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[bookmark: _Toc124169462]Abstract

The aim of this dissertation was to investigate the impact of the new drug driving law, Section 5A, which was introduced in 2015. The researcher completed a detailed review of existing literature regarding drug driving laws, why changes were made to the legislation and how the new law was implemented.
The researcher identified a gap in recent literature and as such conducted primary research by means of a survey disseminated to serving Gwent Police traffic officers to gauge their opinions on the success of the change in law and how any further improvements could be made. The data collected was then compared with the review of the existing literature to identify themes and trends.
The findings from the project, recommendations for further research and recommendations for amendments to Section 5A were identified and documented. 
The project achieved its aim of understanding the impact of Section 5A following its implementation in 2015. 
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There is a continued increase in the number of cars on the UK roads, with over 49 million people holding a UK driving licence, and an estimated 300 billion miles driven each year (RAC Foundation, 2022). Although most journeys people take will be successful, approximately 250 RTC’s will occur each day, with 23% of these leading to serious or fatal injuries, (Gov.UK, 2021). Startlingly other figures have shown more than twice the number of people die on the UK roads each year than from murders and terrorism combined, (Thompson, T., 2020).
It has been reported that drug driving is now more prevalent in the UK than drink driving with some police forces detailing that they carry out approximately 50% more arrests for drug driving than drink driving, (Jones, 2020). Alarmingly, Keywood (2021), reported that in the lead up to Christmas in 2021 Merseyside police found that 50% of those caught drug driving were driving for work or driving at work. One reason for this behaviour could be explained by Green (2015), who suggested that drug drivers believe their actions are acceptable as commonly taken drugs such as cannabis, cocaine and MDMA do not impair their driving ability.
Prior to 2015 the main drug driving legislation was Section 4 Road Traffic Act 1988 which stated that “A person who, when driving or attempting to drive a mechanically propelled vehicle on a road or other public place, is unfit to drive through drink or drugs is guilty of an offence”, (The National Archives, 2022). This therefore meant for a person to be found guilty of an offence there had to be proof that they were unfit to drive at that time due to drink or drugs.
In 2015 Section 5A Road Traffic Act 1988 was introduced which removed the need to prove whether a driver was unfit to drive and instead relied on the proportion of a specified controlled drug within the blood or urine to exceed a specified limit. This brought drug driving legislation in line with drink driving. Throughout the project the researcher will refer to these legislations as Section 4 and Section 5A.
This research project will look at and provide a critical evaluation of the impact of Section 5A following its introduction in 2015. The project will have five research objectives, these have been numbered from 1-5 and will be referenced by their number throughout the project:
1. Identify why and how Section 5A was introduced.
2. Examine the benefits of Section 5A.
3. Identify areas of improvement within drug driving laws following the introduction of 5A.
4. Explore the role of the traffic officer in enforcing Section 5A.
5. Understand the opinions of serving traffic officers on Section 5A.
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[bookmark: _Toc124169466]2:1 Introduction 

The focus of this chapter is to critically review current literature surrounding drug driving laws, specifically Section 5A, which came into effect following the North Report (2010) and why changes were made to the law. This chapter will aim to achieve all five of the research projects objectives. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169467]2:2 The North Report

In 2009 the Secretary of State for Transport requested a review of drug driving laws with a view to introduce a new offence which would ensure justice would prevail in incidents whereby an accident/fatality occurred due to the involvement of drugs, (North, 2010). This report was completed by Sir Peter North and was called the North Report, (North, 2010). At the time of the North Report an officer had to prove driver impairment due to the presence of a drug for an offender to face punishment under Section 4, and as such, often offenders would evade justice, (DfT, 2014).
The aim of the review was for a new drug driving offence to be introduced which would increase conviction rates, however, how this would be framed, which drugs would be included and how people would be tested was all to be decided, (North, 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc124169468]2:3 The North Report recommendations and government changes.

North (2010) concluded that “there was a significant drug problem” within the UK as research suggested that there were up to 200 drug driving deaths in the UK each year which needed to be addressed. The report provided 23 recommendations on ways to improve the drug driving laws at that current time, (Risk Solutions, 2017). One recommendation was for the new drug driving offence to remove the need to prove impairment of the driver and instead look at levels of a specified drug within the driver’s system, bringing drink and drug driving legislation inline, (IAS.org, 2010). The review recommended a zero tolerance approach to those found with the most prevalent illegal drugs used within the UK, (North, 2010).
An area North (2010) found difficult was a lack of data and research into drug driving and drug impairment and as such recommended that the Government commissioned more research into the prevalence of drug driving in Great Britain and the effects of drugs on the impairment on a person, (North, 2010).
North (2010) also recommended training the custody health care professionals to take bloods from offenders and how to judge a person’s impairment, (North, 2010). The report provided recommendations on how to punish those found guilty of drug driving, which included a ‘High Risk Offender scheme’ that would result in repeat offenders having to pass a test with a doctor to prove they are not alcohol or drug dependant, as well as greater sentences for those found to have both drugs and alcohol within their system, (North, 2010). 
North (2010) highlighted the issues within his research including a lack of available data and information which meant it was impossible to adequately understand the true extent of the problem as there had been a lack of focus on drug driving prior to the review. The report also highlighted a concerning level of illegal and recreational drugs being involved in road fatalities and cited clear evidence that drug use was a widespread problem, (North, 2010). The report emphasised the biased opinion of drug drivers who do not only believe drugs do not cause an impairment, but they themselves are exempt from the law possibly due to a lack of law enforcement at the time, (North, 2010), which appears to be a common trend. 
In 2010 the government provided a response to The North Report showing its commitment to providing the police with the means to protect law abiding road users by giving them the tools to identify and investigate drug drivers and in 2015 Section 5A was introduced. This made it illegal for a person to have a specified level of a controlled drug in their body whilst driving, attempting to drive or being in charge of a motor vehicle on a road or public place, (The National Archives, 2022). The change also provided officers with new processes and kit by which to enforce the law, including roadside drug testing devices, allowing custody health care professionals to complete drug testing procedures in custody or a hospital setting and allowing forces to seek better opportunities to collect information regarding the prevalence of drug driving, (Secretary of State for Transport, 2011). This research project aims to evaluate the effectiveness of these changes and whether there are still areas which need to be improved. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169469]2:4 The benefits of Section 5A

The benefit and positive impact following the introduction of Section 5A is clearly documented with drug driving prosecution figures increasing from under 1k in a year in 2014 to almost 12.5k in 2019, an increase of over 1100%, (Webster, 2021). Another positive result is that in 2011 only 70% of drug driving proceedings resulted in a conviction however in 2015 Section 5A had 98% conviction rate, which was in line with drink driving, (Risk Solutions, 2017). Research has also found that police officers are using Section 5A as well as Section 4 as the number of prosecutions for Section 4 have remained consistent, (Risk Solutions, 2017). Therefore, this provides the benefit of more drivers being prosecuted instead of officers simply using a different legislation to prosecute the ones who would have been prosecuted under the previous laws anyway, (Risk Solutions, 2017).
The introduction of roadside drug testing has proven invaluable in assisting officers with identifying and in turn, convicting drug drivers. An example of this is a Christmas drug drive campaign completed by the NPCC in 2016 where there were 2642 tests completed and almost 50% provided a positive result, (Risk Solutions, 2017). Findings by the DRUID project who completed large scale studies across the whole of Europe found that, “THC (Cannabis) was the illicit drug most frequently detected in drivers, followed by cocaine”, (The DRUID project, 2012) suggesting that the UK’s roadside testing is well focused. Research that was specifically carried out to review cannabis and the new drug driving laws provided significant evidence as to why cannabis should be tested on the roadside. “A meta-analysis of 60 studies concluded that cannabis causes impairment in all areas of performance concerned with safe driving, including divided attention”, (Wolff, K. 2014). Also, it evidenced that the effects of acute cannabis whilst driving put the person at almost twice the risk of having an RTC, (Wolff, K. 2014).
Another benefit of the use of roadside drug testing is that it is now easier for an officer to attribute drugs as a contributory factor for the reasons for an RTC, (Webster, 2021), which then provides more data to be analysed and for the government to understand a better picture of drug driving in the UK. Although, there is an argument to say these figures are still far from accurate as a later study into this data found that police officers only recorded the driver/rider being impaired by drugs as contributory factor in 126 fatal accidents in 2018, however a coroner’s report found the figures were in fact 240, (Webster, 2021).
The main aim of the North report was to bring offenders to justice when an accident/fatality occurred due to the use of drugs, and it could certainly be argued this has been achieved. Although fatal RTC statistics show that numbers remained at a consistent number in the past 10years, fatal road traffic collisions where the driver/rider was impaired by drugs has increased, (Gov.uk, 2021) suggesting that Section 5A is achieving its aim.

[bookmark: _Toc124169470]2:5 The areas for improvement with the current drug driving laws.

In February 2021 PACTS published a comprehensive review, 6 years after the introduction of Section 5A which confirmed there was still a long way to go with tackling drug driving and many vital questions unanswered, (Webster, 2021). This statement supports the necessity of this research project into understanding the impact of Section 5A. Following the review, PACTS report made several recommendations on further changes which could be made and stated that police forces including senior police officers and Police and Crime commissioners need to communicate their needs with the Home Office, (Webster, 2021). Recommendations like this highlight the need for more research into the day-to-day activities of police forces and understanding their opinions on the drug driving process, which is what this research aims to do. 
Although roadside drug testing is clearly helping to contribute to drug driving convictions, Webster (2021) concluded that there would be clear value in increasing the number of drugs the roadside devices could detect. The current most used device, DrugWipe 3S, has the capacity to test for drugs other than cannabis and cocaine, therefore he questioned why this isn’t utilised, (Webster, 2021). In contrast though, Webster (2010) also produces a counter argument to this himself with the belief that impairment from these other drugs could be picked up on a FIT test.
A significant difference between Section 4 and Section 5A is that officers who have arrested for Section 4 have the option to use blood or urine to test for the presence of drugs. However, Section 5A is reliant on blood testing only, as currently there have been no specified levels set within urine testing, (Police Scotland, 2019). Albeit Section 5A (2), (The National archives, 2015), states a sample taken can be of blood or urine, leaving the question as to why there isn’t more than one testing option available for officers as there is a possibility a blood sample may not be able to be obtained. Although the CPS (2019), have documented that without a genuine medical reason for not providing a blood sample a person would be guilty of the offence of failing to provide a sample, there are several documented medical reasons, such as, a person having a needle phobia. The documented case of R (Cuns) v Hammersmith Magistrates’ Court 2016 found that a genuine needle phobia can amount to a reasonable excuse, (Clerks, 2021). Risk Solutions, (2017), found that in 1 in 8 arrests for a positive roadside test no blood sample was obtained, with the reason provided in over half of these incidents as medical grounds which was usually a poor vein. It is documented that some people can have problematic veins due to a genetic disposition, their age and being dehydrated (Phlebotomy.com, 2022). Another issue is that long standing intravenous drug abuse such as a heroin addiction can cause veins to collapse, grow weak and crumble which makes it hard to find when trying to take a sample of blood, (American Addiction Centre, 2020). As heroin is one of the 19 controlled drugs listed in Section 5A, it again asks the question why other testing options are not available.
Current literature provides sentencing guidelines if someone is convicted of drug driving. At present they could get a minimum 1 year driving ban, an unlimited fine, up to 6 months in prison and a criminal record, also on top of this, the offence will be listed on their driving licence for 11 years, (Gov.uk, 2022). An area that is documented to need a review is sentencing guidelines for the combined use of drugs with or without alcohol as at present there is no bigger penalty for these scenarios and it said that this needs to be addressed, (Webster, 2021). It is documented that of the positive roadside drug tests completed in 2015, 11% were positive for cannabis and cocaine while others provided a positive response for cannabis and/or cocaine as well as another substance, (Risk Solutions, 2017). Wolff (2014) suggests that using cannabis and alcohol can cause severe driver impairment and greatly increase the risk of an accident, stating that “the combination of alcohol and cannabis has a synergistic, multiplicative effect on driver performance”. Crancer (2013) agreed with this theory reporting that a study completed within the UK found a major contributory factor in single vehicle fatal car crashes whereby the driver was below the legal limit for alcohol but tested positive for cannabis. The same can also be argued with Cocaine and alcohol, as mixing these together produces a chemical called cocaethylene, (Sharp, A., 2022). The addition of cocaethylene with alcohol and cocaine produces effects that are much more powerful than the effects of alcohol or cocaine alone, potentially increasing risky behaviour, (Sharp, A., 2022). Webster (2021) stated that unfortunately, the true extent of combination impairment is unknown as the police will often not test for both alcohol and drugs if the driver has failed one test. Research conducted within the USA by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (2015) supported this finding, stating that even if an officer suspects drugs and alcohol have contributed to the suspects impairment, the investigation into the blood drug levels will cease if the suspect’s level of alcohol exceeds the legal limit, (National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Pg 6, 2015).  This research project will look to address the gap and understand why officers do not test for both.
A common theme and area of improvement is the attitudes and behaviours of police forces and their officers with various drug driving reviews having similar reports. Risk Solutions (2017) reported concerns of demoralised officers due to 30% of roadside tests which were positive for cannabis later coming back under the legal limit when bloods had been completed. It also highlighted the concerns of police forces about the costs associated with salvia and blood tests, (Risk Solutions, 2017). The PACTS report citing each drug wipe costs about £16 and blood tests can be up to £280 which is a huge expense especially to smaller police forces, (Webster, 2021). 
In May 2020 HMICFRS, completed a review on the 43 police forces specifically traffic officers and their commitment to road safety which reported some strong opinions of the police forces use of the new legislation, (HMICFRS, 2020). This report suggested that officers were also frustrated with the amount of time it takes for forensic analysis of blood samples to be completed. HMICFRS (2020) astonishingly also reported that one force limits its officers to only nine drug drive submissions a month therefore stopping officers from being proactive and some could argue preventing them from even doing the job they’re paid to do. The HMICFRS concluded that due to high costs not enough drugs wipes are completed by officers and quotes, “the inescapable conclusion is that offenders who are suspected of driving under the influence of drugs are being tolerated and allowed to present a continued threat to communities. We don’t believe that this is acceptable”, (HMICFRS, 2020). The findings of the HMICFRS report highlights the need to understand the role of traffic officers and their opinions and shows why this research study is necessary. 
The PACTS report highlights a concerning trend when looking at data on drug drivers and that is the high rate of repeat offending. Between 2010 and 2019 data provided by the DVLA shows “24% of drug driving offenders were re-offending” and the same data also shows that “44% of offences were committed by drivers who were re-offending”. These figures are startlingly higher than that of drink driving which were 7% and 17% respectively, (Webster, 2021). This could be linked to the attitude of drivers and/or drug users. A study which interviewed thirty cocaine users found a common theme whereby they believe cocaine would enhance driving performance, they also voiced that their greatest concern was losing their licence and not the safety of themselves and other road users and furthermore they believed that driving straight after consumption or use was not problematic, unless police controls were expected, (Zdun, S., 2014).

[bookmark: _Toc124169471]2.6 Gaps in the literature

One of the limitations this literature review has found was a lack of research about the impact of Section 5A which is why this section heavily relied on the research completed by Webster (2021). This is something the researcher did anticipate as the change was only implemented recently, and why this research project is being completed. Another gap is the limited amount of data into Section 5A being available, and as such recent reviews of drug driving are reliant on the limit figures produced by the Ministry of Justice which only includes overall volumes of those charged and sentenced and the type of sentence, (Ministry of Justice, 2022). Other data is available via the STATS19 report produced and governed by the DfT, (Gov.uk, 2022). STATS19 is road causality data which should be completed by an officer at the scene of a collision. These figures, however, can be far from accurate, as they record their opinion on what they feel contributed to the collision, (Webster, 2021). Currently police forces must report on all roadside breath tests completed for suspected drink drivers, however this is not enforced for roadside drug testing, (Webster, 2021). Therefore, this leaves a large gap within documented drug driving data.

[bookmark: _Toc124169472]2:7 Conclusion

This section has explained and analysed the impact on drug driving within the UK following the introduction of Section 5A in 2015. It has achieved all five of the research projects objectives. The review has highlighted there is lack of literature and statistics surrounding drug driving within the UK 
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This chapter follows on from the literature which identified gaps within the current research. This chapter will outline the research methods and the research approach which will be used by the researcher to complete primary research. The chapter will aim to complete research objectives 2 to 5.   
Research is defined as “A detailed study of a subject, especially in order to discover (new) information or reach a (new) understanding”, (Cambridge Dictionary, 2022). Since Section 5A was introduced, most studies have taken a statistical approach to review and assess its impact, however this study will also be concerned with the opinions of those who enforce drug driving legislations.  

[bookmark: _Toc124169475]3.2 Research Onion 

The ‘Research Onion’ which was introduced by Saunders et al in 2007, explains the decision making process that is undertaken when developing a research methodology, (Phair, D., and Warren, K., 2021). The idea of the onion is to peel back the layers by working outside to in, ensuring the researcher carefully selects their chosen method to achieve the desired results. Within this project the researcher will use the research onion to identify the most appropriate research method. 

[image: ]
Figure 1.1 The research onion which identifies the researchers chosen route. (Source: Saunders et al. 2007. Pg130)

[bookmark: _Toc124169476]3.2.1 Research Philosophy 

The outer layer is the first stage the researcher considers and refers to a set of beliefs concerned with what is being investigated, (Bryman, 2012). As the objective of the primary research is to understand the perspectives and opinions of traffic officers, an ‘interpretive’ philosophical approach will be undertaken. Interpretivism looks at the beliefs, reasonings and motivations of a person through qualitative research, (Myers, 2020).  Hammersley (2013) believes that, studying the beliefs of a person is far more beneficial than trying to interpret and explain behaviour from an outside perspective which supports the researcher’s chosen philosophy. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169477]3.2.2 Research Approach

A deductive approach is used when there is already a large amount of research, and a researcher will used this to build on a theory, (Bryman 2012). This study however will use an inductive approach which is where any previous theories are set aside and new theories are built from the understanding of new data, (Dew, K., 2007). The researcher has taken this approach as there is limited documented research that has collated traffic officers’ opinions. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169478]3.2.3 Strategy

This is the layer of the onion which details the chosen strategy which the researcher intends to use by considering the aim of the study, (Phair, D., and Warren, K., 2021). The aim of this research project is to obtain a large amount of primary data which can be analysed with conclusions drawn, therefore the most appropriate method for this project is a survey. It is documented that a survey provides data which can be analysed using quantitative methods through closed-ended questions with multiple choice answers, (Dudovskiy, J., 2022).

[bookmark: _Toc124169479]3.2.4 – Choices

The questionnaire will be of a mixed method approach as it will gather both qualitative data and quantitative data. Mixed methods research has been defined as “research in which the investigator collects and analyses data, integrates the findings and draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative approaches”, (Tashakkori, A. and Creswell, J., 2007, Pg 3-7). A benefit of this approach is that the quantitative data can be used in a qualitative way for it to be analysed, (Saunders, M., et al. (2009). This study will benefit from a mixed method approach as it will allow the researcher to analysis statistics and understand the reasons why these options have been selected. 


[bookmark: _Toc124169480]3.2.5 Time Horizon

The final layer of the onion is the time horizon which describes how many points in time the data will be collected over, (Phair, D., and Warren, K., 2021).  There are two types of time horizons cross-sectional, which is snapshot of data at a specific period, and longitudinal where there are no set time conditions, (Flick, 2011).  This study will use a cross sectional time horizon as it will gauge a current perspective of serving officers. 	

[bookmark: _Toc124169481]3.3 Techniques: Data Collection and Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc124169482]3.3.1 Data collection

This project will use an online survey to obtain the anonymous opinions of Gwent Police traffic officers. This will allow officers the flexibility for completing the survey, due to time constraints with shift working. It will use Microsoft forms as a survey platform and it will consist of 25 questions, taking approximately 7 minutes to complete. A blank copy of the survey can be found in Appendix 7.1. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169483]3.3.2 Data Analysis

Data analysis is defined as a process in which data is collated and sorted so conclusions can be drawn from it, (Whiting, B., 2021). The data in this project will be analysed using the output from the Microsoft forms survey and exported to Microsoft excel, (Microsoft, 2022) for the researcher to identify themes and trends to draw inferences from them. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169484]3.4 Limitations

There are several limitations in sending an online survey to Gwent Police officers. They include, only having the perspective from one police force and therefore these findings could not be used to generalize all officers due to the lack of representative of all forces. Andrade C., (2020) argues that “Research is of value only when the findings from a sample can be generalized to a meaningful population”, however any future research completed could address this. Gwent Police is not a large force and therefore does have a large number of traffic officers which could negatively impact the number of responses. Another limitation is that due to the cuts in Police officers following budget cuts in 2010 (Schraer, R., 2019), the number of traffic officers who were serving pre-2015 may be low and therefore there may not be many officers who can provide their opinion on the impact of Section 5A which is key objective of the research. However, this study will address a gap whereby research has not been completed by the direct views from traffic officers.

[bookmark: _Toc124169485]3.5 Conclusion 

This chapter has identified the most suitable research method to use as a survey as this method will gather data and will allow the research to achieve the objectives of the study. It will use a survey of mixed methods which will be distributed to traffic officers within Gwent Police with the results being collected and analysed. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169486]4.0 Analysis of results

[bookmark: _Toc124169487]4.1 Introduction

This chapter follows on from the previous chapter which described the research onion and the methodology which the researcher chose to complete their research. The researcher will analyse the data by reviewing the responses to identify themes and will then present the results of the primary research. The researcher will group together the responses of the survey to align with all the research objectives.
The survey was open for two weeks and was disseminated to Gwent Police traffic officers, with approximately a third of officers responding, resulting in 18 surveys completed.  Allowing for workload, sickness, and annual leave this was a satisfactory response. This chapter has used text analysis techniques to take the qualitative data and use key words and phrases to make the data more manageable, (Singh, 2021).


[bookmark: _Toc124169488]4.2 Demographic. 

Figure 1 represents the question, when did you join the Police Service? The graph shows that 83% were a police officer prior to the amendment of drug driving laws in 2015.
[image: ]


Figure 2 represents the question, how long have you been a traffic officer? The graph shows 33% of those surveyed were a traffic officer prior to the amendment of drug driving laws in 2015.
[image: ]
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Figure 4 represents the question; do you think the introduction of Section 5A made the roads safer? The graph highlights that 100% of those surveyed believe it has. 
[image: ]

Figure 5 represents the question; do you think the introduction of Section 5A in 2015 has helped with drug drive convictions? The graph highlights that 100% of those surveyed believe it has. 
[image: ]


[bookmark: _Toc124169490]4.4 Areas for improvement in Section 5A

Figure 6 represents the question; what improvements would you make to Section 5A? Officers were able to offer multiple suggestions. The graph highlights that 29% of the suggested improvements are to have the opportunity to use urine as well as blood testing. 24% would like the turnaround time for blood results to be quicker.  
[image: ]


Figure 7 represents the question; do you think the roadside drugs wipe should test for more drugs?
94% of those surveyed believe more drugs should be tested for at the roadside. 
[image: ]

Figure 8 – Represents the question; which drugs should be included on the roadside drugs wipe? Officers were able to offer multiple suggestions with 50% suggested amphetamine should added, 39% suggesting heroin should also be tested for, and 28% believing ketamine should be added to the devices.
[image: ]




Figure 9 represents the question; do you think the current sentencing guidelines are adequate? The graph demonstrates that 67% believe they are sufficient. 
[image: ]

Of the 33% who believe sentencing is not adequate 33% suggested that they should have longer driving bans than currently recommended, 33% suggested that sentences should be harsher and the remainder that there should be harsher sentences for first time offenders, and repeat offenders should be given a custodial sentence / harsher sentences dependant on the level of drugs found. 



[bookmark: _Toc124169491]4.5 Role of traffic officers

Figure 10 represents the question; What do you use more when arresting suspected drug drivers? The graph demonstrates that 89% use Section 5A more than Section 4. 
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Figure 11 represents the question; When would you use Section 4 instead of Section 5A? Officers were able to offer multiple suggestions. 
26% stated they would use Section 4 if they believed there would be an issue collecting blood from the driver. 22% stated they would use Section 4 if their manner of driving shows they were unfit and 17% stated they would use Section 4 if the driver passed the drugs wipe but was clearly unfit. 
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89% of officers said they would use Section 4 if the driver passed the roadside test but appeared intoxicated. Officers also stated they would use Section 4 when there is no testing device available, or they believe the driver will struggle to provide blood such as if they’re a known heroin user.

Figure 12 represents the question; If someone passes the drugs wipe but you suspect they're intoxicated, would you then look to arrest for Section 4? 
89% of officers would then use Section 4. 
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Figure 13 represents the question; If you suspected someone was under the influence of alcohol and drugs on the roadside, would you always test for both on the roadside?
67% of officers stated they would, with 22% stating that they would if the breath test was close. 
[image: ]



Figure 14 represents the question, which do you stop more, drink or drug drivers?
72% stated they stopped more drug drivers, with 17% saying about the same and only 11% saying they stopped drink drivers more. 
[image: ]


 

Figure 15 represents the question, what alerts you to a drug driver? Officers were able to offer multiple suggestions. The most common reasons provided were the smell of drugs, the manor of driving and the behaviour of the driver. 
 [image: ]


Figure 16 represents the question; do you stop and drug test the same people consistently? The graph shows that only 28% of officers stop the same people repeatedly.
[image: ]

Of the 28% who say they stopped people repeatedly the main reason given was that previous experience tells them that often people continue to drug drive. Of the 72% who don’t stop the same people the biggest reason is that they simply do not see the same people due to area of Gwent they cover and shift patterns.  


[bookmark: _Toc124169492]4.6 Opinions of traffic officers


Figure 3 represents the question; do you think the current drug drive laws are adequate? The graph shows that 67% believe it is. 
[image: ]

50% of the 33% who do not believe the laws are adequate gave the reasons that more drugs should be tested for on the roadside drug wipes. 33% of the 33% believe that sentencing should be more severe to act as a deterrent and the final 17% suggest that blood results should be turned quicker.


[bookmark: _Toc124169493]4.7 Conclusion

The chapter has presented the findings of primary research from 18 surveys completed by Gwent Police traffic officers. The survey responses were analysed using text analysis techniques and grouped together into the research objectives.  The next chapter will discuss these findings and draw conclusions from them.






[bookmark: _Toc124169494]Chapter 5.0 – Findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

[bookmark: _Toc124169495]5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter displayed the results from the surveys completed by Gwent Police traffic officers which linked into the objectives of the research project. The overall aim of the research project is to evaluate the success of Section 5A since its introduction in 2015 and this chapter will answer the research objectives by interpreting the findings of the survey and comparing these findings to current literature and will then draw conclusions.

[bookmark: _Toc124169496]5.2 Completion and achievement of research objectives

[bookmark: _Toc124169497]Objective 1 - Identify why and how Section 5A was introduced.

This objective was achieved in Chapter 2 where current literature was identified which documented that Section 5A RTA 1988 was introduced to increase convictions following fatal RTC’s. It also described the recommendations by North (2020) on how the legislation should be framed and what changes needed to be made within the drug driving processes at that time.

[bookmark: _Toc124169498]Objective 2 - Examine the benefits of Section 5A.

This objective was achieved in both Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 with similar themes observed from both the literature review and primary data collection by means of a survey. The literature review found a 1100% increase in drug driving convictions from 2014 to 2019 which was a substantial increase. This result was echoed in the findings from the survey, as all traffic officers surveyed stated that convictions had increased following the introduction of section 5A. Another benefit found in Chapter 2 was the introduction of roadside testing equipment, as it was stated that this helped officers more easily identify drug drivers and this provided two main benefits. Firstly, the equipment helped with identifying and in turn convicting drug drivers and secondly it helped with attributing drugs as a contributing factor in RTC’s, with the latter a significant benefit as the literature review also highlighted a lack of literature, reporting and accurate data around drug driving.

[bookmark: _Toc124169499]Objective 3 - Identify areas of improvement within drug driving laws following the introduction of Section 5A. 

Chapter 2 identified several areas of improvements which could still be made to Section 5A many of which have been echoed by the Gwent Police traffic officers in Chapter 4. Webster (2021) highlighted that the most used roadside testing devices have the capacity to test for more than two drugs and as such this should be utilised. Chapter 4 supports this opinion with 94% of the Gwent Police traffic officers surveyed believing more drugs should be tested for. The opinions of Gwent Police traffic officers obtained in this projects study, also support Webster (2021) with the belief that not all sentencing guidelines are adequate. The literature within Chapter 2 found the mixing of alcohol and cannabis was a major contributory factor in single vehicle crashes and as such, sentencing guidance should reflect the greater driver impairment caused by combing drugs and alcohol. Chapter 2 also found that Webster, (2021) believed more severe sentencing should be given to those who have taken multiple drugs due to the unknown and increased risk of impairment on a driver. Gwent Police traffic officers were asked what they would improve regarding Section 5 with 24% stating the turnaround time for the blood tests results to be received should be quicker, this recommendation supports the current literature found by HMICFRS (2020) which identified that the officers they spoke to were frustrated with the time it took for the analysis of blood results to take place. The largest recommendation from Gwent Police traffic officers was to allow for urine testing to be used if a person is unable to give bloods. As no alternative option to providing a blood sample is available a drug driver could cite medical grounds such as a needle phobia as a defence as to why a blood sample wasn’t provided and escape a criminal conviction allowing for them to continue driving. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169500]Objective 4 - Explore the role of the traffic officer in enforcing Section 5A. 

This objective was achieved in Chapter 4 where primary data was collated from traffic officers within Gwent Police to understand their role in enforcement. The data suggests that traffic officers play a significant role in enforcing Section 5A, with 89% using Section 5A more than Section 4 highlighting the popularity of the new legislation. However, the officers surveyed stated they would still use Section 4, such as when the manner of their driving highlighted that Section 4 was the more appropriate offence. This supports the literature review completed in Chapter 2 that Section 4 is used as well as Section 5A and it is important to utilise both legislations. 

The findings in Chapter 4 contradict the literature from Chapter 2 which evidenced that repeat offending is prevalent as only 28% of traffic officers surveyed stated that they stop and test the same people consistently. This however may not mean repeat offending is not widespread as there are several reasons why they do not stop the same people such as shift patterns meaning they do not always see the same people to stop, which was stated in Chapter 4. Therefore, this suggests the officers surveyed may not have true knowledge of repeat offending within Gwent Police area.  Another difference within the literature in Chapter 2 and findings within Chapter 4 is the that the survey results showed officers would look to test for both drink and drugs on the roadside with 89% saying they definitely, or maybe would, this does not support the findings of Webster (2021) within in chapter 2 who stated the full extent of combined impairment is unknown as the police often will not test for both drugs and alcohol.


[bookmark: _Toc124169501]Objective 5 - Understand the opinions of serving traffic officers on Section 5A

This objective was achieved in Chapter 4 with surveys being completed by 18 Gwent Police traffic officers. This method of data collection was identified as being the most appropriate means to gather the data required by the researcher using the research onion. The opinions of those surveyed stated that the introduction of Section 5A has had a positive impact on drug driving convictions and making the roads safer. 




[bookmark: _Toc124169502]5.3 Recommendations

The following recommendations have been suggested from perspectives drawn from the findings and discoveries obtained whilst completing this research project.

[bookmark: _Toc124169503]Recommendation One: Provide prescribed limits for drugs in urine. 

Further research should be completed on the volume of offenders including repeat offenders who have legitimate reasons as to why they cannot provide a sample of blood, such as needle phobias or collapsed veins. This research will be beneficial to understand whether proportion limits should be set for urine testing. There is currently a gap in the process as there are no set limits for urine testing which could be allowing repeat drug drivers, who know they cannot be caught, the freedom to commit an offence and put other road users at risk. 
[bookmark: _Toc124169504]Recommendation Two: Add further drugs to roadside testing equipment

The current drug wipe equipment has the capability to test for further drugs and this is not being utilised. Although cannabis and cocaine are the most common drugs research has shown that once blood tests are completed other drugs are found. This could mean other offenders are evading justice as they simply do not use cocaine or cannabis and therefore are not providing a positive result when tested on the roadside. By utilising any reporting on blood test results, a list of the most found drugs should be added to the testing devices. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169505]Recommendations Three: A change in sentencing guidelines.

At present if a driver is found to be over the prescribed limit for drugs and alcohol, they will only be charged with one offence. This is because the sentence they receive will remain the same, such as they will be banned from driving for a specified period. Research has shown that someone who drinks and takes drugs would be more likely to be impaired and as such more dangerous on the roads, and therefore consideration should be made to amending sentencing guidelines or creating a new legislation for this offence. The same considerations should also be made for someone who is found to make multiple controlled drugs in their blood results. 

[bookmark: _Toc124169506]Recommendation Four: Increase Police force reporting. 

The literature review highlighted a lack of reporting by police forces which needs to be addressed. Although police forces report on the volume of drug drive convictions, which is published by the Ministry of Justice there is very little available data besides. To understand whether the processes and procedures implemented alongside the introduction of Section 5A are well focused and successful, more in-depth reporting should be completed. This reporting should include how many roadside drug wipes are completed daily for each force, the outcome of these tests and the final outcome when the investigation concludes. This will then provide data which can be analysed to confirm which drugs are commonly found, whether someone has taken multiple drugs and how many people do not provide a blood sample for medical reasons.  

[bookmark: _Toc124169507]5.4 Limitations 

The biggest limitation within this research project is that the opinions of traffic officers were limited to Gwent Police and as such does not provide an accurate representation of traffic officers across different forces with different internal processes and policies. The size of the project was also limited in scope due to the set limit of 8,000 words. Another limitation is a lack of recent literature and data following the introduction of Section 5A in 2015 and as such the research project heavily relied on data collected by Webster (2021). 


[bookmark: _Toc124169508]5.5 Conclusion 

To conclude, this project has found that the introduction of Section 5A has brought a significant change to the policing of drug driving within the U.K. It has highlighted significant benefits including a substantial increase in drug driving convictions and equipment to aid police officers in identifying drug drivers. The legislation was originally introduced to increase drug driving convictions following RTC’s and Chapter 2 confirmed that this has been achieved.

The research project has offered recommendations on how improvements can be made to Section 5A to prevent missed opportunities when convicting drug drivers. It has also recommended an increase in the reporting on drug driving which will provide a better understanding of the whole picture for further research to be completed. Although the opinions of a group of traffic officers has been collated, to fully understand the opinions of traffic officers further research should be conducted with all police forces as policies and processes differ force to force.
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13. What alerts you to  drug driver?
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17. I someone passes the drugs wipe and road side breath test but you suspect they're intoxicated would
You then look to arrest for Section 47
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21, Which drugs should be included?
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23. Why?
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24, Are you trained in the fit test?
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