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1/  Question by the Committee to the Home Office and Department of Transport their reply

“18. Q345 Dr Ladyman—“Our rationale for changing the rules was that it was clear to us that, in certain areas, partnerships had formed which might be minded to look first for a road camera based solution rather than a better and perhaps more cost effective solution.” Please provide details of the evaluation of different techniques for cutting speed-related road deaths and injuries. Please identify those techniques which have been proven to be more effective in reducing speed-related deaths and injuries than speed cameras. Please include details of cost-benefit analysis to identify which techniques provide the greatest value for money in reducing road deaths and injuries; and a comparison of results from speed cameras and other techniques……………….

Answer:

Traffic Authorities have a wide range of measures at their disposal to achieve appropriate vehicle speeds

and they are best placed to decide the most suitable approach at a particular location. This will depend on

local needs and considerations, which would include the nature of the problem, the speed limit in force and

whether the road is in an urban or rural area.

Research has shown certain measures to be effective in reducing vehicle speeds in particular situations.

For example, whilst traffic calming has proved highly effective at reducing vehicle speeds and accidents on

urban residential streets, it is not appropriate on strategic roads and these measures have also so far proved

ineffective in rural locations. Meanwhile, vehicle activated signs have proven particularly effective when

used to warn drivers of approaching hazards on rural roads. They are also generally used to tackle

inappropriate speeds (i.e. for the conditions or location), whereas safety cameras, for example, are used to

tackle excessive speed (i.e. over the posted speed limit).

For the reasons set out above it is difficult to undertake a direct comparison of the effectiveness of speed reduction measures. Furthermore whilst a number of techniques have been individually evaluated over recent years, these assessments have not generally looked at value for money or cost benefit matters. In order to do (sic) make any attempt at a meaningful comparison it is necessary to compare like with like. It is not therefore possible to compare the effectiveness of a national programme, such as the national safety camera programme, with a 20 mph zone or vehicle activated sign.” 

Comment

1/ It is astonishing that this response by the Home Office and DfT failed even to mention TRL 548, which the DfT itself published in 2002. It is all the more astonishing given that TRL 548 gives approximate cost figures and detailed accident reduction data for 60+ of sites, allowing direct comparison with well documented speed camera cost/benefit figures.

2/ Given that the cost benefits of flashing signs are orders of magnitude greater than cameras provide, the problems of precise comparison are irrelevant - who cares whether it is 100, 50 or only 30 times better? 

 3/ It is at least possible that the Home Office and DfT arrived at their otherwise inexplicable cost figure of £7,000 pa for cameras by deducting fine income in that year from the installation and operating cost. To do so would surely be the economics of the mad-house, given that what matters is the total amount of public money wasted, not whether it comes from income or other taxes or from the penalty system that is, as statisticians have noticed, little different from an involuntary lottery with negative prizes. The pretence that wasting fine income is somehow different from wasting tax income is not acceptable.

Appendix 2, copied from the Report EV 157

Home Office and DfT reply giving comparisons of cost effectiveness

Speed camera: Bicester, Oxfordshire
Fixed, urban single carriageway road Implementation date: March 1994
                           Accidents           Casualties        85th percentile
                         (pia in 5 years)      (5 years)        speeds (mph)
Before                    29                               37             35
After                       18                               21             33
Reduction               11                               16               2
                                 2 .2 per annum          3.2 per annum
                                                           Average (all

                                                           Severities) value     Implementation                 First Year

PIA reduction                                     of prevention*           cost                           Rate of Return                                                   (a)                                                               (b)                         (c)                           (a) x (b)/(c)
2.2 per annum                                      £41,240               £7,000                              12 x cost
* the estimated average accident prevention savings for accidents and casualties (all severities) from the implementation year in question.
------------------------------------------------------------------------


Vehicle activated signs Felthorpe, Norfolk
Rural crossroads Implementation date: February 1998
                                                        Accidents        Casualties        85th percentile
                                                  (pia in 5 years)                              speeds (mph)
Before                                                                                              51.4 southern arm
                                                    31 in 10 years        --------           44.3 northern arm
After                                                                                                45.3 southern arm
                                                      0 in 3 years          ---------          41.4 northern arm
Reduction                                                                                          6.1 mph
                                                     3.1 per annum                              2.9 mph


                                                           Average (all

                                                           severities) value     Implementation                 First Year

PIA reduction                                     of prevention*           cost                           Rate of Return                                                   (a)                                                               (b)                         (c)                           (a) x (b)/(c)

3.1 per annum                                    £48,100                  £14, 000                      =   10.6 x cost
* the estimated average accident prevention savings for accidents and casualties (all severities) from the implementation year in question.
------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix 3 Extracted from TRL 548 published by the DfT
                                                             Fall %

Table   Sites    Type of Sign                  KSI         All                Notes

 9          19   Speed roundel signs            60%       58%         (KSI  =10.4 before, 4.16 after)

10           5   Junct and Bend signs          36%        26%        (KSI = 3.5 before,  2.24 after)

11           3   Speed camera  + sign*        25%*       39%       (KSI – 1.4 before, 0.8 after)

* camera + flashing camera sign

7 Summary and conclusions

A full-scale trial of the effectiveness of vehicle-activated signs in reducing speeds and accidents has been undertaken. The signs display a simple message relating to road conditions (presence of bends, junctions or speed requirements) to specific drivers, i.e. those exceeding a particular threshold speed. Four types of sign have been studied:

_ speed limit roundel (just inside the speed limit terminal signs) - mainly village sites;

_ bend warning;

_ junction warning;

_ safety camera repeater sign (displaying camera logo);

mainly on rural single carriageway roads, and were situated in Norfolk, Kent, West Sussex and Wiltshire.


7.1 Effect on speeds and accidents

At the speed limit roundel signs, mean speeds of the traffic as a whole were reduced by an average of 3-9mph, the higher reductions being where the speed limit had also been reduced by 10mph (Table 12). The average reduction in mean speed where there had been no change in the speed limit was 4mph.

The junction and bend warning signs reduced mean speeds by up to 7mph, and the safety camera repeater signs yielded a reduction of up to 4mph. Speeds exceeding the limit were also reduced, with the reductions tending to be greater at the roundel signs (Table 13).

There has been a statistically significant one-third reduction in accidents across all of the Norfolk sites combined when compared with the number of accidents that would have been expected without the signs. Safety camera repeater signs appear to give small additional accident reductions over safety cameras alone.

7.3 Conclusions

_ Clearly, drivers can be influenced to reduce speed when they are specifically targeted, with fixed signs alone likely to have less effect.

_ Vehicle-activated signs appear to be very effective in reducing speeds; in particular, they are capable of reducing the number of drivers who exceed the speed limit and who contribute disproportionately to the accident risk, without the need for enforcement such as safety cameras.

_ Vehicle-activated signs can be operated at thresholds well below normal police enforcement levels.

_ There is no evidence that in time, drivers become less responsive to the signs, even over three years.

_ Operating costs are also low.

_ In this study, a substantial accident reduction has been demonstrated.

Appendix 4 – Loss of Trend in Fatality Reduction During Speed camera era
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Appendix 5 – Reality and Spin - Sussex
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from 88 to 100 to 105 to 114


Just one example of the complacency and misrepresentation all too common amongst Speed Camera Partnerships: compare the dreadful fatality and serious injury trends in Sussex with the spin applied by Lt. Col. Pemberton when speaking to your Committee:


Lt Col Tex Pemberton, Cabinet Member, Highways and Transport, Sussex

Q251Lt Col Pemberton: Yes, I think it has. Could I also add that West Sussex County Council is the lead authority of the Sussex Safety Camera Partnership which is East and West Sussex, Brighton and Hove…… I think that roads policing has been given a higher priority in the Sussex area, in West Sussex in particular. I have to be able to stand up on this question of perception of revenue raising or casualty reduction and say to my council and the people of West Sussex that they have my guarantee, as I approved the site selection and the site installation, that it is only for casualty reduction, and we have had some very significant success…………...

..75% of the people of West Sussex accept that it is casualty reduction because we make frequent communication with them and we are showing them the statistics, and then leaving them open to challenge of course. 


Mr, Thornton : A major part of our success in selling cameras to local people is our publicity is wherever you see a camera someone has been killed or seriously injured, and in general that is the way we have been able to gain community support.

 Lt Col Pemberton: I support that view, if I may…….. Local authorities are at the coal face of casualty reduction. Just as an assurance, we are very alert to what is happening in terms of technology and we never stop looking, given the budgets, at improvements to bring those casualties down.” End quote

In reality, deaths from 2002 in Sussex have risen from 88 to 100 to 107 to 114 – compared to a consistent and routine fall across the country from the late 1960s to mid 1990s.

Supplement dated 22 Nov 06
 
Speed camera partnerships and police forces routinely announce casualty reductions on their routes and sites in percentage terms ( perhaps to hide the reality that as these sites and routes represent no more than 3% or so of our roads, the numbers are very small) In their answer to the Committee however they Home Office and DfT chose not to quote percentages, but numbers - an average reduction of 2,2 casualty accidents pa at the speed camera site, and 3.1 accidents pa at the flashing sign site.
 
The reason they dared not quote the usual percentage figures becomes obvious the moment we assess them the fall at camera sites was down 2.2 from 5.8, a reduction of 40% - but at the flashing sign down 3.1 from 3.1 a 100% fall! On that basis of 100% to 40%, the greater benefit of cameras is not the 1.4 to 1 used to calculate the cost benefit comparison, but 2.5 to 1.
 
 But even that is not all - the choice in the first place of a flashing sign site averaging only 3.1 accidents a year compared to 5.8 for the camera site, inherently limited the potential benefit of signs to 3.1 per annum. In other words, had the flashing sign site previously suffered the same 5.8 accidents pa, it probable that the fall in accidents would have been significantly more than 3,1 and possibly as high as 5.8.
 

Summary
 
These figures suggest that whoever produced them and authorised their release had decided the answer (greater cost effectiveness for cameras) in advance, and worked backwards to the data from TRL548 to achieve it. This was done by:
 
(a)    using figures from only one site of each type (despite their being statistically meaningless, and because average figures for all 62 sites could not be changed)
 
(b)   choosing a camera site with double the prior accident rate of the flashing sign site (as above) 
 
(c)    using numbers not percentages for accident reductions.
 
(d)   (perhaps) skewing the results further by combining notional and subjective values of reductions in three types of accidents without specifying the mix.
 
(e)    using cost figures only for the first year of implementation, thus skewing the answer heavily in favour of cameras by excluding their very high running costs in subsequent years.
 
(f)     providing, without detail or explanation, self-evidently ludicrous cost comparisons showing that flashing signs cost twice as much as speed cameras.
 
(g)    giving a first year cost of 7,000 for a speed camera, so far below widely known installation costs of 30,000 to 50,000 and annual running costs of 30,000 or so that there seem to be only two logical explanations - either a misplaced decimal point or that income from speeding fines having been deducted from the true costs without this having been stated - and as if there is somehow a moral or economic difference between taxes and fines.
 
Idris Francis  22 Nov 06
