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Executive Summary
This data report contains detailed analysis of the profile of those individuals who
received a police Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) under the Coronavirus Regulations in
Scotland during the first lockdown wave (from 27th March to 31st May 2020). It is one
of a series of data reports produced on behalf of the Independent Advisory Group
(IAG) on Police Use of Temporary Powers during the Coronavirus Crisis in Scotland,
chaired by John Scott QC. The main findings from the report are summarised below.

Overall pattern of police intervention and use of FPNs
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

A public opinion survey conducted in May 2020 found that members of the public
in Scotland were overwhelmingly compliant with the guidelines.
Since the introduction of the Coronavirus policing powers, Police Scotland has
followed the 4Es approach (i.e. Engagement, Explanation, Encouragement and
Enforcement) with the 4th E focusing mainly on the most flagrant breaches.
During the period studied there were 44,296 interventions with the public
recorded by police officers, of which only 7.2% involved issue of an FPN.
There were 4,327 FPN tickets issued to 3,786 individuals, which represents an
extremely small section (0.08%) of the Scottish population.
Only 10.8% of FPN recipients were issued with more than one ticket and no
single individual received a fine higher than £480 (the maximum being £960).
The mean number of days that elapsed between the issue of repeat tickets was
9.4; however, around a quarter was issued within one day, and just over one in
ten was issued on the same day.
These data suggest that there was a small core of individuals who repeatedly
breached the Regulations; however, repeat breaches became less common as time
went on and the length of time between such breaches increased.

Socio-demographic profile of FPN recipients
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

The profile of those who received FPNs was predominantly young and male.
Research evidence has shown that young people, and especially young men, have
been less likely to comply with the Coronavirus Regulations, which helps to
explain the age and sex profile of the FPN recipients.
It was not possible to establish if the degree of police enforcement involving men
and younger people in Scotland was out of proportion to the level of noncompliance amongst these groups.
Most people receiving an FPN in Scotland had a prior criminal history, and one in
five had first come to the attention of the police over 20 years ago.
Comparisons to population estimates suggest that people with a criminal history
were significantly over-represented amongst those receiving FPNs.
It is possible that some people with a prior criminal history were less willing
and/or able to comply with the regulations, or less cooperative with the police,
compared to the general population.
It is also possible that the behaviour of those with a prior criminal record who
breached the regulations may have been more visible to, more likely to be
reported to, or less tolerated by police officers during lockdown.
5
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•

People living in the 10% most deprived Scottish neighbourhoods were 11.2 times
more likely to receive an FPN than those living in the 10% least deprived Scottish
neighbourhoods.
Amongst those living in Scotland’s most deprived areas, women, older people and
those with a prior criminal history had a higher than average likelihood of
receiving an FPN.
It was not possible to explain these patterns, although they reflect an additional
degree of inequality in the way the pandemic has been experienced amongst
certain groups of people who live in communities that are already typified by
poorer health, economic, educational and environmental outcomes.
The number of people from non-white ethnic backgrounds who received FPNs
was very small and the ethnic profile of ticket recipients was broadly similar to the
overall population profile
Rates based on population estimates did show a slightly higher likelihood of
receiving an FPN amongst those from non-white backgrounds compared to the
white majority population (although rates were very low for all groups).
The difference in rates compared to those from a White background suggests a
disparity rate of 1.5 for those from Asian backgrounds and 1.4 for those from
African/Black/Caribbean backgrounds. These disparity rates are lower than the
equivalent disparity rate of 1.8 reported for England and Wales.
FPN recipients from non-white ethnic groups were more likely to be male and
younger, which could partially account for the higher rates of FPNs issued.
It is unlikely that any ethnic differences in the likelihood of receiving an FPN were
due to factors associated with deprivation or prior criminal history.
Caution should be taken in inferring ethnic inequality based on these figures as
numbers were very small and population estimates may not be accurate.
The country of birth profile of FPN recipients was broadly similar to the Scottish
population, with less than one in ten people being born outside the UK.
The number of EU-born residents that received an FPN was very small; however,
they were 1.3 times more likely to be fined than those born in the UK.
Rates based on population estimates indicated that those born in Eastern and
Central Europe – and particularly the EU2 countries (Bulgaria and Romania) –
were relatively more likely to receive an FPN than those born in the UK.
The higher rate of FPNs issued amongst those born in EU countries was not
explained by their sex or age profile, their level of neighbourhood deprivation or
their prior criminal history.
More research would be required to determine the extent to which these differences
were due to policing practice or issues related to compliance, such as language
difficulties, economic stressors, cultural factors, demographic profile or other factors.

Comparison of single and repeat FPN recipients
•
•

There was no significant difference in the profile of single and repeat FPN
recipients according to sex, ethnicity or country of origin.
There was a slight difference between single and repeat FPN recipients in terms
of their deprivation profile, but it did not suggest that living in the most deprived
communities increased the likelihood of receiving multiple tickets.
6
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•
•

•

Repeat FPN recipients were older, on average, than those who received only one;
however, this may well be related to their criminal history.
Having a prior criminal record was the most significant of the factors studied that
distinguished between people in terms of their likelihood of receiving more than
one FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations during the initial wave of the
pandemic.
This suggests a need to better understand the characteristics, behaviours and
experiences of people with a criminal record in Scotland, in order to explore
barriers to compliance and identify better ways of ensuring compliance with
future public health restrictions.

Geographical profile of FPN recipients
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•

•

•
•
•
•

There was significant variation across Scotland in the number of people issued
with FPNs and the rate per capita.
Around seven in ten FPN recipients were issued with tickets in the West region of
Scotland, which was higher than expected based on population size.
Three in ten of all FPN recipients breached the Regulations in Greater Glasgow
division, which was the highest of any single division.
After accounting for population size, the rate per capita of FPN recipients was still
highest in Greater Glasgow, although the difference in rates between this and
other divisions was far lower than the difference in total numbers.
Dumfries & Galloway and the Lothians & Scottish Borders divisions had the
lowest number of FPN recipients.
The Lothians & Scottish Borders division also had the lowest rate per capita of
FPN recipients.
These findings suggest a high degree of ‘localism’ in terms of operational policing
activity that is not explained by population size alone, but it was not possible to
explore this further using these data.
There was very little difference across police divisions in terms of the sex, age or
criminal history profile of those who received FPNs.
The profile of FPN recipients based on ethnicity and country of birth did vary to
some extent across divisions, although this is most likely to reflect regional
variations in demographic characteristics.
There were substantial differences in the proportion of all FPN recipients living in
the most deprived communities across divisions; however, this did tend to vary in
line with the general deprivation profile of these areas.
A few divisions had a higher than expected percentage of FPN recipients living in
the most deprived communities, including the North East, Highland & Islands and
Dumfries & Galloway divisions.
Again, it was not possible to explain these differential patterns with these data.
Repeat ticketing was most common in the North region.
Tayside and Highland & Islands divisions had the highest overall percentage of
repeat FPN recipients (although the North East division had one of the lowest).
The two divisions with the highest proportion of repeat FPN recipients had very
low numbers overall, which could suggest some differences in terms of police
tolerance of repeat breaches or public tendency to comply with the regulations.
7
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1 Introduction

This is the second data report on Police Scotland’s use of Fixed Penalty Notices
(FPNs) during the Coronavirus pandemic. The report was produced on behalf of the
Independent Advisory Group (IAG) on Police Use of Temporary Powers during the
Coronavirus Crisis in Scotland, chaired by John Scott QC and established by the
Scottish Police Authority (SPA) in April 2020. The contents of this report should be
considered in the context of a wider series of reports and papers produced by the IAG
for the SPA. 1
Under the Health Protection (Coronavirus) (Restrictions) (Scotland) Regulations
Scotland 2020, police officers could offer a Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) to any
individual aged 16 or over who was thought to have committed an offence under the
Regulations. 2
The first data report on FPNs 3, published on 19th August 2020, presented information
about all tickets issued by the police under the Coronavirus Regulations in Scotland
between 27th March and 31st May. 4 This second report presents further analysis of
the same data, but focuses on the socio-demographic and geographical profile of
those individuals who were issued with an FPN, conducts a detailed comparison with
the Scottish population and examines differences in the characteristics of those who
received a single FPN compared to those who received two or more tickets.
Where possible, the analysis provides comparison with Scottish population data in
order to identify any differences to what might be expected if FPNs were issued
proportionately across all social and demographic groups. The work has been
conducted to the highest ethical standards and all differences between groups have
been tested for statistical significance at a minimum level of 95%. This means we can
be confident that the likelihood of any differences we find between groups occurring
by chance is less than one in twenty. It is still possible that differences between
groups may have occurred by chance (i.e. did not represent any real difference
between groups); however, testing the data at a 95% level is a commonly used
threshold of certainty.
Despite testing for statistical significance, some of analysis in this report involves very
small groups (e.g. numbers of people in certain ethnic groups or born in countries
outwith the UK). Calculation of population rates for different groups has been
conducted using the most recently available population estimates; however, any error
in the underlying population figures could affect the estimated rates substantially.
Therefore, caution should be taken before drawing definitive conclusions based on
1 All reports produced on behalf of the IAG can be found on the Scottish Police Authority website:

https://www.spa.police.uk/strategy-performance/independent-advisory-group-coronavirus-powers/

2 Note that under Regulation 9 of the Health Protection Regulations, FPNs could be offered to those aged

16 or over; however, the Coronavirus (No. 2) (Scotland) Act amended regulation 9 to raise the minimum
age to 18, coming into effect on 27th May. This was intended to bring it in line with Police Scotland’s
‘Policing Approach to Children and Young People 2016-2020’ and respond to calls by the UN to ensure
children’s rights were safeguarded during the pandemic.
3
McVie, S. (2020) Data report on Police Use of Fixed Penalty Notices under the Coronavirus Regulations
in Scotland. Report to the SPA Authority Meeting, 19th August 2020. https://www.spa.police.uk/spamedia/mgrfggey/rep-b-20200818-item-11-iag-report.pdf
4 Note that some of these FPNs were never processed, either because they were issued in error or

rescinded; however, the report is based on all enforcement activity regardless of the outcome of the FPN.
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population rates for certain groups (especially for ethnicity and country of birth) and it
should be borne in mind that differences that are statistically significant are not
always substantively important.

2 Overall profile of police use of the powers

A Scottish public opinion survey conducted on behalf of the SPA in May 2020 found
that members of the public had been overwhelmingly compliant with the regulations
during lockdown. 5 Overall, 80% of people said they had tried to comply with all of
the guidance and a further 18% had tried to comply with most of the guidance. This
indicates that, during the period under consideration by this report, most people were
trying to stick to the rules around staying at home and avoiding contact with other
households. In the majority of cases, this compliance was driven by a desire to protect
the NHS and save lives (61%) or out of concern for catching the virus (25%). Notably,
only 5% of survey respondents said that they had complied with the guidance
because they did not want to get in trouble with the police for breaking the law.
When considering police use of FPNs during the pandemic, it is important to put this
in the context of their wider application of the powers using the 4Es strategy (i.e.
Engagement, Explanation, Encouragement and Enforcement). During the period
under consideration in this report, there were 44,296 interventions recorded under
Police Scotland’s Coronavirus Intervention (CVI) System. Only 7.2% of these
interventions involved issuing an FPN. The vast majority of police activity during the
initial lockdown phase involved the use of the first 3Es, with use of FPNs or arrest
consistently representing less than 10% of all activity.
Overall, the data show a high level of public compliance with the guidelines and a low
level of police use of enforcement. Where possible breaches of the regulations
occurred, the data suggest a high level of discretion in the police use of the new
powers, with a strong emphasis on informal means of encouraging people to comply
with the Regulations and relatively rare use of FPNs.

3 General profile of FPN tickets and recipients
3.1 Number of tickets and ticket recipients

There were 4,327 FPN tickets issued by Police Scotland under the Coronavirus
Regulations during the period from 27th March to 31st May. 6 Just over three quarters
of these (78.1%, n=3,378) were issued to people who received only one ticket; while
the remainder (21.9%, n=949) were issued to people who received two or more
tickets.
In total, 3,786 people received at least one FPN for breaching the Coronavirus
Regulations during the first two months of lockdown. This represents only 0.08% of
5 Blake Stevenson Ltd (2020) Policing Lockdown: The Public’s View. Report published by Scottish Police

Authority in June 2020: https://www.spa.police.uk/spa-media/yygpntao/june-2020-policing-lockdownreport.pdf
6 This figure is different to the first data report as one ticket was removed from the dataset after Police

Scotland confirmed it was a duplicate entry.
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the Scottish population, which further demonstrates that police use of enforcement
during the first wave of the pandemic impacted on very few people. 7 Of those who
received an FPN, 409 (10.8%) were issued with two or more tickets.
Most of those who received more than one ticket (78.0%, n=319) received only two.
A further 13.2% (n=54) received three and 7.8% (n=32) received four. Less than 1%
(n=4) received more than four tickets. This means that only 2.4% of all FPN recipients
were issued with more than two tickets. It is clear, therefore, that multiple ticketing
was very rare.

3.2 Monetary value of multiple FPNs issued

In Scotland, the Coronavirus Regulations allow for a police officer to offer an FPN to
any individual thought to have committed an offence under the Regulations. The
amount of the first fine was set at £60 (reduced to £30 if paid within 30 days of
issue), with subsequent FPNs to double in value up to a maximum of £960
(representing five FPNs).
The largest number of FPNs issued to one single individual during the initial lockdown
wave was six, although no individual received a fine higher than £480. The total
amount of financial penalties charged over this period came to £307,620. Of this,
£103,800 was charged to those individuals who received more than one FPN,
meaning that one third of the value of all financial penalties was incurred by around
one tenth of all FPN recipients.
Of those who were issued with only one FPN, most (99.1%) were issued with a £60
fine; however, a small number were recorded as having been issued with a £120
(n=21) or £240 (n=2) fine. Similarly, amongst those who received more than one FPN,
some were issued with more than one £60 fine (n=84), more than one £120 fine
(n=10), and more than one £240 or £480 fine (n=4).
Based on discussions with members of Police Scotland’s OpTICAL Group, it is most
likely that a small number of single FPN recipients who were issued with a fine higher
than £60 had been issued with a prior ticket that was withdrawn or rescinded before
being processed (and, therefore, not recorded). In addition, a small number of repeat
FPN recipients may have been issued with tickets of the same value due to
administrative errors or by police officers not having full information about previously
issued tickets.

3.3 Sequencing of multiple tickets

There was a total of 540 ‘repeat’ tickets (i.e. not a first FPN). Analysis was conducted
to examine the amount of time that elapsed between the issue of one ticket and the
next, in order to consider how quickly officers responded to repeated episodes of
non-compliance. The minimum number of days was zero (i.e. the repeat ticket was
issued on the same day as the prior ticket) and the maximum number of days was 51.
Figure 1 shows the number of days that elapsed between the issue of one ticket and
the next for all repeat tickets. Around a quarter (28.3%) of all repeat tickets were
issued within one day of the prior ticket, and just over one in ten (13.3%) were issued
7 This calculation is based on the 2019 Mid-Year Population Estimate for Scotland for people aged 16 or

over from the National Records of Scotland (n=4,541,903).
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on the same day. Over half (54.8%) of all repeat tickets were issued within one week
of the prior ticket.
The mean number of days that elapsed for all repeat tickets was 9.4 days and the
median was 5 days, while the most common was just one day. These findings suggest
that for a proportion of those individuals who repeatedly breached the regulations,
enforcement did not have even a short-term deterrent effect on their behaviour.

Figure 1: Number of days between issue of repeat FPNs in Scotland
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Looking at the temporal pattern of repeat tickets issued, Figure 2 shows considerable
fluctuation over time. The total numbers on any one day are small; however, the
pattern shows a sharp increase during the first two weeks following the introduction
of the policing powers, peaking around the 14th of April, and then a gradual decline
over time. This pattern is generally in keeping with the trend in tickets issued over
this period, as reported in the first data report.

Figure 2: Number of repeat FPNs issued in Scotland by day
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There are insufficient cases to determine a clear daily pattern in the time elapsed
between repeat tickets, so analysis was conducted on a weekly basis. The bars in
Figure 3 show the number of repeat tickets issued each week between 27th March
and 31st May, and the line shows the percentage of those that were issued within one
day of the prior ticket. In weeks 1 and 2, around two thirds of repeat FPNs were
issued within one day of the prior ticket; however, this declined to around one third in
week 3, a quarter in week 4, and then remained at or below one fifth from week 5
onwards.

Figure 3: Number of repeat FPNs per week and percentage issued within a day
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This pattern in the data could indicate that a small core of individuals who breached
the Regulations during the initial weeks of lockdown were likely to breach the
Regulations again within a very short time period, requiring further enforcement by
police officers to get the message across. Whereas, repeat breaches became less
common as time went on, and the amount of time elapsed between such breaches
increased, suggesting that there was at least a short term effect of enforcement on
people’s compliance with the Regulations. However, these findings could also reflect
an over-use of enforcement amongst a few problematic individuals in the early weeks
of the lockdown due to the speed at which the Regulations were introduced, a lack of
operational guidance around policing strategy and initial confusion around the use of
the new powers. If this is the case, it clearly diminished as time went on as officers
became more comfortable with the 4Es policy and familiar the associated rules and
guidance.
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4 Demographic profile of FPN recipients
4.1 Sex and age profile of FPN recipients

Analysis was conducted to determine the profile of FPN recipients according to sex
and age, making comparisons to the Scottish population.
Where sex was known 8, 22.9% (n=863) of all individuals receiving an FPN were
female and 77.1% (n=2,908) were male.
Expressed as a rate per 10,000 of the Scottish population 9, men in Scotland were
issued with FPNs at a rate of 13.0 per 10,000 compared to women with a rate of 3.6
per 10,000. This represents a relative difference – or disparity rate - of 3.6 (i.e. the
rate for men divided by the rate for women). In other words, men were 3.6 times
more likely to receive an FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations than women.
International research evidence has shown that women are more likely to consider
the virus a serious risk and to both adhere to the law and comply with public health
messaging around the use of face masks, hand washing and physical distancing. 10
This has been observed across many OECD countries, including the UK, although the
sex difference in compliance is not as great as the disparity rate in use of FPNs found
in this data report.
The age profile of those receiving FPNs ranged from 16 to 84 years, with a mean age
of 31.6 years. 11 The average age for men issued with an FPN was very slightly older
than for women (31.8 years and 30.8 years, respectively). However, the most
common age at which to receive an FPN was 18 for men and 19 for women, and
39.4% of all recipients were aged between 16 and 25 compared with 14.7% of the
Scottish population.
Figure 4 compares the age distribution of those who received one or more FPNs with
the Scottish population profile. It shows a clear skew in the age profile of those
receiving FPNs, with younger people being highly over-represented and older people
being under-represented compared to the population as a whole. The comparative
age profile shown in Figure 4 is almost identical for men and women.

8 14 cases were missing information on sex.
9 Population rates for age and sex were calculated using 2019 Mid Year Population Estimates from the

National Records of Scotland. Rates were calculated for those aged 16-84, to coincide with the profile of
FPN recipients. Note that 58 individuals were excluded from age and sex analysis as they were recorded
as not being residents of Scotland.

10 Galasso, V., Pons, V., and Profeta, P. (2020) Gender differences in Covid-19 perceptions and

compliance. Vox EU / CEPR Report. https://voxeu.org/article/gender-differences-covid-19-perceptionand-compliance
11 2 cases were missing information on age. The median age was 29 years for men and women.
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Figure 4: Comparison of the Scottish population and FPN recipients, by age
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Expressed as a rate per 10,000 people in Scotland, Figure 5 shows the rate of issue of
FPNs for men and women from age 16 to 50 12. Despite the fact that there was a
disparity rate by sex of 3.6, the age profile for male and female FPN recipients was
remarkably similar. This indicates that age was a more important factor in
determining whether someone received an FPN than sex.
UK research evidence suggests that young people, and especially young men, have
been least likely to comply with the public health measures put in place to reduce the
risk of the spread of the virus during the pandemic. 13 The research suggests that
young people are particularly poor at recalling the coronavirus guidance and following
it. Reasons for this include lack of engagement with the public health materials
themselves (which may not be in a format that they are receptive to), apathy towards
the pandemic as a whole, and overconfidence in their knowledge of the guidelines
and their likelihood to have no or limited symptoms if they are infected. This is
consistent with survey data produced for the SPA showing that those aged under 25
were most likely to say that they had struggled to comply with some aspects of the
regulations. 14

12 Rates are not presented for those over the age of 50 as the number of people, especially women, is

very small.

13 Roy-Chowdhury V., Perera D., Tagliaferri G., Mottershaw A., and Egan M. (2020) Young Men Are

Hardest to Engage on Coronavirus Guidance: Analysis of 11 Trials with 20,000 UK Adults. Report from
the Behavioural Insights Team. https://www.bi.team/blogs/young-men-are-hardest-to-engage-oncoronavirus-guidance/
14 SPA Public Opinion Survey High Level Results, published 24th November 2020:

https://www.spa.police.uk/spa-media/vmyf200u/doc20201124-spa-covid-19-public-opinion-surveywave-3-report-published.pdf
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Figure 5: Rate of FPNs per 10,000 people in Scotland, by age and sex
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The findings on the age profile of those issued with FPNs in this data report suggests
that the policing response was appropriately focused on those who were most likely
to breach the Coronavirus Regulations in Scotland. It is not possible to be definitive
about this without further information about the motivations and behaviours
underlying each individual encounter. Nevertheless, as noted in the first data report,
the age profile of those issued with FPNs was typical of those individuals
encountered by police officers through routine policing activities, such as stop and
search.

4.2 Age and sex profile of single and multiple FPN recipients

There was no significant difference in the sex profile of those people who received
one FPN compared to those who received two or more. Overall, 23.2% of those
receiving one FPN were female compared with 20.5% of those receiving two or more.
People who received more than one FPN were slightly older, on average, than those
who received only one (32.7 years versus 31.3 years, respectively). This difference
was statistically significant. Looking at the age profile of FPN recipients in 5-year age
bands, Figure 6 shows that those who received one FPN were more likely to be at the
younger end of the age spectrum, whereas those receiving two or more FPNs were
more likely to be over the age of 30. This suggests that, while younger people may
have been less likely to comply overall, it was older people that were most likely to
breach the regulations repeatedly.
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Figure 6: Age profile of single and repeat FPN recipients
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5 Criminal history profile of FPN recipients
5.1 Number of FPN recipients with a criminal history

There has been much public debate, although little detailed research, on the reasons
why people breach the Coronavirus Regulations. A host of academic studies have
highlighted the potential impact of public messaging, trust in government and the
behaviour of high profile individuals. However, there has been little consideration
given to more normative aspects of rule breaking and whether individuals with a prior
history of offending have a greater propensity to break the rules under lockdown.
This report cannot examine the underlying reasons for non-compliance, as the focus
is on policing activity; however, it can provide insights into the offending background
of those who were issued with FPNs.
Data were provided from Police Scotland’s Criminal History System (CHS) about the
year of first police contact for a large proportion of all FPN recipients. 15 Figure 7
shows that for those FPN recipients for whom this information was known, four out
of five (79.8%) were already known to Police Scotland prior to 2020. Of the
remainder, 18.5% had come to the attention of the police for the first time during the
previous 5 years; however, nearly two thirds of them was first known to the police
more than 5 years previously. Notably, over a fifth (22.7%) of all FPN recipients had
first come to the attention of the police more than twenty years previously.
However, it is not possible to say how often these individuals had been in contact
with the police over the intervening years (i.e. whether they were prolific offenders or
not).

15 1068 FPN recipients had missing information on criminal history. This includes the 58 individuals who

were not resident in Scotland.
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Figure 7: Criminal history profile of FPN recipients
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There was a significant sex difference, with 69.2% of all female FPN recipients having
a prior criminal history compared to 83.0% of male FPN recipients. These figures are
much higher than the estimated population prevalence of criminal conviction
according to a report published the Scottish Centre for Crime and Justice Research in
2013. 16 This report estimated that around one third of the male population and one
tenth of the female population in Scotland had at least one criminal conviction.
The fact that so many of the FPN recipients had a prior police history could be
indicative of a normative dimension to the behaviours of some individuals during the
pandemic. In other words, having a prior criminal conviction may be associated with
certain cultural, behavioural, structural and lifestyle factors that increased some
people’s unwillingness and/or inability to comply with the Coronavirus Regulations.
Indeed, it is plausible that the behaviour of some individuals who were well known to
the police may have constituted relatively more serious forms of breach than that of
other people. However, it is not possible to discount the possibility that people with a
criminal history who were in breach of the Regulations had a greater likelihood of
being visible or reported to the police, and that officers may have moved more swiftly
through the first three Es before issuing an FPN for such individuals (especially if they
were seen to be repeatedly breaching the Regulations).
The differences between the criminal history profile for male and female FPN
recipients are illustrated in Figure 8. The biggest sex differences are at the two ends
of the criminal history distribution. Female FPN recipients were around twice as likely
as males to have come to the attention to the police for the first time in 2020;
whereas male FPN recipients were more likely than females to have been first known
to the police more than twenty years ago. There is far less difference in the middle of
the criminal history distribution shown in Figure 8. These differences in the criminal
history of the men and women who were subject to enforcement for breaching the
16 McGuinness, P., McNeill, F. and Armstrong, S. (2013) The use and impact of the Rehabilitation of

Offenders Act (1974): Final Report. SCCJR Report No. 02/2013. http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2013/07/SCCJR-ROA-Final-Report-26-June-2013.pdf
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Regulations are worthy of further consideration in relation to the impact of the
pandemic.

Figure 8: Criminal history profile of FPN recipients, by sex
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Likelihood of having a criminal history prior to receiving the FPN also varied
significantly by age. Those who were first known to the police in 2020 had an
average age of 28.4 years compared to an average of 32.7 years for those with a prior
criminal history. Not surprisingly, the longer ago the FPN recipient was first known to
the police, the older they were likely to be on average. This ranged from 23.3 years
for those who were first known to the police within the last five years up to 44.7
years for those first known over twenty years ago.

5.2 Criminal history profile of single and multiple FPN recipients

Comparing the criminal history profile of single versus repeat FPN recipients, Figure 9
also shows differences at the two extreme ends of the distribution and less variation
in the middle. Only 6.8% of those who received more than one FPN had first come to
the attention of the police in 2020, compared with 22.3% of those who received only
one FPN. While, 31.4% of those who received more than one FPN were first known
to the police more than 20 years ago, compared to 21.3% of those who received only
one FPN. The difference in the criminal history profile of those in receipt of one or
more than one FPN was statistically significant.

18

Second data report on Police Use of Fixed Penalty Notices under the Coronavirus Regulations in Scotland

Figure 9: Criminal history profile of single and repeat FPN recipients
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The pattern shown in Figure 9 could well be related to the age profile of those who
received repeat FPNs which was (as shown in Figure 6) somewhat older than those
who received only one ticket. Nevertheless, the fact that so few repeat FPN
recipients were first known to the police in 2020 is an indicator that this group was
more likely to have broken the law in the past (and, therefore, may have had a greater
propensity to do so again). However, as noted above, further information would be
needed on the frequency and nature of their criminal history to be certain of this.
There was also substantial missing data on this field, which could have biased these
results (i.e. there is a much higher proportion of missing data on those who were
single recipients than repeat recipients).
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6 Deprivation profile of FPN recipients
6.1 Number of FPN recipients by Scottish Index of Multiple
Deprivation

A Scottish Government report concluded that the most socio-economically
disadvantaged people in society have been most impacted by the pandemic, both in
terms of health (in terms of poorer mental health and physical wellbeing, lower life
satisfaction and feelings of loneliness) and economically (due to the financial
downturn, increasing unemployment and associated poverty). 17 Analysis using the
2020 Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) 18 shows that age-standardised
death rates were twice as high for those living in the 20% most-deprived areas
compared to those in the 20% least deprived areas. The Scottish Government report
also highlights a range of risk factors that may have led to people –especially women
– failing to cope with the restrictions of the lockdown.
Using the home postcode of the FPN recipients, each individual was assigned to a
Scottish datazone which allowed analysis using the 2020 SIMD. Analysis was
conducted using the SIMD Deciles (aggregated into ten categories) and quintiles
(aggregated into five categories), to show the proportion of FPN recipients who were
living in the top 10% or 20% most deprived communities, respectively. 19
Figure 10 shows a significant skew in the deprivation profile of FPN recipients. A
third (32.5%) of FPN recipients were living in the top SIMD decile (i.e. the 10% most
deprived communities in Scotland); whereas, only 2.9% of FPN recipients were living
in the bottom SIMD decile (i.e. the 10% least deprived communities in Scotland). This
represents a relative difference – or disparity rate - of 11.2. In other words, people
living in the 10% most deprived Scottish neighbourhoods were 11.2 times more likely
to receive an FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations than those living in the 10%
least deprived Scottish neighbourhoods.
Explaining the SIMD profile for the FPN recipients is likely to be complex. It could be
accounted for by patterns of behaviour and non-adherence with the restrictions
during lockdown (due to a combination of unwillingness or inability), which may have
been more concentrated in deprived communities. It could also be accounted for by
patterns of public policing that involved greater deployment of resource to deprived
neighbourhoods, either due to increased reporting of problems in those areas or due
to strategic and operational policing decisions.
Whatever the reason, it is important to remember that the overall use of enforcement
was very low, even amongst those living in the most deprived communities.
17 Scottish Government (2020) The Impacts of Covid-19 on Equality in Scotland.
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-andanalysis/2020/09/the-impacts-of-covid-19-on-equality-in-scotland/documents/full-report/fullreport/govscot%3Adocument/Covid%2Band%2BInequalities%2BFinal%2BReport%2BFor%2BPublication
%2B-%2BPDF.pdf
18 The SIMD is tool for identifying concentrations of deprivation across Scotland. Each of Scotland’s

6,976 datazones (small areas of geography) are ranked from first (most deprived) to last (least deprived)
based on 32 separate indicators that measure different aspects of deprivation (e.g. economic, health,
education, employment, crime, etc). It is used for a wide range of purposes including as a statistical
classification and as an indicator to target resources and policies.
19 263 FPN recipients did not have an indicator for the SIMD.
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Expressed as a rate per 10,000 of the population aged 16 or over, only 27.3 people
per 10,000 living in the 10% most deprived communities were issued with an FPN as
a result of breaching the Coronavirus Regulations. Nevertheless, these findings do
reflect an additional degree of inequality in the way the pandemic was experienced
amongst some people who live in communities that are already typified by poorer
health, economic, educational and environmental outcomes.

Figure 10: Profile of FPN recipients by Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation
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6.2 Deprivation profile of FPN recipients by sex and age

The SIMD profile of male and female FPN recipients was significantly different.
Overall, 58.7% of women who were in receipt of at least one FPN were living in the
top SIMD quintile (i.e. the 20% most deprived communities of Scotland), compared
with 50.6% of male FPN recipients. Along with the finding that female FPN recipients
were less likely than men to have had a prior criminal record, this definitely suggests
that the policing data may be reflecting some differential impacts of the pandemic on
men and women.
There was also a significant difference in the SIMD profile of FPN recipients
according to their age. Figure 11 shows the percentage of FPN recipients within each
5-year age band that was living in communities in the five SIMD quintiles. The overall
SIMD profile is very similar, in that those in receipt of an FPN at any age were more
likely to be living in a deprived community rather than an affluent one. Nevertheless,
there is evidence of an age difference whereby people under the age of 25 who
received an FPN were less likely than those from older age groups to be living in the
20% most deprived communities.
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% of FPN recipients within SIMD quintile

Figure 11: Profile of FPN recipients by SIMD and age
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6.3 Deprivation profile of FPN recipients by criminal history

Given that FPN recipients were highly likely to have a criminal history prior to 2020,
analysis was conducted to see whether there was any relationship between prior
police history and SIMD ranking. Figure 12 shows clearly that there was a strong
positive relationship between receiving an FPN for breaching the regulations and
living in an area of deprivation, regardless of prior criminal history. Nevertheless, like
the profile for age, there is an incremental gradient in the proportion of FPN
recipients who were living in the 20% most deprived communities of Scotland
according to when they were first known to the police. So, the longer FPN recipients
had been known to the police, the more likely they were to be living in the most
deprived neighbourhoods.
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Figure 12: Profile of FPN recipients by SIMD and criminal history
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6.4 Deprivation profile of single versus repeat FPN recipients

Comparing the profile of those who received one FPN with those who received two
or more, Figure 13 shows that around half of both groups were likely to be living in
the top SIMD quintile (i.e. the 20% most deprived communities of Scotland).
However, there is very little difference in the proportion of those living in the most
deprived quintile, which does not suggest that those who were in receipt of repeat
FPNs were any more likely than others to be living in Scotland’s most deprived
communities.
The biggest difference between the groups is in the second quintile, where those in
receipt of multiple FPNs were more likely to be living in semi-deprived communities
compared with those in receipt of only one. Although the proportions are very small,
it is also notable that those in receipt of more than one FPN were around half as likely
as single FPN recipients to be living in the least deprived Scottish communities. This
means that the disparity rate between those living in the most and least deprived
communities for single FPN recipients was 8.8 compared to 14.7 for repeat recipients.
However, this disparity is explained by repeat recipients being less likely than those
receiving only one ticket to live in the most affluent communities, and not by them
being more likely to live in the most deprived communities.
While statistically significant, the overall difference in the deprivation profile between
the single and repeat FPN recipients is relatively modest in nature. Therefore, we
cannot conclude from these findings that there is strong evidence of differential
policing practice that increased the likelihood of those from deprived communities
being subject to repeated enforcement.
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Figure 13: Profile of single and repeat FPN recipients by Scottish Index of Multiple
Deprivation
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7 Ethnic profile of FPN recipients
7.1 Number of FPN recipients by ethnic group

A Scottish Government report on equality during the pandemic noted that people
from minority ethnic groups had experienced the economic effects of the crisis most
severely. 20 Particular stressors impacting on people from ethnic minority
backgrounds include the closure of particular sectors (such as hospitality), unequal
access to employment, increases in living costs, lower wages and savings and
increased instances of hate crime. Deaths from Covid-19 amongst those from the
South Asian community in Scotland were twice as high as deaths amongst white
people.
Information on self-reported ethnic group of those who were issued with an FPN was
collected by Police Scotland. This showed that 92.4% (n=3,437) of FPN recipients

20 Scottish Government (2020) The Impacts of Covid-19 on Equality in Scotland.

https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-andanalysis/2020/09/the-impacts-of-covid-19-on-equality-in-scotland/documents/full-report/fullreport/govscot%3Adocument/Covid%2Band%2BInequalities%2BFinal%2BReport%2BFor%2BPublication
%2B-%2BPDF.pdf
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were from a white ethnic background. 21 This is slightly lower than the Scottish
population figure for 2020, which is estimated to be 94.3%. 22
Of the remaining FPN recipients, 4.5% (n=169) were from an Asian background
(compared with 3.0% of the Scottish population); 1.6% (n=59) were from an African,
Black or Caribbean background (compared with 1.1% of the Scottish population); and
1.5% (n=56) were from another mixed or multiple ethnic background (compared to
1.6% of the Scottish population). These figures suggest a slight over-representation
of people from non-white ethnic groups amongst those who received an FPN in
Scotland. However, as noted at the start of this report, these are small numbers in
absolute terms and demonstrate that very few people from any ethnic background
were issued with an FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations in Scotland.
Analysis was conducted to compare the rate of FPN receipt for people from different
ethnic groups based on population size. A total of 53 people were excluded from this
analysis as they were recorded as not being residents of Scotland. While most of
these excluded individuals were from white backgrounds, those from a non-white
background were over-represented (i.e. 32.1% of FPN recipients who were not
resident in Scotland compared to 7.3% of all FPN recipients). This suggests that the
slightly higher than expected proportion of FPN recipients from non-white
backgrounds, noted above, was at least partly explained by breaches of the
Regulations committed by people who had travelled from another country.
Excluding non-residents of Scotland, Figure 14 compares the rate of FPNs issued per
10,000 people aged 16 or over for those from white and non-white backgrounds.

Figure 14: Rate of FPNs issued per 10,000 people living in Scotland, by ethnicity
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The rate for those from non-White backgrounds (n=267) was 8.7 per 10,000 people
compared with 6.7 per 10,000 White people in Scotland (n=3,401). This difference is
21 65 cases were missing information on ethnicity.
22 Population comparisons and rates by ethnicity were based on estimates from the 2020 Annual

Population Survey, provided on request by the National Records of Scotland.
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statistically significant although, as already noted, the rates are based on small
numbers in absolute terms, so caution should be taken in drawing any inferences from
Figure 14. This represents a relative difference - or disparity rate - of 1.3 (i.e. those
from a non-white background were 1.3 times more likely to be issued with an FPN
under the Coronavirus Regulations than those from a white background).
The most important takeaway message from Figure 14 is that, for every 10,000
people living in Scotland from either a white or non-white background, less than 10 of
them received an FPN for being in breach of the Coronavirus Regulations.
It is possible to look in more detail at specific non-white ethnic groups, although even
greater caution is required due to the very small numbers. Figure 15 shows that the
rate of issue of FPNs, based on population estimates per 10,000 people aged 16 or
over within ethnic group, was highest amongst those from Asian backgrounds (10.0
per 10,000 people) and Black, African or Caribbean backgrounds (9.3 per 10,000
people). Note again that non-Scottish residents are excluded from this analysis.
The difference in population rates compared to those from a White background
represents a disparity rate of 1.5 for those from Asian backgrounds and 1.4 for those
from Black, African and Caribbean backgrounds. These disparity rates are lower than
the equivalent disparity rate of 1.8 reported for England and Wales based on data
from the National Police Chief’s Council. 23

Figure 15: Rate of FPNs issued per 10,000 people living in Scotland, by ethnic group
Other/mixed/multiple

5.9

African/Black/Caribbean

9.3

Asian

10.0

White

6.7
0.0

2.0

4.0

6.0

8.0

10.0

12.0

Rate of FPN per 10,000 people aged 16 or over

The difference in the rate of FPNs issued to the three non-white ethnic groups
compared to the white population is illustrated in Figure 16. The black error bars
determine whether we can be confident at a 95% level that the differences in rates
between the three non-white ethnic groups and the white group are statistically
significant (i.e. bars that overlap zero are not statistically significant).
23 Currenti, R. and Flatley, J. (2020) Policing the Pandemic: Detailed analysis on police enforcement of the

Public Health Regulations and an assessment on disproportionality across ethnic groups.
https://news.npcc.police.uk/releases/independent-analysis-of-coronavirus-fines-published Note that
Currenti and Flatley’s analysis was based on aggregate data and so repeat FPN recipients were counted
multiple times. This means these disparity rates are not directly comparable.
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Figure 16 confirms that the higher rate of FPNs issued to those from Asian
backgrounds compared to that for white people was statistically significant. The rate
for those from Black, African and Caribbean backgrounds was also significantly
higher; however, this only just passed the 95% threshold of significance (so any error
in the underlying population figures used to calculate this rate could mean that the
difference is non-significant). There is clearly no difference in the rate for those from
other, mixed or multiple backgrounds with those from white backgrounds.
Again, the over-riding takeaway message is that very few people per 10,000 of the
population were issued with an FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations, regardless of
their ethnic background.

Figure 16: Comparing significant differences in the rate of FPNs between white and
other ethnic groups 24
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7.2 Sex and age profile of FPN recipients by ethnic group

The sex profile of those from non-white ethnic groups who were issued with an FPN
did differ to that for white people. Almost a quarter (24.0%) of FPN recipients from
white backgrounds were female compared to only 9.2% of those from Asian
backgrounds and 10.2% of those from Black/African/Caribbean backgrounds. These
differences (which are statistically significant) indicate that the profile of FPN
recipients from Asian and Black, African or Caribbean groups was predominantly
male, with women being far less likely to receive an FPN; however, the numbers are
small and this profile cannot be compared against population statistics. There was no

24 The black lines represent error bars which show the 95% confidence intervals for the difference in

rates for each ethnic group compared to the white group. Where lines cross zero on the X-axis, there was
no significant difference with the White ethnic group.
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significant difference in the sex profile of those from other, mixed or multiple ethnic
backgrounds compared to the white FPN recipients.
The Scottish Public Health Observatory states that minority ethnic groups are
younger than the general population of Scotland. 25 It is not possible to calculate ageadjusted rates for the FPN data because population estimates for different ethnic
groups are not broken down by age. However, the Asian population is the largest
minority ethnic group and it is known that the Asian population is younger, on
average, than the majority white population. 26 Correspondingly, the age profile of
FPN recipients from Asian backgrounds was younger than those from white
backgrounds. On average, FPN recipients from an Asian ethnic group were aged 28.5
years compared to 31.6 years for those from a white background. Indeed 50.8% of
Asian FPN recipients were aged 25 or under compared with 39.8% of white FPN
recipients. This difference is statistically significant. Given the highly skewed age
profile of those who received FPNs (shown in Figure 4), it is likely that the higher rate
of FPNs issued to those from Asian backgrounds is explained to some extent by their
younger age profile.
FPN recipients from Black, African or Caribbean backgrounds were also younger, on
average, than those from white groups (28.9 years compared to 31.6 years,
respectively). This difference was marginally non-significant. The age profile of Black,
African or Caribbean people living in Scotland is not published in the demographic
statistics; however, a younger age profile might also be part of the reason for the
slightly higher rate of FPNs issued to those from this ethnic group.

7.3 Deprivation profile of FPN recipients by ethnic group

As noted in section 6.1, minority ethnic groups are known to have experienced
greater economic hardship during the pandemic than those from the majority white
population. Analysis was conducted to see whether this might have impacted on the
deprivation profile of FPN recipients according to ethnic group. The results reveal a
high degree of similarity in the SIMD profile across groups, with the exception of
those from Asian backgrounds.
Figure 17 shows the proportion of those receiving an FPN who were living in each of
the SIMD quintiles by ethnic group. There was relatively little difference between
those from White, African/Black/Caribbean, or Other/Mixed/Multiple backgrounds,
with around half living in the 20% most deprived communities of Scotland. However,
FPN recipients from an Asian background were more evenly spread in terms of their
SIMD profile.
These findings suggest that living in an area of disadvantage was strongly associated
with receiving an FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations; however, it does not
appear to be a stronger explanation of enforcement amongst those from non-white
backgrounds compared to those from white backgrounds. Indeed, for those from
Asian backgrounds, deprivation appears to be less of a significant factor in
25ScotPho Website (accessed 18th November 2020): https://www.scotpho.org.uk/population-

groups/ethnic-minorities/key-points/

26 Walsh, D. (2017) The changing ethnic profiles of Glasgow and Scotland, and implications for public

health. Glasgow Centre for Population Health.
https://www.gcph.co.uk/assets/0000/6255/The_changing_ethnic_profiles_of_Glasgow_and_Scotland.pdf
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determining whether they received an FPN. Existing research shows that the socioeconomic profile of those from Asian ethnic minority groups living in Scotland is less
disadvantaged compared to other parts of the UK, which may well explain the pattern
in Figure 17. 27 However, this implies that living in deprived circumstances may have
been less of a driver of non-compliance amongst this group (although SIMD is a
geographical measure of deprivation and does not tell us anything about individual or
household circumstances).

% of FPN recipients within SIMD quintile

Figure 17: Profile of FPN recipients by Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation and
ethnic group
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

White
■

1 - Most deprived

Asian
■2

African/Black/Caribbean
■

3

■

4

Other/mixed/multiple

5 - Least deprived

7.4 Criminal history of FPN recipients by ethnic group

Analysis was conducted to assess the criminal history profile of those who received
an FPN according to their ethnic group. Due to small numbers within ethnic groups,
analysis was simplified to whether or not the FPN recipient had a criminal history
prior to 2020 or not.
Figure 18 shows that there was a significant difference in prior criminal history
according to ethnic group. The majority (81.8%) of those from white backgrounds
was already known to the police in Scotland prior to 2020; however, this was far less
common for those from other ethnic groups. Around six in ten people from Asian
(62.4%) and Black, African or Caribbean (59.5%) backgrounds, and around five in ten
(51.2%) of those from other, mixed or multiple ethnic groups, had a prior record with
Police Scotland prior to the onset of the pandemic. This pattern could be related to
country of origin or length of time living in Scotland, but it was not possible to
determine if this was the case. It is also possible that some individuals may have had
a criminal record from another jurisdiction; however, this was also not known.

27 Walsh, D. (2017) Op. cit.
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There is no published information on the extent to which those from different ethnic
backgrounds have a criminal conviction in Scotland, so it is not possible to say
whether these findings are what would be expected based on the general population.
Figure 18: Profile of FPN recipients by criminal history and ethnic group
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7.5 Ethnic profile of single and repeat FPN recipients

There was no significant difference in the ethnic profile of those who received one
FPN compared to those who received two or more. Both groups were
overwhelmingly from a white background (92.4% of single FPN and 92.6% of repeat
FPN recipients). Figure 19 shows the high level of similarity between the two groups
in terms of ethnic background.
This finding indicates that any difference in the likelihood of people from different
ethnic backgrounds coming to the attention of the police as a result of the
Coronavirus Regulations was not exacerbated by differential policing practice (in
terms of issuing repeat FPNs).
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Figure 19: Profile of single and repeat FPN recipients by ethnic group
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8 Country of birth of FPN recipients
8.1 Number of FPN recipients by country of birth

Little has been reported about the impact of the pandemic within Scotland or the
wider UK according to where people were born. However, a cross-comparative study
of OECD countries found that immigrants had been affected more severely by Covid19 than native-born people in terms of infection risks, mortality rates, labour market
instability, educational disadvantage, negative communication campaigns and hate
crime. 28 Moreover, immigrants were found to be concentrated in ‘essential
occupations’ that could not be undertaken from home (including domestic services).
A news report by the Huffington Post on the impact of Covid-19 on Eastern
European workers in the UK noted that cases had been reported of people who were
not key workers being ‘forced’ to work in cleaning, non-essential construction and
housing renovation jobs during the initial lockdown period. 29 Notably, those from the
EU2 countries are by far the most likely of all UK migrant groups to be self-employed

28 OECD (2020) What is the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic on immigrants and their children.

https://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/policy-responses/what-is-the-impact-of-the-covid-19-pandemic-onimmigrants-and-their-children-e7cbb7de/

29 Huffington Post (12/5/20) First Brexit, Now This: How UK’s Covid-19 Crisis has Hit Eastern European

Workers. https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/how-eastern-europe-view-uk-pandemicstrategy_uk_5eafb7b7c5b69a79551a0689?guccounter=1&guce_referrer=aHR0cHM6Ly93d3cuZ29vZ2xl
LmNvbS8&guce_referrer_sig=AQAAACwXCtpNgJsAAdUExW6doJyXLGmgmoR9GB3pDysSERL8Husi5_R
FWZm5Y1KqwGsLv3lv0W8CkgMFBUt8YX982AmhiA5QSJ24m07oatCdY52kxi34auzfx5Hrzr5zNC9iVRor
3HR5qigwz76OXeHvplGOOO77_khU5ad_1ZyaaFqH
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(22% compared with 13% of EU8 and 10% of UK-born) 30, which is likely to have
placed a particular economic strain on these individuals during lockdown. 31
Given that these forms of disadvantage may have impacted on the ability or
willingness of individuals to comply with the Coronavirus Regulations, self-reported
information on country of birth was included in the analysis of the FPN data. 32 The
majority (84.4%) of all FPN recipients was born in Scotland, while a further 5.5% was
born in another part of the UK. This means that 10.1% (n=339) of all those in receipt
of an FPN in Scotland were born outside the UK. When these figures are adjusted to
exclude those people who were not resident in Scotland, 90.4% of FPN recipients
were UK-born and 9.6% (n=317) were born in another country. This proportion of
non-UK born FPN recipients is broadly comparable with the population as a whole
according to the National Records of Scotland, which reported that 9% of the Scottish
population in 2019 was born outside the UK. 33
Of those FPN recipients who were resident in Scotland but born outside the UK,
56.5% (n=179) were born in the EU. This compares with 47% of the Scottish
population and points to an over-representation of EU born residents amongst those
issued with an FPN. Expressed as a rate per 10,000 people in the population, Figure
20 confirms that those who were born in EU countries were more likely to be issued
with an FPN compared to those born in the UK or elsewhere in the world. The
relative difference – or disparity rate – in the issue of FPNs between those who were
born in the EU and those born in the UK is 1.25, which is statistically significant.
However, the equivalent disparity rate between those born in the UK and non-EU
born people is 0.85, which is not statistically significant.
It is important to remember that the number of people receiving FPNs who were
resident in Scotland but not born in the UK was very small in absolute terms (n=317),
and the population figures used to calculate rates are aggregated to a high level (and
may contain some degree of error). Therefore, it is important to be cautious when
drawing inferences from these very small differences between groups. The main
takeaway message from Figure 20 is that for every 10,000 people aged 16 or over in
each of these groups who were estimated to be living in Scotland, less than 8 were
issued with an FPN for breaching the Coronavirus Regulations during the initial
lockdown period.

30 The EU-2 countries are Bulgaria and Romania. The EU-8 countries are Czech Republic, Estonia,

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.

31 Figures taken from Figure 7 on the Migration Observatory website (accessed 18th November 2020):

https://migrationobservatory.ox.ac.uk/resources/briefings/eu-migration-to-and-from-the-uk/

32 443 FPN recipients were missing information on country of birth.
33 https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/files//statistics/population-estimates/pop-cob-nat-19/pop-cob-nat-19-

report.pdf
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Figure 20: Rate of FPNs per 10,000 people living in Scotland, by country of birth
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Given the findings of the Huffington Post news report mentioned above, Figure 20
does raise questions about whether all EU-born groups were equally likely to receive
an FPN during lockdown. Therefore, further analysis was conducted to explore the
underlying differences based on country of birth. This analysis found that the overrepresentation in rates of FPN issue amongst EU-born people was accounted for by
people born in Central and Eastern European countries. For example, 36.3% of all
non-UK born FPN recipients were born in EU8 countries (n=115) compared to 24% of
the non-UK born population; and 11.0% of all non-UK born FPN recipients were born
in EU2 countries (n=39) compared to 3% of the non-UK born population.
Expressed as a rate per 10,000 people within each group, Figure 21 confirms that
there was a higher rate of FPNs issued to individuals born in Central and Eastern
European countries, especially those from the EU2 countries (Bulgaria and Romania),
compared to other parts of Europe. The disparity rate for those born in EU8
countries or other parts of Europe compared to those born in the UK is 1.6, while the
disparity rate for those born in the EU2 countries is 3.4. There was only a slightly
higher rate of issue to people born in Asian countries, with a disparity rate of 1.1.
Statistical tests showed that, compared to those born in the UK, the rate of FPN issue
for those born in the EU8 and EU2 countries was significantly higher and the rate for
those born in the EU14 countries (Western and Northern Europe) or the rest of the
world was significantly lower. However, there was no significant difference between
those born in Asia or other parts of Europe and UK-born people. Despite the
significant differences, it is worth reiterating that the number of people from EU2 and
EU8 countries that received an FPN was very small in absolute terms.
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Figure 21: Rate of FPNs per 10,000 people aged 16 or over living in Scotland, by
country of birth (disaggregated)
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8.2 Age, sex and ethnic profile of FPN recipients by country of birth

There were insufficient numbers within each sub-group for country of birth to
conduct a detailed age and sex analysis; however, it was possible to compare FPN
recipients who were born in the UK with those who were EU or non-EU born.
Looking first at the sex profile, a significantly higher proportion of FPN recipients who
were born in non-EU countries were male (93.3%) compared to those who were born
in the EU (81.1%) or in the UK (76.9%). There was no significant difference in the sex
profile of those born in the UK with those born in the EU. It is not possible to
conclude that there was a sex difference in the issue of FPNs between those born in
non-EU countries and those born elsewhere because the profile cannot be compared
against population statistics.
There is no publically available data on the age profile of the migrant population in
Scotland; however, evidence suggests that the bulk of all foreign immigrants to the
UK are aged between 15 and 29 years. 34 All else being equal, this might help to
explain the higher than expected rate of FPN recipients amongst those born outside
the UK. Looking at the average age of FPN recipients, there was no significant
difference between those who were UK-born (31.4 years) with those born in the EU
(32.3 years) or in another part of the world (31.6 years). There were some differences
in the peak age of FPN recipients by country of birth, however. The peak for FPN
recipients born in the UK was age 16-20 (21.9% of within-group total), which
compared to a peak of age 21-25 for those born outside the EU and age 31-35 for
those born in the EU (24.3% an 20.9% of within-group total, respectively). This
34 The Belgian-based think tank Bruegel estimated that 77.9% of the net number of foreign country

citizen immigrants to the UK between 2008 and 2014 were aged between 15 and 29. Website accessed
18th November 2020: https://www.bruegel.org/2016/06/what-is-the-age-profile-of-uk-immigrants/
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suggests that the higher rate of FPNs issued to those born in EU countries is not
explained by their age profile.
Not surprisingly, there were differences in the ethnic profile of FPN recipients
depending on their country of birth. The majority (96.7%) of those issued with an
FPN who were born in the UK were from a white ethnic background, as were those
who were born in the EU (86.3%), albeit this figure was significantly lower. However,
only 15.8% of non-EU born recipients were white, and the majority (54.8%) was from
an Asian background.

8.3 Deprivation profile of FPN recipients by country of birth

It is not possible from the data presented in this report to say whether variation in the rate
of FPNs by country of birth was reflective of a difference in policing practice, as it is just as
possible that it reflected underlying patterns of compliance with the Coronavirus
Regulations. As noted in section 8.1, there is evidence that immigrants may be
experiencing greater levels of economic disadvantage compared to native-born people. To
examine this further, Figure 22 shows the profile of deprivation for the three main country
of origin groups using the 2020 SIMD quintiles. This reveals very little difference in the
profile of FPN recipients who were born in the UK and those born in other parts of the EU,
the majority of whom were living in the first or second quintiles of deprivation.
FPN recipients who were born in non-EU countries were a little less likely to be living in the
most deprived communities of Scotland compared to those who were UK and EU-born, but
they were more evenly distributed across the other four quintiles. This pattern may be
explained to some extent by the high proportion of non-EU born individuals from an Asian
background, who had a less deprived profile economically (as discussed in section 6.2).
It is important to reiterate that these findings on deprivation relate to the area in which
people were living and not their personal or household circumstances; therefore, there may
still be a greater element of economic deprivation amongst non-UK born FPN recipients
that cannot be identified here.

% of FPN recipients living within SIMD
quintile

Figure 22: Profile of FPN recipients by SIMD and country of birth
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8.4 Criminal history of FPN recipients by country of birth

Information about the country of birth of the offender population in Scotland is not
published, so it was not possible to compare the profile of FPN recipients to any other
population source. Nevertheless, Figure 23 shows that FPN recipients who were
born in the UK were significantly more likely to have a prior criminal history than
those born in EU or non-EU countries. Of those who were UK born, 83.7% of FPN
recipients were known to the police prior to 2020; whereas this was only true of
55.8% of those born in the EU and 50.5% of those born in another country.
This finding implies that the relationship between prior criminal history and police use
of enforcement during lockdown was different for immigrants to the UK. However, a
person’s criminal history would be dependent on the length of time that an individual
has been resident in Scotland, and that information that was not available for non-UK
born FPN recipients. In addition, the information on criminal history in this analysis
was relevant to Scotland only, so it was not known whether any of those receiving a
FPN from Police Scotland had a criminal record in another jurisdiction.

Figure 23: Profile of FPN recipients by criminal history and country of birth
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8.5 Profile of single and repeat FPN recipients by country of birth

The percentage of single FPN recipients who were born within the UK (89.5%) was
very similar to that for those who received two or more FPNs (92.5%). There was no
significant difference in the country of birth for these two groups, as shown in Figure
24. This indicates that any differences in the likelihood of people from different
countries of birth coming to the attention of the police as a result of the Coronavirus
Regulations was not exacerbated by differential policing practice (in terms of issuing
repeat FPNs). In other words, country of birth was not a reason for the police to issue
multiple tickets.
Figure 24: Profile of single and repeat FPN recipients by country of birth
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9 Factors associated with receiving repeat FPNs

It is clear from the previous sections of this report that there was considerable
similarity, but also some differences, between those who received one FPN and those
who received more than one. Therefore, analysis was conducted to test which of
these factors had the strongest association with receiving two or more FPNs. This
involved the use of binary logistic regression analysis, which allows for the relative
strength of different influencing factors to be disentangled and prioritised. The
outcome of interest was whether someone received two or more FPNs; and the
potential explanatory factors tested in the model were: sex, age band, ethnic group
(white, Asian, Black/African/Caribbean or multiple/mixed), country of birth (UK, EU or
non-EU), prior criminal history and SIMD quintile.
When controlling for all of these factors, only one variable was significant in
increasing the likelihood that an FPN recipient would receive more than one ticket:
prior criminal history. Figure 25 illustrates the odds of receiving two or more FPNs
(all else being equal) according to when the individual was first recorded on the
criminal history system, compared to those who were first known to the police in
2020. It shows that anyone who had a police record prior to the pandemic was
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significantly more likely to receive more than one FPN. In addition, the odds of
receiving more than one FPN got larger as the length of time since the person was
first known to the police increased. There was no significant difference in likelihood
of receiving a repeat FPN between those known to the police for between 1 and 15
years; however, there was a higher likelihood of receiving a repeat FPN amongst
those known to the police for more than 20 years compared to all other groups.

Figure 25: Regression model testing the strength of association between criminal
history and repeat FPNs (controlling for age, sex, ethnic group, country of birth and
SIMD quintile)
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These findings imply a strong association between repeat infractions of the
Coronavirus Regulations and a history of offending (which has been reported
anecdotally by police officers). However, more would need to be known about the
nature and pattern of people’s offending histories, and the motivations of the
individual, before further conclusions could be drawn.
Moreover, the strength of the regression model (based on goodness of fit statistics)
was modest, which suggests that there are other factors (not included in the analysis)
that may have a stronger bearing on the likelihood of receiving more than one FPN.
And the model results could have been biased to an extent by missing data on some
variables (especially criminal history).
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10 Geographical profile of FPN recipients
10.1 Number and rate of FPN recipients across regions and divisions

Police Scotland is divided geographically into three regions (West, North and East).
The majority (70.2%) of people who received an FPN for breaching the Coronavirus
Regulations in Scotland between 27th March and 31st May committed offences the
West region. This compares to 19.3% in the East and 10.8% in the North. This
reflects an over-representation of people receiving FPNs in the West (which accounts
for 44.9% of the population aged between 16 and 84) and an under-representation of
FPN recipients in the East and North (which account for 31.1% and 24.0% of the
population aged 16-84, respectively). A very small number of people (n=10) breached
the Regulations in more than one region.
Each region is further divided into police divisions, with thirteen in total. Figure 26
shows the geographical profile of FPN recipients according to the police division and
region in which the tickets were issued.35 The bars show the number of people who
received at least one FPN within each division. More people were issued with FPNs
in Greater Glasgow (which represented 30.3% of all recipients) than in any other
Scottish division. There were modestly high numbers of people receiving FPNs in
some of the other West divisions, although Dumfries and Galloway had by far the
fewest FPN recipients. The divisions in the North region were fairly similar in terms
of the number of people who were issued with FPNs during this period; whereas, in
the East Command area, Forth Valley and Edinburgh divisions had a higher number of
FPN recipients compared to Fife and the Lothians and Scottish Borders.
Only 1.0% of FPN recipients (n=38) received FPNs in more than one division,
although this represented 9.3% of all repeat FPN recipients. In the previous data
report, it was noted that 19.5% of all FPNs were issued to people who were not
resident in that division, suggesting a reasonably high degree of cross-boundary travel
(which was against the guidelines issued during the first Scottish lockdown). 36 The
data presented in this report, which is based on people rather than tickets, suggests
that there were very few instances where the same individual was subject to
enforcement for breaching the Regulations across multiple police divisions.
Of course, the number of FPN recipients in each division would be influenced by the
population size, so the line in Figure 26 represents the number of people receiving
FPNs as a rate per 10,000 people. 37 When population size is taken into account, the
rate of people issued with FPNs per capita was still highest in the Greater Glasgow
division; however, the gap did narrow with respect to some other divisions in the
West, especially Argyll & West Dunbartonshire and Renfrewshire & Inverclyde. In
addition, while the number of FPNs issued in the Forth Valley and Ayrshire divisions
was around half of that issued in Lanarkshire division, the rate of issue was around
the same. While the number of FPN recipients in Dumfries & Galloway was lowest

35 Where an individual received an FPN in more than one division, they are counted in each division.
36 See Section 8.3 of McVie, S. (2020). Op. cit.

37 Population rates are based on the Mid Year Population Estimates for 2019, for those individuals aged

16 to 84 (which represents the age range of the FPN recipients). Op. cit.
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overall, the rate of issue was higher than some other divisions, such as North East,
Tayside and Lothians & Scottish Borders.

Figure 26: Number and rate of FPN recipients by Police Scotland division
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Taking population size into account, the likelihood of being issued with an FPN for
breach of the Coronavirus Regulations was still higher in the West of Scotland (13.6
per 10,000 people) than in the East (5.4 per 10,000 people) or the North (3.9 per
10,000 people). However, the line in Figure 26 shows greater variation within regions
than is apparent from the bars, particularly within the East and North. For example,
while the number of FPN recipients in the North region was very similar, the rates per
capita varied from 2.8 to 5.8 per 10,000 people. Similarly, in the East region, the
number of FPN recipients in Edinburgh and Forth Valley divisions were very similar,
but the rate per capita was higher in Forth Valley (9.8 per 10,000 people compared to
6.4 in Edinburgh).
These figures suggest a high degree of ‘localism’ in terms of operational policing
activity. As noted in the first data report 38, it is not possible from these data to
38 See Section 3.2 of McVie, S., Morales, A. and Pantoja, F. (2020). Interim report on data for the
Independent Advisory Group on Police Use of the Temporary Powers relating to the Coronavirus Crisis.
http://www.understandinginequalities.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Interim%20report%20IAG%20Police%20Use%20of%20Temporary%2
0Powers%20related%20to%20the%20Coronavirus%20Crisis.pdf
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establish exactly why there were such differences in the use of enforcement across
different parts of Scotland. It could be due to behavioural differences, variation in the
level of public adherence to the Regulations or to specific geographical factors
relating to the pandemic (e.g. availability of beauty spots and tourist attractions). It
could also be due to differences in levels of public reporting or to policing response to
the pandemic (especially during the early weeks of lockdown). Indeed, geographical
differences are likely to be due to some combination of all of these factors.

10.2 Profile of FPN recipients across regions and divisions

This section examines the profile of FPN recipients according to their demographic and
social profile by Police Scotland region and division. The numbers are too small to break
down in detail, so only broad comparisons can be made here. It is not possible to calculate
statistical significance in differences between divisions because some individuals are
represented in more than one division.
10.2.1: Sex
As noted in Section 4, the majority (77.1%) of all those issued with a ticket during lockdown
were male. This was true across all divisions, although the sex profile of FPN recipients did
range somewhat, from 64.2% male in the Lothians and Scottish Borders to 81.5% in
Greater Glasgow. The proportion of FPN recipients that were male was slightly higher
across the West region (78.9%) compared to the East (73.5%) and North (72.3%).
10.2.2: Age
The average age of all FPN recipients was 31.4 years. This was broadly similar across all
divisions, ranging from 30.0 years in Fife to 32.9 in Tayside. Looking at the regions, there
was very little difference in the average age, from 31.3 years in the West to 31.6 in the East
and 31.9 in the North. There were some differences in the proportion of all FPN recipients
who were aged 30 or under, which was highest in the North East division (61.8%) and
lowest in Tayside (45.5%), but again there was no substantial difference across the regions.
10.2.3: Criminal history
The majority (79.8%) of all FPN recipients was recorded as having a criminal record prior to
2020. This varied somewhat across divisions, but not substantially. The lowest proportion
was 74.8% in Edinburgh and the highest was 88.1% in Tayside. Across the three regions
there was a high degree of similarity, with 82.1% of FPN recipients having a prior criminal
history in the North, compared to 79.8% in the West and 78.4% in the East. If prior
criminal history is taken as a proxy for likelihood of non-compliance, these figures suggest
that this was a strong driver of enforcement right across the country, which would be in
keeping with the 4Es policing strategy.
10.2.4: Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation
There were substantial geographical differences in the proportion of FPN recipients who
were resident in Scotland’s 20% most deprived communities. Overall, 52.5% of FPN
recipients were living in communities within the most deprived SIMD quintile; however,
this ranged from only 20.3% of those issued with a ticket in the Lothians & Scottish Borders
up to 67.5% in Renfrewshire & Inverclyde.
Of course, the deprivation profile of FPN recipients would be expected to vary according to
the underlying population, so it is important to examine the proportion of all those living in
the most deprived areas within police divisions. Figure 27 compares the percentage of FPN
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recipients and the total population who were living in the top SIMD quintile communities
within each division.39 Generally, this shows a linear relationship, such that divisions with a
higher percentage of the population living in the 20% most deprived communities were
also likely to have a higher percentage of FPN recipients living in these communities. In
other words, the deprivation profile of FPN recipients across divisions generally increased
in line with the underlying population demographics.
Having said that, the proportion of FPN recipients living in the most deprived communities
was around twice as large, on average, as the percentage of the population living in such
communities. This indicates an over-representation of FPN recipients living in the most
deprived communities across all divisions. Moreover, the level of over-representation was
higher in some divisions than others; for example, Figure 27 shows that those receiving
FPNs in the North East, Highland & Islands and Dumfries & Galloway divisions (and to a
lesser extent Forth Valley, Tayside and Fife) had a higher than average percentage of FPN
recipients living in the most deprived communities than expected based on the total
population. Thus, the likelihood of receiving an FPN amongst those living in the most
deprived communities did vary across divisions.
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Figure 27: Percentage of FPN recipients and total population living in the 20% most
deprived SIMD quintile, by division
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39 The total population figures living in the top 20% most deprived communities was taken from the most

recently published National Records of Scotland population data from June 2019.
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/populationestimates/2011-based-special-area-population-estimates/population-estimates-by-simd-2016
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These differences are also evident when examining the profile of FPN recipients by
region. Overall, the proportion of FPN recipients living in the most deprived
communities in the East (37.9%) and North (36.9%) regions were much lower than in
the West (58.5%). However, the proportion of the population living in the most
deprived SIMD quintiles within the three regions was 9.5%, 13.5% and 28.8%,
respectively. This suggests that FPN recipients living in the West of Scotland were
2.1 times more likely to be living in one of the 20% most deprived communities
compared to the population as a whole; whereas, this figure was 2.7 times for those
living in the East and 4.0 for those living in the North.
Again, it is difficult to explain these differential patterns. They could be indicative of
different patterns of policing across police divisions or they could suggest that levels
of compliance with the Regulations varied within social groups across different
Scottish communities.
10.2.5: Ethnic group
The proportion of FPN recipients from non-white ethnic backgrounds varied by
division, although this would be expected due to differences in the population profile
in different parts of Scotland. Overall, 7.6% of those issued with an FPN during
lockdown were from non-white backgrounds; however, this ranged from 1.3% in
Forth Valley and 1.6% in Tayside up to 12.4% in Edinburgh and 14.8% in Greater
Glasgow. According to the 2011 Census, the cities of Edinburgh and Glasgow had the
highest number of residents belonging to ethnic minority groups, so these figures are
not surprising (although up to date information for local authorities is not publically
available). Across regions, the proportion of non-white FPN recipients ranged from
4.8% in the North to 6.6% in the East and 8.4% in the West.
10.2.6: Country of birth
The country of birth of FPN recipients also varied across divisions. While 9.6% of all
FPN recipients were born outwith the UK, it was double that for those issued with an
FPN in Edinburgh (20.0%), the North East (20.3%) and the Highland & Islands (21.0%)
divisions. Whereas, the proportion of FPN recipients born outwith the UK was much
smaller for divisions such as Renfrewshire & Inverclyde (3.6%), Ayrshire (3.9%) and
Lanarkshire (4.1%). It is likely that these figures reflect underlying population data
(which are commonly driven by migrant labour patterns), but this information is not
publically available. Across the regions as a whole, the highest proportion of FPN
recipients born outwith the UK was in the North (15.8%, of which 12.7% constituted
those born in EU countries).

10.3 Geographical profile of single versus repeat FPN recipients

As noted in Section 3.1, 10.8% of all FPN recipients were issued with two or more
tickets for being in breach of the Coronavirus Regulations. Looking at this by region,
there was a slightly higher proportion of repeat FPN recipients in the North (14.0%)
compared to the West (10.9%) and East (10.0%). As expected, the proportion of FPN
recipients within each division issued with more than one ticket varied greatly,
although numbers were very small in some divisional areas.
Figure 28 shows that the proportion of repeat FPN recipients receiving more than
one ticket in Greater Glasgow was not dissimilar to other divisions, which suggests
that sheer numbers of FPNs issued and the rate of FPN recipients were not strong
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indicators of repeat ticketing. It also shows that the highest proportion of repeat FPN
recipients was in Tayside (17.4%) and Highland & Islands (16.0%), while the lowest
proportion was in the North East (7.6%) and Dumfries & Galloway (5.7%). It is
notable that the two divisions with the highest proportion of repeat FPN recipients
had very low numbers overall. It is not possible from these data to be definitive about
why these differences in repeat ticketing existed. It is plausible that there may have
been differences in the application of the 4Es amongst police officers in some
divisions (e.g. a lower level of tolerance for repeat offenders in areas with very high
levels of compliance overall). Equally, it is plausible that some people living in
divisions where the level of viral transmission was low showed lower levels of
compliance with the regulations.

Figure 28: Proportion of all FPN recipients with 2 or more tickets, by division
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11 Locus of ticket issue by single and repeat FPN recipients
Amongst those who were issued with at least one FPN for breaching the Coronavirus
Regulations, 72.2% committed an offence in a public place, while the remaining 27.8%
committed an offence in an indoor private place. 40 Figure 29 shows that the overall
profile by locus was similar for those who received two or more FPNs; however, a
substantial minority (17.4%) of those who were issued with more than one FPN had
committed offences both indoors and in a public place. Overall, therefore, FPNs were
far more likely to be issued for breaches that occurred in outdoor locations during this
phase of the pandemic, regardless of the number of FPNs an individual received.
Figure 29: Locus of FPN issue for single and repeat ticket recipients
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12 Conclusions
This data report contains detailed analysis of the profile of those individuals who
received a police Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) under the Coronavirus Regulations in
Scotland during the first lockdown wave (from 27th March to 31st May 2020). It
includes an examination of the socio-demographic and geographical profile of FPN
recipients and makes comparisons to the wider Scottish population. It also examines
differences in the characteristics of those who received a single FPN compared to
those who received two or more tickets. The data analysed for this report were
provided by Police Scotland in support of the work of the Independent Advisory
Group on Police Use of the Temporary Powers during the Coronavirus in Scotland.
To date, they are the only UK-based individual level data that have been made
available on the use of FPNs during the pandemic.
Overall, the data analysed for this report shows a high degree of discretion in the use
of the temporary powers made available to police officers during the pandemic in
Scotland, with relatively little recourse to enforcement. Where FPNs were issued,
most people received only one, and evidence of multiple breaches of the Regulations
was rare. Analysis of the socio-demographic profile of FPN recipients shows that
there were distinctive patterns according to sex, age, ethnicity, country of birth, prior
criminal history and neighbourhood deprivation. It is impossible to tease out the
specific reasons for these patterns, or explain all the differences found, using these
data and some areas of further research could yield valuable insights. In particular, a
better understanding of the inequalities experienced by those living in the most
deprived communities of Scotland, and those with prior criminal histories, could help
to identify ways of enabling or encouraging people to comply with public health
restrictions.
There are aspects of this analysis that do not provide conclusive results because the
numbers are so small or population estimates too uncertain (e.g. in the case of
ethnicity and country of origin). However, they do suggest that there are social
groups within Scotland’s population that may deserve further consideration in terms
of the impact of the pandemic and its consequences for policing practice.
As ever, there are sufficient geographical differences in the scale and patterns of
enforcement to suggest that policing in Scotland has an inherently local dynamic that
cannot be explained simply by the population size. Prior analysis conducted using the
CVI System has shown that there is substantial internal consistency in the use of the
different interventions available to police officers. The analysis presented here found
that, while there were some differences in terms of the socio-demographic profile of
FPN recipients across divisions, the extent of the variation was not so great as to
suggest any systematic or widespread disproportionality. The only possible exception
to this could be a greater tendency for officers in some divisions to move towards
enforcement at a swifter pace than others (especially in those areas where absolute
levels of activity are lower); although, without further information on the nature of
the breaches encountered, it is not possible to be certain of this.
The key findings from this report are summarised below.
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12.1 Overall pattern of police intervention and use of FPNs

Since the introduction of the Coronavirus policing powers, Police Scotland has
followed the 4Es approach (i.e. Engagement, Explanation, Encouragement and
Enforcement) advocated by the College of Policing and the National Police Chiefs
Council. During the initial lockdown period there were 44,296 interventions with the
public recorded by police officers, of which only 7.2% involved issue of an FPN.
Patterns of intervention across Scotland indicate a high level of discretion in police
use of the new powers during the pandemic, with a strong emphasis on informal
means of encouraging people to comply with the Regulations and rare use of
enforcement.
There were 4,327 FPN tickets issued to 3,786 individuals during the initial wave of
the pandemic. This represents only 0.08% of the Scottish population and illustrates
that it was very rare to be issued with a fine for breaching Coronavirus regulations.
Of those who received an FPN, 10.8% were issued with two or more tickets, but
multiple ticketing was very rare in Scotland and no single individual received a fine
higher than £480. Nevertheless, a third of the value of all financial penalties was
incurred by around one tenth of all FPN recipients.
The average length of time that elapsed between the issue of one ticket and the next
during the period studied was 9.4 days; however, around a quarter of all repeat
tickets was issued within one day of the prior ticket, and just over one in ten was
issued on the same day. This suggests that for a large proportion of those individuals
who repeatedly breached the regulations, enforcement did not have even a shortterm deterrent effect on their behaviour. This was particularly true during the first
two weeks of the lockdown, when around two thirds of repeat FPNs were issued
within one day of the prior ticket; however, this declined to around a fifth from week
five onwards.
These data suggest that there was a small core of individuals who repeatedly
breached the Regulations during the lockdown, but repeat breaches became less
common as time went on and the amount of time elapsed between such breaches
increased, indicating that there was at least a short term effect of enforcement on
people’s adherence to the Regulations. However, it is also possible that repeat
ticketing patterns may also have reflected improvements in the policing response and
an increasingly consistent use of the 4Es strategy as time went on.

12.2 Socio-demographic profile of FPN recipients

The profile of those who received FPNs was predominantly young and male. Rates
per capita showing that men were 3.6 times more likely to be fined than women, and
40.3% of all FPN recipients were aged between 16 and 25 compared with 14.7% of
the population. There is good research evidence from the UK which shows that
young people, and especially young men, have been least likely to comply with the
Coronavirus Regulations so this undoubtedly helps to explain the age and sex profile
of the FPN recipients. It is not possible from these data to establish if there was any
degree of differential enforcement against men and younger people, although the age
profile of those issued with FPNs was typical of individuals encountered by police
officers during other types of routine policing activities, such as stop and search.
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Anecdotal reports from police officers across the UK have suggested that
enforcement has most commonly been necessary amongst those who are already well
known to the police. This report found that four out of five people receiving an FPN
in Scotland had a prior criminal history, and one in five had first come to the attention
of the police more than 20 years ago. These figures were higher for men than for
women. It is not possible to comment on the offending frequency of these individuals;
however, comparisons to population estimates suggest that people with a criminal
history were significantly over-represented amongst those receiving FPNs during
lockdown. This could well be explained by lower levels of willingness and/or greater
inability to comply with the regulations; however, it is also highly possible that those
with a criminal history who were in breach of the regulations were more visible, or
more likely to be reported, to the police during lockdown.
The Scottish Government has identified that the most disadvantaged people in
society – especially women - have been most impacted by the pandemic, and death
rates have been highest amongst those living in the most deprived communities of
Scotland. This report found that police use of FPNs was also highest amongst those
living in Scotland’s poorest neighbourhoods. Indeed, people living in the 10% most
deprived Scottish neighbourhoods were 11.2 times more likely to receive an FPN
under the Coronavirus Regulations than those living in the 10% least deprived
Scottish neighbourhoods. It is not possible from these data to explain this
discrepancy, which is likely to be due to a complex combination of factors, but it is
notable that female FPN recipients and those who were older or had a prior criminal
history were likely to be living in Scotland’s most deprived communities. Putting the
figures into context the numbers were small, with less than 30 in every 10,000 people
living in Scotland’s most deprived communities being issued with an FPN.
Nevertheless, these findings do reflect an additional degree of inequality in the way
the pandemic was experienced amongst certain groups of people who live in
communities that are already typified by poorer health, economic, educational and
environmental outcomes.
Equality monitoring has also demonstrated that people from minority ethnic groups
have suffered the worst effects of the pandemic in Scotland. The ethnic profile of
those who received FPNs under the Coronavirus Regulations was broadly similar to
the overall population profile; however, rates based on population estimates did show
a slightly higher likelihood of receiving an FPN amongst those from non-white
backgrounds compared to the white majority population. Nevertheless, the actual
number of people from ethnic backgrounds who received FPNs was very small in real
terms; and the rates per capita indicated that no more than 10 people in every 10,000
from either Asian, African/Black/Caribbean or other/mixed/multiple ethnic groups
had received an FPN. The difference in rates compared to those from a White
background represented a disparity rate of 1.5 for those from Asian backgrounds and
1.4 for those from African/Black/Caribbean backgrounds. These disparity rates are
lower than the equivalent disparity rate of 1.8 reported for England and Wales.
The socio-demographic profile of those from non-white ethnic groups who received
FPNs did differ somewhat to those for white people. It included a higher proportion
of people who were male and they were younger on average compared to the white
FPN recipients. It was not possible to compare these data to wider population
statistics, although it is known that minority ethnic groups tend to have a younger age
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profile compared to the white majority, which could partially explain the higher rates
of FPNs issued to these groups. There was no evidence that the non-white FPN
recipients were more likely than those from white backgrounds to be living in the
most deprived Scottish communities; indeed those from Asian backgrounds had a
more affluent profile based on the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation. Moreover,
those from white backgrounds were significantly more likely to have a prior criminal
history than the other ethnic groups. Therefore, it seems unlikely that any ethnic
differences in the likelihood of receiving an FPN were due to factors associated with
deprivation or prior police knowledge. The available data does not allow analysis of
any difference in policing practice.
Country of birth was also included in the analysis for this report, on the basis that
evidence shows substantial differences in the experience of the pandemic amongst
migrant groups, especially those from Eastern European backgrounds. Like ethnicity,
the overall profile of FPN recipients was broadly similar to the Scottish population
based on country of origin, with less than one in ten people being born outwith the
UK. However, closer examination revealed that EU-born residents were overrepresented amongst those receiving an FPN, and they were 1.3 times more likely to
be fined than those born in the UK. Again, the numbers were very small and the rate
per capita of FPNs was still less than 10 per 10,000 people amongst those born in the
EU. However, rates based on current population estimates indicated that those born
in Eastern and Central Europe – and particularly the EU2 countries (Bulgaria and
Romania) – were relatively more likely to receive an FPN than those born in the UK. It
is not possible to rule out the possibility that small numbers of people born in these
countries experienced some differential policing practice; however, this would need
to be examined further in the context of wider language difficulties, economic
stressors, cultural factors, demographic profile and other factors that may have
impacted on both willingness and ability to comply with the Regulations during the
initial lockdown.
Like ethnicity, the socio-demographic profile of FPN recipients did vary according to
country of birth. FPN recipients born in non-EU countries were overwhelmingly male,
while the sex profile of UK-born and EU-born recipients was very similar. Those born
in the EU the oldest, on average, while those born in the UK had the lowest peak age
compared to migrant groups. There were considerable ethnic differences according to
country of birth, especially amongst the non-EU born FPN recipients who were most
likely to be from an Asian background. There was little difference between the UKborn, EU-born and non-EU born groups in terms of their Scottish Index of Multiple
Deprivation profile, so any differences in likelihood of receiving an FPN did not
appear to be related to where they were living. However, there was a difference in
terms of criminal history, as only around half of those born outside the UK had a prior
police record, compared to more than four out of five of those born in the UK.
Overall, these findings suggest that the higher rate of FPNs issued amongst those
born in EU countries was not explained by their sex or age profile, their level of
neighbourhood deprivation or their prior criminal history. This supports the earlier
proposal that further investigation would be needed to fully understand these
differences in FPN rates based on migrant status.
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12.3 Comparison of single and repeat FPN recipients

Comparative analysis found both similarities and differences between those who
received only one FPN and those who received two or more. There was no
significant difference in the sex profile of single and repeat FPN recipients. Nor was
there any significant difference between them in terms of their ethnic profile or
country of origin. There was a slight difference between single and repeat FPN
recipients in terms of their deprivation profile, but it did not suggest that living in the
most deprived communities increased the likelihood of receiving multiple tickets.
Those who were issued with more than one FPN were older, on average, than those
who received only one. However, this may well be explained by the fact that repeat
FPN recipients tended to have a longer criminal history than those receiving only one
ticket. In fact, almost half of the repeat FPN recipients had first come to the attention
of the police more than 15 years previously compared to a third of single FPN
recipients. Taking all the available data into account, prior criminal history was the
single most important factor that distinguished between people in terms of their
likelihood of receiving more than one FPN under the Coronavirus Regulations during
the initial wave of the pandemic. This points to a need to better understand the
wider characteristics, behaviours and experiences amongst Scotland’s known offender
population, with a view to identifying better ways of ensuring their adherence to
future public health restrictions.

12.4 Geographical profile of FPN recipients

Seven in ten people who were issued with an FPN committed offences in the West
region of Scotland, although this is higher than expected based on the population size.
Whereas, around two in ten were issued with FPNs in the East and around one in ten
in the North, which was lower than expected based on population size.
Across the thirteen Scottish police divisions, there was significant variation both in
terms of the number of people issued with FPNs and the rate per capita. Three in ten
of all FPN recipients committed offences in Greater Glasgow division, which was the
highest of any single division. Lanarkshire, Argyll & West Dunbartonshire and
Renfrewshire & Inverclyde also had higher than average numbers of FPN recipients.
Dumfries & Galloway and the Lothians & Scottish Borders had the lowest number of
FPN recipients. Only 1.0% of all FPN recipients received tickets in more than one
division, which suggests that there were very few instances where the same
individual travelled across administrative boundaries to commit offences in different
places.
Even taking account of population size, there were still considerable differences in the
rate of people issued with FPNs across divisions and regions, with rates in the West
being considerably higher than those in the East and North. The rate per capita of
people issued with FPNs was still highest in Greater Glasgow, although the difference
in rates between this and other divisions was far lower than the difference in total
numbers. For example, the rate for Greater Glasgow was much more similar to the
rates for Argyll & West Dunbartonshire and Renfrewshire & Inverclyde. The rate of
people issued with an FPN was lowest in the Lothians & Scottish Borders. Although
the rate per capita was still relatively low in Dumfries & Galloway, it was higher than
suggested by the low numbers and similar in scale to Fife and the North East.
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These findings suggest a high degree of ‘localism’ in terms of operational policing
activity that is not explained by population size alone. This could be due to
behavioural differences, variation in the level of public adherence to the Regulations
or specific geographical factors relating to the pandemic (e.g. availability of beauty
spots and tourist attractions). It could also be due to differences in levels of public
reporting or to the level and nature of the policing response to the pandemic in
different areas (especially during the early weeks of lockdown). It is likely that the
geographical differences observed are likely to be due to some combination of all of
these factors, but it was not possible to explore this further using these data.
Comparison of the socio-demographic characteristics of FPN recipients across regions
and divisions suggested some differences in the overall sex and age profile, although
these were not substantial. Neither was there a notable difference in the criminal
history profile of FPN recipients across divisions or regions. The profile of FPN
recipients based on ethnicity and country of birth did vary to some extent across
different divisions, which is likely to reflect regional variations in demographic
characteristics; however, this could not be verified with reference to local population
data as these are not publically available at local authority level.
There were some quite substantial differences in the proportion of all FPN recipients
living in the most deprived communities across divisions (from around a fifth in the
Lothians & Scottish Borders to two thirds in Renfrewshire & Inverclyde); however,
this did tend to vary in line with the general deprivation profile of these areas.
Nevertheless, a few divisions did have a higher than expected percentage of FPN
recipients living in the most deprived communities, including the North East, Highland
& Islands and Dumfries & Galloway divisions (and to a lesser extent Forth Valley,
Tayside and Fife). Again, it is difficult to explain these differential patterns without
further information. They could be indicative of different patterns of policing across
police divisions or they could suggest that levels of compliance with the Regulations
varied within social groups across different Scottish communities.
There was a slightly higher proportion of FPN recipients receiving more than one
ticket in the North region, which was explained by Tayside and Highland & Islands
having the highest overall percentage of repeat FPN recipients (although North East
had one of the lowest). It was noted that the two divisions with the highest
proportion of repeat FPN recipients had very low numbers overall. It is possible that
this may be due to differences in the application of the 4Es amongst police officers
(e.g. lower tolerance levels for repeat offenders) in these divisions, but it is also
possible that this was due to differences in public compliance in these areas. It is
impossible to confirm either of these theories using these data.
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