Britain’s Road Safety Tragedy 

[image: image1.emf]Years

1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006



Graph shows road deaths per billion vehicle km on a logarithmic Scale

 

(A constant % fall each year appears as a falling straight line)

Trend line

Why have road deaths all but stopped falling since 1994?


“When you have worked out the answer you must always ask yourself –“ Does it make sense?” Remember – a misplaced decimal point has killed thousands.”

Thomas Davies, mathematics teacher at Llandysul Grammar School in the 1950s, teaching me and my fellow pupils perhaps the most important lesson that any engineer, or mathematician or statistician needs to know. 

Road deaths in Britain, relative to vehicle mileage, fell on a remarkably consistent 7% pa. trend for at least 45  years until the mid 1990s, but then all-but stopped falling. In excess of 8,000 more people have died on our roads since then than would sensibly have been predicted in 1993.

This review establishes the facts, points out grave errors of analysis and policy and recommends changes aimed a getting fatalities and other casualties back on track. 

All data has been obtained from legitimate sources which are identified, and most of those documents are available on the accompanying CD and/or from the Web.

Many of the aspirations and claims of those responsible for these failed policies border on the farcical, with errors of up to fifty to one in essentially simple calculations, naïve and simplistic theories and misrepresentation of the results ranging from subtle and evasive to demonstrably false by very large margins indeed. In the several thousand hours I have spent studying these data and claims I have come across blatant incompetence and/or intention to deceive not only far worse than anything I saw in my business and engineering career but worse than anything in my worst nightmares.
Road users deserve better – heads must roll.

Idris Francis B.Sc. F IoD.

Sunnybank, Church Lane, West Meon, Petersfield, Hampshire GU32 1LD

Phone 01730 829416 Mobile 07717 222459 email irfrancis@onetel.com
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Notes

Greater detail, official reports, correspondence and data and evidence are provided on a Compact Disc and will be available shortly on the web.  

All data given has been obtained from official sources or otherwise as specified and in the great majority of cases may he checked against the original files in the relevant directories of the CD, or otherwise on request to irfrancis@onetel.com. 

References in this text are in the form (B, 21) identify first the folder and then the document number on the CD. To avoid confusion with paragraph numbers in the text, document numbers start at 21 or 31, not 1. 

Any and all text and on the CD may be copied in any form, subject only to acknowledgement of the source and the copyright of the authors or publishers of any of the original documents.

About the Author:  State Scholarship in Pure and Applied Mathematics and Physics followed by a First Class Honours degree in Electrical Engineering. Thirty years running an electronics manufacturing company, designing the products, controlling costs, margins, capital investments, sales and accountancy using data, graphs, mathematics and accountancy and computer software.

Driving experience - one million miles driving in a wide variety of cars, from a £4 share in a £20 1935 Austin 10 to new cars, from 1 litre to 6.3 litres while many of those miles were driven in the 1960s and 1970s when our roads were a great deal more dangerous than now. All without injuring anyone.

Seven years and many thousands of hours since 2000 studying road safety data, casualty trends reports and analysis. In that time I have seen evidence of naivety, incompetence, misrepresentation of facts and  evidence far worse that anything I ever saw in my engineering career, and worse than I ever dreamed possible outside a banana republic. 

The views I express are my own, and unaffected by outside funding, commercial or employment benefits of any kind. My sole objective is to improve road safety and to expose the errors and failings of road safety analysis and policy that have led us to this disaster.

A:  Executive Summary

A.1    The Commons Transport Select Committee appears to believe that “considerable progress has been made in reducing the scale of deaths and injuries on the roads of Great Britain since the publication of Tomorrow’s Roads – Safer for Everyone in March 2000.” (Invitation to submit evidence, December 2007)    Using the authorities’ own data these pages will show that there has been no such progress, that the last decade has been by far the worst in terms of (peace-time) fatality and serious injury trends at least since 1950 that in excess of 8,000 more road users have died than would sensibly have been predicted in 1993 on the basis of decades-long trends. 

A.2    These failures of trend and policy are evident not only by comparison with what used to be achieved  but also in comparison with other countries, some of which have now overtaken us after many decades of Britain having the safest roads in the world. From 1995 to 2005, 7 countries achieved reductions of 40% or more, 6 countries 30% to 39%, 8 countries 20% to 29%, 6 countries 13% to 19%, but Britain, once the clear leader, achieved only 12%, the 5th worst of 33 countries. 

A.3   Falling numbers of serious road injuries (SI) in police reports are illusory, largely reflecting further falls in already low reporting levels, while more robust hospital records show rising numbers of the more serious injuries. 

A.4   The Fatal plus Serious Injuries parameter (KSI) is seriously misleading and utterly unsuitable as an indicator of road safety trends.  Rail safety authorities use instead a “Fatality Equivalent” parameter, K+(SI/10) that is a far better than KSI, which equates even a broken little fingers with death and allows dreadful fatality trends to be camouflaged by SI trends.

A.5  Whether in terms of K, SI or KSI combined, there is no prospect of meeting the target of 40% reduction by 2010 because SI numbers are not falling – police figures are wrong 

A.6  Dr. Stephen Ladyman, then Road Safety Minister, the Department of Transport (DfT) and this Committee have made and then sought to hide gross errors of data and analysis in comparing speed cameras with vehicle activated signs. 

A.7   Forced by me finally to admit speed cameras are not marginally more cost effective than signs but 9 times less cost effective (they ignore to this day other indisputable errors taking that figure beyond 50 to 1) and still refuse to reverse the Committee’s recommendation for more cameras but not for more signs, and do so for quite preposterous reasons. 

A.8   This submission concentrates on much the most prominent road safety policy throughout this uniquely dreadful period, speed cameras, and shows that they are arithmetically incapable of providing any meaningful contribution to road safety, and then only at wholly disproportionate cost. Innumerable reports on camera benefit claim reductions in casualties far greater than those caused by speeds above the speed limit in the first place, in defiance of common sense. 

A.9   The authorities have wilfully ignored more than 30 adverse effects of cameras that cause more problems than cameras solve. Those adverse effects go a long way to explain the adverse trends of recent years. 

A.10   Camera Partnership and Police web sites have systematically misrepresented both facts and law in their attempts to justify their existence, ensure guilty pleas and maximise fines. 

A.11   The then head of ACPO road safety policy, Meredydd Hughes, recently threatened defendants with  £4,000 costs of a specially formed group of  prosecutors if they used their common law right to defend themselves in court - a clear breach of the right to a fair trial and the Human Rights Act.

A.12  Reports on Camera Partnerships are seriously flawed and incompatible with accident causation data. The benefits claimed far exceed what has ever been theoretically possible. When regression to the mean and natural limits are allowed for the costs probably exceed the benefits, even ignoring the adverse effects.

A.13   No recovery from the appalling trends of recent years will be possible unless and until those responsible for the disasters of recent years are removed from office. We cannot afford to have road safety policy determined by those who understand neither driving, arithmetic, statistics nor the law of unintended consequences. Nor can road users afford policy to be determined by those unable or unwilling to admit their mistakes and who prefer to save face than save lives. 

A.14    Speed cameras have resulted in by far the worst relationship between police and motorists at any time since motoring began, at a time when we need police and public to be on the same side more than ever before.

A.15   Speed cameras, which cause more problems than they solve, must be removed from our roads and replaced, where appropriate by vehicle activated signs which have been proved to be more effective than speed cameras, at very much lower costs and without persecuting motorists. 

A.16    A Public Inquiry into these failed policies and the misrepresentation of results must be set up.

A.17    The conduct of many involved in this on-going tragedy has clearly breached the statutory duty of care owed by all public servants to the public, and involved maladministration, misfeasance in public office and/or breaches of the Perjury Act of 1911 relating to false information in public documents. Such conduct cannot be allowed to continue or go unpunished.

B:  The Worst-Ever Decade of Road Safety Trends - The Facts

B.1    The DfT, police, camera partnerships and Commons Transport Committee appear to believe that road safety is improving, that speed cameras have been successful and that KSI is on target for a 40% reduction by 2010. Using official data Section B shows that none of these claims are true and that we are living through the worst trends ever known, other than during WW2. 

B.2       KSI is a wholly inappropriate parameter for assessing trends (Section J) and so K and SI are covered separately here.  However K and SI figures inevitably vary with traffic volume, so the most meaningful indicators are not K and SI, but K/100bn vehicle km, and SI/100bn vehicle km.  If a single indicator were required, it should be  “equivalent deaths” figure K+(SI/10) used by rail safety authorities. (See also Section J on how the KSI target can not be met).

B.3     Vehicle numbers are known from 1926 but reliable traffic figures did not exist prior to 1950. This analysis therefore covers 1950 to 2006, but it should be noted that the 1926 to 1949 figures that are known suggest the benign trends that came to an end in the mid 1990s extend back not just to 1950 but to the dawn of motoring.

B.4     The linear scale 1950 to 2006 graph (B.21) shows how traffic volume grew steadily from 1950 to date, overall by a factor of 6.8 to 1.  Precisely because it did grow almost linearly, from a low base, the rate of increase fell steadily from about 6% pa in the early 1950s to little over 1% pa now. Because traffic is now rising so much more slowly in % terms than before, casualties (again in % terms) should be falling faster than before – but are in fact falling much more slowly than at any time at least since 1950. (B.22)

B.5    The same graph shows how fatalities rose rapidly from a low level in 1950 as traffic volume increased, despite improving safety standards but how from 1966 slowing traffic growth combined with continuing safety improvements resulted in a strong downward trend that, given the continuing safety improvements we have enjoyed and slowing traffic growth, should have continued to date. 

B.6   In 1994 however deaths suddenly almost stopped falling, and since then have fallen in statistically significant terms only twice in the last 12 years, in stark contrast to the previous 3 decades. 

B.7    Serious injuries (SI) followed a similar pattern,  rising in the 1950s and early 1960s, and reversing at much the same time for the same reasons. But then in the early 1990s something strange also happened to SI (or at least those injuries reported to the police, see Section G) they carried on falling, although deaths levelled off.  This was strange because the massive improvements in vehicle safety in this period should have led to a smaller proportion of K to SI, not larger.

B.8   We need to understand the effects of traffic growth on casualties. The K/bn vehicle km line (in effect the risk of being killed on any given journey) shows more clearly the massive improvement in road safety, falling by a factor of 11 between 1950 and 2006. Clearly SI/bn vehicle km behaved in much the same way, except in recent years – see below.

B.9    The linear scale of the graph makes it difficult to assess the K/bn vehicle km trend in recent years so we need to turn to the 1950 to 2006 K and SI/bn vehicle km graph (B.22) which has a logarithmic Y axis scale, in which a constant % fall each year would be a falling straight line. That the trend lines of both K/bn vehicle km and SI/bn vehicle km are indeed essentially straight for most of the period shows how remarkably consistent the improvements were for 44 years, at about 7% pa. compound. This was of course due to better roads, vehicles, medical skills and legislation such as that on seat belts and drink driving. That the graph is so remarkably straight (until the mid 1990s) is because of the wide variety of benign effects, most of which have their effect over a period of years rather than instantaneously.  

B.10   The raw data confirms how appalling the loss of trend has been: in each 5 year interval from 1950 to 2005, K/bn vehicle km fell successively by 24, 14, 22, 23, 25, 20, 25, 24 and 34% - but from 1995 to 2000 by only 13% and from 2000 to 2005 by only  9%. This sharp deviation since 1994 from a benign downward trend that had been followed with almost clinical precision for at least 43 years has cost in excess of 8,000 more lives than would sensibly have been predicted in 1993. Zooming in on  1984 to 2006 (B.23) shows this even more clearly.

B.11   The reasons for this adverse change of trend may be debatable, but that it has happened cannot sensibly be disputed. Neither is this adverse change of trend news - Safe Speed and The Association of British Drivers have been pointing it our vehemently since 2000 but have been ignored and at times insulted by the authorities for their pains.

B.12    Those seeking consolation in the belief that at least SI figures are still falling should refer to Section 

G which shows that the police Stats 19 figures are suspect and that hospital records show rising, not falling SI numbers.

B.13    Throughout this uniquely dreadful period in road casualty history DfT sound-bites and those of other authorities have consistently been of success, and their methods of misrepresenting the tragedy have at times bordered on farce. Section H covers many of the ways in which this has been done. That is spin, pure and simple is totally unacceptable when lives and limbs are at stake. 

B.14   Anyone who still believes, despite the results, that speed cameras provide net road safety benefits should read the analysis by Dr. Alan Buckingham (B.23). The discrepancies he pointed out in 2003 between the claims of speed camera proponents and reality have become even starker over the intervening years. As Dr. Buckingham pointed out, the authorities, rather than admit their failure seek to impose more of the same, like quack doctors doubling the dose for a dying patient.

B.15   On the rare occasions when the authorities have come close to admitting these awful trends they tend to blame other factors - almost anything other than speed camera policy. It is of course reasonable to believe that at least some part of the deterioration has been due to more drivers on drugs, more foreign drivers unused to our roads, more ill-disciplined youngsters etc, but none of these could ever have had the scale, the geographical coverage or the timing of the many adverse effects of speed cameras (Section E). Equally, the significant cuts in police patrols (inescapably linked to the naïve belief that automated speed limit enforcement is the answer to road safety) have led those dangerous drivers to believe that there is less and less chance of being caught as long as they know where the cameras are – as indeed there is.

B/16    In summary, the appalling trends of the past 15 years, the worst we have ever known, show that speed camera policy has failed.  Other sections of this submission address the reasons for that failure, and the lessons to be learned if previous benign trends are to be resumed.

C:   Speed Cameras – Doomed to Fail

 C.1      The single most significant change of emphasis in road safety policy since 1993 has been the ever-greater emphasis on speed as the most important cause of accidents, and the increasingly automated detection and punishment of speeds above the speed limit. That is not of course to say that other aspects have not changed, just that speed cameras have been much the most significant.

C.2    During the Vietnam War an alarmed Robert McNamara, the American Defence Secretary, issued orders that the armed forces should measure what was important, not make important what was easy to measure. That road safety authorities have fallen into the same trap since speed cameras made speed easy to measure and computers penalties easy to automate has undoubtedly been the largest single contributory factor to our worst-ever serious and fatal casualty trends. 

C.3     There have of course been other factors, not least the 1984 Home Office instruction that road safety was no longer to be a “core police activity”, drink, drugs and other problems, but a billion pounds has been spent on cameras that could never eliminate even 1% of K or SI, while police patrols (which, unlike cameras can detect and inhibit all forms of dangerous driving and do it “in real time”) have been cut.

C.4   Throughout these 15 years the authorities who endorsed these substantial changes in policing tens of millions of drivers and vehicles on millions of miles of roads, have never even considered, let alone sought to quantify the adverse effects (Section H) of these changes – despite their being the daily experience of all drivers, but particularly those drivers already on 6 or 9 penalty points. Has no one at the DfT ever heard of the law of unintended consequences?

C.5     The proposition that for any given stretch of road there is a single speed that can be predetermined, in 10mph increments, as the safe limit for any driver, from a learner to a F1 star, for vehicle from an Austin 7 to a Ferrari, in conditions ranging from dry and sunlit to blizzard, rain or ice, is self-evident nonsense, yet is the basis of speed camera policy. Driving by numbers no more makes a safe driver than painting by numbers makes a painter Rembrandt.

C.6    That is not of course to say that there should be no speed limits, rather that they should be “for the obedience of fools and the guidance of wise men” not the quasi-religion they have become.

C.7     Nor is that to say that there should be no monitoring or prosecution of dangerous driving, only that it should be carried out by more and better-trained police patrols, able to monitor and inhibit all forms of bad driving and other offences, not just speeding, and do it with a degree of discretion that no machine can provide. It is, incidentally, no coincidence that it has been police drivers who have had by far the worst record of any drivers over recent years, because of their loss of status, morale and proper training.

C.8   The once then widely used mantra “Making speeding as socially unacceptable as drink driving” implied in the early years of cameras that the authorities expected speed cameras to slow down drivers everywhere – if that was what they intended, they have demonstrably failed:

C.8(a)    The government’s own speed data (C.21), automatically obtained by some 200 detection systems across the country, show clearly that there has been no such general fall in speeds. Figure 2.6a on page 49 shows that although the proportion breaking the speed limit in 30mph areas dropped between 1996 and 2006 from 72% to 50% or so, on other roads speeds have changed little despite a decade of the most draconian speed limit enforcement ever known. Other graphs (C.22), C.23) and (C.24) confirm that, whatever else cameras might have achieved, they have failed to slow traffic except at camera sites which represent 3% of our road network.

C.8(b)  The authorities and camera partnerships routinely claim that cameras cannot be expected to provide any benefits outside their immediate areas. Indeed, Robert Gifford of PACTS, adviser to this Committee, confirmed to me several years ago that he was “unaware of anyone who ever expected them to do so”. Hampshire SCP, Sussex and others, criticised for rising K and SI in their areas vehemently deny that what happens outside their sites and routes is anything to do with them. 

C.8(c)    The explicit objective of the 2-year pilot Camera Partnership scheme was “A significant reduction in speed and casualties in areas where cameras are operating”. The report on that trial did claim to detect some benefit outside their sites, but by the time of the 4th year report (D,41) that claim had been dropped and there was no mention whatever of areas other than camera sites and routes. The same applies to every other camera partnership report I have seen. 

C.9     In September 2006 the DfT published new and more detailed accident causation findings (C.22) showing that 4% of slight, 5% of all, 7% of SI, 8% of KSI and 12% of fatal accidents involve speeds above the speed limit even as one of the (usually many) causal factors. “Going to fast for the conditions” (but implicitly within the limit scored substantially higher while “Driver error” of various sorts showed higher still at 66%, 67%, 60% and 64%. Far higher – but immune to speed cameras. 

C.10     These figures should have nailed once and for all the lie we have been told for years in the attempt to justify speed cameras – “the one-third lie” that “one third of fatalities are due to “speed” or “speeding”. Amazingly however, even the new Minister Mr. Fitzpatrick and Ms. Noble of the DfT Statistics department seem not to have noticed, both having repeated that statement to me in the last few weeks, in writing. Do they not read their own reports?

C.11   We know that even the 6,000 cameras sites and routes we now have represent no more than 3% of our road network, but (because they tend to be sited at accident black spots) about 10% of accidents. 

C.12    The DfT accepts – as it logically must – that even eliminating all speeds above the speed limit would not eliminate all casualties in which speeding is currently a factor, because the other factors would remain.

C.13    Annual reports on speed cameras quote a variety of parameters – average speeds, % above limits, % more than 15 mph above limits. Reductions vary from site to site, speed limit to speed limit and parameter to parameter, but an average of the % falls is probably below 50%. However, because those readings are taken only sporadically the figures may be unreliable and in any case as only “free-flow” speeds are measured (there is no point in measuring speed when it is limited by congestion) they tell us nothing about speeds when risk tends to be greatest. It is logical to assume therefore that the true reductions in speed are significantly lower.

C.14    The 12% K figure (C.9 above) that involves speeding, halved to correspond to actual reductions in speeding (C.13) and halved again  because eliminating all speeding would not all of those accidents - and by a further 90% because of the far from complete geographical coverage of cameras, the maximum benefit cameras could ever provide in terms of fatalities is about 0.3% of the national total or about 10 lives a year, so small that it would never be visible above the random fluctuations. The equivalent figures for slight and serious injuries are of course even lower, at 0.1% and 0.2% respectively – and worse, none of these allow for the adverse effects (Section E).

C.16    I have pointed out repeatedly to many camera proponents, including Robert Gifford of PACTS, the Slower Speed Initiative and Brake that for these reasons cameras can never have a meaningful effect on casualties, but no one is prepared to debate the point – instead they change the subject or refuse to reply at all.  

C.17     There will always be of course those who understand emotion but not facts or logic, who would reply that there can be no limit to how much is spent to save even one life. The answer to that is very simple – spending inherently limited funds ineffectively costs the lives of those who could have been saved in greater numbers by the same spending (see also Section F).

C.18    That is not to say that no lives and limbs are saved using cameras, only that (a) the claims made by speed camera partnerships, the DfT and anti-car, anti-speed lobbyists are ludicrously higher than could ever result from elimination of all speeding, let alone what is actually achieved and (b) that there are far more cost effective ways of achieving these benefits, in road safety and elsewhere. Section D sets out the in detail the fundamental flaws in the ways those claims have been estimated.)

C.19    We now spending £120m a year to save at most 10 or 15 lives, plus a rather greater number of serious injuries, at a time when hospitals are known to be killing 70,000 patients a year (D.22, D.23) thousands of them for lack of the most basic care such as hygiene and basic nursing services.  Many more die at home for lack of drugs “we cannot afford”. Are we insane?
C.20     Even on the basis of the claim in the 4th year report (D.21) that at a cost of £96m, 1,876 cameras save 100 lives per year, that is only 1 life every 18 years at a cost of £50,000 per camera,  a total of £1m. How many lives would any hospital save, given an extra £1m? How many lives would hospitals save, given £120m a year extra even for mops, buckets and disinfectant? Are we insane?

C.21   As however the 4th Year report explicitly but inexplicably failed to adjusted their claims for  regression to the mean (Section D and D.21) the real figures are probably 3 times worse. 

C.22    No doubt some will argue the toss about the accuracy of the causation factor analysis (C.22), but that would be to miss the point, which is that the figures are so utterly dreadful that no amount of tinkering at the edges can ever make a big enough difference  The figures show that speed cameras can never be justified, even before allowing for their adverse effects, and especially so when vehicle activated signs are at least as effective, at a tiny fraction of the cost. (Section F and especially F.42 to F.45)

C.23  Worse still, as the maximum possible benefits of speed cameras are so small, it is highly likely that their adverse effects (Section E) which apply on most of our roads most of the time, cause far more problems than cameras could ever solve. That they have not only continued in use but have been expanded in numbers pays tribute only to the abilities of the authorities to misrepresent the figures and evade blame. 

D:  Fatal Flaws in Reports into Speed Camera Partnerships

Or

“Statistics – A Means of Drawing a Straight Line Between an Unproved Assumption and a Foregone Conclusion”
D.1      Police Stats 19 figures published by the DfT in September 2006 (C.22) show that only 4% of slight, 5% of all, 7% of SI, 8% of KSI and 12% of fatal accidents involve speeds above the speed limit even as one of the (usually many) causal factors, let alone the main one. Further, as even the DfT point out, eliminating all speeds above the speed limit could not eliminate all of those accidents, because the other causal factors would remain. Yet the authorities routinely claim far larger casualty reductions for quite modest speeding reductions!

D.2     The 4th Year Report into Camera partnerships (D.31) is often quoted as confirming that speed cameras are both effective and cost-effective. Neither statement is true. It is physically and arithmetically impossible for speed cameras to achieve the benefits claimed, even if they totally eliminated all speeding, which they demonstrably fail to do. To the extent that they achieve anything, the benefits are minimal and are almost certainly overcome by the adverse effects (Section E)

D.3     Speed measurements are in any case unreliable both because they are taken only sporadically and only in free-flow conditions (at least two-second intervals between vehicles when congestion is low). When speeds are already limited by congestion the effect of cameras is both lower and unquantifiable. 

D.4     The same problems apply to the reports on the 8 area trial (D.32) and the 2 and 3-year reports – the claims made there are well beyond what could ever be achieved by reducing speeding.

D.5    Section 4.3 of the eight area trial report (D.32) states that “Pilot camera sites have performed well compared to the rest of the GB – even taking into account long-term trend. It will be seen later that there are encouraging signs that the effect extends beyond the immediate vicinity of the cameras.  This indicates that participation in the pilots has produced beneficial effects, not only in the camera sites, but also in the wider

partnership area”. Both statements are untrue. Whatever might have been hoped in 2003 when the report was written, Graphs (D.35) and (D.36) show no quantifiable benefits in the overall areas, then or after, either in fatalities or serious injuries. 

D.6    The same graph (D.35) shows that the fall in K in the overall area in the first year was no more than regression to the mean (RTM, see below) after rises in 2 of the previous 3 years, and was not sustained in the second year or afterwards.

D.7  With the benefit of hindsight we can see that the trial’s findings, based as they were on volatile and relatively small numbers over only one year, never could have justified the national rollout of the Camera Partnership Scheme. Certainly by the time of the 4th year report, any claim of benefit in the wider area had been dropped, the objectives of the report being explicitly stated as reductions of speeds and casualties at camera sites. 

D.8   Whatever expectation of benefit of the authors of the report might have had, the inescapable fact is that we have since lived through at least another 6 years (to 2006) of the worst fatality trend we have ever seen in peace-time, with 2004 being the only year after 1999 to show any statistically significant falls, in stark contrast to the decades of consistent 3% pa falls before speed cameras were introduced.

.

D.9    Hospital admission figures (see Section G) show that the same or worse applies to serious injuries and these falling reporting levels for SI identified by the BMJ logically must also apply to camera sites.

D.10    “If you eliminate the impossible what remains must be the answer” said Sherlock Holmes. It follows that as the observed reductions in accidents and casualties could not all have been due to the effects of cameras, the explanation must lie in other factors which have been ignored or misunderstood.

D.11  “Regression to the mean” (RTM) is statisticians’ jargon for the tendency of any changing parameter to revert to its longer-term trend after being blown off course. Its relevance in this context is that cameras are usually installed after a sequence of accidents – indeed that has usually been a legal requirement. There is therefore a natural tendency to revert to the normal trend even if nothing is done. 

D.12     Buried away in Appendix H of the 4th year report (D.31) from pg. 141 onwards is detailed analysis of RTM suggesting that 1 in 4 of the observed reduction in all injury collisions (after allowing for downwards trend) is actually due to RTM. (see H.4.1 pg. 152) but perhaps 3 in 4 of KSI collisions (H.4.2 pg. 154). The statement that 216 cameras saved 24 KSI collisions but RTM explained 78 effectively confirms that 3 to 1 ratio.

D.13   Having (bizarrely) ignored the well-known effects of RTM in their first 3 reports the authors were forced by complaints (notably those of the late Paul Smith of Safe Speed) at least to pay lip service to RTM in the fourth – but they nevertheless chose not to adjust for it when presenting their sound-bite claims, including the 100 lives supposedly saved each year.  That 100 death reduction (32%) was presented as if it had been brought about by the varying degrees of reductions in speeds and speeding, but is in reality far higher than could ever be achieved by speed reductions of that kind. (See Section B)

D.14    The 100 death figure seems to have been the observed reduction after allowing for downward trend, but not for RTM. Applying the 3 in 4 KSI collision rate (see D.13) gives instead a figure of about 25 deaths a year, or 8% - still rather higher than could sensibly be expected given the speed reductions achieved but at least in the same ball-park.

D.15     That more realistic figure of 25 deaths per year achieved by 1,876 live cameras equates to 1 life saved every 70 years by each camera, and pro-rata about 1 serious injury every 7 years. Given some 3,200 road deaths and 290,000 serious injuries each year, those 25 lives saved represent rather less than 1%, which explains why it is impossible to identify any such improvement on local or national results.

D.16   The DfT’s notional valuations of accidents prevented (D.37, Table 1 pg.10) suggests total savings achieved by eliminating 25 deaths, 250 serious and 1,250 slight injuries (the national ratios) of about £91m a year, rather less than the £96m cost, and very substantially less than the £258m claimed by the report.  That £258m figure was explicitly calculated without adjusting for RTM on the basis of 4,230 fewer injury collisions of all types at a DfT valuation of £61,120 each (D.31, table 6.3, pg. 82).  

D.17    The 4th Report however shows (D.37, Table 5 Pg.13) that (the national ratios of K, SI and slight injuries being 1 to 10 to 50) the valuation of all GB injury accidents is split £4.97bn for K, 4.93bn for SI and £3.29bn for Slight.

D.18      Appendix H also states (last paragraph pg.155) that cameras are more effective at reducing KSI than slight injuries, confirming the earlier statement that RTM is a 3 in 4 factor in KSI collisions compared to 1 in 4 in all injury collisions. If for these reasons the £258m is split in the ratios shown (D.18) of £195m for KSI accident and £63m for slight injury accidents, and then the £195m is reduced by a factor of 4 for RTM for KSI accidents, it becomes £78m, and the £63m reduced by 1 in 4 for RTM for slight injury accidents it becomes £47m, a total of £110m, not much different from the £91m answer in D.21 and again, not much different from the costs of the scheme.

D.20     The authors of the report failed to state their estimate the benefits of the scheme after allowing for RTM,  instead stating that they “remain substantial”. As they must have estimated the figures to be able to make that statement, why not give the actual numbers? Surely it could not have been because if they had done their estimate like mine would have been little different from the costs of the scheme? I have repeatedly asked the authors of this report to explain these discrepancies but they have ignored three emails and two letters, all sent to each of the authors. Further, I now know from inside information that they have done so deliberately. Why will they not even acknowledge my questions, let alone answer them?

D.21    Similarly it made no attempt to compare benefit to cost ratios with other means of saving lives or reducing injuries, although we know that hospitals kill some 70,000 patients a year (D.33), (D.34), many through basic failings such as lack of hygiene -  much cheaper to fix than road deaths. How many lives would be saved by a hospital given an extra £120m pa? What hospitals would spend £50,000 a year to save 1 life every 78 years? 

D.22     The claims the authors make are heavily reliant on accident and casualty data which is increasingly suspect in national terms (see section J) and they rely on complex mathematics. In my experience the more complex the mathematics necessary to obtain the desired answer, and the more subjective the assumptions made, the more likely that the bottom line will be wrong. “Garbage in, garbage out” is the usual expression – and this report is garbage and wishful thinking.

E: Adverse Effects of Cameras that Have Been Ignored

E.1   The Law of Unintended Consequences has throughout human history warned those who make change rules and systems that they risk adverse as well as benign effects. That those in authority so often find their plans going wrong and theories confounded is all too often not because of any particular difficulty in foreseeing these adverse consequences but because those responsible simply fail to do so, either through incompetence or because they prefer not even to consider that their proposals might be flawed.

E.2    It is extraordinary therefore that the police and the Department of Transport made a very important change to road safety policy by automating speed limit enforcement, knowing that it would affect 30m vehicles and drivers and 5bn vehicle miles a year,  without ever considering, let alone quantifying, the adverse effects – and have still not done so even 15 years later despite the appalling casualty trends.

E.3     In 2005 the DfT did invite tenders (E.21) for research work including such effects  but then cancelled the project before it got under way (E.22) apparently on the grounds that no such effects could exist – and despite millions of drivers being only to well aware of them every day they drive!  In a telephone conference call with 3 staff of the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL) I was assured that there was no possibility whatever of there being any adverse effects!  I was unable to convince them otherwise even by quoting the death in North Wales of a pedestrian, run down as the driver admitted at the inquest because “being aware that this was a speed enforcement area” he had been looking at his speedometer at the precise moment the pedestrian stepped into his path! Neither would they accept that the death of a motor-cyclist on the A316 Great Chertsey road, killed when riders ahead of him braked for a speed camera he could not see, amounted to an adverse effect! In reality the whole of life is a series of choices between options all having pros and cons, and the proposition that such large-scale changes to road safety could only have positive effects is nothing less than preposterous – but that is what the DfT and TRL appear to believe! 

E.4     Nor, even more strangely, did TRL seem to be aware of their own report TRL 595 that failed to provide any evidence whatever that speed cameras at road works reduced accident rates.

E.5    That to this day – years after the Association of British Drivers, Safe Speed and I and many others including (usually retired) police officers pointed out these problems, the DfT still refuse even to admit that any adverse effects might exist is beyond belief. Yet the effects identified in (E.22) and (E.23) are the daily experience of millions of drivers and the daily nightmare of those already with 6 or 9 penalty points on their licenses. These 30+ effects include sudden braking, longer queues of moving traffic, more dangerous overtaking and too much time micro-managing speed to the odd mph, instead of looking at the road ahead.

E.7  It is universally agreed that benefits of speed cameras are largely restricted to the 3% of our road network that is a site or a route, but many of the adverse effects apply on most of our roads, and for that reason and sheer weight of numbers can – and almost certainly do – lead to more problems than cameras could ever solve. As we have seen (Section C) it is arithmetically impossible for cameras to cut even 1% o K or SI – it is all too obvious that these adverse effects could collectively exceed the benefits many times over. The tragic loss of trend in the speed camera era strongly suggests that this is indeed what has happened.

E.9  In November 2003 Autocar, with the RAC Foundation published a long article entitled  “The £150m Failure” (E.26) Nothing changed except that it is now the £1bn failure and thousands more have died because of speed camera policy based on naïve ideas and wasting of public money that could have been spent to much better effect.

F/ Gross Discrepancies in Cost Effectiveness  Comparisons of  Cameras and Vehicle Activated Signs

F.1    In January 2003 the Department for Transport (DfT) published TRL548 (F.21), “a large-scale evaluation of vehicle-activated signs” (VAS) carried out by the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL). The accident and casualty reduction figures shown in the report were at least comparable to, and arguably better than, those routinely claimed for speed cameras while installation costs quoted of about £5,000 compared to £40,000 or more for a camera, while running costs were very substantially lower. (F.22) Despite the remarkable advantage in cost-effectiveness of signs over cameras revealed by TRL548 (which the DfT had itself commissioned) its findings were largely ignored while the speed camera programme continued to expand. 

F.2      In 2006 Dr. Stephen Ladyman explained to this Committee (October Report (F.22) that funding of partnerships directly from fines would end because “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.” (par. 116 pg. 40, Q345 pg. EV112 , Q345 par. 18 pg. EV156). Quite logically, the Committee then asked for cost effectiveness comparisons of those alternative methods. 

F.3     Astonishingly the DfT response (F.24, pg. EV156 onwards) on the VAS alternative failed to mention TRL548 at all!  Having first claimed – wrongly - that no such comparison was possible, Dr. Ladyman then submitted one, based on low single-figure, and therefore statistically meaningless, accident numbers from just one camera site and one VAS site! 

F.4   Using that accident data and wildly inaccurate cost figures (F.24 pg. EV157 onwards) the DfT purported to calculate a 12% cost effectiveness advantage for cameras over signs, in direct conflict with the massive advantage for signs evident from TRL548. 

F.5       Despite the self-evidently flawed data, analysis and bottom line comparison, and the surely surprising finding that Dr. Ladyman’s reason for changing the funding system, “perhaps more cost effective measures” did not now exist, the Committee accepted the figures and called for more speed cameras on the basis that “A more cost effective measure for reducing speeds and casualties has yet to be introduced.”  (F.24 par. 118 pg. 40). No recommendation was made for more signs, despite their only marginal difference in cost effectiveness.

F.6      However the DfT figures and analysis (F.24 pgs. EV157 and EV 158) were bogus and skewed the comparison in favour of camera by a factor of about 50 to 1 (see independent Auditor’s Report F.42 to F.46) in the following ways:

F.6(a)   The cost of the camera installation was massively understated at £7.500, ignoring not only the £32,000 cost of the camera itself but also the costs of the penalty system, the Camera Partnerships and defendants. The real  average cost, confirmed by the 4th year report, is in fact about £52,000 pa.

F.6(b)    The £14,00 cost of the sign site was implied to be for 1 sign but was actually for 2, though it did not affecting the bottom line comparison – the April 23 adjustment by Dr. Ladyman was just another childish  error.

F.6(c)    Only the first year costs were compared, thus ignoring the massively disparity in  annual operating costs of £25,000+ pa. for a camera but only £250 for a sign. (see audit)

F.6(d)     The signs reduced crashes by 3.1 to zero (100%) while the camera reduced them by 2.2, from 5.8 to 3.6 (38%), signs being therefore 2.6 (100/38) times more effective than the camera, but the spurious figure used in the DfT comparison was only 1.4 times (3.1/2.2), thus skewing the result by 85% in favour of cameras.

F.6(e)    By these various means what was in reality a cost effectiveness benefit of at least 50 to 1 in favour of signs was transformed into a 12% benefit in favour of cameras. I find it impossible to believe that this series of gross errors that collectively skewed the result by more than 50 to 1, could have been made by honest mistake, or that if it had been that others who saw the ludicrous answers could have failed to realise that the figures were wrong. Further, that Transcom and the DfT both replied to me in writing (see below) flatly denying that the figures were misleading serves only to confirm their intention to deceive.

F.7      Having been aware of the correct comparison ever since TRL548 was published in 2003 I wrote on 8th November 2006 (F.25) to every member of the Transport Committee pointing out that Dr. Ladyman’s figures were self-evident nonsense, and I copied that letter to Dr. Ladyman and the DfT.

F.8      Dr. Ladyman failed to respond but I received a dismissive reply from Mrs. Dunwoody (F.24) dated 4th December 2006 stating that the Committee “did not feel it had been misled by the Government over the relative cost effectiveness of speed cameras and flashing signs.”

F.9     On the 17th of January 2007 Mark Magee, head of the Speed Management branch of the DfT, wrote to tell me (F.25) inter alia that “the department does not accept that misleading information was contained in the memorandum”. Mr. Magee also told me that his reply had been delayed while the Department’s lawyers approved it.

F.10     On the 17th of March 2007, using data obtained under the Freedom of Information Act, I wrote again (F.30) to this Committee and to all its members, providing irrefutable evidence (F.26, F.27, F.28, F.29) that the data and comparison were wildly wrong and copied that letter and information to Dr. Ladyman and the DfT.

F.11    On the 20th of March Mrs. Dunwoody replied (F.31) to tell me that she had “forwarded a copy of (my) letter to the Clerk for our records….” and by implication that she would took no other action over these proven errors.

F.12    On the 3rd of April I wrote again to Mrs. Dunwoody (F.32) and Dr. Ladyman (F.33) to protest about their failure to admit these gross errors. Mrs Dunwoody failed to reply then or since. On the 23rd of April Dr. Ladyman however wrote to the Committee (F.34) finally admitting that his figures were wrong and that:

F.12(a)   The £7,500 figure for the cost of the camera had failed to include the (£32,000) cost of the camera itself.

F.12(b)  The £14,000  stated had paid for two signs not one.

F.12(c)   The cost effectiveness comparison was not the 12 to 10.6 in favour of cameras but  2.3 to 21.3 (ie 9 to 1 in favour of signs.  However, while the cost effectiveness figure for cameras had been reduced from 12 to 2.3 in the ratio of £40,000 to £7,500, this still ignored all the other high costs of the camera (F.6(c)) and the statistical discrepancy (F.6(d)) which combine to take the real difference to well over 50 to 1, not 9 to 1.

The change from 10.6 to 21.3 because there were 2 signs not 1 was yet another mistake by Dr. Ladyman, because the cost effectiveness of the site was determined by the 3.1 accidents pa. reduction for £14,000 cost, regardless of the number of signs the £14,000 paid for.

F.13    Dr. Ladyman’s letter claimed that the figures had been given  “in good faith” and that “we (he and the DfT) could not reasonably have known” that the figures were wrong! Any man in the street who reads newspaper reports on the activities of Captain Gatso knows that cameras cost tens of thousands of pounds,  and innumerable official reports show average costs of £50,000 pa. – yet Dr. Ladyman and the DfT “could not reasonably have known”? Pull the other one, Dr. Ladyman!
F.14    Dr. Ladyman then claimed that signs being 9 times more cost effective need make no difference to the Committee’s recommendation for more cameras but not for signs because the two systems “are used in different circumstances, cameras for “excessive speeds”, and signs for “inappropriate” speeds”. This is semantic, self-serving tripe! Even if some sites are suitable for cameras but not signs and others for signs but not cameras (though I doubt it), it still makes no sense to spend £50,000 pa for one camera (likely to eliminate 2 accidents pa.) when the same money could pay for 50 or more signs, each of which would be likely to eliminate 3 accidents a year, or 150 total. Those who spend public money have a statutory duty of care to spend it as effectively as reasonably possible, and that duty has clearly been breached by recommending more cameras rather than signs.

F.16   On 26th April, astonishingly, Mrs. Dunwoody replied to Dr. Ladyman (F.35), accepting his explanation and figures, being either unable or unwilling to recognise them for the nonsense they were.       Mrs. Dunwoody and Dr. Ladyman have both failed to respond at all to my further letters (F.37, F.38, F.38 and F.36 respectively while the DfT have still failed to accept (F.40) that Dr. Ladyman’s adjustment by a factor of 2 was an error. 

F.18    It was astonishingly incompetent of the Committee to accept Dr. Ladyman’s original figures in October 2006, but to accept the worse nonsense in his letter of 23rd April, five months after I had put every member of this Committee on notice that the figures were wrong, beggars belief.  Similarly, the way in which Mrs. Dunwoody rejected my first complaint, when even the most cursory check would have confirmed that I was right, was simply unacceptable.

F.19   The massive discrepancies in Dr. Ladyman’s figures and analysis far exceed anything in my experience – far worse that the costings even of the Millennium Dome or the London Olympics. I believe that the conduct of this kind amounts not only to gross incompetence but also to breach of statutory duty of care, maladministration and/or misfeasance in public office and breaches of the Perjury Act of 1911 relating to false information in public documents.

F.20 All the detailed documentation, including correspondence with all concerned, relating to these astonishing errors have long been in the public domain on www.safespeed.org.uk/VAS.html and are of course on the accompanying CD in Directory F, which also contains an independent Accountant’s Report confirming these discrepancies (F.41 to F.46).

G:  The BMJ Report Show that SI figures are not falling

G.1      The many graphs provided on the CD (B.21, G21, G22) show that deaths (K) all-but stopped falling in the mid 1990s, but also, strangely, that serious injuries as known to the police (SI) continued to faL. This seems odd, given that vehicle safety has been improving faster than ever before due to ABS, air bags, structural integrity and other factors including medical skills work their magic. 

G.2     The KSI parameter selected (by the EU, not our Government) as the primary indicator of road safety, KSI, is wholly unsuitable because (a) SI numbers are seriously unreliable (see below) (b) SI numbers are 10 times greater than fatalities and therefore hide fatality trends and (c) are deliberately used by the authorities to mislead the public (Section H) For all these reasons KSI should be replaced by K+(SI/10), as used by rail safety authorities. 

G.3   The KSI trend, widely claimed to be on track for the 2010 target of 40% reduction, is 90% dependent on the SI numbers which, as the DfT have long known (G.25 pg.41) are under-reported by about 60% and are therefore not only unreliable but subject to unquantifiable degrees of further reduction in reporting levels.

G.4    The witch-hunt and demonisation of motorists of recent years accompanied by the massive rises in penalty points, causing millions of motorists to worry about losing their licenses, can only have led to still lower reporting levels than before as drivers involved in accidents avoid if at all possible calling the police.    The steep rise in stolen, cloned and/or uninsured vehicles and drivers resulting from automated speed limit enforcement policy which is almost totally dependent on DVLA records of number plates, has also inevitably further reduced already low reporting levels.

G.5    In June 2006 The British Medical Journal reported (G.23) that hospital records across the country for serious accident admissions for 2 days or more do not reflect the falls reported in police data and concluded that “The overall fall seen in police statistics for non-fatal road traffic injuries probably represents a fall in completeness of reporting of these injuries.” In terms of child serious injuries the BMJ stated that “the fall in non-fatal injuries recorded in hospital statistics was much less than that in police statistics.” Indeed, some of the figures show small increases, not falls. The report also stated that “The findings from hospital admission statistics cast doubt on whether there were reductions in serious road injuries from 1996 to 2004 and on whether the government’s targets either overall or for children will be met by 2010.” See graph (G.25) and report (G.26).

G.6    The DfT have been aware of this and similar reports (G.24) but have yet to come to any conclusion, seeming to prefer to believe police figures rather than hospital figures – surely a perverse assessment because: 

G.6(a)    The informed and properly documented diagnoses of hospital staff, in controlled conditions, must surely be more accurate than any assessment carried out by police officers or others lacking medical training, and especially so when their assessments are often carried out in difficult and dangerous conditions.

G.6(b)   The 2010 target of lower KSI numbers inevitably places pressure, whether conscious or unconscious, on police officers to shift their necessarily subjective assessment towards “slight” rather than “serious” injuries, knowing too that because there are 5 times as many slight as serious injuries there would be relatively little effect on the slight total. Thames Valley Safer Roads Partnership have told me that the 66% increase in SI in their area from 1999 to 2000 occurred  “following more specific guidance being given to officers.” If the necessarily subjective judgement of police officers can change SI numbers that much that easily, then it is at least possible that it can change the other way in response to target pressures.
G.6(c)   Recent press reports (G.27) of the effects of target cultures on rising hospital admissions (primarily the 4 hour maximum to be treated in Accident and Emergencies, and the higher payment for admission rather than A+E treatment) are claimed by some to explain why hospital records show rising road SI numbers.  However the BMJ study was explicitly based (G.23 Results, pg.1) on admissions for 2 days or more would have been largely unaffected by these factors, as Paul Robinson of CHSK who published the report agreed with me recently.

G.6(d)    The hospital figures make more sense, given that SI should not logically be falling relative to fatalities, given the improvements in vehicle safety in recent years.

G.6(e)   There are significant differences in the definitions of “serious injury” used by the police and hospitals, some arising naturally from the different circumstances in which those judgements are made.     The police/Stats 19 definition of SI is strangely wide: “An injury for which a person is detained in hospital as an “in-patient”, or any of the following injuries whether or not they are detained in hospital: fractures, concussion, internal injuries, crushings, burns (excluding friction burns), severe cuts, severe general shock requiring medical treatment and injuries causing death 30 or more days after the accident. An injured casualty is recorded as seriously or slightly injured by the police on the basis of information available within a short time of the accident. This generally will not reflect the results of a medical examination, but may be influenced according to whether the casualty is hospitalised or not.” This including injuries the layman would consider relatively minor – such as burns, even a broken little finger, and anyone admitted to hospital as a precaution even if nothing serious is then found. 

G.6(f)   Hospitals however tend to know better what is serious and what is not, because they have both the time, the motivation and the expertise to establish the truth. 

G.6(g)  The BMJ report rightly points out that, ”If the reduction in injuries is real rather than an artefact, it can only have been a reduction in injuries that were not serious enough to warrant hospital admission.” 

G.6(h)   That the 6% pa average fall from 1994 to 2005 suddenly slowed to 1% in 2006 and 3% in 2007 suggests that the marked reduction in SI reporting may now be reaching its natural bottom limit.

G.7   The inescapable conclusion is that, whatever might or might not be happening to less important “serious injuries” in police records, the trend for more significant injuries – which is self-evidently more important – is rising, not falling. It is most helpful that hospital data systems have been improved so much over the last 10 years that this information is available.

G.8  It follows that claims to be on course for the 2010 40% KSI target cannot be justified in terms of what is really happening.

H: Weasel Words and Misleading Statements

H.1     This section is a far from exhaustive list of the methods routinely used by advocates of speed cameras to misrepresent their failure as success. Rather it is something of a lucky dip into the miasma of misinformation that has been the incessant accompaniment of the speed camera era. 

H.2     When Richard Brunstrom, Chief Constable of North Wales caused a furore by showing photographs of a decapitated motorcyclist at a press conference, few noticed that his claim that Arrive Alive, the North Wales Camera Partnership “had saved 53 lives from 2001” (H.31) was unadulterated tripe. My letter (H.32) and graph (H.33) to Mr. Brunstrom pointed out in detail the arithmetic nonsense of his claim, but to this day he still refuses even to discuss the figures, let alone withdraw the claim.

H.3   West Mercia Camera Partnership claimed in their glossy 2005/6 report (H.34) a benefit of “£17.5 million per year for an investment of approximately £2.5 million” – 2.6 times greater than the already inflated claims of the 4th year national report! With no hint of embarrassment – or apparent understanding of arithmetic - they claimed as benefits of cameras 70%, 82% and 35% reductions in KSI - far more than is ever due to speeds above the speed limit in the first place – despite speeding having been reduced by only 50%, 65% and 15% respectively. Even more astonishingly, they claimed credit for the 13% fall in KSI on Highways Agency roads despite speeding having increased by 7%! Is there a national prize for creative accountancy?

H.4  Every web site I have seen makes similar claims, apparently unable to understand that it is literally impossible for cameras to have that scale of effect. Even where fatalities are rising significantly, as Humberside (H.42), the web sites trumpet success using a mass of figures making literally incredible claims that ignore long term trends, regression to the mean and adverse effects!

H.5   Partnership – and police - web sites routinely misrepresent not only camera benefits but legal procedures, rights and responsibilities. Examples include:

H.5(a)   Stating that Notices of Intended Prosecution (NIPs) have to be sent within 14 days, when the law requires them to be sent in time for normal delivery to be no later than the 14th day. At the margin this risks misleading defendants about whether the NIP was valid or not.

H.5(b)   Stating that if a NIP that arrives after the 14th day this will be because it is not the first NIP, but the result of someone else having identified them in a response to the first. While this may often be true it is not necessarily the case, as the NIP might have been issued after the deadline. Indeed, it is far from unknown for the authorities, when busy, to send out NIPs after the deadline, presumably in the hope that the recipient will not know the rules or will not notice.

H.5(c)    Implying that the requirement to identify the driver is absolute, and carefully avoiding mentioning para. 4 S172 1988 RTA “"(4) A person shall not be guilty of an offence by virtue of paragraph (a) of subsection (2) above if he shows that he did not know and could not with reasonable diligence have ascertained who the driver was." Parliament rightly decided that defendants should not be convicted of failing to do what they are unable to do – but the authorities and indeed the courts are not riding rough-shod over this protection by ignoring it on their web sites giving advice about procedures, rights and responsibilities.

H.5(d)   Some web sites and police correspondence states that there is a legal requirement for the Registered Keeper to know at all times who is driving the vehicle. This is not only untrue – there is no such requirement in law, except perhaps for heavy vehicles, but would in any case be impractical for the great majority of private or business motorists. Again this tends to pervert the course of justice.

H.5(e)     A Talk Sport radio presenter told me on air that a policeman whom he had told that he was not sure whether he or his son had been driving replied “Toss a coin” – as if that is the way justice works these days. “Providing false information” is a serious offence, and a police officer who seeks to entrap a defendant into doing so is guilty of attempting to pervert the course of justice. Yet I have seen many drivers put under duress to name a name despite their having made it clear that they do not know.  According to law, the police are entitled only to ask for the identity of a driver – no more than that. Yet the authorities routinely use threats and improper duress, including knocking on doors and demanding entry to obtain confessions.

H.5(f)     The Solicitor of Hampshire Police once told me that “It would be improper for the police to offer advice to defendants” – but had no answer when I pointed out that the words I was complaining about were accessed on their web site via a button marked “Help and Advice”! If doing so is improper, why do almost all Partnership and many Police web sites do so?  And why is that advice invariably aimed at steering readers to plead guilty?  It has long been obvious that the entire system is aimed at persuading defendants, guilty or not, to accept the penalty with as little resistance as possible, even attempting to pervert the course of justice.

H.6      The claims of camera benefit, often absurd in themselves, and the seriously misleading statements are rarely tempered by the reality of what is happening in the overall area. Examples include Lancashire (H.35 and H.36) which has one of the worst records in the country in recent years despite – or because of their large number of cameras – yet their web site witters on about camera benefits as casualty numbers rise all around them! Humberside (H.42) is another example. Indeed, given the national trend most partnerships must be in the same position.

H.7       Another example is North Wales (H.37), again a long list of errors and misleading statements – but the truth is that almost all Partnerships are much the same, and almost all of those to whom I have complained about glaring errors refuse to correct them.

H.8      Similarly, Lt. Col. Tex Pemberton of Sussex SCP claimed in evidence to the Transport Committee (F.22 Q251 pg. EV90) in March  2006 that “we have had some very significant success” but seems either unaware or unconcerned as he boasted of that success that within a stone’s throw of his cameras (a) Sussex fatalities rose in the first 3 years from 88 to 100 to 107 to 114 (b) the more meaningful 3-year rolling average of fatalities, 107 in both 2005 and 2006, is higher than at any time since 1992 (c) SI rose in 2005 from 748 to 889 and again in 2006 to 929. Just how much more of Lt. Col. Pemberton’s “success” can the good people of Sussex be expected to endure? See my letter of complaint to him (H.36 ) and casualty graph (H.37).
H.9    Another area notorious for its speed camera numbers is Essex – notorious also for its appalling record in the camera era, a steadily rising fatality trend as they install more and more cameras! (H.40). Before their Partnership went to work the 3-year rolling average of deaths had flattened out around 90, but then rose to stay above 100 for 5 years, finally falling to 97 in 2006, still higher than in 1993, 12 years earlier. How much more of this “success” can we take?

H.10 The standard pattern of every local area fatality graph in the country is a steep fall into the early 1990s followed by 12 or more years of little change. Yet across the country we are bombarded with claims of success – but always in the small print, “at camera sites”. Also, the great majority of claims are made in % terms, because the authorities know that the actual numbers are so small that even Joe Public would start to smell a rat if he knew the real numbers. 

H.11    A sound rule of thumb is the larger the number of speed cameras the worse the trend and the more misleading the claims on the web site. Whatever parameter, K, SI, KSI, slight injuries or all injuries gives the best impression is emphasised while inconvenient numbers are ignored and the significance of speeds above the speed limit – “the one-third lie” is trotted out at every opportunity, long after the lie was exposed.

H.12      On 23rd May 2007 Meredydd Hughes, Chief Constable of South Yorkshire and then Acpo’s head of roads policing, used an interview with The Times (H.39) to threaten drivers who defend themselves in court with the costs of some four thousand pounds of his special squad of prosecutors and expert witnesses if they lose. His actual words were ‘Come and get us if you think you are hard enough’ (H.41) Defendants have a common law right to a fair trial and a proper defence, rights confirmed also by the European Court of Human Rights and the Human Rights Act. It is not acceptable that police officers use their powers to threaten defendants with high costs, totally out of proportion to the penalties involved, to dissuade them from defending themselves.  S172 1988 Road Traffic Act empowers Chief Constables to ask for the identity of the driver – no more than that. What many police forces and authorities do, in pressurising defendants, is a direct breach of the law and amounts to improper duress and attempting to pervert the course of justice, none more so that Mr. Hughes with his threats. How ironic therefore that Mr. Hughes was recently convicted of speeding at 90mph on a 60mph road, banned from driving for a month and forced to give up his Acpo road policing responsibilities! 

H.13    How ironic too that his predecessor Mike Hedges wrote “I believe we have lost a tremendous amount of goodwill from the public. I think the biggest mistake we have made is getting some money back. I am most uncomfortable with the focus on the taxation view which goes with it.” “There is a place for them but I think we have lost the argument on that. I think the police service has really suffered some really serious confidence problems, and support from the public, as a result.” He is of course right – there is a place for speed cameras -  a peat bog in Southern Ireland comes to mind.

H.14  On 4th December 2006 Mrs. Dunwoody, chairman of this Committee wrote to me (F.24) flatly denying that DfT figures I had complained about were misleading and has yet to apologise or explain. On 17 Jan 2007 Mark Magee, head of the Speed Management Branch of the DfT, wrote to me (F.27) flatly denying that those same figures were misleading, but at the same time leading me to the evidence which would prove him wrong! Why did he not check it himself before denying the undeniable? He too has yet to apologise or explain. 

H.15    On 23 April 2007 Dr. Stephen Ladyman, having received that evidence from me, was forced to write to this Committee (F.34) admitting that the figures were indeed wrong by a factor of 10. He too has yet to apologise or explain. I consider this and other aspects of their conduct of this affair to be unacceptable for public servants.

H.16   I wrote to Mark Magee (F.38), Dr. Ladyman (F.39) pointing out inter alia that the adjustment of the comparative cost effectiveness of cameras and signs of a factor of 2 made by Dr. Ladyman (F.34) was unnecessary because the cost effectiveness of the sign site was determined by the £14,000 cost and 3.1 accidents pa reduction achieved, and was independent of the number of signs the £14,000 paid for. Dr. Ladyman, par for the course, failed to answer but Mark Magee denied any such error, on the wholly spurious grounds that the data failed to identify which signs eliminated which of the accidents that did not happen.   This is either incompetence on a hitherto unknown scale, or a blind refusal to face facts. Either way, Mark Magee is “unfit for purpose” and incompetent to determine road safety policies.

H.17    Dr. Ladyman’s response (Committee report Oct 2006) on the significance of speed in accidents (F.24 pg. EV156) , a table of figures is wholly misleading in the context of speed cameras, because they are for “excessive speed” for the conditions, regardless of whether or not they are above the speed limit.

H.18    No listing such as this would be complete without a vehement complaint about the anti-car, anti-speed lobby – strong on sentiment and emotion, dismally lacking in facts and analysis.

H.18(a)  When Brake called for 20mph areas and/or speed cameras around schools, I wrote to them to point out that there are very few road accidents near schools. When they said that we “should not wait for accidents” but erect speed cameras where there had been no accidents, I wrote to point out that given a necessarily finite budget and high costs it makes more sense to install cameras at known accident black spots. When I realised that the DfT and Transport Committee had issued spurious information that cameras I wrote to them pointing out the massively greater benefits available by spending money on signs not cameras – yet 9 months later they were still recommending callers to demand £50,000 a year cameras and accept (more effective) £1,000 a year signs only as second best! I tried repeatedly to speak to Brake, but they refused even to answer emails and explicitly refused to speak to me on the telephone.

H.18(b)  I met a Road Peace representative at a TV studio and gave her the facts and figures showing that signs are massively more cost effective than speed cameras, but she refused to take any notice, instead sending me naïve and ludicrous glossy leaflets advocating more speed cameras.

H.18(c)  I wrote to the Slower Speeds Initiative asking if they had ever calculated the economic cost of slowing down traffic (a reasonable estimate is £2bn to £5bn pa in GDP for each 1mph reduction) No reply to that question was ever forthcoming, despite repeated efforts on my part. I asked them whether they accept that slowing down traffic inevitably causes longer journey times, more vehicles on the road at any given moment and therefore more congestion. Their reply was astonishing – a scatter graph claiming to show that the “capacity” of a motorway is rather greater between 20mph and 60mph than at 70mph! I replied asking whether they realised that “capacity” in that context means the number of vehicles passing a given point in an hour, and that because when traffic is busy its separation is largely determined by time (i.e. the 2 second, 2 chevron gap) and not by physical spacing, and that the fact that the same number of vehicles can for that reason pass any given point in an hour  at 20mph as at 60mph is not much consolation to drivers who actually want to get to their destination!  After 6 months of trying to get answers to these basic questions, my “letter has not yet got to the top of the pile” so I gave up!

H.18(d) All three organisations have completely ignored the massive improvements in road safety that would be available by switching from cameras to signs – if they were serious about road safety why would they do that? Instead they continue their emotion-driven campaigns, causing more problems than they ever solve – and are in part supported by the tax-payer in doing so! They too would rather save face than save lives. 

H.18(e)  This is only a small selection of the apparently systematic way in which the facts of speed cameras re misrepresented. Much of the misleading content of Partnership and Police web sites obviously comes from the same source, which can only be the DfT. It is utterly disgraceful that the DfT have been systematically misrepresenting the facts and the law for years, as their policies implode.

J: International Comparisons 

J.1    Throughout this submission the central theme has been the appalling trend in fatalities on British roads since the early 1990s – losing that benign trend has now cost more than 8,000 lives.

J.2    It is instructive to compare what has happened in Britain in this period with what happened in other countries. There are three ways of comparing fatalities (a) per 100,000 population (b) per distance travelled (c) in relation to the number of vehicles- each has its own problems (J.26 pg. 2)  Data availability means that the fatalities per 100,000 population parameter is available for more countries. The data used here has been taken from the DfT (J.21),(J,25), from Drive and Arrive Inc. (J.26), Irtad (J.27) and Switzerland (J.28)

J.3  The table on (J.21) shows that in 1995 (with the exception of Malta, too small to be statistically significant) Britain had the lowest fatality rate of the 33 countries listed, at 6.2 per 100,000 population, compared to Sweden (6.4), Norway (6.7), Iceland (6.8), Netherlands (8.2), Finland (8.4), Switzerland, (9.3), Australia  (9.8) and Japan (9.9) This was a reflection of the historic lead we had for many decades for a wide variety of reasons.

J.4    The table on (J.22) shows the % falls from 1995 to 2005 in 33 countries. Of those, 7 (Estonia, the Netherlands, Switzerland, France, Portugal and Korea and Germany) achieved reductions of 40% or more.   6 (Japan, Austria, Luxembourg, New Zealand, Slovenia and Greece) falls of 30% to 39%, 8 (Belgium, Latvia, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Italy, Spain, Poland and Hungary and the Czech Republic) falls of 20% to 29%, 6 (the Czech Republic, Australia, Slovakia, Cyprus, Finland and Canada) falls of 13% to 19%.

J.5    Britain – 28th in a list of 33 countries - achieved a fall of only 12%, an average of 1% pa compared to the 3% pa routinely achieved in earlier decades. Only 5  countries (the Irish Republic, Iceland 4%, the USA, Lithuania and Malta did worse – and 4 of those 5 are small or very small countries).

J.6   (J.23) provides the same information in graphical form, from 1980 to 2005 for the most relevant 12 countries. The graphs shows starkly how other countries, many quite similar to Britain, have made massively greater strides in fatality reduction and how, having been in the lead in 1995 (excepting Malta as a special case) Britain is now in joint 4th place behind the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, and level with Switzerland. The next graph (J.24) zooms in on the 1995 to 2005 period to show the same trends more clearly 

J.7   Comparisons of fatalities per bn vehicle km are problematic because traffic figures are not available for many countries. However, of those developed countries broadly similar to Britain where data is available (J.24) Britain’s figure for 2003  of 7.7 matched that of the Netherlands (7.7),and was rather better than that of Australia (8.0) Sweden (8.3), Norway (8.3), Switzerland (8.8), Canada (8.9), the USA (9.4) and Denmark (9.7). However, given that neither populations not vehicle mileage change very much in ten years it is likely that Britain has lost ground against other countries to a similar extent in relation to vehicle mileage terms as  in population terms. Given the above changes, it seems likely that when 2007 data becomes available we will have lost our lead not only relative to population but also relative to vehicle mileage. 

J.8   Given these dreadful trends how dare the DfT and the Transport Committee talk glibly and complacently about the “considerable progress has been made in reducing the scale of deaths and injuries on the roads of Great Britain”? How dare Jim Fitzpatrick reply (Hansard 7th Feb 2008) that the reason France has been able to achieve a 40% fall in fatalities compared to our 12% is because “they had more to start with”? Does he not realise how percentages work, and that over 10 years France cut fatalities by 3,573 fatalities compared to our 420? Can we afford yet another Roads Minister who does not understand arithmetic? Can we really afford more of the same – the same pretence, the same misrepresentation, the same complacency in the face of disaster? 

J.9    In particular, can we afford to continue speed camera policy when we know that vehicle activated signs are more effective (Section F) with few of the adverse effects (Section E) when the same funding needed for 1 camera would pay for at least 50 signs?

K: The 2010 KSI Target Can Not Be Met

K.1     In 2000 the EU – not the UK Government – set a road safety target of a 40% reduction in Killed and Seriously Injured  (KSI) casualties compared to the average of 1994-1998, but it is important to understand that KSI is not a sensible way to measure road safety because:

K.1(a)     There are about 10 deaths for every serious injury. Thus the KSI graph is virtually identical to the SI graph, and tells us virtually nothing about what is happening to fatality numbers. Also, makes it too easy for the authorities to mislead the public – as when on January 1st 2001 Essex police claimed on Radio 5 Live that their speed cameras had been successful in 2000 because “KSI has fallen” - when 37 more people had died but 38 fewer people had been seriously injured – not success as any impartial observer would see it. Time and again KSI is misused in this way to pretend that all is well when it is not.

K.1(b)     The police classification of “SI” in reality includes even quite minor injuries such as a broken little finger or admission to hospital when no significant injury is later found. It is no less than absurd to equate such trivial injuries with death by combining them in a single figure, especially as the figures for deaths are, for obvious reasons, accurate, while those for serious injuries are massively under-reported (B.2). For these reasons fatal and serious injury figures are reviewed separately in this submission.

K.1(c)     The rail safety section of the DfT clearly understands this point as rail safety trends are assessed on the basis of “equivalent deaths” calculated (K+(SI/10)), a far more sensible parameter. The DfT probably uses KSI on orders from Brussels, but that does not make it any more appropriate.

K.2      There is no prospect of meeting the 40% target on the basis of any combination of the parameters, SI, KSI or K+(SI/10) by 2010 because

K.2(a)   Fatalities have for a decade been falling at only 1% pa, less than 1/3 of the former rate.

K.2(b)   SI based on Stats 19 data is seriously suspect (Section G) 

K.2(c)   SI based on much more reliable hospital data is not falling but rising and has been for ten years. (G.25)

L/ Recommendations

M.1      Stop pretending that road safety is improving – it is not.

M.2      Stop pretending that the 2010 target will be met – it cannot be met.
M.3      Stop pretending that speed cameras save lives – they do not.

M.4      Recommend that speed cameras be switched off so that drivers may again concentrate ion driving safely, not driving by numbers and so that casualties may return to their long term downward trend.

M.5   Write to every Local Authority and Chief Constable withdrawing Transcom’s October 2006 recommendation for more speed cameras, and pointing out the now undeniable evidence that vehicle activated signs provide more benefit than speed cameras at massively lower cost and with few if any of their adverse effects of cameras.

M.6       Point out that eliminating the operating costs of existing cameras would more than pay for all the signs we will ever need.

M.7      Suggest that those who lose their jobs be re-deployed to other more cost effective methods of saving lives, including cleaning hospitals where 10s of thousands die every year for lack of basic care. A hospital stay is between 200 and 500 times more likely (per hour) to kill someone than a 70mph vehicle on a motorway.

L.8     Investigate converting fixed speed cameras, which already contain power supplies and speed-measuring devices, into vehicle activated signs.

L.9      Call for more specialist police patrol officers, to monitor, inhibit and penalise all forms of dangerous driving, not just speeding, and to do so with a degree of judgement and discretion, and train them properly -  their accident rate quadrupled in only a few years.

L.10     Recommend that all assessment of road safety progress be on the basis of the same parameter railway safety authorities use, K+(SI/10) not the seriously misleading combined figure KSI. (The new parameter can easily be calculated right back to 1950, for trend evaluation. If the EU continues to specify KSI as the lead indicator, ignore them.

L.11   Review of the police definition of “serious injuries” which is currently highly misleading in that it includes too many relatively minor injuries. 

L.12     Recommend that serious injury trends be assessed both on the basis of police data and hospital data until the discrepancies between the two are finally resolved, and for the databases to be linked and compared.

L.13   Hold a Public Inquiry into the entire speed camera programme and the conduct of all involved, including those who have wilfully misrepresented the benefits of cameras, or wilfully refused to act when gross errors of fact and analysis have been reported. 

L.14   Recognise that motor vehicles and speed have been essential elements in the enormous improvements in our standards of living over the last century and are a force for good, not for evil as many lobby groups seem to believe. Recognise that slowing traffic costs from £2bn pa to £5bn pa for each 1mph reduction in average speed.  Determine policy to promote safe speed, and thus maximise freedom, GDP and tax revenues for other purposes such as hospitals and other more effective ways of saving lives.

Idris Francis

Updated 12 Aug 07

All documents referred to are available on a CD, in the directories indicated and available from me on request.
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