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Introduction  
 

This is the response of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Accidents (RoSPA) to 
the Department for Transport‟s consultation paper, “Changes to the Treatment of 
Penalties for Careless Driving and Other Motoring Offences”.  It has been produced 
following consultation with RoSPA‟s National Road Safety Committee and its Road 
Safety Advisory Group.  
 
The consultation paper seeks views on proposals to:  
 

 make careless driving a fixed penalty notice (FPN) offence, with a £90 fine and 
three penalty points 

 offer offenders an alternative option of taking a remedial driver training course 

 increase the fixed penalty levels for some other motoring offences. 
 
Fixed penalty notices are offered to motoring offenders for less severe offences or 
less severe infringements of offences. 1.8 million FPNs for motoring offences were 
issued in 2010, a 10% decrease on 2009.

1
 They are not used for more serious 

offences such as drink driving or dangerous driving, or for the most serious 
infringements of some offences, for example speeding at over 100 mph on 
motorways or any other roads.  
 
In many cases, the police offer offenders the choice of taking a remedial training 
course as an alternative to accepting the fixed penalty notice. People issued with a 
fixed penalty notice can choose not to accept it, and instead face proceedings at a 
Magistrates‟ Court, where they may contest the charge against them.  
 
Careless driving is a serious issue that contributes to people being killed and injured 
on our roads. In 2010, 342 people were killed (20% of all road deaths), over 3,000 
seriously injured and almost 25,000 slightly injured in reported road accidents that 
had „careless, reckless or in a hurry‟ recorded as a contributory factor by the Police.

2
 

This is likely to be a significant under-estimate because other contributory factors, 
such as „failing to look properly‟, could be included as careless driving, and it does 
not include injury accidents where the police did not attend the scene 
 
Careless driving includes a variety of behaviours, such as tailgating, failing to look 
properly and sudden braking. It is defined in law (section 3ZA of the Road Traffic Act 
1988) as driving that "falls below what is expected of a competent and careful driver" 
and "driving without reasonable consideration for other persons only if those persons 
are inconvenienced by his driving". The offences for careless driving include driving 
"without due care and attention" and "without reasonable consideration for other 
persons" (section 3 of the Road Traffic Act 1988).  

                                                      
1
 “Police Powers and Procedures England and Wales 2010/11”, Home Office, 2012 

www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-statistics/research-statistics/police-
research/police-powers-procedures-201011/fixed-penalty-notices-1011  
2
 “Contributory Factors to Reported Road Accidents” in “Reported Road Casualties in Great 

Britain: 2010”, Department for Transport, 2011 http://assets.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/road-
accidents-and-safety-annual-report-2010/rrcgb2010-04.pdf   
 

http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-statistics/research-statistics/police-research/police-powers-procedures-201011/fixed-penalty-notices-1011
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-statistics/research-statistics/police-research/police-powers-procedures-201011/fixed-penalty-notices-1011
http://assets.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/road-accidents-and-safety-annual-report-2010/rrcgb2010-04.pdf
http://assets.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/road-accidents-and-safety-annual-report-2010/rrcgb2010-04.pdf
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Examples of careless driving cases prosecuted in the courts include incidents where 
poor driving has contributed to a collision and an injury. The poor driving might have 
been injudicious overtaking, following too close behind the preceding vehicle, turning 
into too small a gap in traffic or attempting to pass a vehicle on the nearside.  
 
The police can currently enforce careless driving offences by issuing a warning with 
no further action or for more serious cases, they can summons the offender to court, 
where if convicted they face between 3 - 9 penalty points, a fine of up to £5,000 and 
discretionary disqualification. There is a separate offence for causing death by 
careless driving, which has higher penalties, including mandatory disqualification and 
the option of a prison sentence.  
 
For less serious cases of careless driving where a collision was the result of an error 
of judgement by the driver, many police forces offer the option of remedial driver 
training as an alternative to prosecution. But, they cannot currently do so for careless 
driving offences that are not serious enough to not merit court prosecution, but too 
serious for just a verbal warning. 
 
However, the process of charging motorists for a careless driving offence is 
bureaucratic, costly and resource intensive for the police and courts, particularly for 
lower level offending. The Association of Police Chief Officers (ACPO) have 
indicated that the high resource costs deter the Police from charging motorists with 
lower level instances of careless driving. This type of careless driving behaviour may, 
nonetheless, be antisocial and does increase the danger to others on the road.  
 
Therefore, the Government‟s “Strategic Framework for Road Safety”

3
, included a 

commitment to introduce a fixed penalty offence for careless driving to enable the 
police to tackle it efficiently, and to divert offenders to remedial training courses.  
 

                                                      
3
 “Strategic Framework for Road Safety”, Department for Transport, 2011, 

www.dft.gov.uk/publications/strategic-framework-for-road-safety/  

http://www.dft.gov.uk/publications/strategic-framework-for-road-safety/
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RoSPA Responses to Questions in the Consultation Paper 
 

Proposal One 

Introduce a fixed penalty notice offence and remedial training for careless 

driving  
 
Introducing a fixed penalty notice and remedial training for careless driving would 
enable the police to offer offenders who commit less severe careless driving 
offences the choice of either accepting the FPN (i.e. receive penalty points and a 
fine) or attending remedial training (for which they would have to pay) as an 
alternative to the penalty points and fine. They would still have the option of refusing 
to accept the FPN and to go to court instead.  
 
This would be a more efficient and cost-effective way for the police to deal with less 
serious careless driving offenders, reduce the costs and pressures on courts and 
increase the police’s ability to enforce less serious careless driving, thereby reducing 
the prevalence of careless driving. Enabling offenders to take remedial training 
should help such drivers to improve their driving, and avoid committing further driving 
offences.  
 

Question 1 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to make careless driving a fixed 

penalty offence and open to the offer of remedial training? If not, please 

explain your reasons why. 
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA agrees that minor careless driving should be made a fixed penalty offence in 
order to increase the level of enforcement for this offence, and thereby discourage 
such driving. 
 
However, some members of RoSPA‟s National Road Safety Committee disagreed, 
because they feel that the application of fixed penalties for careless driving will be 
too subjective and inconsistent across the country, and that many motorists will not 
accept such fixed penalty notices but challenge them in court. If so, the anticipated 
savings in enforcement costs will not be realised. 
 

RoSPA‟s view is that there is inevitably a certain amount of subjectivity in deciding 
what constitutes „careless driving‟ and what is sufficiently minor and suitable for a 
fixed penalty and what is more serious, meriting prosecution in court. However, 
RoSPA believes that the benefits of increasing the police‟s ability to enforce careless 
driving laws, and thereby increasing the deterrent to careless driving, justifies the 
introduction of fixed penalties for this offence, but a system must be put in place to 
ensure as much consistency as possible in their application. 
 
It will be essential to introduce and publicise a clear definition of the sorts of „careless 
driving‟ that may result in the police issuing a fixed penalty notice, and the reasons 
why they are being made a fixed penalty offence. In addition to clear guidance, 
RoSPA believes that training for police officers in the use of this new power, and a 
robust monitoring system, will be needed to ensure consistency in the application of 
fixed penalties for careless driving. 
 
 



THE ROYAL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF ACCIDENTS 
Response to the Department for Transport Consultation Paper 

“Changes to the Treatment of Penalties for Careless Driving and Other Motoring Offences” 
4 September 2012 

 4 

 
Education and publicity measures to explain the reasons for the introduction of the 
new fixed penalties for careless driving, and giving examples of the sort of driving 
that might lead to a fixed penalty, or prosecution, would also help. 
 
Remedial Training 
RoSPA strongly supports the proposal to offer remedial driver training as an 
alternative to the fixed penalty notice. It is better to seek to change offenders‟ 
behaviour and help them to improve their driving or riding so they are less likely to 
re-offend.  
 

Level of Penalty 
The proposed penalty for the fixed penalty notice would be three penalty points and 
a fine of £90. This would be similar to the usual cost of paying to take a remedial 
driver training course as an alternative to the fixed penalty, and so make the option 
of taking the course a more attractive option.  
 

Question 2 

Do agree that the FPN offence should carry 3 penalty points and a fine of £90? 

If not, please explain your reasons why.   
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA agrees that the fixed penalty notice for careless driving should carry three 
penalty points and a £90 fine. This will make the alternative of paying to go on a 
remedial driver training course more attractive, which should increase the numbers 
of drivers taking such training and thereby improving their driving. It would also avoid 
the impression that the offence is regarded as trivial and inconsequential.  
 

Guidance for issuing FPNs and remedial training  
ACPO is developing guidance for police officers on the use of FPNs and remedial 
training for careless driving offences.  It is envisaged that they would only be offered 
in situations witnessed by a police officer where there are no victims, no collisions 
and no public complaint. Examples would include:  
 

 Driving too close to a vehicle in front  

 Driving in the wrong lane on a roundabout 

 Ignoring a lane closed sign 

 Pushing into an orderly queue 

 Poor lane discipline, such as remaining in lane two or three when lane one is 
empty and there is no other vehicle to overtake 

 Inappropriate speed 

 Wheel spins  
 
Fixed penalties or remedial training would not be used for the more serious 
examples of careless driving, such as aggressive and deliberate careless driving 
(which would continue to be dealt with by the courts), or for offences that could be 
dealt with by prosecution (e.g. driving without insurance). An offender who has 
already attended a remedial driver training course within the previous 3 years would 
not be offered the alternative of remedial training, but only the fixed penalty notice.  
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Question 3 

Do you agree with the criteria for the guidance on issuing a FPN or remedial 

training? If not, please explain your reasons why. 

 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA believes that it is important that both the public and the police have a clear 
understanding of the sorts of „careless driving‟ that may result in a fixed penalty 
notice, and the reasons why. As stated in our response to question 1 above, police 
officers must be given clear guidance on how to use fixed penalty notices for 
careless driving, along with training, and there should be a robust monitoring system 
to ensure consistency in the application of fixed penalties for careless driving. These 
measures will help to ensure consistency in the use of fixed penalties for careless 
driving.  
 
This, in turn, should help to avoid fixed penalty notices for careless driving being 
perceived as unjust and arbitrary by the public and the media. 
 
It will not be possible for the guidance to list every single type of behavior or situation 
that may merit an FPN, rather than a verbal warning or a court summons, but the 
examples shown above of the types of careless driving that would result in a fixed 
penalty notice seem reasonable. 
 
The list of examples of types of careless driving in the consultation paper includes 
„Pushing into an orderly queue’. This should specifically exclude “zip merging” where 
two lanes of traffic must merge into one, as this is a legitimate manoeuvre to be 
encouraged, not penalized. Police officers must be able to recognise the difference 
between the two. 
 
RoSPA agrees that where careless driving has resulted in a collision or a casualty, 
this should be dealt with by a court rather than a fixed penalty notice. However, we 
are not sure whether this should also be the case if there has been a “public 
complaint”, given that such a complaint may or may not be justified. 
 
RoSPA agrees that an offender who has already attended a remedial driver training 
course within the previous three years should not be offered the alternative of 
remedial training, but only the fixed penalty notice. 
 

Part B – Increasing Levels for Motoring Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) Offences  
Fixed penalty notices are designed to provide an efficient method of dealing with less 
serious road traffic offences. There are two types: non-endorsable offences, which 
usually carry a £30 fine but no penalty points, and endorsable offences which usually 
result in a £60 fine and three penalty points. More serious FPN offences, such as 
driving without insurance, result in more penalty points and a higher fine.  
  
The £60 fine for most motoring FPNs has not changed since 2000 and so has 
reduced in real value due to inflation. It is also lower than the FPN fines of other 
offences, such as disorder, which carries an £80 (due to be increased to £90) fine.  
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Remedial training is offered to offenders as an alternative to a fixed penalty notice to 
help them to improve their driving behaviour. Offenders pay for the course so that 
the cost is not borne by the public finances. However, the cost of remedial courses 
for speeding is about £90, so there is a risk that if the FPN fine remains at £60, many 
offenders will choose to accept the fine and penalty points rather than pay the higher 
cost of attending the course. This cost difference may also hinder the introduction of 
further remedial courses (for example, for not wearing seat belts).  
 

Option 1: Increase levels for endorsable fixed penalty offences, including non 

seat belt use  
The Government is proposing to increase those road traffic fixed penalty offences 
that are currently set at £60 to £90. Most of these have not been increased since 
2000 and are used for serious road safety offences, such as speeding, not wearing a 
seat belt whilst driving, using a hand held mobile phone whilst driving, passing red 
traffic lights and pedestrian crossing offences. These offences attract penalty points, 
with the exception of not wearing a seat belt, and constituted around three quarters 
of all motoring fixed penalties issued in 2009 (ie approximately 1.6m FPNs

4
). 

Increasing the penalty to £90 would bring it in line with inflation and other penalty 
notices of a similar severity. It would also be consistent with the cost of remedial 
training, such as speed awareness courses, and enable the development of courses 
for other offences, such as non seat belt use.  
 

Question 4 

Do you agree we should increase the penalty levels for most endorsable plus 

seat belt wearing fixed penalty offences to £90? If not, please explain your 

reasons why. 
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA agrees that the financial penalty for endorsable fixed penalties should be 
increased from £60 to £90. This would increase the deterrent effect of the fixed 
penalty notices (the increase in the penalty for using a hand-held mobile phone while 
driving led to a reduction in drivers committing this offence, at least for a period of 
time).  
 
It would also make paying to take the alternative option (when offered) of a remedial 
driver training course a more attractive option than simply accepting the fine and 
penalty points, which would provide an opportunity to help offending drivers to 
improve their driving and avoid repeating their offending. This would help to reduce 
road casualties. 
 

Option 2: Increase levels for non-endorsable fixed penalty offences (excluding 

parking offences)  
Many non-endorsable offences attract a fixed penalty of £30, which has also not 
increased since 2000. Some of these offences, for example, vehicle defect offences, 
which increase risk on the road. The Government proposes to increase the fine for 
these offences from £30 to £45, which would bring it in line with inflation, while 
keeping it at half of the £90 fine for most endorsable offences. 

                                                      
4
 “Police Powers and Procedures 2009/10 “, Home Office, table 3b 
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Question 5 

Do you agree we should increase the levels for non-endorsable fixed penalties 

to £45 (excluding parking offences)? If not, please explain your reasons why. 
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA agrees that the fine for non-endorsable fixed penalties should be increased 
from £30 to £45, to keep it in line with inflation and to increase the deterrent effect of 
such fixed penalties.  

 

Option 3: Increase levels for motor insurance fixed penalty offences  
 

a. Driving a vehicle without a minimum of third party insurance cover  
The fixed penalty for uninsured driving is £200 and 6 penalty points, or a maximum 
fine of £5,000 and 6 - 8 penalty points, if prosecuted in court. The police also have 
the power to seize uninsured vehicles. The Government propose to increase the 
fixed penalty from £200 to £300. This will bring it in line with inflation.  
 
 

Question 6 

Do you agree that we should increase the fixed penalty level for driving 

without insurance to £300? If not, please explain your reasons why. 
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA agrees that the fine for uninsured driving should be increased from £200 to 
£300, to keep it in line with inflation and to increase the deterrent effect of such fixed 
penalties. This is a more serious offence that quite rightly carries more severe 
penalties. 
 
 

b. Keeping a vehicle without a minimum of third party insurance - Continuous 

Insurance Enforcement (CIE)  
The CIE scheme was introduced in 2011 and means that registered keepers of 
vehicles must ensure their vehicle has minimum third party insurance. Failure to do 
so results in a fixed penalty of £100, which is reduced to £50 if paid within 21 days. 
The offence does not accrue penalty points but vehicles can be wheel clamped and 
impounded. If prosecuted in court, an offender can be fined up to £1,000.  
 
The Government estimates that only about 40% of vehicle keepers who are issued 
with a FPN under the Continuous Insurance Enforcement scheme pay the fine, and 
are concerned that increasing the fine by 50% to £150 (or £75 if paid within 21 days) 
would result in an even higher non-payment rate, and in extra costs bringing 
offenders to justice through the courts.  
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Question 7 

Do you have any views on whether to increase the fixed penalty levels for the 

offence of keeping a vehicle without insurance? If so, or if not, please explain 

your reasons why. 
 

RoSPA Response 
RoSPA suggests that it is too soon to increase the fine. This is a relatively new 
offence that was introduced just over a year ago, and so the argument that it has not 
kept pace with inflation does not apply. For this offence, the fine is only part of the 
cost that offenders face as they may also have to pay release fees if their vehicles 
are clamped and impounded.  
 
However, it is disturbing that around 60% of offenders are not paying the fixed 
penalty and we recommend that the Department for Transport investigate the 
reasons for this and how payment rates can be improved. 
 

Option 4: Increase levels for graduated fixed penalty offences  
Graduated fixed penalties were introduced in 2009 for (mainly) endorsable and non-
endorsable commercial vehicle drivers’ hours and overloading offences. The 
penalties are graduated to reflect the length of time spent driving or working over the 
legal limit, being below the prescribed period of rest and levels of overloading in 
vehicles, and range from £30 to £200. 
  

Question 8 

Do you think graduated fixed penalties should be increased to the levels being 

proposed for the other motoring FPNs in the consultation document? If not, or 

if so, please explain your reasons why.
12

 
 

RoSPA Response 
Accidents involving large commercial vehicles are more likely to be severe, and the 
fines at the lower end of the scale (£30) of graduated fixed penalties do not seem to 
offer much deterrent, and so there is a good case for increasing them. 
 
However, graduated fixed penalties for these offences have only been in existence 
since 2009, and so will not yet have reduced much in value due to inflation. The 
consultation document suggests that new EU legislation is being negotiated and is 
likely to require changes to fixed penalties imposed for breaches of the EU rules on 
use of tachographs, and if so, the Department for Transport will consult separately 
on any proposed changes in 2013.  
 
Therefore, it may be sensible to incorporate any changes to the graduated fixed 
penalty scheme into the 2013 consultation. 
 



THE ROYAL SOCIETY FOR THE PREVENTION OF ACCIDENTS 
Response to the Department for Transport Consultation Paper 

“Changes to the Treatment of Penalties for Careless Driving and Other Motoring Offences” 
4 September 2012 

 9 

 

Final Comment 
All of the proposals in the consultation paper depend upon consistent and visible 
enforcement. Roads policing plays a key role in saving lives and minimising injury on 
the road, and must be given its rightful priority and be adequately resourced by the 
government and the Police Service. 
 
 
 
 
RoSPA thanks the Department for Transport for the opportunity to comment on the 
proposals. We have no objection to our response being reproduced or attributed. 
 
Road Safety Department 
RoSPA 
28 Calthorpe Road 
Birmingham B15 1RP 
www.rospa.com  
 
 

http://www.rospa.com/

