Impact Assessment (IA) relates to proposals to improve driver behaviour in 
respect of drink driving.

It is part of the review of DfT’s overarching strategy for achieving compliance with 
road traffic law which has the aim of the minimising casualties resulting from 
non-compliance. Driver behaviour has been found to be a factor in a significant 
proportion of all road traffic collisions. To the extent that road traffic laws proscribe 
behaviour that is unsafe, compliance with those laws is key to preventing road 
collisions and in reducing road casualties.

The Government’s strategy against drink driving has five objectives as follows:

To reduce drink-related casualties to the minimum possible level.zz

To make drink driving socially unacceptable.zz

To deter as many potential drink drivers as possible.zz

To catch those who do drive impaired and keep them away from driving.zz

To abate re-offending by influencing convicted drink driver’s behaviour.zz

The current blood alcohol limit for drivers is a blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of 
80 mg/100ml. The latest provisional statistics published by the Department show 
that the number of fatalities from drink-related collisions was 460 in 2007, while 
the number of seriously injured casualties was 1,760. This is a reduction on the 
figures recorded in 2006 (560 fatalities and 1,970 serious injuries), but the 
numbers for 2007 still show a significant number of casualties which could be 
reduced by improved behaviour from drivers.

The Government has been successfully tackling drink driving for many years, but it 
is recognised that further intervention is required in order to make further inroads 
into the problem and achieve the objectives set out above. The aim of the current 
proposals is to facilitate a further reduction in the number of casualties from drink-
related collisions.
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Preparation of the IA
This initial IA has been prepared on the basis of a review of existing evidence and 
discussions with key stakeholders.

It has been prepared to accompany a consultation to invite comments on a range 
of proposals relating to compliance with road traffic law.

The evidence base will be updated following the consultation period to take 
account of any further evidence which emerges.

Options
Option A: Do nothing – this would involve maintaining the status quo. However, 
this would not address the issues identified above, meaning that the opportunity 
to improve driver behaviour in respect of drink driving will not be realised. 
Therefore to do nothing would not contribute to the overall strategy to improve 
driver compliance with road traffic law. However, for the purpose of the impact 
assessment all ‘do something’ options should be assessed against the status 
quo.

Option B: Improve enforcement through the use of better breath testing 
equipment, drink drive checkpoints, withdrawal of the right for drivers who 
produce a positive breath test result to request a subsequent blood or urine test, 
and endorsement for failure to provide a specimen for analysis.

Option C: Take steps to better manage offenders through a review of the 
effectiveness of the high-risk offender scheme and speeding up medical 
examinations to ensure that such individuals do not recover their licence without a 
medical decision that they are fit to drive.

Option D: Combination of both options B and C.

Discussions are ongoing about the possibility of a change to the prescribed blood 
alcohol limit. At present there is not enough evidence to make a robust 
assessment of the impact of such a change – the assumptions and exclusions 
which have been made in existing research are felt to introduce too much 
uncertainty into the estimates that have been produced – however, it is expected 
that the use of digital breath testing equipment will allow more detailed data to be 
collected. At present, policy is focused on improving enforcement of the existing 
limit while keeping the value of the limit under review. Once a more robust 
evidence base is available, the issue of a change to the limit will be considered in 
more detail.
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Sectors and groups affected
Drivers at risk of committing the offence

The latest statistics show that 602,000 roadside breath tests were carried out in 
2006 in England and Wales; of this figure 106,000 were positive (or the driver 
refused to provide a sample) and 93,000 convictions resulted (for driving under the 
influence of alcohol or drugs). In Scotland, there were a further 14,000 breath tests 
carried out, of which 495 were positive.

However, the statistics only show the number of drivers who were recorded as 
being stopped by the police – which may not capture all stops actually made – 
and also are unable to indicate how widespread the problem is among the general 
population.

Around 40 per cent (40,000) of those convicted each year are classed as high-risk 
offenders and as a result are required to pass a medical examination before 
recovering their licence.

In addition, around one-third of those convicted attend rehabilitation courses 
(measures to improve such courses are considered in the section of the 
consultation which deals with remedial training and re-assessment).

Police
The police are responsible for enforcement of drink driving law and as a result 
would be affected by any changes to legislation or enforcement requirements.

Driving and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA)

The DVLA is responsible for the re-licensing of offenders who have been 
disqualified from driving.

Government
Government will be responsible for introducing any new legislation required by the 
proposed measures and for undertaking a review of the current high-risk offender 
scheme.

Costs and benefits – overview
The options proposed aim to generate improved driver compliance in respect of 
drink driving law, which would be expected to translate into a reduction in drink-
related collisions (and associated casualties), thereby creating improved safety for 
all road users. The extent of this impact will largely depend on the change in driver 
behaviour that occurs as a result of the measures, which will to a large extent be 
influenced by how drivers perceive the change in the risk of being caught. 
Improved enforcement and/or a public awareness campaign would be expected 
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to impact on the perception of risk, although the likely extent of this impact is not 
known and so the analysis which follows presents indicative estimates that 
highlight the potential benefits which would result from a decrease in the number 
of casualties caused by drink driving.

Views from consultees on the likely impact of the proposals on driver behaviour 
and perceptions of risk would be welcomed.

The proposed options will generate costs to enforcement authorities as a result of 
the additional resources required to implement them. Costs will also be incurred 
by additional drivers who are caught committing the offence, although these are 
not included in the impact assessment, as they are incurred by individuals who are 
committing an offence and may otherwise have gone undetected.

Risks and uncertainty
A key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on behaviour 
with regard to drink driving, and therefore improved compliance. At this stage it 
has not been possible to quantify the likely benefits that would result in terms of 
the likely reduction in offences.

Therefore, in the absence of further evidence, instead of providing an estimate of 
the benefits associated with each individual option, we have chosen to provide a 
range that shows the potential monetary impact caused by an assumed reduction 
in the number of casualties (with that number calculated based on various 
percentage reduction scenarios using current baseline data). This approach serves 
to highlight the benefits that could result if the objective of improved compliance is 
achieved.

Option B – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The current proposals suggest the introduction of four measures designed to 
improve enforcement.

The first is the introduction of better roadside testing equipment. The devices 
currently in use are for screening purposes only. If they indicate that a driver may 
be over the limit, the driver will then be taken to a police station so that a further 
evidential breath test can be undertaken. However, in 2005 the police were given 
powers to require evidential specimens at locations other than a police station 
(including the roadside). This will help the police to speed up the procedure. The 
Home Office is undertaking work to enable type approval testing of new 
equipment. Following this, it is hoped that manufacturers will submit new devices 
for approval. Police forces can then be equipped with new devices that will enable 
evidential specimens to be provided away from the police station.
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At this stage it is estimated that the costs associated with this process will be in 
the region of £4m. This is based on the £2m cost incurred previously, when police 
in England and Wales were provided with new screening equipment, plus 
allowances for the fact that new equipment is likely to be more expensive. There 
are also costs associated with the type approval process, and forces in Scotland 
will also need to be equipped with the new devices. This is a one-off cost that will 
be spread over a number of years. At present there is uncertainty about this time 
period, as it depends to a large extent on manufacturers developing new 
equipment that meets the type approval. In the absence of further evidence, we 
have assumed that development costs of £1m will be incurred in year 1, followed 
by upgrade costs of £3m in year 2. It has further been assumed that there will be 
no change in running costs associated with the new devices.

The second measure is to encourage police forces to make more use of targeted 
roadside checkpoint testing. This is a high visibility form of enforcement and so 
has a dual role in terms of catching offenders but also deterring potential drink 
drivers by demonstrating that there is a real possibility of them being caught. North 
Wales police conducted such a campaign around Christmas 2007. They found the 
campaign received strong support from the public and concluded that it was an 
effective approach to enforcement of drink driving law. The proposal is to 
encourage police forces to undertake high-profile checkpoint campaigns but to 
leave it to individual forces to decide on the extent of such operations. It is 
assumed that there are no additional costs associated with this, as the measure 
allows the police flexibility as to the level of checkpoint activity and so will be 
funded out of existing resources.

Thirdly, it is proposed that there will be a withdrawal of the right for drivers who 
produce a positive breath test result to request a subsequent blood or urine test. 
The right to provide an alternative specimen was introduced many years ago in 
order to provide confidence that breath testing would be fair. However, breath 
testing devices have proved to provide reliable and accurate readings, therefore 
this concession is no longer required. Exercising this right also generally works in 
favour of the driver, because of the inevitable delay in waiting for a doctor to 
undertake the test. Maintaining this concession would also negate the advantages 
of the better breath testing equipment proposed above. Again, it is assumed that 
there will be no additional costs associated with this measure, but it will help to 
streamline the process of dealing with drink drive suspects. There is also likely to 
be a cost saving as a result of the reduced requirement for laboratory tests. 
Between August 2007 and July 2008 the FSS laboratory handled 8,094 blood 
samples from 37 police forces (which extrapolated would imply a total of 9,406 
from all forces), the large majority of which would be from those exercising the 
Statutory Option. In addition, this may be an underestimate if some police forces 
had switched to the LGC laboratory for testing at some point over the year. We 
have assumed that any cost savings made as a result of this change will be re-
invested into further enforcement activity.

Finally, endorsements on driving licences are applied to anyone who fails to 
provide a specimen for analysis. It is proposed that the offence would be widened 
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to include those who had a sample taken when unfit to give consent and then 
refuse to have it analysed. The numbers and costs involved here are assumed to 
be insignificant.

There will also be costs involved in terms of the prosecution and detention of 
additional offenders detected by increased enforcement. It is assumed that the 
number of offences detected by the police will rise by between 1 per cent and 3 
per cent as a result of the policy. Although not strictly comparable, evidence from 
the US indicates that the percentage of total drink driving offences that are 
detected is small – it is estimated that, while there were 1.5m arrests, 2bn driving 
trips were undertaken within two hours of drinking alcohol. It is assumed that the 
proportion of total offences detected in the UK is likewise small, and that any 
reduction the overall number of incidences of drink driving as a result of increased 
enforcement (and associated perceptions of risk) will not reduce the number of 
offences currently detected by the police, and also allow for a potential increase. 
However, evidence from the US also indicates that heightened perceptions of 
being caught resulted in a lower incidence of drink driving. We have therefore 
conservatively assumed a small potential increase – between 1 and 3 per cent, 
which would imply an increase in the number of offences detected of between 
1,060 and 3,180.

Offenders would go to proceedings in a magistrates court; it is assumed that 65 
per cent of offenders will plead guilty (in line with the average for all cases, Crown 
Prosecution Service Annual Report, 2007/08); that 87 per cent of offenders will be 
found guilty by the court (in line with the average conviction rate for drink and drug 
driving offences). In 2006, of the 93,000 findings of guilt in relation to drink and 
drug related driving offences, 4,400 received a custodial sentence (5 per cent), 
while 87,000 drivers were disqualified (60,900 for more than one year) – 95 per 
cent of total offenders found guilty. It is assumed that these averages will apply to 
the additional offences detected by the police.

The Cost of Criminal Justice (Home Office, 1999/00), indicates an average of cost 
of £550 (£680 in 2007/08 prices) to take proceedings in relation to a motoring 
offence to a magistrates court with a guilty plea, and £1,700 (£2,100 in 2007/08 
prices) for a not guilty plea. The average cost of a custodial sentence in a 
magistrates court was estimated at £4,900 (£6,100 in 2007/08 prices).

In 2006, the average fine for those not given a custodial sentence was £231 (£240 
in 2007/08 prices) – this was treated as a transfer payment from the individual to 
the courts. A survey of drivers by Churchill Insurance in 2006 found that 
disqualified drivers also spent an additional £2,700 on alternative forms of 
transport over a 10 month period and an extra 148 hours of travel time – the 
average duration of disqualification (£3,300 per annum, in 2007/08 prices, and 
177 hours of additional travel time). However, such costs to offenders (who may 
otherwise have gone undetected) are not considered within the impact 
assessment.
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Table 1 Scenarios for 1 and 3 per cent increases in drink driving offences 
detected by police

1 per cent increase in 
drink driving offences 

detected by police

3 per cent increase in 
drink driving offences 

detected by police

Increase in offences 1,060 3,180
Number of guilty pleas 689 2,067
Number of not guilty pleas 371 1,113
Cost of proceedings in the Magistrate's Court (£) 1,247,620 3,742,860
Number found guilty 930 2,790
Number of custodial sentences 47 140
Number of disqualifications 884 2,651
Number of fines issued (to those not receiving 
custodial sentences)

884 2,651

Cost of custodial sentencing (£) 283,650 850,950
Cost to individuals in commuting costs as a result 
of disqualifications (£)

3,578,175 10,734,525

Cost to individuals in lost leisure time as a result of 
disqualifications (£)

2,697,546 8,092,639

Total costs 1,531,270 4,593,810

This assumed scenario provides an indicative cost estimate of between £1.5m 
and £4.6m.

Benefits

It is intended that increased enforcement will reduce incidences of drink driving for 
two reasons: an increased detection rate, and a reduction in the incidence of drink 
driving. This change in drink driving behaviour results from the perception that 
there is an increased risk of being caught, the cost of which outweighs any 
possible benefits that might be gained from committing the offence.

Evidence is mixed on the impact of increased enforcements on the incidence of 
drink driving. A US study, Deterring Drinking and Driving in Theory and Practice: 
Evidence from the American States found evidence that heightened perceptions of 
being caught resulted in lower incidence of drink driving.

Any improvement in enforcement and/or compliance would help to improve safety 
for all road users, potentially resulting in a reduction in accidents in which 
impairment due to alcohol is a contributory factor. However, there is currently no 
basis on which to estimate the extent to which the introduction of this measure 
would impact on driver behaviour and the resulting casualty numbers. There is 
also uncertainty around the change in the detection rate and number of 
prosecutions that would result from such a measure. Given the uncertainty 
surrounding the scale of the benefits that are likely to be generated, we have not 
provided a quantified estimate of the impact of this option.
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Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with regard to drink driving, thereby helping to improve 
driving standards, and safety for all road users.

Option C – Analysis of impacts

Costs

This option relates to better management of high-risk offenders. The current 
high-risk offender scheme provides special measures to deal with drivers who are 
classified as high risk, for example those who have been disqualified from driving 
and are alcohol dependent, those who have committed repeat offences and 
where the proportion of alcohol was equal to or higher than two and a half times 
the prescribed limit. In 2006, 40,000 drivers were disqualified and classified as 
high risk

The current scheme is seen as a preventative measure. It is estimated that around 
two-thirds of those on the scheme get a full licence returned, a further 10 per cent 
are given a restricted licence and the remainder either have their licence withdrawn 
or do not reapply. Only approximately 5–7 per cent of licences are withheld as a 
result of the medical examination. The fees for renewal of the licence and the 
required medical assessment are paid by the offender and are not expected to 
change as a result of this proposal. However, the medical assessment fee does 
not reflect the full cost of the examination. The scheme as a whole is also viewed 
as being administratively costly and burdensome.

Therefore it is proposed that a review of the scheme is undertaken in order to 
assess the impact on high-risk offenders and consider its cost-effectiveness – the 
DfT estimates that this review will result in a one-off cost of £30,000 (the 
equivalent of one FTE post for one year).

Further to this it is also proposed that the undertaking of medical assessments will 
be speeded up to ensure that high-risk offenders are unable to recover their 
licence until the outcome of this assessment is known. This is a change from the 
current situation, which allows high-risk offenders to recover their licence at the 
end of their disqualification period, even if their application for a medical 
assessment is pending. It is proposed that legislation is amended to ensure that 
high-risk offenders are required to take a medical assessment before they submit 
an application to regain their licence. A pilot study undertaken by the DVLA has 
shown that, by introducing additional procedures to remind offenders about the 
medical assessment, there is adequate time to complete the procedure before the 
end of the disqualification period. It is also likely that any additional costs resulting 
from the new process will be offset by cost savings made by eliminating the need 
to ‘chase up’ assessment results for those who have already recovered their 
licence. It is therefore assumed that no additional costs will be incurred by the 
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DVLA. It is also assumed that the change in timing will not affect the outcome of 
medical assessments and so there will be no significant additional costs to drivers.

Benefits

The proposed changes to the procedure for medical assessments will mean that 
no high-risk offenders are allowed to drive before being declared fit to do so. 
Statistics show that only around 5–7 per cent of licences are withheld as a result 
of the outcome of the medical assessment – around 2,500 per year based on an 
average of 40,000 high-risk offenders being admitted to the scheme each year. 
The DVLA estimates that two-thirds recover their licence and a further 10 per cent 
recover a restricted licence. The remainder either are considered to be persistently 
misusing alcohol or do not reapply for a licence. While just 1 per cent of ordinary 
offenders reoffend within four years of committing, 11.5 per cent of high-risk 
offenders reoffend within four years, indicating a high rate of recidivism in this 
group. Improving the procedure for medical assessments is likely to reduce 
recidivism.

The proposed review of the present high-risk offender scheme has potential to 
identify cost savings and/or means to improve the effectiveness of the scheme. 
However, these benefits cannot be identified until the review has been undertaken.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with regard to drink driving, thereby helping to improve 
driving standards, and safety for all road users.

Option D – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The costs associated with this option would be the sum of those incurred 
under Options B and C.

Benefits

Any improvement in enforcement and/or compliance would help to improve safety 
for all road users, potentially resulting in a reduction in accidents in which 
impairment due to alcohol is a contributory factor. However, there is currently no 
basis on which to estimate the extent to which the introduction of this measure 
would impact on driver behaviour and the resulting casualty numbers. There is 
also uncertainty around the change in the detection rate and number of 
prosecutions that would result from such a measure. Given the uncertainty 
surrounding the scale of the benefits that are likely to be generated, we have not 
provided a quantified estimate of the impact of this option.
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In addition, the review of the high-risk offender scheme has potential to yield 
benefits in future years if improvements are identified and acted upon.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with regard to drink driving, thereby helping to improve 
driving standards, and safety for all road users.

Impact tests

Race, gender and disability equality
There are no race, gender or disability equality impacts to these proposals.

Competition assessment
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any business impacts.

Small Firms Impact Test
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any direct business impacts. However, there may be 
indirect impacts caused by any resulting change in driver behaviour, for example 
some reduction in the sales of alcoholic drinks in pubs and bars, with resulting 
business viability impacts.

Legal Aid
There are no Legal Aid implications.

Sustainable development
The proposals do not conflict with any of the five principles of sustainable 
development.

Carbon assessment
The proposals would not be expected to generate a significant impact on carbon 
emissions.

Other environmental implications
It is considered that there will be no significant other environmental implications.
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Health impact assessment
It is considered that the proposals will not impact significantly on health and 
wellbeing, or health inequalities, as defined by the screening criteria for this test; 
therefore a full assessment is not necessary.

Human rights
There are no human rights implications.

Rural proofing
The proposals are not expected to have a differential impact on rural areas.

Summary and next steps

The proposed measures aim to improve behaviour with regards to drink driving.

The estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2 Estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes

Area of impact Size of Impact Notes

Option B
Enforcement costs £4m – one-off (spread over two 

years)
Cost incurred by Home Office.

Cost of increased detection £7.8–23.4m pa Includes estimate of cost to justice 
system and offenders.

Option C
Review of HRO scheme £30,000 – one-off Cost to Department. Estimate 

based on cost of one staff post for 
one-year period.

Option D
Enforcement costs £4m – one-off (spread over two 

years)
Cost incurred by Home Office.

Cost of increased detection £7.8–23.4m pa Includes estimate of cost to justice 
system and offenders.

Review of HRO scheme £30,000 – one-off Cost to Department. Estimate 
based on cost of one staff post for 

one year period.

As noted, at present there is no firm basis for estimating the impact of any of the 
options on the number of casualties. However, the Table 3 shows the estimated 
benefits that would be associated with a casualty reduction of 3, 10 and 20 per 
cent, calculated using current estimates of drink drive casualties as a baseline 
figure. In the past considerable reductions in drink drive related casualties have 
been achieved by a range of measures, although it is likely that a proportion of 
those drivers that continue to drink and drive are more resistant to behavioural 
change, given that they have been impervious to previous efforts. In addition, there 
is some evidence that drinking behaviour is changing, evidenced by increases in 
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alcohol sales from supermarkets and reductions in sales in pubs, suggesting that 
more people are choosing to drink at home, therefore bypassing the need to drive. 
This suggests that a conservative estimate of potential reductions is appropriate. 
In addition, a larger reduction of 20 per cent has been included, as this 
approximates the reduction in fatalities that was recorded between 2006 and 
2007. The value of these reductions has been estimated using the DfT’s estimate 
of the value of preventing a fatality (estimated at £1,652,000 in 2008) and 
associated weightings for major injuries (10) and reportable minor injuries (200).

Table 3 Illustrative benefits – 3 per cent, 10 per cent and 20 per cent casualty 
reduction scenarios

3 per cent 10 per cent 20 per cent

Type of casualty Fatality Serious 
injury

Slight 
injury 

Fatality Serious 
injury

Slight 
injury 

Fatality Serious 
injury

Slight 
injury 

Number avoided 14 53 37 46 176 123 92 352 246
Benefits (£) 23.1m 8.8m 0.3m 76.0m 29.1m 1.0m 152.0m 58.2m 2.0m
Total benefits (£) 32.2m 106.1m 212.2m

As a result of the uncertainty surrounding the likely scale of benefits which would 
be associated with any of the ‘do something options’, present value calculations 
have not been undertaken at this stage.
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the 
potential impacts of your policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit 
analysis are contained within the main evidence base; other results may 
be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in 
Evidence Base?

Results annexed?

Competition Assessment No No
Small Firms Impact Test No No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No No
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department/Agency:

Department for Transport

Title:

Impact Assessment of Measures to Increase Driver 
Compliance – Drug Driving 

Stage: Consultation Version: 1 Date: October 2008                            

Related Publications:                             

Available to view or download at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk

Contact for enquiries: Andrew Burr Telephone: 020 7944 2037 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

The Government recognises the serious risk to road safety posed by drivers who are impaired by 
drugs. Evidence suggests that the use of illegal drugs by drivers may be increasing. Another issue is 
that the current procedure for proving the offence is not as straightforward as for drink driving offences. 
Government intervention is required to encourage improved compliance from drivers both by continuing 
to increase public awareness of the dangers of drug driving, and the associated penalties, and taking 
steps to streamline the enforcement process. 

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The overarching policy objective is to minimise casualties resulting from non-compliance with road traffic 
law. The specific aim of proposals considered in this IA is to improve compliance with drug driving law in 
order to impact positively on road user safety. 

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option A is to maintain the current regime with regards to drug driving. Option B involves introduction 
of a new offence which is intended to streamline the process of enforcement of drug driving law. Option 
C would result in the undertaking of a new THINK! public awareness campaign designed at conveying 
a 'don't drug drive' message, particularly aimed at those who research suggests are most at risk of 
committing the offence. Option D – the preferred option – is a combination of both B and C. 

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the 
desired effects? DfT to confirm. 

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available 
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of 
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:	

                            

..............................................................................................................Date:                             
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Policy Option: B Description: Creation of a new offence 

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ One-off cost of type approval and sourcing of new 
equipment.One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 4m 3

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0 Total Cost (PV) £ 3.8m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Ongoing costs to police, justice system 
and offenders resulting from any increase in detection rate. 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NAi

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Benefits of a reduction in casualties 
as a result of improved compliance. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught). 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ unknown 

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: C Description: THINK! public awareness campaign 

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Cost of campaign is assumed to be a one-off cost 
to the Department. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 2.75m 1

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0 Total Cost (PV) £ 2.75m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NA

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Benefits of a reduction in casualties 
as a result of improved compliance. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of benefits generated by this measure depends on the 
behavioural change which results from the campaign in the form of improved compliance. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? n/a

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ n/a

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: D Description: Creation of new offence and THINK! public awareness 
campaign

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ One-off cost associated with new screening 
equipment and public awareness campaign. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 6.75m 3

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0 Total Cost (PV) £ 6.6m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Ongoing costs to police and justice 
system resulting from any increase in detection rate. 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this stage.

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ unknown Total Benefit (PV) £ NAi

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Benefits of a reduction in casualties 
as a result of improved compliance. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught and public awareness campaign). 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ NAi

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ NAi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? 2009/10

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ tbc

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
n/a

Small 
n/a

Medium 
n/a

Large 
n/a

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out 
the evidence, analysis and detailed narrative from which you have 
generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the information is 
organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on 
the preceding pages of this form.]

Background
This Impact Assessment relates to proposals to improve the effectiveness of 
compliance with drug driving laws.

It is part of the review of DfT’s overarching strategy for achieving compliance with 
road traffic law which has the aim of the minimising casualties resulting from 
non-compliance. Driver behaviour has been found to be a factor in a significant 
proportion of all road traffic collisions. To the extent that road traffic laws proscribe 
behaviour that is unsafe, compliance with those laws is key to preventing road 
collisions and in reducing road casualties.

The Government’s strategy against drug driving has the following objectives, which 
will be achieved by a coordinated programme of publicity, enforcement and 
education:

To make drug driving socially unacceptable.zz

To deter as many potential drivers as possible from driving under the zz

influence of drugs.

To catch those who drive impaired and keep them away from driving.zz

To abate re-offending by influencing convicted driver’s behaviour.zz

The proposed measures aim to reduce drug driving offences. The report of the 
three year review of the Department’s Road Safety Strategy (February 2007) 
acknowledged that progress has been made in raising awareness of the dangers 
of drug driving and the associated penalties but also notes scope for further 
progress to be made, particularly around more effective enforcement.

Data on the incidence of driver impairment due to drugs in England and Wales are 
limited, given that specific statistics are not collected for drug drive offences 
(instead, such offences are grouped into a category that covers impairment by 
both drink and drugs). However, of the 11,000 impaired driving offences recorded 
in Scotland in 2006, 770 were for driving under the influence of drugs (7 per cent). 
Assuming that a similar pattern of drug driving applies in England and Wales, this 
would imply that around 7,100 of the 101,400 recorded offences would be related 
to drug driving (Source: Ministry of Justice Statistical Bulletin – Table B: Motoring 
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offences dealt with by official action for the offence of driving after consuming 
alcohol or taking drugs, 2006). This gives an estimated total of 7,900 for Great 
Britain as a whole.

Research published in 2001 investigated the incidence of impairing drugs in fatal 
road accident casualties and found that at least one impairing medicinal or illicit 
drug was detected in around 24 per cent of the sample (not all of these drugs 
would be defined as a ‘controlled substance’). Compared to the findings of a 
previous study (undertaken between 1985 and 1987), the incidence of impairing 
drugs appears to have substantially increased over time. Research undertaken for 
the THINK! campaign suggests that many people who take illegal drugs and then 
drive do so regularly. Those who do so frequently are likely to be male and aged 
between 25 and 35. Drivers impaired by drugs often feel confident and in control 
and so do not worry about safety. This research evidence highlights a need for 
continuing efforts to highlight the dangers of drug driving, particularly amongst 
those groups most likely to commit the offence.

The law on drug driving is considered to be very clear. However, the procedure for 
proving the offence is less straightforward than it is for drink driving, given that the 
driver must undergo a Field Impairment Test (FIT) administered by a trained officer 
and then be seen by a Forensic Medical Examiner (FME), who may not be 
immediately available, to authorise the samples. As a result of the current 
difficulties in enforcement, the Department has worked to develop new proposals 
which streamline this process.

Preparation of the Impact Assessment
This initial Impact Assessment has been prepared on the basis of a review of 
existing evidence and discussions with key stakeholders.

It has been prepared to accompany a consultation to invite comments on a range 
of proposals relating to compliance with road traffic law.

The evidence base will be updated following the consultation period to take 
account of any further evidence which emerges.

Options

Option A: Do nothing – this would involve maintaining the status quo. However, 
this would not address the issues identified above, meaning that the opportunity 
to increase driver compliance with drug driving laws will not be realised. Therefore 
to do nothing would not contribute to the overall strategy to improve driver 
compliance with road traffic law. However, for the purpose of the Impact 
Assessment, all ‘do something’ options should be assessed against the status 
quo.
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Option B: The creation of an offence to be driving with an illicit drug in the body – 
the list of drugs to be covered by this offence is to be based on relevant provisions 
in the Misuse of Drugs Act 1971.

Option C: The undertaking of a THINK! public awareness campaign.

Option D: A combination of both Option B and Option C.

Sectors and groups affected

Drivers
The measures are aimed at improving compliance with drug driving law. 
Unfortunately, data on the current extent of the drug driving problem are limited, 
given that the Department does not currently collect statistics specifically for drug 
drive offences (impairment due to drink or drugs is recorded in the available figures 
for England and Wales). In addition, in cases where both drugs and alcohol 
impairment are suspected, it is common practice to pursue the offence relating to 
alcohol (given that this is more straightforward to prove). Therefore published 
statistics relating to the extent of the presence of drugs may not be a reliable 
indicator of the extent of the problem. As shown above, we have estimated that 
there were approximately 7,900 offences related to driving while impaired by drugs 
in 2006. In addition, DfT statistics indicate that, in 2007, there were 71 fatal 
casualties in accidents where impairment due to illicit or medicinal drugs was a 
contributory factor, 261 serious injuries, and 790 slight injuries. However, as noted 
above, research suggests that the incidence of impairing drugs in road accident 
fatalities is likely to be higher than these statistics would indicate. Research 
undertaken in 2001 found that 24 per cent of a sample of road accident fatalities 
had at least one impairing drug present in their system. Even accounting for the 
fact that some of these drugs would not fall within the definition of a controlled 
substance, these findings indicate that the number of drug drive related fatalities 
could be significantly higher than the contributory factors data suggest – perhaps 
even approaching the level of fatalities caused by drink driving (estimated as being 
460 in 2007)

Police
Police are directly responsible for enforcement of drug driving law. The introduction 
of a new offence is aimed at streamlining processes and facilitating more effective 
enforcement.

Government
The Government is ultimately responsible for enforcement of drug driving law and 
the financing of related public awareness campaigns. Under Option B, 
Government will incur costs in relation to the production of legislation, purchase of 
screening equipment and training of police officers. While under Options C and D, 
Government would be responsible for the proposed THINK! campaign.
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Costs and benefits – overview
The options proposed aim to generate improved driver compliance in respect of 
drug driving law, which would be expected to translate into a reduction in 
accidents (and associated casualties) caused by driver impairment due to drugs, 
thereby creating improved safety for all road users. The extent of this impact will 
largely depend on the change in driver behaviour that occurs as a result of the 
measures, and which will to a large extent be influenced by how drivers perceive 
the change in the risk of being caught. Improved enforcement and/or a public 
awareness campaign would be expected to impact on the perception of risk, 
although the likely extent of this impact is not known and so the analysis that 
follows presents indicative estimates that highlight the potential benefits which 
would result from a decrease in the number of casualties caused by drug driving.

Views from consultees on the likely impact of the proposals on driver behaviour 
and perceptions of risk would be welcomed.

The proposed options will generate costs to enforcement authorities as a result of 
the additional resources required to implement them. Costs will also be incurred 
by drivers who are caught committing the offence as a result of the new measures, 
although these costs are not included in the impact assessment, as they are 
incurred because the individual is breaking the law.

Risks and uncertainty
As noted, a key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on 
compliance with drug driving law, and the resulting driving behaviour of the target 
group. At this stage it has not been possible to quantify the likely benefits that 
would result in terms of the likely reduction in offences.

There is also uncertainty around the extent of the problem (and so the extent of 
reductions that may be possible), given that offences and accidents involving drug 
impairment are classified along with those involving alcohol. It should be noted 
that there is much less clarity about the prevalence of offending behaviour in terms 
of drug driving than there is for drink driving.

Therefore, in the absence of further evidence, instead of providing an estimate of 
the benefits associated with each individual option, we have chosen to provide a 
range that shows the potential monetary impact caused by an assumed reduction 
in the number of casualties (with that number calculated as a percentage 
reduction in the range formed by current casualty numbers from contributory 
factors data and an upper value generated by the current number of drink drive 
casualties). This approach serves to highlight the benefits that could result if the 
objective of improved compliance is achieved.
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Option B – Analysis of impacts

Costs

Costs will be incurred by both Government and police forces as a result of the 
introduction of the new offence.

The additional costs associated with preparing the required new legislation (both 
relating to the new offence and that to enable a police officer to require a biological 
sample for analysis from a driver suspected of being unfit through drugs) are 
considered to be negligible.

More significant costs would be incurred in relation to the work required to 
produce a specification for a police station-based drug screening device and 
undertake subsequent type approval based on proposals from equipment 
manufacturers. This work will be led by the Home Office. Although it is still at an 
early stage, it is estimated, based on the costs of obtaining type approval, 
developing and equipping police forces with new alcohol screening equipment, 
that this would result in a one-off cost of around £4m across England, Wales and 
Scotland, which we have assumed would be spread over a period of three years. 
In addition, costs may be incurred by police forces if officers require training to 
enable them to use the new equipment, but the decision to undertake this 
procurement would be made by individual police forces. Therefore the potential 
costs associated with training are not included in the Impact Assessment. It 
should also be noted that the likely operating cost of such equipment is unknown 
at this early stage of development.

The Department is committed to supporting the Association of Chief Police 
Officers to encourage an increase in the number of officers trained to use FIT. 
However, for the purposes of the Impact Assessment we have not allocated any 
additional costs to this item, given that the Department intends to undertake a 
supporting role in efforts that were already planned.

Any increase in the number of drug driving offences detected would result in 
additional costs to the police and justice system. However, these costs have not 
been quantified at this time, given the uncertainty that exists around the current 
extent of drug driving, the potential to increase enforcement that would result from 
this measure and the likely penalties for offenders. Any fines paid by offenders can 
be viewed as a transfer between the individual and the State.

Benefits

The main benefit is that the introduction of a new offence would be expected to 
improve enforcement of drug driving law. It is also possible that this might have a 
deterrent effect on those who may otherwise have driven while under the influence 
of drugs but decide not to do so as a result of the change, thereby improving 
compliance.
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Any improvement in enforcement and/or compliance would help to improve safety 
for all road users, potentially resulting in a reduction in accidents in which drug 
impairment is a contributory factor. However, there is currently no basis on which 
to estimate the extent to which the introduction of this measure would impact on 
driver behaviour, particularly given the uncertainty around the number of accidents 
in which drug impairment is a factor, and the resulting casualty numbers; and the 
uncertainty around the change in number of prosecutions and extent of 
behavioural change that would result from such a measure. However, given the 
uncertainty surrounding the scale of the benefits that are likely to be generated, we 
have not provided a quantified estimate of the impact of this option.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with drug driving law, thereby helping to improve driving 
standards amongst the target group, and safety for all road users.

Option C – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The only cost directly associated with this option is the one-off cost to the 
Department resulting from the proposed public awareness campaign. Based on 
the cost of previous campaigns of this type, this cost has been estimated at up to 
£2.75m.

Benefits

The campaign would convey a ‘don’t drug drive’ message, primarily targeted at 
those who research suggests are most at risk of committing the offence. It is 
hoped that this will influence the behaviour of drivers and as a result improve 
compliance with drug drive law. This would help to improve safety for all road 
users, potentially resulting in a reduction in accidents in which drug impairment is 
a contributory factor. However, at present there is no basis on which to quantify 
this potential impact, particularly given the limited availability of data on the number 
of accidents in which drug impairment is a factor and the uncertainty around the 
extent of behavioural change that would result from such a campaign. The 
Department should consider undertaking an evaluation of the campaign in order to 
provide ex-post evidence as to the positive impacts generated. Qualitative 
research undertaken previously for the THINK! campaign has demonstrated that, 
particularly in relation to recreational drugs, there is a failure to appreciate the 
problem or recognise that drug driving might be socially unacceptable. Therefore it 
could be assumed that a major public awareness campaign would be expected to 
have a greater impact on behavioural change than improved enforcement alone, 
given the potential to change attitudes towards drug driving. However, given the 
uncertainty surrounding the scale of the benefits that are likely to be generated, we 
have not provided a quantified estimate of the impact of this option.



130 

Road Safety Compliance Consultation

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with drug driving law, thereby helping to improve driving 
standards amongst the target group, and safety for all road users.

Option D – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The costs associated with this option are the sum of those associated with 
Options B and C.

Benefits

Any improvements in enforcement and/or compliance would be expected to result 
in a reduction in accidents in which drug impairment is a contributory factor. 
However, at present there is no firm basis on which to quantify this potential 
impact, particularly given the uncertainty around the reduction in non-compliance 
that would potentially be achieved by such a measure. Given the uncertainty 
surrounding the scale of the benefits that are likely to be generated, we have not 
provided a quantified estimate of the impact of this option.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving compliance with drug driving law, thereby helping to improve driving 
standards amongst the target group and safety for all road users.

Impact tests

Race, gender and disability equality
There are no race, gender or disability equality impacts to these proposals.

Competition assessment
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any business impacts.

Small Firms Impact Test
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any business impacts.



131 

Annex D Impact Assessments

Legal Aid

There are no Legal Aid implications.

Sustainable development
The proposals do not conflict with any of the five principles of sustainable 
development.

Carbon assessment
The proposals would not be expected to generate a significant impact on carbon 
emissions.

Other environmental implications

It is considered that there will be no significant other environmental implications.

Health impact assessment
It is considered that the proposals will not impact significantly on health and 
wellbeing, or health inequalities, as defined by the screening criteria for this test; 
therefore a full assessment is not necessary.

Human rights
There are no human rights implications.

Rural proofing
The proposals are not expected to have a differential impact on rural areas.

Summary and next steps
The proposed measures aim to increase compliance with drug driving law.

The estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes are summarised in Table 1 
(note transfer impacts are excluded from this summary table).
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Table 1 Estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes

Area of impact Size of impact Notes

Option B
Enforcement costs £4m – one-off (spread over three 

years)
Cost incurred by Home Office.

Cost to police/justice system Not quantified Not quantified given uncertainty 
around increased detection rate/

behavioural change.
Option C
Public awareness campaign £2.75m – one-off Cost to Department. Estimate 

based on cost of previous 
campaigns. 

Option D
Enforcement costs £4m – one-off (spread over three 

years)
Cost incurred by Home Office.

Cost to police/justice system Not quantified Not quantified given uncertainty 
around increased detection rate/

behavioural change.
Public awareness campaign £2.75m – one-off Cost to Department. Estimate 

based on cost of previous 
campaigns. 

As noted, at present there is no firm basis for estimating the impact of any of the 
options on the number of casualties. However, Table 2 shows the estimated 
benefits that would be associated with a casualty reduction of 10 per cent, 
calculated using a range formed by DfT’s contributory factors data (relating to drug 
impairment) and current data on fatalities resulting from drink driving (this figure 
being several times higher, but reflecting the fact that the presence of drug 
impairment is thought to go undetected in many cases). The value of these 
reductions has been estimated using the DfT’s estimate of the value of preventing 
a fatality (estimated at £1,652,000 in 2008) and associated weightings for major 
injuries (10) and reportable minor injuries (200).

Table 2 Illustrative benefits – 10 per cent casualty reduction scenario

Lower Upper 

Type of casualty Fatality Serious 
injury

Slight injury Fatality Serious 
injury

Slight injury

Number avoided (based on 
10 per cent reduction) 

7 26 79 46 176 123

Benefits (£) 11.6m 4.3m 0.7m 76.0m 29.1m 1.0m
Total benefits (£) 16.6m 106.1m

As a result of the uncertainty surrounding the likely scale of benefits that would be 
associated with any of the ‘do something’ options, present value calculations have 
not been undertaken at this stage.
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the 
potential impacts of your policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit 
analysis are contained within the main evidence base; other results may 
be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Evidence 
Base?

Results annexed?

Competition Assessment No No
Small Firms Impact Test No No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No No
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department/Agency:

Department for Transport

Title:

Impact Assessment of Measures to Increase Driver 
Compliance – Careless Driving 

Stage: Consultation Version: 1 Date: October 2008 

Related Publications:                             

Available to view or download at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk

Contact for enquiries: Josh Fox Telephone: 020 7944 2633 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

The potentially significant problem of careless driving and the inadequacies of the current system for 
securing a conviction mean that there is a strong case for Government intervention to improve driver 
compliance with expected driving standards.                    

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The overarching policy objective is to minimise casualities resulting from non-compliance with road 
traffic law. The specific aim of proposals relating to careless driving is to improve driver compliance with 
expected driving standards and, in doing so, improve road safety. 

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option A is to maintain the status quo. Option B involves the introduction of fixed penalties for careless 
driving. Option C involves the production of guidance for the Courts Service/CPS. Option D would result 
in increased enforcement. Option E is a combination of Options B and D.                             

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the 
desired effects? DfT to confirm. 

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available 
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of 
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:	

                            

..............................................................................................................Date:                             
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Policy Option: B Description: Introduce fixed penalities for careless driving 

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Cost saving as a resuction of the introduction of 
fixed penalties. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 0           

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ -4.6 to -5.0m Total Cost (PV) £ -39.2m to -42.6m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of potential benefits which could 
occur from a 1 to 5 per cent reduction in casualties as result of 
improved enforcement. 

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 17.7-88.7m Total Benefit (PV) £ 152m to 763m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ None 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught). 

Price Base 
Year 2007

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ 195 to 803m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ 499m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ tbc

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
0

Small 
0

Medium 
0

Large 
0

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: C Description: Improve guidance for courts/CPS

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ One-off cost of producing guidance and ongoing 
cost of additional prosecutions. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 3m 1

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0.5–1.5m Total Cost (PV) £ 7 –16m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of potential benefits which could 
occur from a 0.5 to 1% reduction in casualties as result of improved 
enforcement. 

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 8.9–17.7m Total Benefit (PV) £ 77–152m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ None 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught). 

Price Base 
Year 2007

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ 69–136m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ 103m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? n/a

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ n/a

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
0

Small 
0

Medium 
0

Large 
0

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: D Description: Improved enforcement

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ The grant funding for additional officers has been 
assumed to last for a 10 year period. There will be also be an 
ongoing cost of additional prosecutions. 

One-off (Transition) Yrs
£ 3.5m 10

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0.5–1.5m Total Cost (PV) £ 34–43m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of potential benefits which could 
occur from a 0.5 to 1 per cent reduction in casualties as result of 
improved enforcement. 

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 8.9–17.7m Total Benefit (PV) £ 77–152m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ None 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught). 

Price Base 
Year 2007

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ 42–109m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ 76m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ tbc

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
0

Small 
0

Medium 
0

Large 
0

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Policy Option: E Description: Introduction of fixed penalities and improved enforcement

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Cost of grnat funding for additional officers plus 
cost saving form introduction of FPNs. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 3.5m 10

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ -4.4 to -5.0m Total Cost (PV) £ -7.3 to -12.5m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of potential benefits which could 
occur from a 1 to 7% reduction in casualties as result of improved 
enforcement. 

One-off Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 17.7–124.2m Total Benefit (PV) £ 152–1,069m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ None 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The level of ongoing costs and benefits generated by this measure 
depends on the increase in detection rate and behavioural change (improved compliance resulting from a 
perceived increased risk of being caught). 

Price Base 
Year 2007

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ 165–1.076m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ 621m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? Police

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ tbc

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
0

Small 
0

Medium 
0

Large 
0

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out 
the evidence, analysis and detailed narrative from which you have 
generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the information is 
organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on 
the preceding pages of this form.]

Background
This Impact Assessment relates to proposals to improve driver behaviour in 
respect of careless driving.

It is part of the review of DfT’s overarching strategy for achieving compliance with 
road traffic law, which has the aim of the minimising casualties resulting from 
non-compliance. Driver behaviour has been found to be a factor in a significant 
proportion of all road traffic collisions. To the extent that road traffic laws proscribe 
behaviour that is unsafe, compliance with those laws is key to preventing road 
collisions and in reducing road casualties.

Careless driving is defined in the Road Safety Act 2006 as driving ‘below the 
standard expected of a careful and competent driver.’ It includes a wide variety of 
behaviours such as tailgating, sudden braking and driving too fast for the road 
conditions – i.e. instances where bad driving rather than breach of a specific 
regulation leads to a collision (or potential collision). It is considered that most bad 
driving is due to a failure of the driver’s skills rather than a conscious decision to 
drive badly. It is also recognised that most bad driving is committed by people 
who have passed a driving test. Such careless driving is covered by the general 
offence of ‘driving without due care and attention’ or in extreme cases the offence 
of ‘dangerous driving.’ Further offences may also apply where a fatality results.

Given that careless driving covers a great many behaviours, it is difficult to identify 
the extent of the problem based on available statistics. In 2006, there were 
233,000 recorded instances of careless driving being dealt with by the authorities 
in England and Wales, and a further 10,000 in Scotland. Of these, 38,000 led to 
proceedings in magistrates courts in England and Wales, and this resulted in 
almost 28,500 findings of guilt (including those cases which were committed to 
Crown Court). The category ‘careless driving’ covers a range of offences, so 
narrowing this down to those found guilty of driving without due care and attention 
gives a total of 25,400 guilty findings (Ministry of Justice, 2008). In addition, a 
survey of drivers convicted of careless driving showed that 57 per cent reported 
that at the time of the incident they were driving as they often or normally drove, 
indicating that the majority of careless drivers are not simply exhibiting a temporary 
diversion from acceptable driving behaviour.
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DfT statistics indicate that in 2007 there were 432 fatal accidents (leading to 480 
fatalities) where ‘careless, reckless or in a hurry’ was identified as a contributory factor, 
accounting for 17 per cent of all fatal accidents. ‘Careless, reckless or in a hurry’ also 
contributed to 3,700 serious accidents, 4,460 serious casualties, and 29,670 slight 
casualties. This is likely to be an underestimate of the number of incidents involving 
careless driving, given that the term may also span other contributory factor categories 
such as ‘aggressive driving’ or ‘failing to look properly’.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the prosecution rate for careless driving is low, 
given the heavy burden of paperwork involved, which means that many potential 
offenders are not prosecuted or even charged, and so there is a potentially 
significant number of offences that are going unpunished. Given the problem of 
careless driving, which is likely to be higher than available data suggest and the 
inadequacies of the current system for securing a conviction, there is a strong 
case for Government intervention to improve driver compliance with expected 
driving standards, and, in doing so, improve road safety.

Preparation of the Impact Assessment
This initial Impact Assessment has been prepared on the basis of a review of 
existing evidence and discussions with key stakeholders.

It has been prepared to accompany a consultation to invite comments on a range 
of proposals relating to compliance with road traffic law.

The evidence base will be updated following the consultation period to take 
account of any further evidence that emerges.

Options
Option A: Do nothing – this would involve maintaining the status quo. However, 
this would not address the issues identified above, meaning that the opportunity 
to reduce careless driving would not be realised. Therefore to do nothing would 
not contribute to the overall strategy to improve driver compliance with road traffic 
law. However, for the purpose of the impact assessment, all ‘do something’ 
options should be assessed against the status quo.

Option B: Introduction of fixed penalties for careless driving (less serious 
instances only).

Option C: Provision of improved guidance for the Courts Service/Crown 
Prosecution Service (CPS) relating to prosecution of careless driving.

Option D: Improved enforcement of careless driving through the introduction of 
additional resources.

Option E: Introduction of fixed penalties coupled with improved enforcement.
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Sectors and groups affected

Drivers
As noted, in 2006, almost 25,400 drivers were convicted of driving without due 
care and attention. However, this is considered to be a lower estimate of the 
incidence of the problem, given that it only relates to the number who were 
identified and subsequently convicted.

Police/CPS/Courts Service
The police are responsible for enforcement of careless driving law, while the CPS 
and Courts Service have a role in prosecution of offenders.

Government
Government would be responsible for amending legislation and issuing guidance 
in respect of enforcement.

Costs and benefits – overview
The options proposed aim to generate improved driver compliance in respect of 
careless driving law, which would be expected to translate into a reduction in 
accidents (and associated casualties) where careless driving is a contributory 
factor, thereby creating improved safety for all road users. The extent of this 
impact will largely depend on the change in driver behaviour that occurs as a 
result of the measures, and which will be influenced by how drivers perceive the 
change in the risk of being caught. Improved enforcement (either through 
additional resources or improved processes) would be expected to impact on the 
perception of risk, although the likely extent of this impact is not known and so the 
analysis which follows presents indicative estimates that highlight the potential 
benefits which would result from a small decrease in the number of casualties 
caused by careless driving.

The proposed options will generate costs to enforcement authorities as a result of 
the additional resources required to implement them, but there is also potential for 
cost savings as a result of improved processes. Costs will also be incurred by 
additional drivers who are caught committing the offence, but these are not 
included within the Impact Assessment.
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Risks and uncertainty
As noted, a key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on 
behaviour with regards to careless driving. At present there is no basis on which to 
construct an estimate of the reduction in casualties that might be expected to 
occur as a result of any of the four proposed options. In the absence of further 
evidence, we have chosen to provide a range that shows the potential monetary 
impact caused by an assumed reduction in the number of casualties (with the 
number calculated as a percentage reduction in current casualty numbers). This is 
further assumed to be an ongoing benefit, given that the number of casualties 
attributed to careless driving by contributory factors data is thought to be an 
underestimate of the full extent of the problem. This approach serves to highlight 
the benefits that could result if the objective of improved compliance is achieved.

Option B – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The introduction of careless driving as a fixed penalty offence would improve the 
ability of the police to enforce the law in respect of careless driving.

It is assumed that there would be no additional costs incurred by the police as a 
result of this change, as enforcement through the use of fixed penalties would be 
undertaken as part of routine patrols and so covered by existing resources. It 
could also be argued that the introduction of careless driving as a fixed penalty 
offence will help to free up police time that would otherwise be taken up in 
processing offenders under the existing system. However, any time saved would 
be expected to be absorbed by undertaking other duties.

When issued with a fixed penalty notice, a driver has the option of either accepting 
the fine and endorsements or going to court to challenge the offence. Where a 
driver accepts the fixed penalty, there would be a reduction in costs for the police, 
CPS and Court Service.

A survey of drivers convicted of careless driving reveals that the majority pleaded 
guilty to the offence – this suggests that around 18,500 of those convicted in 2006 
would have pleaded guilty in court. It is estimated that the average cost of a guilty 
plea to an indictable motoring offence in a magistrates court was £550 in 1998/99 
(The Cost of Criminal Justice, Home Office, 1999) – equivalent to £680 in 2007/08 
prices. If these drivers had been issued with, and accepted, a fixed penalty notice, 
a significant saving would have been made, as the cost of enforcing a fixed 
penalty notice is estimated at £36 (PA Consulting, 2004 – uprated to 2007 prices). 
This potential saving is estimated at around £12m (assuming that the introduction 
of fixed penalties has no impact on the likelihood of a driver to plead guilty). 
However, some of these cases may have related to more serious instances of 
careless driving (for example where the driver was subsequently disqualified), and 
it is intended that these more serious cases would still be dealt with in court.
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Evidence from the introduction of fixed penalties for speeding offences suggests 
that, in the four years after the introduction of fixed penalties, the number of 
prosecutions in court dropped by around one-third compared to the level for four 
years before the introduction.

Applying this assumption to the total number of instance where drivers were found 
guilty of driving without due care and attention (25,400) provides a conservative 
estimate of a potential saving of almost £5.5m in court costs per annum.

In the case of speeding, the number of offenders being charged increased after 
the introduction of fixed penalties, i.e. the number of fixed penalties issued 
exceeded the reduction in the number of cases taken to court. A potential benefit 
of the introduction of fixed penalties for careless driving is that it would enable 
offenders who currently go unpunished to be issued with a fixed penalty notice. 
Any increase in the number of careless driving cases that occur would be 
assumed to be attributable to the introduction of fixed penalties; therefore this 
increase does not represent a cost saving against the baseline level of court costs. 
However, such an increase would represent a cost to enforcement authorities in 
terms of issuing and processing fixed penalties. Based on evidence on the impact 
of introducing fixed penalties for speeding, we have assumed a potential increase 
in the number of cases of careless driving of between 50 and 100 per cent. Based 
on current data relating to convictions, this suggests a potential increase in 
careless driving cases enforced against of between 12,700 and 25,400 – all of 
which would be dealt with by fixed penalty notice – resulting in an additional 
average cost of between £0.5 and £0.9m per annum (although in reality the 
number of additional cases would be dependent on a number of other factors, 
such as driver behaviour).

Those who receive, and accept, fixed penalties would be required to pay a fine. 
However, the cost of this payment is a transfer between the driver and the State 
and therefore does not result in a net impact for inclusion in the Impact 
Assessment. Costs incurred as a result of endorsements depend on the 
circumstances of the driver (e.g. the number of existing/future endorsements and 
whether their job involves driving). Given that careless driving does not involve 
breach of a specific regulation (e.g. speeding or failure to wear a seat belt), we 
have assumed that, in the majority of cases that are dealt with by the issue of a 
fixed penalty notice, the driver is unlikely to have any other endorsements and that 
the issue of three penalty points will not result in the driver incurring any significant 
financial costs (e.g. as a result of disqualification). However, even if costs were 
incurred by individuals, they would not be included in the Impact Assessment, as 
they result from committing a criminal offence.

Benefits

The introduction and use of fixed penalties would send a signal to drivers that 
careless driving is unacceptable and has an increased likelihood of being 
punished. Over time this may lead to a reduction in careless driving as drivers seek 
to correct unacceptable driving behaviour in order to avoid punishment. Such a 
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reduction may be expected to lead to a fall in the number of cases of careless 
driving and a corresponding fall in the number of related casualties. In 2007, there 
were over 400 fatal collisions in which ‘careless, reckless or in a hurry’ was 
identified as a contributory factor. However, there is currently no basis on which to 
estimate the extent to which the introduction of fixed penalties would impact on 
driver behaviour.

Constructing an estimate of the potential benefits in terms of reduced casualties is 
further complicated by the wide range of behaviours that might be classed as 
careless driving and the lack of a definitive data set that shows the number of 
accidents which occur as a result of this behaviour. In order to provide an 
indicative estimate of potential benefits, it has been assumed that the introduction 
of fixed penalties would lead to between a 1 and 5 per cent reduction in casualties 
associated with carless driving – these reductions have been estimated on the 
basis of the number of casualties where ‘careless, reckless, or in a hurry’ was the 
contributing factor. The value of these reductions has been estimated using the 
DfT’s estimate of the value of preventing a fatality (estimated at £1,652,000 in 
2008) and associated weightings for major injuries (10) and reportable minor 
injuries (200). On this basis, the value of the potential benefits could range 
between £17.7m and £88.7m. In the absence of further evidence, this estimate 
should be viewed as indicative only but shows the potential benefits which could 
result from a small reduction in the casualties caused by careless driving.

Table 1 Estimated reductions in types of injury, given 0.5 and 1 per cent 
reductions in casualties

1 per cent reduction in casualties 5 per cent reduction in casualties

Type of injury Reduction in casualties Value (£) Reduction in casualties Value (£)
Fatality 5 7,929,600 24 39,648,000
Serious injury 45 7,367,920 223 36,839,600
Slight injury 297 2,449,586 1,484 12,253,710
Total 346 17,747,106 1,731 88,741,310

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by tackling 
the problem of careless driving thereby helping to improve driving standards, and 
safety for all road users.

Option C – Analysis of impacts

Costs

This option would involve the production of guidance for the CPS and Courts 
Service, which would be designed to result in more effective enforcement of 
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careless driving laws. The costs of producing such guidance would be met by 
Government and, at this stage, have been estimated at a one-off cost of £3m 
(indicative estimate).

Taken in isolation from the introduction of fixed penalties, the production of such 
guidance would be expected to increase the number of prosecutions, resulting in 
increased costs. However, the introduction of such guidance would do nothing to 
address the administrative burden currently faced by police. In 2006, 37,000 
cases of careless driving (from a total of 233,000) were prosecuted by magistrates 
courts in England and Wales, and resulted in 25,400 findings of guilt.

There is no way of estimating the impact of guidance on the number of 
prosecutions, so an indicative range of 1 per cent to 3 per cent has been assumed 
for the percentage increase in prosecutions (an increase of between 370 and 
1110). In line with evidence from 2006, 70 per cent of these prosecutions are 
assumed to result in a finding of guilt. Seventy-five per cent of those found guilty 
are assumed to plead guilty (in line with survey evidence cited above), while all 
those found not guilty are assumed to plead not guilty. The cost of a guilty plea to 
a motoring offence in a magistrates court is estimated at £680 in 2007/08 prices, 
and a non-guilty plea is estimated at £2,100 (Cost of Criminal Justice, Home 
Office, 1999, uprated to 2007/08 prices using the GDP deflator).

Successful prosecutions are assumed to lead to a magistrate’s fine, which, for the 
purposes of the impact assessment, is treated as a transfer payment from the 
individual to the courts. Average fines for findings of guilt in cases relating to 
careless driving were £164 (data for 2006 uprated to 2007/08 prices, Ministry of 
Justice 2008).

Total indicative costs are estimated to range between £497,000 and £1,492,000.

Table 2 Scenarios associated with 1 and 3 per cent increases in 
prosecutions

1 per cent increase in 
prosecutions

3 per cent increase in 
prosecutions (£)

Increase in prosecutions 370 1110
Increase in findings of guilt 263 788
Number of guilty pleas 197 591

Number of not guilty pleas 173 519
Cost associated with guilty pleas (£) 133,977 401,931
Cost associated with pleas of not guilty (£) 363,248 1,089,743
Total costs 497,225 1,491,674

There would also be additional costs incurred by the individuals who are 
prosecuted. The extent of such costs would depend on the plea and the verdict. 
However, such costs incurred by individuals who have broken the law are not 
considered by the Impact Assessment.
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Benefits

As noted, the production of guidance would be expected to result in more 
effective enforcement of careless driving law. This would send a signal to drivers 
that careless driving is unacceptable and has an increased likelihood of being 
punished. Over time this may lead to a reduction in careless driving as drivers seek 
to correct unacceptable driving behaviour in order to avoid punishment. Such a 
reduction may be expected to lead to a fall in the number of cases of careless 
driving and a corresponding fall in the number of related casualties. In 2006, there 
were over 400 fatal collisions in which ‘careless, reckless or in a hurry’ was 
identified as a contributory factor. There is currently no basis on which to estimate 
the extent to which the introduction of new guidance would subsequently impact 
on driver behaviour. Constructing an estimate of the potential benefits in terms of 
reduced casualties is further complicated by the wide range of behaviours that 
might be classed as careless driving and the lack of a definitive data set that 
shows the number of accidents which occur as a result of this behaviour.

However, given the estimated relative impact on enforcement, it has been 
assumed that the introduction of guidance would lead to between a 0.5 and 1 per 
cent reduction in casualties associated with careless driving – these reductions 
have been estimated on the basis of the number of casualties where ‘careless, 
reckless, or in a hurry’ was the contributing factor. The value of these reductions 
has been estimated using the DfT’s estimate of the value of preventing a fatality 
(estimated at £1,652,000 in 2008) and associated weightings for major injuries 
(10) and reportable minor injuries (200). On this basis, the value of the potential 
benefits could range between £8.9m and £17.7m. In the absence of further 
evidence, this estimate should be viewed as indicative only but shows the 
potential benefits that could result from a small reduction in the casualties caused 
by careless driving.

Table 3 Estimated reductions in types of injury, given 0.5 and 1 per cent 
reductions in casualties

0.5 per cent reduction in casualties 1 per cent reduction in casualties

Type of injury Reduction in casualties Value (£) Reduction in casualties Value (£)
Fatality 2 3,964,800 5 7,929,600
Serious injury 22 3,683,960 45 7,367,920
Slight injury 148 1,224,793 297 2,449,586
Total 172 8,873,553 346 17,747,106

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by tackling 
the problem of careless driving, thereby helping to improve driving standards, and 
safety for all road users.
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Option D – Analysis of impacts

Costs

This option would encourage increased enforcement activity related to careless 
driving by providing funds (e.g. via a dedicated grant that forces could apply for) to 
enable an increase in the number of traffic police. Details of such a scheme have 
yet to be finalised, so at this stage it has been assumed that a total budget of 
£3.5m would be made available by the Department each year for a 10-year period 
(based on data from ASHE, the median gross annual wage of a police officer of 
the rank of sergeant and below is £36,300; allowing for other costs such as 
training suggests that the actual cost per officer may be closer to £50,000 – 
therefore the indicative budget would be expected to provide for around 70 
officers, which is an increase of approximately 10 per cent of the stock of traffic 
police in England and Wales as recorded in 2004/05). It is assumed that there 
would be no additional costs to police forces.

There is no way of estimating the impact of this increased activity on the number 
of offences detected. An increase in traffic policing resources may be expected to 
result in an increase in the detection rate. However, it is also possible that the 
additional resources will act as a deterrent that increases driver compliance with 
careless driving law.

An increase in the detection rate would also be expected to increase the number 
of prosecutions, resulting in an increase in court costs. There is currently no basis 
on which to estimate the potential increase in the number of prosecutions 
therefore we have presented an indicative range of 1 per cent to 3 per cent (an 
increase of between 370 and 1110). In line with evidence from 2006, 70 per cent 
of these prosecutions are assumed to result in a finding of guilt. 75 per cent of 
those found guilty are assumed to plead guilty (in line with survey evidence cited 
above), while all those found not guilty are assumed to plead not guilty. The cost of 
a guilty plea to a motoring offence in a magistrate court is estimated at £680 in 
2007/08 prices, and a non-guilty plea is estimated at £2,100 (Cost of Criminal 
Justice, Home Office, 1999, uprated to 2007/08 prices using the GDP deflator).

Successful prosecutions are assumed to lead to a magistrate’s fine, which, for the 
purposes of the impact assessment, is treated as a transfer payment from the 
individual to the courts. Average fines for findings of guilt in cases relating to 
careless driving were £164 (data for 2006 uprated to 2007/08 prices, Ministry of 
Justice 2008).

Total indicative costs are estimated to range between £497,000 and £1,492,000.
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Table 4 Scenarios associated with 1 and 5 per cent increases in 
prosecutions

1 per cent increase in 
prosecutions (£)

3 per cent increase in 
prosecutions (£)

Increase in prosecutions 370 1110
Increase in findings of guilt 263 788
Number of guilty pleas 197 591

Number of not guilty pleas 173 519
Cost associated with guilty pleas (£) 133,977 401,931
Cost associated with pleas of not guilty (£) 363,248 1,089,743
Total costs 497,225 1,491,674

There would also be additional costs incurred by the individuals who are 
prosecuted. The extent of such costs would depend on the plea and the verdict. 
However, such costs incurred by individuals who have broken the law are not 
considered by the Impact Assessment.

Benefits

An increase in enforcement would be expected to result in more effective 
detection of careless driving. This would send a signal to drivers that careless 
driving is unacceptable and has an increased likelihood of being punished. Over 
time this may lead to a reduction in careless driving as drivers seek to correct 
unacceptable driving behaviour in order to avoid punishment. Such a reduction 
may be expected to lead to a fall in the number of cases of careless driving and a 
corresponding fall in the number of related casualties. In 2006, there were over 
400 fatal collisions in which ‘careless, reckless or in a hurry’ was identified as a 
contributory factor. There is currently no basis on which to estimate the extent to 
which the introduction of new guidance would subsequently impact on driver 
behaviour. Constructing an estimate of the potential benefits in terms of reduced 
casualties is further complicated by the wide range of behaviours that might be 
classed as careless driving and the lack of a definitive data set that shows the 
number of accidents which occur as a result of this behaviour.

However, given the estimated relative impact on enforcement, it has been 
assumed that the introduction of this measure would lead to between a 0.5 and 1 
per cent reduction in casualties associated with careless driving – these reductions 
have been estimated on the basis of the number of casualties where ‘careless, 
reckless, or in a hurry’ was the contributing factor. The value of these reductions 
has been estimated using the DfT’s estimate of the value of preventing a fatality 
(estimated at £1,652,000 in 2008) and associated weightings for major injuries 
(10) and reportable minor injuries (200). On this basis, the value of the potential 
benefits could range between £8.9m and £17.7m. In the absence of further 
evidence, this estimate should be viewed as indicative only but shows the 
potential benefits that could result from a small reduction in the casualties caused 
by careless driving.
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Table 5 Estimated reductions in types of injury, given 0.5 and 1 per cent 
reductions in casualties

0.5 per cent reduction in casualties 1 per cent reduction in casualties

Type of injury Reduction in casualties Value (£) Reduction in casualties Value (£)
Fatality 2 3,964,800 5 7,929,600
Serious injury 22 3,683,960 45 7,367,920
Slight injury 148 1,224,793 297 2,449,586
Total 172 8,873,553 346 17,747,106

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by tackling 
the problem of careless driving, thereby helping to improve driving standards, and 
safety for all road users.

Option E – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The costs associated with this option would be the sum of the costs of providing a 
grant to fund additional traffic police plus the estimated reduction in court costs 
brought about by the introduction of fixed penalty notices plus the costs 
associated with issuing fixed penalty notices to additional offenders. In relation to 
Option B, we assumed an increase of between 50 and 100 per cent of current 
levels, based on evidence relating to the impact of fixed penalty notices for 
speeding. Option E also involves the introduction of additional policing resources. 
Therefore we have assumed a potential increase in the number of offenders of 
between 60 and 120 per cent (all to be dealt with by fixed penalty notices). Based 
on current data relating to convictions, this suggests a potential increase in 
careless driving cases enforced against of between 15,240 and 30,480 – all of 
which would be dealt with by fixed penalty notice – resulting in an additional 
average cost of between £0.5 and £1.1m per annum (although this should be 
viewed as an indicative estimate, as in reality the number of additional cases 
would be dependent on a number of other factors, such as driver behaviour).

Benefits

The introduction and use of fixed penalties alongside increased enforcement 
activity would send a signal to drivers that careless driving is unacceptable and 
has an increased likelihood of being punished. Over time this may lead to a 
reduction in careless driving as drivers seek to correct unacceptable driving 
behaviour in order to avoid punishment. Such a reduction may be expected to 
lead to a fall in the number of cases of careless driving and a corresponding fall 
in the number of related casualties. As noted, in 2006, there were over 400 fatal 
collisions in which ‘careless, reckless or in a hurry’ was identified as a 
contributory factor.
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There is currently no firm basis on which to estimate the impact on driver 
behaviour which would result from the introduction of fixed penalties along with 
increased enforcement activity. Option E represents a combination of Options B 
and D so would be expected to generate an equal or greater reduction in 
casualties than either of the two options in isolation. For this reason, and given the 
expected increase in enforcement, we have presented an indicative range showing 
the potential benefits resulting from between a one and seven per cent reduction 
in casualties associated with careless driving – these reductions have been 
estimated on the basis of the number of casualties where ‘careless, reckless, or in 
a hurry’ was the contributing factor. The value of these reductions have been 
estimated using the DfT’s estimate of the value of preventing a fatality (estimated 
at £1,652,000 in 2008) and associated weightings for major injuries (10) and 
reportable minor injuries (200). On this basis, the value of the potential benefits 
could range between £17.7m and £124.2m. In the absence of further evidence, 
this estimate should be viewed as indicative only but shows the potential benefits 
that could result from a small reduction in the casualties caused by careless 
driving as a result of the combination of two measures.

Table 6 Estimated reductions in types of injury, given 0.5 and 1 per cent 
reductions in casualties

1 per cent reduction in casualties 7 per cent reduction in casualties

Type of injury Reduction in casualties Value (£) Reduction in casualties Value (£)
Fatality 5 7,929,600 34 55,507,200
Serious injury 45 7,367,920 312 51,575,440
Slight injury 297 2,449,586 2,077 17,155,194
Total 346 17,747,106 2,423 124,237,834

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from this proposal.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by tackling 
the problem of careless driving thereby helping to improve driving standards, and 
safety for all road users.

Impact tests

Race, gender and disability equality
There are no race, gender or disability equality impacts to these proposals.

Competition assessment
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any business impacts.
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Small Firms Impact Test
The proposal is intended to improve the compliance of drivers as individuals and 
so is not expected to have any business impacts.

Legal Aid
There are no Legal Aid implications.

Sustainable development
The proposals do not conflict with any of the five principles of sustainable 
development.

Carbon assessment
The proposals would not be expected to generate a significant impact on carbon 
emissions.

Other environment
It is considered that there will be no significant other environmental implications.

Health impact assessment
It is considered that the proposals will not impact significantly on health and 
wellbeing, or health inequalities, as defined by the screening criteria for this test; 
therefore a full assessment is not necessary.

Human rights
There are no human rights implications.

Rural proofing
The proposals are not expected to have a differential impact on rural areas.

Summary and next steps
The proposed measures aim to improve behaviour with regards to careless 
driving.

The estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes are summarised in Table 7 
(note that transfer impacts are excluded from this summary table).



152 

Road Safety Compliance Consultation

Table 7 Estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes

Area of impact Size of impact Notes

Option B
Increased detection – fixed penalties £0.5–0.9m pa Number of cases of careless driving likely 

to increase. 
Court costs -£5.5m pa Cost saving due to fact that some cases 

will be dealt with by fixed penalty notices.
Option C
Production of guidance £3m – one-off Indicative estimate.
Increased court costs £0.5–1.5m pa Due to fact that number of prosecutions 

likely to increase.
Option D
Grant funding for additional police 
resources

£3.5m pa Indicative estimate pending further details 
of scheme. 

Increased court costs £0.5–1.5m pa Due to fact that number of prosecutions 
likely to increase.

Option E
Increased detection – fixed penalties £0.5–1.1m pa Number of cases of careless driving likely 

to increase. 
Court costs -£5.5m pa Cost saving due to fact that some cases 

will be dealt with by fixed penalty notices.
Grant funding for additional police 
resources

£3.5m pa Indicative estimate pending further details 
of scheme. 

As noted, at present there is no firm basis for estimating the impact of any of the 
options on the number of casualties. However, Table 8 shows the estimated 
benefits that would be associated with a casualty reduction of 1, 3 and 5 per cent.

Table 8 Estimated benefits associated with a casualty reduction of 1, 3 and 5 
per cent

1 per cent reduction 
in casualties

5 per cent reduction 
in casualties 

7 per cent reduction 
in casualties

Benefits (£ ongoing) £17.7m £88.7m £124.2m

Present value calculations, based on a standard 3.5 per cent discount rate over 
a 10-year period, have been undertaken and are summarised in Table 9. The 
calculations include an indicative allowance for potential benefits as outlined in the 
description of impact for each option.

Table 9 Present value calculations, based on a standard 3.5 per cent 
discount rate over a 10-year period

Option B Option C Option D Option E

Net Present Value (mid-point) £499m £103m £76m £621m
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the 
potential impacts of your policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are 
contained within the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Evidence 
Base?

Results annexed?

Competition Assessment No No
Small Firms Impact Test No No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No No
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Summary: Intervention & Options
Department/Agency:

Department for Transport

Title:

Impact Assessment of Measures to Increase Driver 
Compliance - Remedial Training and Reassessment 

Stage: Consultation Version: 1 Date: October 2008

Related Publications:                             

Available to view or download at:

http://www.dft.gov.uk

Contact for enquiries: Andrew Burr Telephone: 020 7944 2037 

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Evaluation evidence suggests that remedial training courses are an effective means of reducing 
subsequent reoffending but also that there are variations in the quality of provision. In addition, at present 
those offenders who need to be retested are not required to undertake remedial training prior to this 
and so are not benefiting from the potential reduction in the propensity of reoffending that these courses 
appear to provide. Government intervention is required to ensure that providers meet the required 
standards and to ensure that an appropriate regime is in place. 

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The overarching policy objective is to minimise casualities resulting from non-compliance with road 
traffic law. The specific aim of proposals relating to remedial training and reassessment is to improve the 
effectiveness of the current retraining and retesting regimes in order to maximise the positive impact on 
the driving behaviour of participants which will, in turn, be expected to impact positively on road user 
safety. 

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

Option A is to maintain the current retraining arrangements. Option B involves improving the standard of 
remedial training by providing new guidance to providers and promoting the professional development of 
facilitators. Option C involves those offenders who are subject to retest being also required to undergo 
some form of retraining. Option D is a combination of both B and C and is the preferred option, as there 
is a need to both raise standards and make sure that training is mandatory for those who are required to 
take a retest. 

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the 
desired effects? DfT to confirm. 

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available 
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of 
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:	

                            

..............................................................................................................Date:                             
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: B Description: Improved standards and courses 

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ There is a cost to the DSA in terms of the quality 
assurance role and a cost to providers as a result of the need to 
improve standards (likely to be passed on to participants in the form 
of increased fees).

One-off (Transition) Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 4.5m Total Cost (PV) £ 39.0m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of the saving in court costs 
resulting from a reduction in reoffending. One-off Yrs

£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 119,000–238,000 Total Benefit (PV) £ 1.0–2.0m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Potential reduction in casualties. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The cost to organisations depends on the number of tutors 
employed, but a lack of information about the industry means that an average cost per firm has not been 
calculated. A key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on the effectiveness of 
training and the driving behaviour of participants. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ -36.9 to -38.0m i

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ -37.4m i

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc 

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? DSA

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 30,000 (add.)

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
                            

Small 
                            

Medium 
                            

Large 
                            

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: C Description: Mandatory retraining for those subject to retesting

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Cost of mandatory training (course fees) for those 
who are required to take a retest. One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 0           

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 0.9–1.6m Total Cost (PV) £ 7.7–13.8m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Other costs to participants e.g. lost 
earning and travel expenses. 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ None at this time. 

One-off Yrs
£ tbc           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ tbc Total Benefit (PV) £ tbc

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Potential reduction in casualties. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks A key area of uncertainty relates to how the measure will mapct on 
driving behaviour and how this will translate into improved road safety. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ -7.7m to -13.8m i

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ -10.8m i

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? DSA

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 0 (additional)

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
                            

Small 
                            

Medium 
                            

Large 
                            

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0
Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: D Description: Improved standards and mandatory retraining

C
O

S
T

S

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main  
affected groups’ Cost to the DSA in terms of the quality assurance 
role, cost to providers as a result of the need to improve standards 
(likely to be passed on to participants in the form of increased fees) 
and cost of mandatory training (course fees) for those who are 
required to take a retest.

One-off (Transition) Yrs
£ 0           

Average Annual Cost 
(excluding one-off)

£ 5.4–6.1m Total Cost (PV) £ 46.7–52.8m

Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ Other costs to those subject to 
retest who would have to undertake training as a result of the measure, e.g. lost earning and travel 
expenses. 

B
E

N
E

FI
T

S

ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main  
affected groups’ Indicative estimate of the saving in court costs 
resulting from a reduction in reoffending. One-off Yrs

£ 0           

Average Annual Benefit 
(excluding one-off)

£ 119,000–238,000 Total Benefit (PV) £ 1.0–2.0m

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Potential reduction in casualties. 

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks The cost to organisations depends on the number of tutors 
employed but a lack of information about the industry means that an average cost per firm has not been 
calculated. A key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on the effectiveness of 
training and the driving behaviour of participants. 

Price Base 
Year 2008

Time Period 
Years 10

Net Benefit Range (NPV) 
£ -45.7 to -50.7m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate) 

£ -48.2mi

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB 

On what date will the policy be implemented? tbc

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? DSA

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ 30,000 (add.)

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ 0

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ 0

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition?

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation 
(excluding one-off)

Micro 
                            

Small 
                            

Medium 
                            

Large 
                            

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 0 Decrease of £ 0 Net Impact £ 0

Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out 
the evidence, analysis and detailed narrative from which you have 
generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the information is 
organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on 
the preceding pages of this form.]

Background
This Impact Assessment relates to proposals to improve the effectiveness of 
remedial training for road traffic offenders.

It is part of the review of DfT’s overarching strategy for achieving compliance with 
road traffic law, which has the aim of the minimising casualties resulting from 
non-compliance. Driver behaviour has been found to be a factor in a significant 
proportion of all road traffic collisions. To the extent that road traffic laws proscribe 
behaviour that is unsafe, compliance with those laws is key to preventing road 
collisions and in reducing road casualties.

Retraining and reassessment of offenders provide an opportunity to improve 
driving standards and road user safety. It is a positive approach that gives drivers 
the opportunity to improve and become less likely to reoffend.

At present, there are three schemes under which driving offenders can get 
reductions in penalties awarded in return for undergoing re-education: the drink 
drive rehabilitation scheme, the National Driver Improvement Scheme and speed 
awareness courses. There are also circumstances under which offenders have to 
undergo reassessment (i.e. have to pass a driving test again before recovering 
their full licence), including drivers who have been disqualified-until-test passed, 
had a licence to drive buses, coaches or lorries revoked, and new drivers with 
licences revoked under the New Drivers Act 1995.

Research conducted in relation to drink driver rehabilitation courses showed that 
courses are effective in reducing subsequent drink drive convictions, but it has 
also shown variation in both referral rates between courts and quality among 
individual providers, potentially meaning that the effectiveness of retraining is not 
as high as it could be. In addition, under current arrangements, offenders required 
to undertake reassessment in order to recover their licence are not required to 
undertake training prior to retaking the test and therefore do not benefit from any 
re-education that would be expected to improve their driving behaviour. The 
Department therefore intends to take steps to address these issues by improving 
the quality of remedial training provision and also introducing a retraining regime 
for those offenders subject to reassessment.
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Preparation of the Impact Assessment
This initial Impact Assessment has been prepared on the basis of a review of 
existing evidence and discussions with key stakeholders.

It has been prepared to accompany a consultation to invite comments on a range 
of proposals relating to compliance with road traffic law.

The evidence base will be updated following the consultation period to take 
account of any further evidence which emerges.

Options
Option A: Do nothing – this would involve maintaining the status quo. However, 
this would not address the issues identified above, meaning that the full potential 
of remedial training and reassessment is not being realised. Therefore to do 
nothing would not contribute to the overall strategy to improve driver compliance 
with road traffic law. However, for the purpose of the impact assessment, all ‘do 
something’ options should be assessed against the status quo.

Option B: Improve standards of remedial training by providing guidance to course 
providers and promoting professional standards for those who work as facilitators.

Option C: Introduce mandatory retraining for those subject to retest (because they 
have been disqualified or had their licence revoked) in order that they can benefit 
from remedial education.

Option D: Combination of both Option B and Option C.

Sectors and groups affected

Drivers
In 2007, records show that 30,000 offenders attended drink drive rehabilitation 
courses. An evaluation of this scheme (Transport research Laboratory (TRL), 2007) 
found that, over the long term, non-attendees were about 1.75 times as likely as 
attendees to be convicted of a subsequent drink drive offence (based on 
monitoring of subsequent convictions over five years). It is further estimated that 
around 25,000 drivers take part in the National Driver Improvement Scheme each 
year. Currently, speed awareness courses are not offered in all parts of the country. 
However, all police forces are expected to offer the scheme by April 2009 and 
(based on a grossing-up of current attendance figures) it is estimated that around 
400,000 drivers per year will take part.

Data from the Driving Standards Association (DSA) show that in 2007/08 it 
conducted 5,600 extended tests for those subject to reassessment. However, 
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figures for the number of ordinary retests conducted are not available. The type of 
retest required is dependent on the offence that has been committed.

Offenders bear the cost of retraining and retesting. Any increased cost incurred by 
providers is likely to be passed on to participants in the form of higher fees 
(although it should be noted that the Department is also proposing to specify a 
maximum fee that a person may be required to pay).

Providers
Providers of drink drive remedial courses require approval from the Secretary of 
State, which is given on the advice of an expert panel to organisations with 
relevant experience and training skills.

The National Driver Improvement Scheme and speed awareness courses are run 
under contracts between providers and local police forces. Providers vary and 
include private companies, public sector organisations and charities. Police forces 
will only contract with organisations that are members of ANDISP (Association of 
National Driver Improvement Scheme Providers). Providers currently have a degree 
of flexibility in respect of how they run remedial courses but are subject to 
guidance on the minimum requirements for course content, delivery and 
administration. Course providers will bear the costs of any required improvements 
in standards (including professional development for facilitators) but will be able to 
pass these costs on to participants in the form of increased course fees (although 
it should be noted that the Department is also proposing to specify a maximum 
fee that a person may be required to pay).

There are currently 42 providers who are all members of ANDISP. It is thought that 
the majority of private sector providers are SMEs.

Driving Standards Agency (DSA)
The DSA currently provides tests for those offenders who require reassessment in 
order to recover their licence. However, it is able to recover this cost via a fee that 
must be paid by the individual being tested.

It is proposed that the DSA will take a quality assurance role on all remedial 
training and reassessment and so will incur costs as a result of this new 
responsibility.

Option B – Analysis of impacts

Costs

DSA will incur a cost as a result of the new quality assurance responsibilities. It is 
estimated that this will involve the creation of one new post and that this individual 
will be responsible for providing support to, and undertaking audits of, providers. 
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An assumed annual salary of £25,000 plus an allowance for on-costs (such as 
National Insurance) results in an ongoing cost of around £30,000.

Providers are likely to incur some costs relating to the improvement of standards. 
The extent of this cost will vary according to the individual provider and the 
standards that they currently maintain. It is considered that in the majority of cases 
the costs of improving provision will be insignificant, as in many areas the new 
guidance will just provide clarity around what was already expected and that any 
required changes can be implemented as part of routine development and review 
activity. However, there will be more substantial costs associated with the 
professional development of facilitators. In the absence of further evidence on the 
number of facilitators this would impact on, we have assumed that this cost would 
be passed on to participants and translate into an average increase in fees of £10 
per client. We would welcome comments from providers on the likely costs 
involved in implementing the required professional development arrangements for 
facilitators.

Participants will incur costs in the form of increased fees. This results from the 
ability of providers to transfer the burden of their cost increase to participants. We 
have assumed that the required increase will not exceed the maximum fee rate 
that is due to be specified by the Department. Based on the assumptions set out 
above, the costs incurred as a result of the proposed increase in standards is: 
450,000 course participants experiencing an average increase of £10 results in an 
additional cost of £4.5m per annum.

Benefits

Evaluation of the drink drive rehabilitation scheme undertaken by TRL concluded 
that the scheme is effective in reducing subsequent drink drive convictions, as 
measured by the lower drink drive reconviction rates of attendees. In the absence 
of evaluation evidence relating to the National Driver Improvement Scheme and 
speed awareness courses, we have assumed that they are similarly successful. 
Improvements in these remedial training schemes would be expected to result in 
an increase in their success (in terms of a greater gap between the reconviction 
rate amongst participants and non-participants). TRL’s findings suggest that 
overall 7.8 per cent of drink drive rehabilitation course attendees had been 
convicted of a subsequent drink drive offence up to five years after their original 
offence, compared with 13.8 per cent of non-attendees. The difference between 
the two groups is statistically significant and suggests that attendees are 44 per 
cent less likely to be reconvicted within five years. However, it should be noted 
that reoffending data only record those who have been caught and convicted, not 
the actual level of reoffending behaviour. Based on these findings, 35,100 (7.8 per 
cent of the 450,000 annual participants) would be expected to reoffend within five 
years. Even a relatively small (5–10 per cent) change would potentially generate a 
reduction of 175–350 reoffences, which would in turn generate a saving in terms 
of court costs. The estimated cost of a guilty plea in relation to a motoring offence 
heard at a magistrates court is £680 (in 2007/08 prices). This suggests a potential 
cost saving of between £119,000 and £238,000 per annum.
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Any reduction in reoffending also has potential to lead to a reduction in casualties 
from accidents where alcohol is a contributory factor. However, there is no basis to 
estimate the link between reoffending and casualties, so this potential impact has 
not been quantified at this time.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from the proposals. In 
the absence of further evidence, we have assumed that any improvements in the 
effectiveness of remedial training would not impact significantly on car use, and 
therefore there will be no associated impact on air quality and carbon emissions.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving the effectiveness of remedial training, thereby helping to improve 
subsequent driving standards and ultimately road safety.

Option C – Analysis of impacts

Costs

This proposal would require all of those who have been disqualified or had their 
licence revoked to undertake mandatory remedial training prior to their retest. 
The cost of undertaking this training would be met by participants. It is assumed 
that the fee charged to participants covers the costs to providers.

Depending on the offence committed, drivers are required to take either an 
ordinary test or an extended test. Data from the DSA show that in 2007/08 it 
conducted 5,600 extended tests for drivers looking to regain their licence. 
However, the number of ordinary tests that are provided as retests is not recorded 
separately. For the purposes of creating an indicative estimate, 5,600 has been 
used as a lower boundary number of participants and 10,000 has been used as 
an upper boundary. In addition, the cost of remedial training varies depending on 
the type of course and the provider; speed awareness courses appear to cost 
around £60–70, while driver improvement courses cost around £200, and drink 
drive rehabilitation courses fees are in the region of £250. For the purposes of 
analysis we have adopted a mid-point figure of £160. On this basis the additional 
costs to drivers has been estimated at between £0.9m and £1.6m. This should be 
considered a lower boundary estimate of the costs to individuals, as it only reflects 
the direct financial costs of participation and does not include any allowance for 
other potential costs such as travel to the venue and lost earnings.

Benefits

This measure has the potential to generate benefits in terms of a reduction in 
reoffending (TRL found a reduced rate of reoffending amongst drink drive 
rehabilitation course participants compared to non-participants) and a reduction in 
casualties from accidents where alcohol is a contributory factor. However, there is 
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no basis to estimate the link between this measure and reoffending or casualties, 
so this potential impact has not been quantified at this time.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from the proposals. In 
the absence of further evidence, we have assumed that any improvements in the 
effectiveness of remedial training would not impact significantly on car use, and 
therefore there will be no associated impact on air quality and carbon emissions.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving the effectiveness of remedial training, thereby helping to improve 
subsequent driving standards and ultimately road safety.

Option D – Analysis of impacts

Costs

The costs associated with this option are the sum of those associated with both 
Option B and Option C.

Benefits

This measure has the potential to generate benefits in terms of a reduction in 
reoffending (TRL found a reduced rate of reoffending amongst drink drive 
rehabilitation course participants compared to non-participants) and a reduction in 
casualties from accidents where alcohol is a contributory factor. However, there is 
no basis to estimate the link between this measure and casualties so this potential 
impact has not been quantified at this time. An indicative estimate of the potential 
reduction in court costs has been provided in relation to Option B.

Environmental and social impacts
No significant environmental impacts are expected to result from the proposals. 
In the absence of further evidence, we have assumed that any improvements in 
the effectiveness of remedial training would not impact significantly on car use, 
and therefore there will be no associated impact on air quality and carbon 
emissions.

The proposals would be expected to generate positive social impacts by 
improving the effectiveness of remedial training, thereby helping to improve 
subsequent driving standards and ultimately road safety.

Risks and uncertainty
A key area of uncertainty relates to how the measures will impact on the 
effectiveness of the training and the subsequent driving behaviour of those who 
participate.
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Impact tests

Race, gender and disability equality
There are no race, gender or disability equality impacts to these proposals.

Competition assessment
The proposal is intended to improve the effectiveness of remedial training. It does 
not place direct restrictions on the number/range of suppliers which can tender to 
provide remedial training. Therefore the proposal is unlikely to raise any significant 
competition concerns.

Small Firms Impact Test
The requirement to improve courses is driven by the need to ensure that current 
standards are met. It is considered that providers should already meet these 
standards, although recognised that some may require further guidance to ensure 
that this is the case. As the measure primarily relates to ensuring standards are 
met, it is considered that it does not place any undue burdens on small firms. Any 
increase in costs will be proportional to the number of tutors employed, and it is 
likely that this increase can be passed on to participants.

Legal Aid
There are no Legal Aid implications.

Sustainable development
The proposals do not conflict with any of the five principles of sustainable 
development.

Carbon assessment
The proposals would not be expected to generate a significant impact on carbon 
emissions. As noted, we have assumed that any improvements in the 
effectiveness of remedial training would not impact significantly on car use or 
resulting carbon emissions.

Other environmental implications
It is considered that there will be no significant other environmental implications.

Health impact assessment
It is considered that the proposals will not impact significantly on health and 
wellbeing, or health inequalities, as defined by the screening criteria for this test; 
therefore a full assessment is not necessary.
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Human rights
There are no human rights implications.

Rural proofing
The proposals are not expected to have a differential impact on rural areas.

Summary and next steps
The proposed measures aim to increase the effectiveness of remedial driver 
training.

The estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1 The estimated cost impacts of the proposed changes

Area of impact Size of impact Notes

Option B
Quality assurance role £30,000 pa Cost to DSA
Increase in course fees £4.5m pa Resulting from increase in costs to 

providers. Assuming no change in 
the number of participants. 

Option C
Costs of training £0.9–1.6m pa Additional training cost paid by 

offenders.
Option D
Quality assurance role £30,000 pa Cost to DSA
Increase in course fees £4.5m pa Resulting from increase in costs to 

providers. Assuming no change in 
the number of participants.

Costs of training £0.9–1.6m pa Cost of training paid by offenders.

As noted, at present there is no firm basis for estimating the impact of any of the 
options on the rate of reoffending and the number of casualties. However, we have 
constructed an indicative estimate of the potential reduction in court costs, 
relevant to Option B and Option D, of £119,000 to £238,000 per annum.

Present value calculations, based on a standard 3.5 percent discount rate over a 
10 year period, have been undertaken and are summarised in Table 2. Net present 
value (NPV) figures are negative, as it has not been possible to estimate the 
resulting reduction in casualties, which, if this could be quantified, would be 
expected to offset the costs of the proposed measures, thereby resulting in an 
improved NPV position.
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Table 2 Present value calculations, based on a standard 3.5 percent discount 
rate over a 10 year period

Option B Option C Option D

Net Present Value (mid-point) -£37.5m -£10.8m -£48.2m

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the 
potential impacts of your policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit 
analysis are contained within the main evidence base; other results may 
be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Evidence 
Base?

Results annexed?

Competition Assessment No No
Small Firms Impact Test No No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No No
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Annex E 
Code of practice on consultation

The Government has adopted a Code of Practice on consultations. The Code sets 
out the approach Government will take to running a formal, written public 
consultation exercise. While most UK departments and agencies have adopted 
the Code, it does not have legal force, and cannot prevail over statutory or other 
mandatory external requirements (e.g. under European Community Law). The 
Code contains seven criteria. They should be reproduced in all consultation 
documents. Deviation from the Code will at times be unavoidable, but the 
Government aims to explain the reasons for deviations and what measures will be 
used to make the exercise as effective as possible in the circumstances. The 
seven consultation criteria are:

When to consult:1.	  Formal consultation should take place at a stage when 
there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Duration of consultation exercises:2.	  Consultations should normally last 
for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where 
feasible and sensible.

Clarity of scope and impact:3.	  Consultation documents should be clear 
about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to 
influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Accessibility of consultation exercises:4.	  Consultation exercises should 
be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the 
exercise is intended to reach.

The burden of consultation:5.	  Keeping the burden of consultation to a 
minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ 
buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Responsiveness of consultation exercises:6.	  Consultation responses 
should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to 
participants following the consultation.

Capacity to consult:7.	  Officials running consultations should seek guidance 
in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have 
learned from the experience.
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If you consider that this consultation does not comply with the criteria or have 
comments about the consultation process please contact:

Lec Napal 
Department for Transport 
Zone 1/33 Great Minster House 
76 Marsham Street 
London, SW1P 4DR 
email: consultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk

A full version of the Code of Practice is available on the Better Regulation 
Executive website at: www.berr.gov.uk/files/file47158.pdf




