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“Government Proposals Threaten Road Safety,  

the Environment and Members’ Businesses” says IAAF 

What’s this MoT row all about? 

       The IAAF is opposing suggestions from the 

government that the frequency of MoT testing 

for cars and light commercial vehicles be slack-

ened from its current initial test three years 

after registration and annual test thereafter 

(known as ‗3-1-1‘), to an initial test four years 

after registration and every two years thereafter 

(4-2-2). 

Why are the government  

proposing this change? 

       Mike Penning MP, one of the ministerial 

team at the Department for Transport (DfT), 

and the minister responsible for road safety – 

which includes things like vehicle testing, has 

said that a change will, ―Reduce the burden on 

the motorist.‖  With the government‘s stated 

intention to reduce or remove unnecessary ‗red 

tape‘, Mr. Penning obviously thinks the MoT 

system fits that description.  His boss, Secre-

tary of State Philip Hammond, surprised every-

one in April when he announced that the gov-

ernment would be consulting on proposals to 

adopt either a 4-1-1, a 4-2-1, or a 4-2-2 fre-

quency regime.  It appears that retention of the 

current 3-1-1 regime is not being considered at 

all! 

But didn’t we have a review of 

the MoT system recently? 

        Yes. In 2008 the then Labour Transport 

Minister, Jim Fitzpatrick concluded, after exam-

ining a great deal of scientific evidence, and 

submission from interested organisations 

(including the IAAF) and from individuals, that 

the forecast of extra fatalities each year as a 

consequence of slackening the MoT regime 

was unacceptable.  The IAAF agreed and wel-

comed the Minster‘s decision. 

So what’s different now? 

        Frankly, we‘re not sure of the current gov-

ernment‘s reasoning. 

       MoT fees - If their stated aim of 

‗reducing a burden on the motorist‘ is taken at 

face value, then it‘s a nonsense!  The statutory 

maximum fee for a MoT test is £54.85. So if 

you assume the motorist pays the full fee (and 

that‘s most unusual, with most test stations 

offering a discounted fee), moving the test to a 

two-yearly basis saves – guess what? £54.85! 

Surely the government could reduce the burden 

on the motorist more by, say, reducing the duty 

on fuel – that would save motorists a great 

deal of cash.  Or how about having a 

proper programme for repairing potholes in 

roads?  That would save motorists money 

from replacing damaged tyres, suspension 

and steering – surely a lot more money 

than the £54.85 annual test fee? 

       Regular servicing - Motorists 

complain that garages take advantage of 

the test by claiming that other items on the 

vehicle need repair before it will pass the 

test.  But surely this should tell motorists 

that they should make sure their vehicle is 

properly maintained before they have it 

tested, rather than waiting for their vehicle 

to fail before having vital components re-

placed.  Surely it‘s better to pay for the 

vehicle to be kept in good condition rather 

than saving a few bob and slamming into a 

wall! 

       So that‘s not a reason for slackening 

the test frequency, because motorists who 

don‘t have their cars serviced between 

annual MoT tests, will now wait for two 

years before having their cars fixed – it‘s 

madness!     

(Continued overleaf ...) 
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The Voice of the Independent Automotive Aftermarket 

MoT review, the issues  -  (continued) 

       Road Safety – The UK has an enviable record on 

road safety due, in part, to the effectiveness of the vehicle 

testing regime.  The European Union has a minimum stan-

dard for vehicle testing of 4-2-2.  But there is no require-

ment upon the UK to adopt 4-2-2.  Germany is just about 

to change from 3-2-2 to 3-1-1 as a way of improving road 

safety. 

       Vehicle Safety – Some people say, ―Aren‘t to-

day‘s vehicles much safer than they were when the MoT 

test was first introduced?‖  And the answer is, of course, 

‗yes‘; today‘s vehicles have much higher levels of active 

and passive safety features, but they‘re driven on more 

crowded roads, for higher mileages, and at generally 

higher speeds than the cars of yesteryear.  And they still 

wear out, especially things like brakes (and that‘s discs 

nowadays as well as pads), wipers, steering and suspen-

sion (see above); and who isn‘t regularly dazzled by badly 

adjusted headlights, or puzzled by a car with one head-

lamp not working?  Is it right that faults on a car should be 

left unattended for, potentially 24 months rather than 12? 

       What about the evidence? – The review 

which was carried out under the last government was 

conclusive that changing the test would bring an increase 

in fatalities and other serious road casualties.  Let‘s not 

forget that those injured in road accidents may then suf-

fer with disabilities for the rest of their lives, putting a 

strain on their families and a drain on the public purse in 

providing adequate care.  The research submitted then 

was comprehensively checked for accuracy by DfT Statisti-

cians, the Cabinet Office, the Office at 10 Downing Street, 

and the Government‘s Business Office. 

       The more recent research carried out by the Transport 

Research Laboratory (TRL) was hurried, confined to spe-

cific topics and lacks validation by outside agencies. How-

ever, in TRL‘s own words: ―It must be stressed that these 

are estimates only and further work would be required 

before a genuine quantification of the scale of these ad-

verse road safety impacts will be known.‖ But despite that 

they show a 1.65 % increase in the number of accidents 

and casualties. This equates to an additional 37 people 

killed and 407 seriously injured. 

       Are you happy to be one of them?  Mr. Penning thinks 

you are! 

Is it just about road safety? – No there are envi-

ronmental and employment aspects as well.  The test is 

primarily about safety, but also includes checking vehicle 

pollution controls. Slackening the test frequency will in-

crease pollution and general environmental harm.  

       There are around 18,000 test stations around Great 

Britain which perform 23 million tests each year.  Halving 

the frequency for tests will mean many of them will close 

down, leaving the jobs of many nominated testing person-

nel at risk. This has been estimated at 13,000 tester‘s 

jobs lost. 

So the current test is OK then?  

No, the test could be measurably improved, and the IAAF 

has given the government some suggestions on how that 

could be done.  But if the government‘s changes are not 

going to improve the test, then leave it alone! 

Please Note: The MOT scheme applies only to England, 

Scotland and Wales (Great Britain). Separate arrange-

ments for testing apply in Northern Ireland. 

What you can do 
Everyone in the Independent Automtotive Aftermarket, not 

just garages and MoT testing stations, should contact their 

local MP and explain their opposition to the proposals and 

ask the MP to take the matter up with the DfT Ministers.  

You could also send a copy to the Prime Minister.  And, 

while youôre in the mood, why not drop a line to your local 

newspaper and, if you read the daily national newspapers, to 

their letters page.  Text for your letters and emails can be 

downloaded from the IAAF website at: www.iaaf.co.uk . 

You will need to add your name and the name of your ga-

rage, motor factor, or parts supplier business, or just your 

personal address and write as a concerned motorist. 

To find your MPôs contact details, follow this link to the 

Parliament webpage and put in your postcode or the name of 

your MP if you know it.  You will be taken to your MPôs 

page, with the address to write to and email address. The 

link is: http://findyourmp.parliament.uk/ 

Please send a copy of your letter or email to us at the IAAF 

office, postal address below, or email a copy to 

anns@iaaf.co.uk 

If you have any queries, comments or suggestions, send 

them to us. 

This is an important question for road safety, the environ-

ment, for employment prospects, and for your business.  

Donôt put it off until tomorrow, that may be too late ! 

Help the IAAF fight these proposals 
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