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0 | n s baveecbnserns about proposals to
reduce the frequency of MOT testingWhile
not perfect, the current system is clearly
more likely to pick up on faults than less
frequent tests. Insurers are concerned that
fewer tests could lead to more accidents,
more injuries, more damage to cars, and
therefore increased motor insurance premi-

u ms ABl August 2011)

0The Governmentds i
test intervals may be portrayed as an olive
branch to drivers by reducing the burden on
them, but the AA and thredifths of our
members believe it is a false saving which
could lead to more expensive repairs later,
and thatds before
Government should abandon plans for this
consultation as TRL research shows than
more crashes will result from less frequent

MOTs. 6

(President of the AA, Edmund Kingource:
AA website, 8 June 2011)

OWhich? believes the
tween MOT tests will have serious safety
implications, and will mean more unroad-
worthy cars on UK roads than ever before.
We know from our research that many own-
ers neglect their cars as it is. For example,
fewer than half those questioned in our last
tyre survey knew the legal minimum tread
depth, and more than a quarter relied on
the garage to check tyre condition and tread
depth at the annual

(David Evans, senior motoring researcher at
Which?11 April 2011)
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t he

MOT

dtds insane, and a
6help the Lmotoristod.

check the olil, let alone tyres or brakes, so such a
folly would store up problems. Back in 2008, a
Department for -Transport report concluded that
changing to a twey e ar
deaths and serious inj
the cars on UK roads

call it a recipe for disaster.

(Quentin Wilson, motoring writeBunday Mirror, 8
May 2011)

extend the MOT

0Our analysis suggests
of additional road traffic accidents would be likely
if MOT test frequency was reduced. This is pri-
marily because the annual MOT failure rate is
alreaayfhighitanounca3b pgericenté amd if we
were to reduce test frequency there is a very real
risk that the number of unroadworthy cars would
increase significantly. In turn, the number of road
casualties would inevitably increase. Clearly any
significant increase in road traffic accidents or in
the number of road casualties would be a wholly
unacceptable outcome; and, for that reason, our
view is that the MOT test frequency should re-
main unchanged. (The then Road Safety Minis-
ter, Jim Fitzpatrick, House of Commons, 8 Dec
2008, col 42WS)
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MoT Review
|AAF Briefing Note

ARGovernment Proposals Threa
the Environment and Empl oyn
The disagrees with proposals

from the government that the frequency of

MoT testing for cars and light commercial
vehicles be slackened from its current ini-

tial test three years after registration and
annual test thedddajter
to an initial test four years after registra-

tion and every two years thereafter (2-2).

VEHICLE TESTING STATION

APPROVED BY
THE VEHICLE INSPECTORATE

The Department for Transport (DfT),

is yet another one of Gordon Brown's big

has said that a changgghiphblitids that Ra&SeéntténSignddh €
burden on the mot or i§thedlstbin & hidtdy." @Qnﬁe@g@awr n -
ment 6s stated int e”tl'ztﬁ’ljbcehkﬂar ZOGS?UCG or
move unnecessary ©6red tapeo. The, recently
reshuffled, Secretary of State for Transport
Philip Hammond, surprised everyone in Frankly, wedre not s
April when he announced that the govern- | ent governmentods reas
ment would be consulting on proposals to
adopt either a 41-1, a 4-2-1, or a 4-2-2 - If their stated aim of
frequency regime. This gaverisetocon- &6r educing a burden on
cern that retention of the current 31-1 taken at face value, t
regime is not being considered at all! really stack up.
The statutory maximum fee for a
MoT test is £54.85. So if you assume
Yes. In 2008 the then Labour Trans-  the motorist pays the full fee (and
thatds most unusual W

port Minister, Jim Fitzpatrick concluded,
after examining a great deal of scientific
evidence, and submission from interested

stations offering a discounted fee),
moving the test to a tweyearly basis

organisations (including the IAAF) and from Savesd guess what? £54.85!

individuals, that the forecast of extra fatali-
ties each year as a consequence of slack-
ening the MoT regime was unacceptable.

l t 6
ernment

The IAAF agreed and welcomed the
Minsterds decision.

At the time the Conservative Party spokes-

S not i
could reduce the burden on

the motorist more by, say, reducing the
duty on fueld that would save motor-
ists a great deal of cash.

Or how about having a proper pro-

man on road safety Robert Goodwill, now a 9gramme for repairing potholes in

Government whip, said This botched pol-
icy idea should never have seen the light
of day. If it had been given the green light
we would have faced a situation where

there were thousands of dangerous cars test fee?

roads? That would save motorists
money from replacing damaged tyres,
suspension and steering surely a lot
more money than the £54.85 annual

nconceivabl
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- 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
the vehicle to be kept in good condition rather than
saving a few bob and slamming into a wall!

So thatds not a
frequency, because
cars serviced between annual MoT tests, will now
wait for two years before having their cars fixed
itds dangerous!

d The UK has an enviable re-

cord on road safety due, in part, to the effectiveness
of the vehicle testing regime. The European Union
has a minimum standard for vehicle testing of 2-

2. But there is no requirement upon the UK to
adopt 4-2-2.

repl aced. Sur

reason
mot or i

ffor "slackening the test

MoT Review

Existing failure rates

More than four out of 10 cars and vans fail
the MOT under the existing regime with lights, sus-
pension and brake defects the major factors. Even
for new cars and vans being tested at three years,
the failure rate is two in 10.

What is more, the Vehicle and Operator Ser-
vices Agency (VOSA), the government agency that
febuYated MOT ?estn}i’g%r’id hitle shféty f6UAY f or
that more than 800,000 of the cars that failed in a
year are described -talsato@sanger ou
15,000 odangerouso6 ,car,s/ spotted

St S 11 iWdsB cledstthitthe MA™&lurd rdte |
has been increasing in recent yeard from 33.5%
in 2004/05 to 41% in 2009/10, with vehicle own-
ers cutting back on making necessary repairs
through the year a likely explanationVOSA)

The existing annual testing regime shows
clearly that there are a significant and increasing
number of unsafe cars on the road and reducing
the frequency of MOT tests is likely significantly to
increase that number.

TheaTRle en;tgn[ates that if the first test Was

0Some people say, N il
~ : t fouryyears rat rttlé re ihr
todayds vehicles mgch S.af%lo{mlegr%gtw qs? %??%ﬁg@%
the MoT test was first teoothatf |I0ﬂ0}éf Sctive wer
is, of course, Oyessd; ws%um\g& dpdiild fre ?s‘{/s‘?emWé‘sc
higher levels of active and passive safety features adopted.
but theydre 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 I|ike
days as well as pads), wipers, steering and suspen-
sion (see above); and who

badly adjusted headlights, or puzzled by a car with
one headlamp not working? Is it right that faults on
a car should be left unattended for, potentially 24
months rather than 12?

d No there are

environmental and employment aspects as well.
The test is primarily about safety, but also includes
checking vehicle pollution controls. Slackening the
test frequency will increase 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 personnel at risk. This has
been

estimated at 13,000

TRL report 2011 report to Government
The issue of MOT frequency was looked at
agais &arligr this year in b repo By the Transpert no wa -
Research Laboratory (TRL), commissioned by Mike
Penaing yIP, Parlgmepipnglngey Seqrelay ot e d by
State for Transport. "Using a diffefent methodology
to the 2008 study, it estimated a lower impact on
road casualties. However, it clearly states:

OThe larger the time gap between MOT Test-
ing intervals, the larger the predicted number of
additional accidents and casualties which may be
attributed to vehicle defect contributory fac-

tors. o6 (Effect of vehic/le defec
TRL, 2011)
Some have argued that the TR

derstates the likely impact on road casualties as

its estimatesare based only on increased MOT

failure rates and do not reflect the fact that more

defects are likely to accompany each failure. In an
interview with MOT Testling
author, Richard Cuerdon, accepted that his report

wasd | LkgkyjbBsunpgerestimate the
comesao.
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0 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. Letds not forget that those injured ir
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 Statisticians, the Cabinet Office,
the Office at 10 Downing Street, and the Government

The more recent research carried out by the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL) was hurried, confined to

specific topics and | acks validation by outsidel| age
that these are estimates only and further work would be required before a genuine quantification of the scale
of these adverse road safety i mpacts wil!/ be known.

ber of accidents and casualties. This equates to an additional 37 people killed and 407 seriously injured.

There is plenty of evidence that, contrary to
the Governmentds belief, the
believe that MOT frequency should be reduced.

driving public does not

In December 2010, the MOT Forum, sup-
ported by the National Tyres Distribution Association,
surveyed 4,200 motorists on attitudes to reducing
MOT frequency. It found:

92% of respondents believed that used cars
should be tested annually on road safety grounds,
rather than every other year.

93% of respondents did not believe the cur-
rent cost of an annual MOT Test was an unnecessary
burden on motorists.

A survey of 18,700 AA members undertaken
by Populus in March 2011 found:

94% thought the MOT Test was very (71%) or
quite (23%) important to road safety.

62% thought there would be more hazardous
vehicles on the road if the government adopted the
continental European system of testing every other
year.

Just 13% of respondents thought the pro-
posed change would save them money.

As President of the AA, Edmund King, said:
OEven if you have a new car
can still have bald tyres and failing lights. We have . ]
surveyed 60,000 drivers and most of them think we | This tyre was fitted on a 3 year-old Range Rover presented
should stick with the current regime. Rather than for MoT recently at Hasland MOT centre in Chesterfield,
being a burden on the dr i vwhpforwaidedthe phptagraphivia taey local pagso o
safety reminder for oncel|a year . ¢ distibutor PCSParts.

(Source: Daily Mail, 11 April 2011)

that is three years ol d, it
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