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DfT consultation on Reporting road accidents to the police 
RoadPeace response  
 
Key Points 

• STATS19 data recording system used by the police has served the UK well, though there is 
potential for improvement.  

• Some of the changes proposed in this consultation would benefit drivers with access to the 
internet.   

• But the changes proposed under the consultation go in the wrong direction and would bring the 
greatest benefits to law-breaking drivers, including those impaired by alcohol and/or drugs, 
drivers hoping to avoid detection and prosecution. 

 
RoadPeace calls 

1. The next quinquennial review of STATS19 should take place this year. It should: 
a. Review the evidence collected by and impact of online recording of collisions in Essex1, 

Norfolk2 and Kent3 
b. Include a review of how best to reduce the burden on the police that does not 

undermine the delivery of justice or the evidence base on road collisions. 
2. Any changes to reporting should be piloted first on property damage only collisions 
3. With reported casualty collisions, any changes should be piloted and monitored on: 

a. Understanding of factors leading to road collisions 
b. Proportion between slight and serious collisions 
c. Victim blaming (particularly of pedestrians and cyclists)  
d. Traffic law enforcement/road crime prosecutions 
e. Civil justice for victims 

4. To reduce the opportunity for self-serving severity classification by the reporting party, the 
police should be required to attend all casualty collisions where an ambulance was called,  

5. 24 hours is too long for drivers being allowed to report a collision, two hours should be the 
maximum, with rare exceptions allowed. 

6. DfT should work with the police to determine investigation standards, including response times 
to crashes.       

7. Section 170 of the RTA should be updated   
a. to refer to “crash” or “collision” (not accident) 
b. in section (8) “cat” should be added to the list of animals.  

8. If police do not investigate casualty collisions, then pedestrian and cyclist casualties should 
qualify for civil compensation. 

1 https://www.essex.police.uk/do-it-online/report-a-road-traffic-collision/  
2 https://www.norfolk.police.uk/contact-us/report-something/report-road-traffic-collision  
3 https://www.kent.police.uk/services/report-online/  
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Introduction 
RoadPeace, the national charity for road crash victims, has been supporting crash victims for over 26 
years. This includes campaigning for the justice system to treat road crime as real crime, including 
investigating crashes thoroughly and effectively. As investigation starts with reporting the crash, this 
consultation concerns us. 
 
Requiring police to attend the scene of injury collisions has very real benefits to both criminal and civil 
justice and to our understanding of how collisions occur. The proposals outlined in this consultation 
could very significantly erode all of these. 
 
Police forces are under considerable budgetary pressure and police numbers have been shrinking, 
particularly for those assigned to the traffic function, which includes collision investigation. Road crime is 
not considered a priority by senior police or central government. Only causing death offences and 
dangerous driving are classified as notifiable crime; so, only these are counted when assessing clear up 
rates when the police are being evaluated.  Roads policing and collision investigation are not included in 
the annual PEEL (Policing Effectiveness, Efficiency and Legitimacy) inspections by the HMIC. RoadPeace, 
British Cycling, Cycling UK, Living Streets, London Cycling Campaign, Road Danger Reduction Forum and 
20s Plenty for Us have called for the HMIC to do so.  
 
These pressures are reflected in the DfT statistics. Trends in the proportion of reported collisions  
currently not attended by the police are not known. But comparison of data on STATS19 contributory 
factors4  (where it can be certain that police have attended the scene) and reported collisions5 indicate 
that contributory factors are increasingly not collected. This is in addition to the longstanding problem of 
under-reporting6.  
 

 
Figure 1 Proportion of collisions where contributory factors were not collected 
 
It is worrying that one in seven fatal collisions do not have any contributory factors recorded. These are 
supposed to be reported by the forensic collision investigator, assuming they have been called to attend.  
 

4 DfT RAS50001 
5 DfT RAS10002 
6 DfT RAS54001 
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The situation is even worse for slight and severe injury collisions, where police attendance is essential for 
independent evidence gathering that may form the basis of a prosecution and/or a civil claim. These 
crashes receive little follow up investigation so the initial at scene attendance is key. 
 
So, in a situation where police attendance is already below what would be desirable, the thrust of the 
consultation proposals would turn a process able to provide the foundation for criminal and civil justice 
into a messy and probably biased data collection exercise for the 83% of reported collisions classified as 
slight7.  It should not be the case that drivers fear the law if and only if they have killed or caused serious 
injury. The probabilities of sanction for bad and drink driving are already too low, they should not be 
lowered further.  
 
In our recent report on Road death investigation: Overlooked and Underfunded, we highlighted the 
decline in car drivers being breath tested after a casualty collision in Wales, as reported by DfT.Despite a 
police wide agreement to test all drivers in collisions police attend, less than half of car drivers in 
casualty collisions are being breath-tested, with a low of 23% in London. To state the obvious, no breath 
tests will be conducted if police do not attend the crash scene. 
 
There are additional problems around the classification of the severity of the collision. If an ambulance 
attends, they should be able to give an unbiased and reasonably accurate assessment of the severity of 
any injuries8. But what if an ambulance crew is not able to attend sufficiently quickly and an injured 
party is ferried to hospital some other way9, the classification of the collision is then in the hands of the 
uninjured party reporting the collision. The easiest way for them to ensure that the collision is not 
investigated is to claim that the only injuries were slight and they are diverted to the online data 
recording process.  
 
For the proportion of collisions where police do not currently attend the scene, it seems reasonable to 
assume the proposals may bring benefits for the person reporting the collision and there are clear gains 
for the police service in terms of time saved. However, removing the police from the equation may 
affect the accuracy of the reporting. Released from the psychological constraints of a face to face 
interaction, the report of the collision may drift towards the most benign possible interpretation of the 
facts for whoever is making the report. In many cases this will be an uninjured driver rather than the 
injured pedestrian or cyclist with whom they collided. 
 
Moreover, this concern would be greatly accentuated for the collisions which would no longer be 
investigated by the police. Given current pressures, it is hard not to see the police encouraging all slight 
collisions to be reported this way – a strategy suggested in the foreword to the consultation. 
 
In addition to the loss to justice, the change in recording procedures would result in a database of 
collisions and their circumstances much reduced in its: 

• Objectivity 
• Scope 
• Completeness  
• Consistency, and  
• Accessibility 

 

7 This assumes the severity estimate remains unaffected by the reporting role assigned to crash participants. 
8 Though some impacts which can be severe, such as concussion or internal haemorrhaging, are not always 
immediately apparent.  
9 We know from DfT RAS50008 on there are almost twice as many hospital emergency emissions from RTAs as 
people classified as seriously injured under STATS19.  
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Many organisations, including local authorities as well as TRL, LSHTM, University of Westminster, etc. 
rely heavily on the STATS19 database for their analysis. Compromising the bulk of this, would reduce the 
likelihood of identifying statistically significant patterns and deal a considerable blow to our national 
understanding of the context, causes and consequences of road collisions. 
 
Q1 What currently available channels of communication do you think need be considered for 
reporting road traffic accidents at this time? 
There is a continuing need for the continued collection of STATS19 data by the police. There should be 
no restriction on the channels of communication used, as long as the integrity of the process is 
maintained.  
 
Q2 What reporting methods do you believe might exist in future.  
Much greater use should be made of the internet to allow members of the public to record 
supplemental information if they are eye witnesses to a road collision or to its aftermath. This should 
include structured forms to be completed online or through Apps and the opportunity to upload pictures 
or video relating to the crash.   
 
But full information of the accident location and circumstances, the vehicles and the casualties involved 
needs to be collected at the scene, ideally at the time or soon after, and by a trained individual who was 
not involved in the collision. How they collect that information should be completely open. Current 
methods could be supplemented by phone or other camera footage etc. 
 
Q3 What are your views about giving each police force the power to decide which communications 
channels they offer for reporting road accidents? 
The communications channels used by the police does not matter. The question is what data is collected 
and the integrity of both the process and the database produced. The system described looks like a 
recipe for chaos, unless the data content is fully prescribed. 
 
Q4 What is your opinion for allowing the use of automated processes for the reporting of road 
accidents? 
There has always been a small subset of road collisions that were reported directly to the police rather 
than by the police. Simply, moving this process online seems like a simple and obvious step, with a 
limited downside. But this is not what is envisaged. As mentioned previously, we fear reporting casualty 
collisions on line could result in shifting the responsibility of reporting all slight collisions to drivers. 
 

• Drivers would save time and money if they didn’t have to visit a police station (a). However, with 
the very low levels of enforcement on our roads, this is often the most serious external penalty 
they face for poor driving. 

• Drivers convenience (b) should not be the primary concern when they are much less likely to be 
the person injured than an innocent pedestrian or cyclist. 

• The information will not be more accurate (c). Any advantage in reducing the time interval 
would likely be more than offset by the self-serving bias that is common to all human accounts 
of their own mishaps and failings.  

• Any automatic triage system (d) will encourage under-reporting of severity, unless this is defined 
in relation to objective circumstances, e.g. attendance of an ambulance. 

• There might be benefits in capturing information on casualty collisions that were previously 
going uncounted (e) but this would have to be offset against the deterioration in the quality of 
data.     

• There would be benefits in terms of capturing location information on damage only/non-injury 
collisions (f) but this does not require casualty collisions to go online as well. [It also should be 
noted that this is in direct contradiction of the triage process outlined in para 3.12, which has 
group (a) “Accidents that do not need to be reported.. etc.” 

 

April 2018  RoadPeace 



 
Q5 Do you agree that using new methods of reporting road accidents to drivers? Why? 
Yes. Non-culpable drivers would save time. Culpable drivers would save time, and also escape 
interrogation, prosecution and sanction.  
 
However, we question the focus on drivers. What about other road users, especially those 
disproportionately at risk of injury. It is not drivers who are injured in crashes involving pedestrians or 
cyclists. Drivers will be the ones walking away and more likely to be in a state able to report, unlike the 
injured cyclist or walker. Drivers will be covered by their insurance policies, unlike pedestrians and 
cyclists of whom very few are covered by insurance policies. 
 
DfT should be asking about the potential harm to pedestrians and cyclists. It should be considering the 
benefits of adopting a presumed liability system whereby injured pedestrians and cyclists are assumed 
to qualify for civil compensation. Exceptions could be dependent upon proof of evidence showing the 
casualty was the sole cause of the collision, and no exceptions should be allowed when the casualty is 
young or elderly. 
 
Q6 Do you agree that using new methods of reporting road accidents would deliver benefits to the 
police? Why? 
Short term time saving benefits could be expected. But in the longer term, they would be collecting less 
evidence, our evidence base for our road traffic injury prevention programmes would be weakened and 
the police less able to deliver safer roads. As the police are responsible for protecting life, including that 
on the road, on-line reporting can be expected to weaken their ability and their commitment to doing 
their job. 
 
If reporting procedures are to change, it must be on a national basis. It should also be done on a pilot 
basis, with only damage only collisions, and the impacts monitored. Police services using NICHE are able 
to monitor judicial outcomes. It should be possible for these police services to monitor any impact on 
the judicial outcomes, and thus the delivery of justice. 
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