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Summary

CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) welcorhescontinued commitment to reduce the toll of
preventable deaths and injures on Britain’s roatfs particular the new rate based target for rigks
people walking and cycling shows the green shdioésmouch needed fresh approach.

We do not feel the draft strategy delivers on thie biggest issues — tackling traffic intimidationda
joining up safety up with other transport goals;tsas tackling climate change and obesity as veell a
improving the natural environment, in order fotdtplay its part irDelivering a Sustainable Transport
System (DaSTS)

CPRE would like the headline vision to focus spealfy on where Britain has been least successful
compared to other countries: making people feel lzmdhe safest in the world when choosing active
modes of travel.

Legal liability for dangerous road use needs tafended to give greater protection to vulneraldel ro
users. Criminal liability should be based on thgeotive standards of the driving test not a fictib
‘careful and competent driver’, while there shobila presumption in favour of civil compensation fo
personal injuries suffered by vulnerable road usemslved in collisions.

The strategy is urban focused and is not ruralfecho There is a fatalistic assumption that eveeyion
rural areas drives and indeed the word ‘villaget, dlone the need to reduce speeds in them, is not
mentioned anywhere in the strategy.

A shift in thinking from the three ‘Es’ of Enginéeg, Education and Enforcement to the three ‘Ps’ of
Place-making, Promotion (of modes that cause lasgat) and Prevention (of injuries and intimidalfio
is needed for a more balanced approach.

The decision not to reduce the national speed flimih 60 mph to 50 mph failed to consider relevant
considerations and is unlawful. This issue mustdiesidered afresh on a wider basis than purpotting
balance an attempted monetarisation of journeystiamel road deaths.

Britain needs to follow the success of the systepproach used in best performing continental
countries, in particular by adopting a road higmgrthrough which there is clearer definition of doa
type functions and speed limits rather than locsdliyand inconsistent speed limits.

As part of a road hierarchy, we need to move towagresumption of 20 mph being the default in
towns and villages and 40 mph on minor rural roaflkis should be combined with a reduction in the
clutter of signing and lining so that these mixemyity networks function more as shared spacen tha
simply conduits for vehicles.



Introduction

CPRE was founded in 1926 and seeks to promotedaetyy tranquillity and diversity of rural Englabsg
encouraging the sustainable use of land and oterral resources in town and country. CPRE has ove
60,000 supporters, over 2000 affiliated parish cdsrand branches in every county in England.

CPRE has been a leading voice for safer countrgsréar decades. In particular we have highlightesl
hidden issue of traffic intimidation that means mgeople do not feel safe walking, cycling or rglian
country lanes. OuRural Traffic Fear Surveyn 1999 showed the extent of the problems in rarahs and
formed the basis of our response to the consuftatio the current Road Safety Strategy. Our Agink
Piece on Traffic Signs Policy and Speed Limit Sggnexamines the opportunities in the Department for
Transport’s (DfT) Traffic Signs Policy Review tckmaspeed limit reduction and simplification forward

Our 2026 Vision for the Countrysidevhich sets out how we would like to see the couside in our
centenary year, calls for more walking and cychngl an end to ‘hypermobility’. We are partTake Action

on Active Travelan alliance of over one hundred organisationéngalor policy changes to increase levels
of walking and cycling. We therefore very much eaghe this opportunity to comment on the DfT's new
vision to make Britain’s roads the safest in theldio

Response to Consultation Questions

1. Do you agree that our vision for road safetyudtdde to have the safest roads in the world?
(Chapter 3)
No. At first glance, this headline sounds so d#aesind uncontroversial that few would disagremdeed
consider what it really means. There is a risk ithaill mean different things to different peo@ad that
this will mask deeper disagreements and realismtabade-offs and financial costs. We believe that
proposed headline for the new strategy is flawetbivaili hinder Delivering a Sustainable Transport System

Paragraphs 2.10-2.11 show comparative data reltinepd deaths per capita and so it seems thenvisin
fact intended to mean that the UK should havedhes$t road deaths per capita of any country. Ao
guestion 4 sets out four suggested targets, nombich are said to be more important than the other
implied focus in this headline could mean thatftrst relating to the total number of deaths efifeadty
becomes the primary target.

Actual safety versus collision statistics

The first problem with such a vision is that havthg lowest road death rate is not synonymous kathng
the safest roads. Aroad may have a low Kille8eniously Injured ('KSI') rate because people ape t
scared to walk or cycle on it. The suggestionHgyRarliamentary Advisory Council for Transportebaf
‘the safest roads in the world... for all classesoaid users’ has merit but does not tackle the $sye of
traffic intimidation.

Roads, vehicles and people

The focus on ‘the safest roads’ does not diststgbetween the safety of the roads, the vehiclédtan
road users or to propose a systems approach fsutidation of looking at all three to tackle riskdor
does it identify the source of road danger anccati® responsibility equitably: cycling and walkimgy
appear from KSI statistics to be dangerous anteloomparatively safe but the former modes cause
negligible danger to other road users in sharprastto lorries.

Urban safety masking rural danger

A further problem, and particular concern for CPRBEhat improvements on urban roads could mask
continuing danger on rural roads. Although thatetyy notes that 63% of deaths occur on rural rdsats
carry only 40% of traffic, for non-motorised roaskus the problem is far worse: cycling is threeesriess
safe on rural roads than urban roads, for example.

We believe that an overemphasis on reducing thébeuwf overall road deaths could lead to resoubegasy
focused at the expense of local transport in rar@hs. For example, the Benefit Cost Ratio (BAR) o
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providing crash barriers along a trunk road mayeapigher than providing a footway or loweringeghe
limits to provide a safe route to school or a ko .s In order to provide the DaSTS goal of equalit
opportunity, however, there must be a minimum |l@fedafety for all road users and regard must lgedsa
to whether the danger is caused or not by the usats at particular risk of death or injury. Timsans the
need to balance maximising BCRs against overaitydit or rather a utilitarian versus a rights-bds
approach, taking account of the right to life unéigicle 2 of theEuropean Convention on Human Rights.

Focusing action where it is needed most

Although the United Kingdom is one of the best parfers in the world for its overall road death rate
indeed the best for motor vehicle occupants, tlasks worse performance for death rates for vulherab
groups such as children and types of road useasalalking and cycling. In addition besides thgcive
issue of levels of actual safety (road dangerjHese groups and modes, there is the subjectivegonoof
lack perceived safety (traffic intimidation). Bgrae measurements, such as risk exposure per ban u
cycling is not particularly more dangerous thankivey but far fewer people feel safe enough to cycle

As a society we are far more tolerant of individiwd deaths that kill more people per year thdrorair
crashes that are what grab the headlines. Buteitidileaths caused by our unsustainable trangysters,
such as from air pollution and obesity due to latkpportunities for physically active travel, aeen
higher than all direct transport deaths combing&debalancing of road safety policy is therefor@li

We feel therefore that the vision should focustenareas where the UK's performance is not upraicic
to signal to those working in road safety and beyttrat a different approach is needed. We wolddetiore
like the vision to make people feel and be thestafethe world when choosing active modes of trave

2. Do you agree that we should define a strategwying over twenty years to 2030, but with review
points after five and ten years? (Chapter 3)
Yes, we agree with having a twenty year stratedk vaview points at five year periods. Given the
relationship between KSI and motor traffic flowsjgpthe acknowledgement BaSTSof the dangers of
predicting the future by extrapolating past trekdsre should be consideration at the review pahts
ratcheting up the targets if motor traffic growtases.

However, there need to be milestones at the rep@nts to encourage progress and the piloting of ne
ideas. We would like a review of default speedtbrfor built up areas and minor rural roads atrthgew
points, to see if 20 mph could be made the defautoads subject to a system of street lights4hchph
the default for minor rural roads without mediarrkimags. This could be in the context of a movedods a
road hierarchy, along the lines of the Dutch apginoa

A review of the changes to bad driving offences enlaglthe Road Safety Act 2006, that entered intoefin
2008 should be carried out by 2013 in order thgtcdmanges could be in force by 2015. Similarly¢he
should be reviews as to whether Intelligent Spedapfation should be mandatory for new vehicles,iaind
so when.

3. Do you agree that our targets should be to reduc
» road deaths by at least 33 per cent by 2020 conapi@r¢he baseline of the 2004-08 average
number of road deaths;
No, we believe that the target should be set highdd%. As the background reseamaport conducted for
the strategy concluded, these targets could bemitieexisting measures. As explained later, wé theere is
a need for changes to policy based on a systemeagip including changes to national speed limits a
driver liability, and these would reduce road dedtither.
» the annual total of serious injuries on our roags2A®20 by at least 33 per cent;

As above

Broughton,Post 2010 Casualty ForecastingfT, 2009



» the annual total of road deaths and serious injsii@ children and young people (aged 0-17) by at
least 50 per cent against a baseline of the 2004\@8age by 2020;
For similar reasons we believe that there should bigher target.
* Dby at least 50 per cent by 2020 the rat&kSI| per km travelled by pedestrians and cyclists
compared with the 2004—-08 average? (Chapter 8)
We believe that the target should be disaggregaiel that risks for those walking and cycling are
considered separately as there are different fatoolved. TheSafety in Number009) research by
CTC, the national cycling organisation, cites emciethat the risk to individuals cycling is redudsd35-
40% as distanced cycled doubles. We believe ticatases in cycling by 2020 alone should be séfiidio
halve the risk and that general road safety measimeuld decrease the risk further. Given the fered
particular emphasis on improving conditions forloyg; as its modal share is far lower than complarab
European countries, we feel a stretch target of WaMld be appropriate.

There needs to be a target to reduce traffic idtatmon,. Partly due to the lack of a baselinedtsid because
this is a social justice issue it is appropriagg uch a target is based on absolute proportasheirthan
relative improvements. We would like to see adgtnf 66% of people feeling safe walking and cyglom
roads in their local area (about five miles fromenénthey live) by 2020. This would not mean thegato
feel safe on every road within five miles of theame but rather they feel safe walking and cyclotpcal
shops, services and schools and accessing thabhatwironment.

Following Dutch best practice, we feel there neele targets to hasten the conversion of residentas
to 20 mph or lower (e.g. Home Zones) and minorimaads to 40 mph or lower (e.g. Quiet Lanes).

4. We are proposing a set of indicators in order téphss to monitor performance (Appendix A). Do
you believe these cover the right areas? (Chapter 8
There needs to be more clarity as to how the indlisaand indeed targets, fit in with tbaSTSchallenge
matrix.

In relation to target 8, 'Number of people killedroad collisions on rural roads’, we would prefesee this
extended to include serious injuries as a betthcator of risk.

In relation to target 12, 'Proportion of vehicles@eding speed limits', we think the emphasis shbalon
the drivers not the vehicles and the metric shbeldn the proportion of kilometres driven, for whibe
driver was exceeding the speed limit for their e&hiwhich may of course be less than the posteddsp
limit.

We would like to see the following new indicators:

» Proportion of residential roads covered by 20 mplower speed limit;

* Proportion of minor rural roads (C and Unclassifiedvered by 40 mph or lower speed limit;

* Proportion of single carriageway roads with 50 @m&ph speed limit with facilities for walking and
cycling;

» Proportion of people feeling safe cycling and wadkin their local area;

» Proportion of trips under five miles (including tfiest part of multi-modal trips to public transpor
made by active modes; and

»  Amount of signing and lining per metre in new timfchemes.

Data for the coverage of road lengths by diffesgrged limits would be simple to collect where Giads
available. In relation to the indicator for theportion of people feeling safe walking and cycliag
separate indicator for vulnerable groups, for eXampople with a disability, school children andesly,
would be useful. Such intimidation targets wouddphdeal with the lack of detailed walking and aygl
data at the local authority level as they woulcehsier to collect such as through wider ‘omnibusveys,
such as those carried out for perceptions of sébetlyips to and on public transport.



5. We have identified a number of factors that affgct our ability to deliver road safety
improvements in the future world we are planningBo you think we have taken account of the key
risks and opportunities? Are there others you wadd? (Chapter 3)

Although stakeholders may say that it is 'likelgittlve will be living in a more carbon-constraineorid’,

this is now a legal fact following the enactmenthad Climate Change Act 2008 and its 2050 target @it

of at least 80%. There is a strong likelihood tabon budgets will decrease: Government poli¢grishe

aviation sector's emissions to not be reduced belovent levels, such that other sectors will neecduce

by 90%, while post-2005 science is showing evempeéeeuts are needed than those that have currently

proposed by the Climate Change Committee.

We do not believe that sufficient weight has beieemyto the synergies between reducing road daanugbr
carbon emissions, such as by lowering speed linitscreasing modal shift to active modes. The'®fT
Low Carbon Transport: A Greener Futusebased on an overall target of cutting emissin34% by 2020,
with domestic transport contributing a cut of 14#owever, if there an international agreement at th
Copenhagen summit this December, the stretch tafgi% by 2020 will apply and transport will neted
contribute a proportionately greater reduction.

The 'greater demand for road travel for leisurgpses' is likely to include active travel such aking,
cycling and riding on rural roads, as people takeenshort breaks in the countryside, so shouldaot
thought of in terms of more motor traffic alone.

There needs to be emphasis on the increase inypbasited health problems and the need for a chepge
in levels of active travel. Even the Mayor of Lamé proposal to increase cycling by 400% by 2086Id
only result in a modal shift of 3% of trips to cyd, which is unlikely to change the obesity ragenfiore
than a few per cent.

6. We think that the key challenge for road sdfi@iyn 2010 is better and more systematic delivery,
rather than major policy changes. Do you agree?gabr 4)
No, we disagree strongly.

Missing from the draft strategy is a true systepaach. IrEnding the Scandal of Complacency: Road
Safety beyond 2013@009), the Transport Select Committee noted that:
‘The systems approach to road safety, now adopteddebNetherlands, Sweden and elsewhere is
different to that pursued by the UK. We believattihis time for the UK to move towards this more
fundamental approach which is accepted for otlaersport modes.’

Although the explanation of systems approach adidpyehe Dutch in theiBustainable Safetyision has
been cut and pasted into a box in the consultati®principles have not been incorporated or @agons
given why, despite all the evidence, this appradauld not be followed. The key element of theeays
approach is a road hierarchy and the research cssiuned by the DfT in relation to rural roAdressed
the need for such a hierarchy.

Rural road hierarchy

CPRE has long campaigned for a rural road hieraacladysecured a change to the Transport Act 2000 to
require a review of what changes would be needa@trmduce one. Section 269 of that Act definesral
road hierarchy as: 'a system under which rurals@ad categorised by a local traffic authority (&ference
to the ways in which they are used) for the purpadssibjecting different categories of rural rosmls
different speed limits.'

The introduction of a road hierarchy would not reseeily need primary legislation as it could beiedrout
as part of the Traffic Signs Policy Review. Werah see major expenditure as being necessary for a
hierarchy, indeed it could save money by redudmegrieed when lowering speed limits for signagdelut
We do not think it appropriate for significant fung for junction upgrades etc. on higher qualitsds: this
would be likely to induce new motor traffic and ithiey increase road danger, whereas the alternattive

2 D Lynam,Rural Road Safety — Policy OptigfiRL Ltd: PPR 200, 2007



funding sustainable transport, whether new shaseduays for non-motorised users along the busiest r
roads or reopening railways, would reduce motdfitreevels and hence road danger.

Essex County Council has already adopted rural hea@drchy principles into its second Local Transpo
Plan. This includes not just different speed kintitit also the issues of maintenance, winter srvic
development control and even some freight routshgwing how road safety issues can be considered
outside the usual silo approach. We believe tpaseiples should be adopted nationally.

Driver liability
Primary legislation would be required for much restdeform to driver liability in the civil and crimal

courts. The Road Safety Act 2006 introduced ndencks for culpable road deaths such that our
jurisdiction now has at least seven, surely moam tiny other jurisdiction and such that criminatige
professionals, not to mention lay assessors of factmagistrates and jurors, are likely to becoofused
by alternative counts.

Although we believe it too early to judge the impafcthe 2006 Act, as the relevant provisions cam
force in 2008, we have serious concerns aboutubedive nature of the tests for careless and elang
driving. Rather than the current quasi-subjectibgt based on falling below or far below the statidd a
competent and careful driver (leading to the assesy fact thinking 'there but for the grace ofd3@o"),
we would rather see an objective negligence basddistinguishing between driving faults and@esior
dangerous faults on the same basis as the drigstgthe labelling of frequently lethal driving s as
‘careless’ rather than ‘dangerous’ does not makeese The changes should be reviewed by 2013dw all
new legislation to come into force by 2015.

The system of civil compensation for personal igisicaused by road traffic incidents for vulneratblzd
users in England is one of the least favourableuropé. Although other jurisdictions treat the problemsi
number of different ways, a minimum entitlementvyamerable road users such as 50% of personalyinju
damages would be appropriate. Such an presumiad be rebutted if there was gross negligencénen
part of the VRU, unless the VRU is disabled, actbil elderly in which case it would be automaflthese
changes to liability would help deal with concetimat representatives of vulnerable road users have
expressed about shared spaces and surfaces, @sweliding out a message about appropriate séeued
spaces and minor rural roads.

7. This consultation document sets out the cuegittence on the key road safety challenges. Do
you agree with our analysis? Would you highlighy athers? (Chapter 2)
We believe that speed should be the first facttedi and not the last, as it is internationallyr@meidedged to
be the critical factor for road deaths. Besidesomtraffic flows, speed is also the main factar tiaffic
intimidation, community severance and reducing top of the hierarchy of measutésr improving
conditions for walking and cycling.

As explained in response to question 1, we belieattraffic intimidation is the biggest issue and
therefore needs to feature as the centrepiecexafision. The measure proposed to tackle intinodan

the strategy is the roll out of 20 mph in residalrdireas but there is limited evidence that 20 eggtes let
alone unenforced speed limits are effectindncreasing walking and cycling rates. CPRE(gal Traffic
Fear Surveyn 1999 showed that 66 per cent of people fettdtened some or all of the time when walking,
cycling or riding on country lanes. The compardigare for main rural roads, which often make no
provision for non-motorised users, would be fahleig The strategy proposes next to nothing to wéhl
traffic intimidation in rural areas.

In the Netherlands, Regional Traffic Enforcemerdarie have since 2005 used the subjective feelingtof
being safe as a key determinant of where to daeftircement activify While in Copenhagen the

Groutel,The Compensation of 'Vulnerable' Road-accidenira&tAcademy of European Law, Trier, 2001
See for example the DfT publicatioM&nual for Street$2007) andCycle Infrastructure Desig(2008)
Para. 2.20 in Greater London AssemBlisaking Point: 20 mph speed limits in Lond@®09

SWOV (Dutch Road Safety Instituté&actsheet on Police Enforcement & Driving SpezaD8
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perception of danger when cycling is used as gpkefprmance indicatdr This type of indicator may be
subjective and less clear-cut than KSI rates histjitst as important. Consideration of traffitinmdation
and means to reduce it must be mainstreamed in ptiiey areas, such as Crime & Disorder Strategies
Planning Policy Statements and development doclenent

Locational issues

There are increasing numbers of people drivingpenUK, whether living here, driving for work or jus
visiting, who learnt to drive abroad. Some datavshdisproportionate risks involving drivers wharet to
drive in other countriésdisproportionate risks for minority ethnic vulabte road usetand
disproportionate contraventions by foreign regisdereight operatotS However, there is also the problem
of people learning to drive in urban areas theningto rural areas (and vice versa) but being fixssliar
with different road conditions. As globalisatiomdamovement of people increases these issuekalg b
become ever more important.

8. We are proposing a number of measures to suppertfiiectiveness of the road safety

profession. Do you think they will be effective?at\ise might need to be done? (Chapter 4)
There is no single 'road safety profession' bdttenaa range of professionals whose work impingesad
safety. To complicate matters further, local atithes are increasingly using outside consultantddsign
schemes, draft policy and carry out road safetytewd heir lack of local knowledge can lead toess
caution in designing highway layouts and reluctandenplement innovative or even up-to-date measure

We welcome the approach suggested in the DNEisual for Streetséo move away from road safety audits
to more holistic quality audits for lightly trafked streets (by this we assume streets with lovegontraffic
flows) and for urban designers to have a greaterthan (motor) traffic engineers. Such a chasge i
essential if we are to move from a ‘one size fifd@a context sensitive place-making approattowever,
although the consultation proposes “moving awaynfeo'silo-based’ approach that looks at engineering
enforcement and education separately” it fails twentowards a sustainable transport system apptbath
seeks a range of transport goals, for example nsifhlas opposed to just casualty reduction.

There needs to be much better joined-up workingelkas a step-change in standards so that saiety a
other schemes improve rather than detract fronetsitepe and landscape or indeed improve convenience
rather than just provide facilities for non-motedsusers. The quality of schemes on rural roadan
provision for cycling is often poor: making cyctaining up to level 3 of the national standard calspry

for road safety professionals would be usefulhdligh there is considerable guidance for cycling, t
guidance for rural roads is limited to examples @buple of schemes of variable quality and wenate
confident that the current DfT Rural Road Safetyridastration Projects will change this.

9. Do you agree that an independent annual reponioad safety performance, created on an
annual basis, would be a worthwhile innovation? &@ter 4)
Yes, this would be a helpful focus.

10. Do you agree that the Road Safety Delivery 8sapuld be tasked with holding Government
and other stakeholders to account on the implentientaf a new national road safety plan?
(Chapter 8)
Yes, but there must be consultation on a drafonatiroad safety plan rather than using respoistsst
consultation without a further opportunity to cormhea long-term vision is different to an actuaml

” City of CopenhagerCopenhagen City of Cyclists: Bicycle Acco@®)6

Research by London Councils suggest a collisglnthree times higher for foreign drivers: The €srForeign
drivers face £900 roadside fines to halt rise ingtres6 March 2009

®  Transport for LondorRoad Safety of London’s Black and Asian Minorityriit Groups 2008

10 Daily TelegraphForeign lorries eight times more dangerous thartighi trucks 21 September 2008



11. Do you agree that highway authorities reviewémgl, where appropriate, reducing speed limits

on single carriageway roads will be an effectiveywf addressing the casualty problem on rural

roads? Are there other ways in which the safetyia roads can be improved? (Chapter 5)
No, we disagree strongly. Indeed the consultaioeady states that ‘progress has generally beesloov
and too patchy’ (para. 5.29), so the proposedisolaif tinkering with guidance to offer a bit more
encouragement to local authorities to consider fongespeed limit is simply not credible. The laafkany
duty to carry out speed limit reviews and the greptessure on local authority finances meanssietd
limits across the country will become even moregigeal and inconsistent. Besides covering the
countryside with repeater signs, this is likelydwer respect for and compliance with speed limits.

Similarly the call made a decade ago in the cumead safety strategy for 30 mph to be the maxirspeed
limit in villages is still being ignored by manydal authorities. The lack of any consideratiohef needs
of villages, in fact the word ‘village’ does notesvfeature in the strategy, is a major concerCioRE. The
emphasis in paragraph 5.24 on established measugksas road markings is also concern and there is
major need for better guidance on more subtle rmeaghat do not clutter the countryside.

National Speed Limit

The decision not to reduce the national speed fionitural single carriageways from 60 mph to 5thnnas
made on the basis that the wide distribution dsrien rural roads and the large economic costs from
increased journey times makes a ‘blanket appraaappropriate. A Freedom of Information Act reques
made by CPRE revealed that the decision failedtsider a number of legally relevant considerations
rendering the decision unlawful . For the reasmiout below we believe this decision to be simgsly
flawed that the DfT must consider the reductiorsiirwith an open mind. In particular:

i) There was no assessment as to what proportioradénmight have speed limits reducedat
least what ranges of figures. We note that EuroR2B09 assessment suggested that 60% of A
roads were not safe, although this ignored sasstyds for non-motorised users so the actual
figure could be even higher;

i) There was no assessment of the cost of sigreagered by local speed limits as opposed to a
lower national speed limit or of the resulting nigavisual impact on the natural environment
and_higher risk of collision with roadside objects

iii) There was no assessment of the benefits of a ieduotnoise

iv) There was no assessment of the risk of displaceafi¢rgffic onto minor roads from A and B
roads where the speed limit had only been loweretthe latter;

V) There was no assessment of reduction in commueitgranceor modal shift particularly
towards active modes, and resulting physical feesefits;

Vi) There was no assessment of the potential of lopegdslimits lead to reduce the proportion of

powerful and inefficient motor vehicles

vii) There was no assessment to changes in land usérneemnd reducing the need to travel,
particularly by car, based on the impact on lovperes! limits and the impact on travel time
budgets;

viii)  There was no assessment of increased journeyiligfialhether due to more constant speeds or
a lower risk of being delayed by crashes;

iX) The decision that journey time benefits from exaess unsafe speedsthin the speed limit
(which could constitute an offence of carelessioonsiderate driving) should be valued unlike
speeds over the speed limit was perverse and cpibdrgublic policy; and

X) Climate changealculations did not take account of the abovesdere defective;

We believe that a comprehensive assessment ofiluyvre national speed limit to 50 mph, retaining
discretion for local authorities to keep their saf@ads at 60 mph, would show a range of Benefst C
Ratios, based on the latest refreshed NATA, thahaher than the current proposal. But there raisst be
consideration of the wider policy fit of such a nga, not just with the five DaSTS goals but als® th
overarching requirement in ti@imate Change Supplement to PR8lreduce the need to travel, especially
by car’. This is not to say that a decision caudder be made on the basis of valuing time saahgse
every other objective, contrary to DaSTS or indéwdSecretary of State’s effective acknowledgeréttie
limits to time savings due to the data on travektbudgets. But it would require very careful ceaisg.



Minor rural roads

In New Directions in Speed Managem&@01) the then Department for the Environmerdan$port and the
Regions stated that: 'The one aspect of the natspesd limit system that comes in for most cistciis the
notion that 60 mph is a reasonable maximum speeontry lanes." Far from doing anything to adslres
this problem, the proposal will make it worse. Toeus on A and B roads will lead increasinglyhe t
situation where main roads have lower speed lithaa minor roads, typically C and Unclassified mad
which already have almost twice the number of @asts major rural roads

We are very concerned that this will lead to diiarof traffic onto minor roads to take advantagigher
speed limits, whether for pleasure or due to thiefoaat journey times will be less. This is teact
opposite of what systems approaches to safety taghieve in moving motor traffic off the minor tba
network onto higher tier roads with better safetyords. There seems to have been no assessntieat of
probable displacement impacts of the changing eédpimits on A and B roads without changes to dpee
limits on minor roads. The mapping of risks orafuk roads may lead to further displacement ontaomi
roads, even if these are less safe for vehiclepzous.

Non-motorised users

Risk mapping shows risks for overall traffic, predoantly motor traffic, and not for people walking
cycling. Aroad that appears ‘low risk’ may in fgose high risks for non-motorised users who want
travel along or cross it, not to mention be intiatidg for them. The data on rural roads in thesotiation

is entirely motor-centric, despite the popularitymalking, cycling and riding on country lanes. €Tiisk of
fatalities to car occupants of two vehicles tramgllat 40 mph colliding head on is just 15%, biguth a car
collides with a non-motorised user, the survivée iia for the latter is just 15%.

According to Lynam (supra) ‘for the very large netkwof minor roads, engineering and enforcement
programmes are very expensive, and many driversgpéon and use of these roads is inconsisteht wit
their design and their usage by more vulnerabld usars’. While CPRE would like to see a 40 mpesp
limit on minor rural roads to be introduced by implenting Dutch style 40 mph zones, there is clearly
need for modification of drivers’ perceptions oésle roads, in particular the need to share spabenam-
motorised users, through a national public edunatampaign.

For busier roads, where there is limited potemtiaeduce motor traffic flows and speeds, theeeriged to
provide convenient facilities for non-motorised nssesuch as shared paths. This is a key element of
continental systems approaches to road safetyteRaouith the highest potential, e.g. linking vikegto
towns or more specifically to schools, stationsuee and employment, should be the priority at fir

12. How can we most effectively promote the impigitien of 20 mph zone schemes in residential
areas? What other measures should we be encourdgiregluce pedestrian and cyclist casualties in
towns? (Chapter 5)
The continued association of 20 mph as being prstdsidential areas' is not helpful. A speedtlimh20
mph needs to the presumption for roads and stiretasvns as well as villages and Quiet Lanes, with
burden of proof on highway authorities to justifiiyna higher speed limit would be appropriate anigéad
safe for all road users.

People need tfeel safe walking and cycling as well as be safe. Rgt cross fast-moving traffic on busier
roads can act as a major barrier and put peoplaaiing a trip by walking or cycling. Birminghamah
made part of its inner ring road subject to a 20 hiypit while Oxford has done the same for HigheBtrand
part of Cowley Road, one of the main routes throtnghcity. It is very disappointing that the coltetion
ignores this best practice and instead proposetnigr20mph to 'streets that are primarily resicann

nature and which are not part of any major throwglte'.

Confusion between 20 mph zones and limits

1 The overall crash rate on rural ‘A’ roads wap&3100 million km travelled whilst on ‘other' ruraads it is almost

double at 40 per 100million km: DfRoad Casualties: Great Britair2006
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There is considerable confusion between the rale2d mph zones and 20 mph limits, indeed the
consultation itself at paragraph 5.22 refers tee€ngineered 20 mph zones' meaning 20 mph limitdl 29
mph zones currently have to be engineered. Otlrdoming research on police responses to highway
authority consultations on introducing 20 mph shewsificant confusion about the relevant rulesya#
as police opposition to introducing 20 mph on thei® that it might encourage pedestrians not to use
designated crossings. In addition the sign uséadioate a transition from a 20 mph zone to a b himit
is particularly confusing.

Current requirements for 20mph zones are too iifflexrequiring a blanket approach to traffic caimihat
often damages local character and fails to takewatof recent research on psychological traffimaag.
Such subtle measures can win drivers over ratlaer @htagonise them by seeming to shout at andrhecto
them. The continental approach of not markingrigi@t junctions, which indeed was the approaate he
before the 1960s, should be encouraged so thatus®d negotiate space with each other at junctuitha
a 20 mph zone. The common law presumption isve gy to traffic from the right and this can be
reinforced by adding ‘circular features' to give impression of a mini-roundabout.

We believe the Dutch approd€bf focusing physical traffic calming measures veheeeded, in particular at
junctions and desire lines, is more proportiondet only does it offer a better Benefit Cost Ratiavould
improve integration of traffic calming with the eitscape as well as being the only way that efie@d

mph speed limits could be rolled out across thenggun the foreseeable future. We would like ¢e st
merging of rules and guidelines for 20 mph zoneaklamits such that a wider range of traffic calming
measures would be only required where average wahispeeds (so including pedal cycles) exceed @ m
and then only where needed.

To give the roll out of 20 mph momentum, we needdts for the proportion of urban and village disee
covered by 20 mph and consideration of makingatdefault speed limit for highways subject to aesysof
street lights at the strategy's review points.

Enforcement and education

Enforcement and education are also important. [a¢leof any national campaign to secure compliantie
20 mph, in contrast to the 'lt's 30 mph for a reasampaign for 30 mph streets, is a concern. aftiteide of
many police forces and indeed the policy of theo&dion of Chief Police Officers is that all 20 mareas
should be self-enforcing and that any enforcemgrhbm should be on an exceptional basis. With
increasing number of towns adopting area wide agmtres to 20 mph, this effectively means an area wid
abdication of speed limit enforcement.

As Figure 7.1 shows, a proportion of drivers docwnply with any speed limit and though the figuii@s
20 mph roads are unfortunately not shown, the thttinds similar. It is unacceptable that it is fhaicy of
many police forces not to enforce 20 mph, as thig Is introduced where vulnerable road userdigedy

to be present and for whom compliance with thetloan be a difference between life and death.

20 mph as the norm in built-up areas is vital big hot a panacea. Changes to driver liabilig/r{ated
above) are important as well as changes to thetst&pe to reduce clutter and create shared sp@ates.
have raised the need for 'filtered permeabilitgh@ CLG's consultation on eco-towns and belieagiths
key to securing modal shift to active modes andcedy risks for them by obtaining 'safety in nungher
Finally, having welcomed the new indicator fokrier active modes, it is concerning that this adtagion
guestion falls back to absolute casualty numbers.

13. How can we provide better support to highwathauities in progressing economically
worthwhile road safety engineering schemes? (Chdpte
We have concerns about the emphasis of this questicchemes that are likely to prioritise engimggr
schemes with a narrow focus on reducing KSI as sggdo reducing intimidation, signage clutter and
securing modal shift to sustainable and active mode

12 SWOV, Factsheet Zone 30: urban residential are2804



14. What should Government do to secure greatet sadiety benefits from [motor] vehicles?
We believe that the emphasis should be on reddbengsk that motor vehicles cause to road usensthver
in motor vehicles or not. The largest source ahsisk is excess speed. We recommend the Govetnme
— Encourages the use of Intelligent Speed Adaptdt®d) in vehicles used by public bodies and their
contractors such as through revised contract tengler
— Works with insurance industry to offer lower insuca premiums to vehicles fitted with mandatory
ISA, particularly for higher-risk drivers.
— Encourages the roll out of ISA in car club vehiclearticularly to make car club use affordable and
possible for younger drivers or those with endoesais
— Trials opportunities for serial speeders to be iregito use mandatory ISA if they wish to continue
to be able to drive, whether by licence condititmach like the proposal for 'alco-locks") or the us
of conditions in Anti-Social Behaviour Orders agraportionate alternative to withdrawal of driving
licences.

Very high levels of enforcement may raise econagmnid social concerns: new technologies should b& use
to help prevent dangerous behaviour occurringgh-isk drivers in the first place, rather than imgpthat
enforcement will ‘make it more difficult for thero bffend again’ (para. 7.9).

15. Do you agree that, in future, crash avoidanggems will grow in importance and will have the
potential to greatly reduce casualties?
No. They may have limited potential in relatiorctashes that do not involve Non-Motorised Usetsvaa
therefore believe they should have a limited role.

16.How can we best encourage consumers to includéysadeformance in their purchasing
decisions?
We would like to see greater emphasis on car @shspposed to purchasing cars. These could akople
to trial new technologies such as ISA without cotnmaint, as well as reducing the tendency to make
travelling by car the default way of travelling.

17.We have highlighted what we believe to be the dasgerous driving behaviours. Do you agree
with our assessment?
Broadly, yes. The emphasis on speeding and varjzalties is welcome. However, we are concettragd
the strategy does not tackle inappropriate spdedsate within the speed limit, particularly on ooy lanes
where the speed limit is set too high, and spedoyngrger vehicles, such as LGVs and HGVs, that be
within the speed limit for cars but which excedus $peed limit for those types of vehicles.

Due to reliance on cameras triggered by vehicles&ding a particular speed threshold, there iscpéatly
poor compliance of the lower speed limits for largehicles on rural single-carriageways. This &as
disproportionate impact on noise pollution, carkamissions (impacting on National Indicator 186lémal
authorities) and community severance.

We have previously welcomed moves to tackle cas@ledinconsiderate driving by introducing Fixed
Penalty Notices for this two-limbed offence: givbe need to tackle traffic intimidation, every oppity
must be taken to remind road safety professiorfalseoneed to tackle inconsiderate driving. Theufoon
‘compliance’ with bright line rules, such as natidg or drinking over a specific level, should riow at the
cost of forgetting about showing considerationdtrer road users and sharing the road with them.

18. What more can be done to persuade the motprtibtic that illegal and inappropriate speeds
are not acceptable behaviours?
The starting point has to be a move towards a heardrchy and self-explaining roads, where it eacér
what type of road you are on and what sort of dg\étyle, including but not just speed, is appiateri At
present speeding is so common, speed limits aircensistent and enforcement is still a rarityrstiat
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many of those who speed feel speed limits and gmdorcement are carried out on an almost randan an
unjustified basis.

There should be encouragement for fitting of ISA@mual speed limiters (as standard in French roack)
by providing information on how to do this and em@ging insurers to offer reduced insurance prersium

19.What more can be done to encourage safe and reifp@uisiving?
We would like to see greater emphasis on consigleiriting and understanding the perspectives & dint
road users. We would like to move away from dirgdanguage referring to motorists, cyclists and
pedestrians, towards people driving, cycling antkivg, emphasising that most people move about in
different ways at different times.

Encouraging those who cycle to sit in an HGV cabamversely encouraging those who drive, partitular
those who have found to have driven inconsideratelyndertake cycle training, would be helpfubr F
example, in the Netherlands cycling is a widespueaivity, so people when driving understand anokpt
the needs of people who are cycling.

20. Should more be done to reward good drivingsd]fwhat?
We have strong concerns that an absence of endemsemay simply reflect a lack of enforcement,
particularly in relation to careless and inconsaderdriving. The market for insurance is competitind
provides safer drivers with no claims bonuses. pideshe concerns noted above, we do not belieasittis
appropriate to second-guess this market based agpro
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