10. Consultation questions
1. Infrastructure and traffic signs
Do you have any suggestions on the way in which the current approach to development
and maintenance of road signs and infrastructure impacts the safety of cyclists and other
vulnerable road users? How could it be improved?
Infrastructure has a crucial role to play in delivering a safe environment in which all road users
are free to travel without fear. This is particularly the case for vulnerable road users, such as
cyclists and pedestrians, who are at a much greater risk of injury and death, due to their lack of
protection in the event of a crash.
Vehicle traffic has increased exponentially in the UK - up 17.2% in the past twenty years to more
than 325 billion miles annually1. Our roads infrastructure was not built for such capacity,
particularly in urban areas where space is limited, and the inevitable reduction in space has led
to a squeeze on vulnerable road users - cyclist and pedestrian safety is directly related to their
proximity to motorised traffic, therefore the increase in traffic has also led to an increase in their
vulnerability.
The role that infrastructure plays in both perceived and actual safety has been borne out by
recent research: over half (64%) of UK respondents to the British Social Attitudes Survey agreed
that it was ‘too dangerous…to cycle on the road’ due to driver behaviour and the quality of the
road environment2; a survey by Brake indicated that as many as one in three non-cyclists would
be persuaded to cycle if there were safe local cycling routes3; and a further report by Brake
found that segregated cycle routes should be at the front of the Government’s road investment
priorities for the Strategic Road Network4. Furthermore, evidence from countries across Europe
has demonstrated that a strategic approach to encouraging cycling does make a difference to
both take-up and safety: the Netherlands, Denmark and Germany have far higher rates of
cycling compared to the UK, across all sectors of society5, and evidence illustrates that countries
with the lowest levels of cycle use have the poorest cyclist safety records6.
Brake advocates a safe systems approach to road safety management and this encompasses
the development of infrastructure. Safe systems are designed with the human being at their
centre, taking human fallibility and vulnerability into account, and accepting that even the most
conscientious person will make a mistake at some point. The goal of this approach is to ensure
that these mistakes do not lead to a crash; or, if a crash does occur, it is sufficiently controlled to
not cause a death or a life-changing injury.
Under a safe systems approach, therefore, one of the key infrastructure interventions is the
segregation of vulnerable road users - the safest routes being those in which cyclists are
physically separated from motor traffic. A Canadian study has found that cyclists on these routes
have one ninth the risk of injury compared to a busy road with parked cars7. Brake strongly
advocates increased UK investment in segregated cycling facilities. Such an approach has the
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dual benefit of increasing cycling safety and increasing cycling take-up. Enabling this virtuous
circle is fundamental to improving the UK’s cycling culture and road safety.
Other infrastructure interventions, such as on-road cycle lanes where there is no physical
separation between cyclists and fast-moving traffic, can be of limited benefit, especially if used in
isolation without other steps to reduce risks and hazards for cyclists, such as junction
improvements (see paragraph below). Such on-road measures are often considered a quick and
cheap option, yet in fact need to be designed as carefully as any piece of infrastructure.
Transitioning from a cycle path and entering traffic can be dangerous, and any design must take
this into account. However, the impact of a well-designed cycle route can be dramatic and
benefit all road users: building a cycling route along Prospect Park West in New York City
reduced crashes resulting in injury by 68%, plus far fewer cyclists rode on the pavement
inconveniencing pedestrians, and travel times for drivers did not increase8. If properly designed,
shared-use paths - those shared between pedestrians and cyclists and wide enough for both to
use comfortably - can also be a safe option.9
As aforementioned, junctions pose a particular danger to cyclists, accounting for almost threequarters of cyclist collisions10 and therefore any cycling infrastructure must be designed with
junctions particularly in mind. Care and attention must be given by councils and traffic authorities
for developing infrastructure that is properly designed and effective in preventing casualties. A
potential solution is the amendment of junction priority to prioritise cyclists and pedestrians. Such
an approach is advocated strongly by cycling and walking stakeholders and we recommend that
the Government investigates the potential benefits further.
Brake would also like to draw attention to the recently announced Third Mobility Package from
the European Commission which includes a proposal for legislation on infrastructure safety
management11. The proposed directive aims to better protect vulnerable road users like cyclists
and motorcyclists and will introduce a new proactive approach to safety assessment and extend
safety management principles to all primary roads. This is expected to save 3,200 lives and
avoid an additional 20,700 serious injuries over 2020-2030. Brake urges the UK to support this
proposal through the EU legislative process and to adopt such measures into UK law.
It is important to note that the development of dedicated cycling and walking infrastructure would
not only protect vulnerable road users but also encourage the uptake of active travel, particularly
for shorter journeys. This, in turn, supports public health policies aimed at reducing obesity. By
providing individuals with the opportunity to cycle and walk, the government is also providing a
means to obtain the recommended levels of daily exercise, and reducing the stress associated
with a drawn-out car journey.

2. The laws and rules of the road
Set out any areas where you consider the laws or rules relating to road safety and their
enforcement, with particular reference to cyclists and pedestrians, could be used to
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support the government's aim of improving cycling and walking safety whilst promoting
more active travel.

The rules of the road, and the related law, are of fundamental importance to the safety of all road
users. As a key deterrent to active travel is safety, these rules also have a significant impact on
the take-up of cycling and walking; by improving road safety, you also encourage active travel
options.
There are several areas where the laws and rules relating to road safety and their enforcement
could be used and improved to support the Government’s aim and promote road safety in
general. These include: Speed, Driver Impairment, Enforcement and Sentencing – detailed in
turn below.

Speed
From evidence mentioned in our response to question 1, it is clear that safety, or perception of
safety, is the main deterrent to more people cycling and walking and speed is one of the primary
determining factors in road safety. Changes to the existing law on speed limits could therefore
be made to support the Government’s aim of improving cycling and walking safety whilst
promoting more active travel. The current default speed limits in urban areas and on rural roads
are set too high to create a safe road environment and should be lowered to support the aim of
improving cycling and walking safety.
In urban areas, the UK national default limit is 30mph, however, the World Health Organisation
has emphasised the need for 20mph limits in areas where motorised traffic mixes with
pedestrians, cyclists, and moped riders, due to the vulnerability of these road users12. Brake
therefore strongly advocates a reduction in the default limit in built up areas from 30mph to
20mph. This reduction in the default would also eliminate the key barrier to Council’s introducing
their own 20mph limits – the costs associated to the required signage where speed limits diverge
from the national default.
Active travel, most obviously walking and cycling within and between communities, provides a
key opportunity for physical exercise. Unfortunately, many people, especially those with children,
are put off walking and cycling due to traffic speeds - a Brake survey13 found that 59% of UK
parents had witnessed drivers speeding close to their child’s school or nursery. However,
research indicates that people are increasingly understanding of the value of 20mph limits - in a
recent Department for Transport survey14, 69% were in favour of 20mph in residential areas and
50% in favour of enforcing this limit and slowing traffic through the installation of speed bumps
on key local routes.
The situation on rural roads in the UK is similar – we have a national default limit which is set to
high and which deters vulnerable road user activity. The national default limit on single
carriageways, outside of “built-up areas”, is 60mph for cars, yet due to the design and condition
of many of these roads, 60mph (or anywhere near it) is rarely a safe speed to travel, particular
with regards vulnerable road users who share the same space. More than half (51%) of fatal
crashes in Britain occur on country roads and per mile travelled, country roads are the most
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dangerous roads for all kinds of road users15. Furthermore, the cause of crashes on such roads
are often speed-related (for example in head-on, overtaking collisions, or when vehicles run off
the road). Brake, therefore, urges a reduction in the national default speed limit on rural roads to
create a safer road environment for cyclists and other vulnerable road users.
A recent Brake survey has backed up such calls, with more than 60% of respondents stating that
60mph speed limits are too fast to assure the safety of cyclists on single-carriageway A road.
Additionally, whilst 70% of drivers state that they currently never cycle on single-carriageway A
roads, more than half state that they would be persuaded to if there was a demarcated space for
cyclists16.
Brake urges the reduction of the national default limit on both urban and rural roads. Such a
move would improve both real and perceived safety, supporting the Government's ambitions for
active travel.

Driver Impairment
Driver impairment through drink, drugs and poor vision is a significant cause of crashes on UK
roads, and therefore directly impacts vulnerable road users, such as cyclists or pedestrians - 7%
of all cyclist “accidents”17 in 2016 were related to impairment or distraction18
It is vital that the law surrounding each of these issues is effective in acting as a deterrent to
dangerous driving and simultaneously in ensuring the safety of all road users, thus encouraging
the uptake of more active travel.

Drink driving
Drink driving is still a huge problem on our roads and impacts the safety of all road users. In
2015, 1370 people were killed or seriously injured in crashes involving a drink driver, which is the
highest since 2012. Of those crashes, 90 of them involved a pedestrian being killed or seriously
injured.19 Yet these deaths and injuries are preventable.
The legal blood-alcohol concentration (BAC) limit for driving in England and Wales is 80
milligrams of alcohol per 100 millilitres of blood (80mg/100ml). In many countries, the BAC limit
is much lower. In most of Europe, including Scotland, it is 50mg/100ml. In some countries, such
as Sweden, the legal limit is 20mg/100ml for all drivers – effectively zero tolerance.
There is no failsafe way to tell how much alcohol will put someone over the limit, or to convert
the BAC limit into how many units one can have: the concentration of alcohol in blood depends
on various factors.
Alcohol is a depressant and what is clear is that even very small amounts of alcohol affect your
driving including your reaction times, judgement and co-ordination. Alcohol also makes users
drowsy and affects vision and how speed and distance are judged. Drivers with BAC of
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10mg/100ml, far below the UK or European drink drive limits, are 46% more likely to be at fault
in collisions than sober drivers20, and when they crash, do more damage than sober drivers.21
Brake is therefore calling for an effective zero tolerance limit for England and Wales of 20mg
alcohol per 100ml of blood, in line with the evidence discussed above that even one small drink
affects driving. This change in the law would send a message to drivers that drinking any alcohol
and driving is dangerous and thus help to protect all road users, including cyclists and
pedestrians, from the menace of drink driving.

Drug driving
Drug driving is an increasingly widespread danger to the safety of road users in the UK. In the
year following the introduction of a new law in March 2015, allowing police to test and arrest in
England and Wales for certain illegal and legal drugs, there was an 800% increase in arrests
despite limitations in testing equipment and levels of policing.22 In 2016 there were 92 fatal
crashes and 453 crashes that caused serious injury, where the driver was under the influence of
drugs.23
However, despite the legislation that the Government put in place in 2015, the police have
remained limited in their ability to detect drug-driving at the roadside. This is due to the absence
of Home Office type-approved roadside drug-screening devices. The type approval procedure
aims to ensure devices meet government standards.24 Currently, there are only two devices that
have type-approval, granted in 2015, and they are only capable of screening for cannabis (THC)
and cocaine.25
Experts have argued that the most important priority is for a drug testing device to be approved
that identifies drivers using ecstasy (MDMA). Dr Rob Tunbridge, co-author of the 2001 TRL
report showing prevalence of illegal drugs in dead drivers, says: “As a first step, roadside
screening devices need approval for testing of MDMA. Along with cannabis and cocaine, all
social survey and epidemiological evidence suggests that these three drugs represent the major
problem for drug driving in GB.”
The law could therefore be used to improve the safety of road users including the most
vulnerable, by introducing type-approved roadside screening devices for all banned drugs, with
priority given to a device that screens for MDMA (ecstasy) as a matter of urgency.

Driver vision
Good eyesight is a basic requirement for safe driving. Poor vision increases the risk of collisions
due to a driver’s inability to recognise and react in time to a hazard or the behaviour of other
road users, and is a danger to vulnerable road users, such as pedestrians and cyclists.
Regrettably, there have been numerous incidents over the years where drivers with defective
eyesight have caused the death of people walking across the road or on pavements.
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Poor vision is believed to be massively underreported in government crash causation data due
to the difficulty in determining if eyesight was to blame. Some casualties are likely to occur
because drivers are unaware they have a vision problem and have neither corrected it nor
reported it to the Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA). Untreated eye conditions can
occur gradually over time. In extreme cases, someone can lose up to 40% of their vision without
being aware they have a problem.26
In the UK, the law requires drivers to be able to read a modern car number plate from 20 metres
away [8]. Drivers must inform the DVLA if their vision (with glasses or contact lenses if needed)
is below 6/12 (0.5) on the Snellen scale, or their visual field is less than 1200, or they suffer from
certain medical conditions.27
Determining eyesight through the ‘number plate’ test is one aspect of the practical driving test
and may be conducted by the police at the roadside if they suspect an eyesight problem. This
test is not required at any other time than these, so following the driving test, a driver may never
be required to show any authority any evidence that their eyesight is acceptable for driving.
Drivers older than 70 must declare that their eyesight meets minimum standards when renewing
their licence, but do not need to provide any evidence to the DVLA to prove this is so.
Driver eyesight testing is also not automatically carried out by police at the scene of a fatal or
serious crash. Furthermore, it is not possible to test driver eyesight if a driver is dead or being
treated for serious injuries, making it difficult to determine whether poor vision is a contributory
factor in many cases. Even if the number plate test is carried out, its capability for assessing
driver vision is limited. It only tests an individual’s vision over distance (visual acuity) and is not
even a fully accurate and reliable evidence of that. The driving test does not assess visual field
or sensitivity to contrast or glare, which can also have a significant impact on driver
performance.28
Brake is therefore calling for the law on driver vision to be strengthened, to require drivers to
prove to the DVLA they have had a recent, professional vision test when they take their driving
test and be required to have regular tests during their driving life thereafter. This would work to
ensure the safety of all road users by ensuring that those using the roads are fully fit to do so.

Enforcement
Enforcement is vital to creating a safe environment for all road users. Traffic enforcement tackles
many causes of road casualties relating to the behaviour of people and the safety of their
vehicles. It includes specialist enforcement requiring expert staff and equipment, particularly
checking lorries and coaches regarding their standards of maintenance and checking hours their
drivers have worked. It also includes electronic and other advanced enforcement, notably
through cameras, drug testing kits, etc.
The TRL study for Highways England found that bad driving behaviour and speeding contributes
significantly to fatal crashes. Enforcement through highways patrols and cameras can tackle this,
alongside tackling the other “big” offences by drivers, including alcohol and drug use, use of
mobile phones, and lack of seat belt wearing.
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There must therefore be increased investment in roads policing by the Government to provide
the police with the resources they need to get more traffic officers on the roads to act as a true
deterrent to dangerous driving and protect all road users.

Sentencing
Effective sentencing is important in ensuring the safety of all road users as strict sentences both
act as a deterrent to dangerous driving behaviour and get dangerous drivers off the road.
Drivers who kill, harm and endanger are often let off with grossly inadequate penalties, in some
cases for inappropriately-termed charges. In cases of death and serious injury on our roads, this
often causes terrible insult and upset to bereaved and injured victims, leaving many feeling
betrayed by our justice system. What's more, low penalties for driving offences at all levels
sends a message that these are minor infringements, rather than serious crimes that result in
needless suffering and loss of life.
When a driver causes a death, they might be prosecuted with 'causing death by dangerous
driving' or 'causing death by careless driving'. When a driver causes a serious injury, they might
be prosecuted with 'causing serious injury by dangerous driving' (a charge introduced in 2012) or
simply 'careless driving'.
The difference between 'careless' and 'dangerous' driving in the eyes of the law is slight and
subjective: it's the difference between someone's driving falling below or well below what is
expected of a careful and competent driver. But the difference in penalties between these
charges is huge. The maximum sentence for causing death by careless driving is only five years,
compared to 14 for causing death by dangerous driving. The maximum sentence for causing
serious injury by dangerous driving is five years (if heard in a Crown Court), compared to a
maximum penalty of a fine only for careless driving. Very often, prosecutors go for the lesser
careless driving charges because they are easier to prove.
Brake believes charges and penalties for causing death or serious injury should be overhauled.
We need to get rid of the split between 'dangerous' and 'careless' so prosecutors aren't tempted
to go for an easier won charge that carries inappropriately low penalties and deems driving that
has killed or caused serious harm as merely 'careless', terminology that undermines the gravitas
of the offence.
Ideally we should have one charge that can be brought against anyone whose driving causes
death or serious injury. Judges could still use their discretion to sentence according to the level
of risk taken, across the range of penalties up to the maximum of 14 years. At the very least,
prosecuting guidelines should be improved so it is clear that if you were taking an illegal risk
when you killed or seriously injured someone, such as speeding or using a phone, your driving is
automatically deemed 'dangerous' in the eyes of the law.
Brake also welcomed the announcement of tougher sentences last October for drivers who
cause death by dangerous driving, and for careless drivers who kill while under the influence of
drink or drugs, however the new sentences are yet to be introduced and dangerous drivers are
still receiving lenient sentences. The Government should therefore seek to implement the new
sentences as a matter of priority to provide a true deterrent to dangerous driving and improve the
safety of the roads for all, including cyclists and pedestrians.

3. Training - Do you have any suggestions for improving the way road users are trained,
with specific consideration to protecting cyclists and pedestrians?
The training of road users is vitally important in ensuring that all those who use the roads are
competent enough to use the roads safely and aware of the hazards they may face. Ensuring a
level of competence and awareness on the roads has a key role to play in keeping all road users
safe, including cyclists and pedestrians.
Currently the driving, practical and hazard perception tests do not require drivers to learn about
cycle awareness or undergo testing on cycle safety. This is one area of road user training that
could be improved to specifically protect cyclists. Brake supports Cycling UK’s calls for cycle
awareness to be integrated into the general driver training and testing process, with a specified
amount of instruction time devoted to it.29 The theory test should include more questions about
driving around cyclists and examine candidates on both their understanding of the rules of the
road and why they need to respect them. The hazard perception test needs to examine
candidates thoroughly on their awareness of how their driving can affect the safety and comfort
of cyclists.
Furthermore, Brake is calling for the introduction of Graduated Driver Licensing across the UK as
a matter of urgency. Such a system would improve the way that road users are trained in the
UK, making new drivers more aware of the dangers of the road including other vulnerable road
users such as cyclists and pedestrians.
In 2016 almost 15% of road crashes were caused by drivers aged between 17-24 years old30,
with research showing that the combination of youth and inexperience makes younger drivers a
high road safety risk. In Britain, it is estimated that GDL could prevent more than 400 deaths and
serious injuries every year and save the economy £200m annually through crash prevention31.
Brake recommends that a GDL system in the UK should include a 12-month learner period, an
initial test, and then a two-year novice period when novice drivers can drive independently but
with restrictions – such as a late-night driving curfew (See Appendix 1 for more details).
These measures would tackle the risks that young drivers commonly face and reduce the risk of
new drivers being involved in a road crash. Ensuring that all new road users are fully equipped to
drive safely and independently on our roads. This would in turn improve overall safety on our
roads for all users including the most vulnerable road users such as cyclists and pedestrians. A
Brake survey32 also found that there was widespread support for the various measures
contained within a GDL system. The majority (84%) of drivers surveyed said that there should be
a minimum learning period before learner drivers can take their test.
The training of professional drivers/fleet operatives also has a key role in protecting vulnerable
road users given the number of miles undertaken by professional drivers - in 2016, 30% of all
road deaths involved a driver/ rider driving for work33. Brake offers comprehensive guidance for
professional drivers through its Brake Professional content for fleet services34. It offers guidance
on actions companies can take to ensure their drivers are aware of the dangers faced by
vulnerable road users - the four key points that Brake Professional recommends to companies
are: raising awareness among all employees, especially surrounding the dangers of speeding;
training and monitoring of fleet drivers on a regular basis; implementing safe route planning and
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scheduling; and choosing safer fleet vehicles. Adopting this level of training on a national level
has the potential to improve the way road users are trained and protect vulnerable road users
such as cyclists and pedestrians.
Appendix 1
Brake recommends that a Graduated Driver Licensing system would have the following
measures:
For learner drivers:
•

Minimum learning period of one year before learner drivers can take their practical
driving test, theory test and hazard awareness test.

•

The learner’s licence should not be fully valid until the learner driver has received a
minimum of 10 hours’ professional tuition in a car with dual controls.

•

Learner drivers, as at present, must be supervised while driving, and the minimum age of
accompanying drivers should be raised to 25.

•

Accompanying drivers should be registered as ‘approved accompanying drivers’ by
completing a questionnaire to prove their suitability.

•

Learner drivers should have the same restrictions placed upon them as novice drivers
(see below).

For novice drivers:
•

Drivers should hold a novice licence for two years after passing a practical driving test.

•

Novice drivers should be allowed to drive unsupervised, but with certain restrictions on
their driving, including:
o

Novice drivers should not carry passengers who are younger than 25 unless
supervised. Novice drivers who are parents or carers and need to carry children
should be exempt from this restriction.

o

Novice drivers should not drive between 11pm and 6am, unless supervised or
travelling directly from home to work or school.

o

Novice drivers should have a zero-tolerance drink drive limit of 20mg of alcohol
per 100ml blood (Brake recommends this for all drivers).

o

Novice drivers should not drive on motorways.

•

Novice drivers should be restricted in the size of engine they can drive.

•

Any driving offences, or failure to comply with the restrictions during this period, should
result in automatic disqualification.

•

Novice drivers should be required to take a further 10 hours of professional tuition,
during which they must drive on motorways and at night.

•

Novice drivers should be required to pass a second driving test at the end of the twoyear period to help ensure safe driving on all types of roads

4. Educating road users - Do you have any suggestions on how we can improve road user
education to help support more and safer walking and cycling?
Road user education is important in supporting more and safer walking and cycling however
there is also a body of evidence that suggests road user education in isolation is not as effective
as previously thought. A report produced by Brake in 201735 suggests methods for developing a
more pragmatic approach to road safety and sustainable transport education interventions.
Nearly all crashes involve some element of road user error; therefore, it is understandable that
there has been a historical focus on funding and delivering extensive road safety education and
communication aimed at achieving behavioural change, particularly among drivers, but also
notably children and young people. However, as explained further in the report, and stated by
numerous academics over many decades “…the predominance of ‘human errors’ … does not
imply that the practical way to eliminate most crashes is to fix the driver. On the contrary, of the
three major traffic components – the driver, the vehicle and the road – the driver is the most
difficult to change or improve.”
Consequently, the approach favoured is one that implements “safe systems”, meaning measures
are put in place that mitigate the potential for death and injury when, inevitably, people take risks
or make mistakes. These measures are often a) engineering solutions, notably vehicle safety
systems and improvements to the road environment (for example segregated cycle paths); b)
rules and enforcement of rules, at government and organisational levels (for example, driver
testing prior to licensing and safer speed limits); and c) risk reduction (for example, modal shift
from cars to public transport). This represents a new trend in considering the road safety
‘system’ or ‘culture’ rather than interventions as stand-alone programmes.
Education and communication is deemed far less effective. The report explains some of the
powerful psychological “influencers” on people that can cause them to make poor choices, often
despite their attitudes.
However, this does not mean that road safety and sustainable transport education should be
abandoned. Brake argues that education and communication have a role to play in raising
awareness and spreading knowledge, to achieve a raft of legitimate and pragmatic outcome
goals that are not primarily about behavioural change, but more about inspiring, informing and
engaging people in the causes. In companies with employees who drive for work, for example,
education can help drivers to understand and accept requirements put upon them to follow
certain policies and procedures as part of their employers’ risk management systems.
Brake believes that community engagement has a key role to play in improving road user
education, where appropriate – e.g. schools, nurseries, colleges and community groups. Brake’s
community engagement work involves running several events for school children including Beep
Beep Days for preschool children and Kids Walks for primary school children to help them
understand about road safety, as well as the Government supported national Road Safety Week.
Brake would recommend that the Government improves its engagement with schools to educate
young children about road safety through adopting events such as those run by Brake, as well
as ensuring that Bikeability training is available to all school children. By ensuring that the next
generation are engaged with road safety from a young age and learn the skills necessary to be
competent cyclists, this will hopefully encourage them to not feel the need to learn to drive as
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soon as they legally can and seek alternative modes of transport such as walking or cycling.

5. Vehicles and equipment - Do you have any suggestions on how government policy on
vehicles and equipment could improve safety of cyclists and pedestrians, whilst
continuing to promote more walking and cycling?
Safe vehicles play an important part in improving safety for all road users, including cyclists and
pedestrians, and are a key component to a safe systems approach. Developments in vehicle
technology, in particular, can advance the safety of the road environment for both drivers and
other vulnerable road users.
Brake has long advocated the mandating of lifesaving vehicle technologies, such as
Autonomous Emergency Braking (AEB), Intelligent Speed Assistance (ISA) and Lane Keep
Assistance (LKA). Such active safety measures, which are proven to work, seek to prevent
crashes from taking place and are vital to improve road user safety. Passive safety measures,
which reduce the risk of injury in the event of a crash, are also crucial, and can ensure that car
design not only protects the occupants but external road users too – such as cyclists and
pedestrians. The development of the Euro NCAP rating has supported the penetration of such
technologies through the car parc but such measures require legislation to ensure that vehicles
sold on the market are the safest they can be.
In this regard, Brake warmly welcomed the recent announcement of the Third Mobility Package
from the European Commission36. This is a significant milestone for European road safety which
seeks to mandate a number of vehicle safety technologies that will improve vulnerable road user
safety. These proposals have the potential to deliver significant and lasting benefits and we urge
the Government to support them through the European legislative process and to adopt them
into UK law as soon as possible, regardless of our future status within the European Union.

Technologies proposed to be mandated in the proposals are:
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•

Advanced emergency braking (cars)

•

Alcohol interlock installation facilitation (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Drowsiness and attention detection (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Distraction recognition / prevention (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Event (accident) data recorder (cars and vans)

•

Emergency stop signal (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Full-width frontal occupant protection crash test - improved seatbelts (cars and vans)

•

Head impact zone enlargement for pedestrians and cyclists -safety glass in case of
crash (cars and vans)

http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-18-3708_en.htm

•

Intelligent speed assistance (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Lane keeping assist (cars, vans)

•

Pole side impact occupant protection (cars, vans)

•

Reversing camera or detection system (cars, vans, trucks, buses)

•

Tyre pressure monitoring system (vans, trucks, buses)

•

Vulnerable road user detection and warning on front and side of vehicle (trucks and
buses)

•

Vulnerable road user improved direct vision from driver’s position (trucks and buses)

London has been leading the way on the issue of driver vision, referenced above, which is of
particular importance for vulnerable road user safety - in 2016, 23% of pedestrian and 50% of
cyclist deaths in London involved an HGV, despite HGVs making up only 4% of road miles in
London37. Through the creation of the Driver Vision Standard, HGVs are provided a star rating
for their direct vision. Whilst this is a positive move in the right direction, this standard needs to
be implemented and enforced through legislation to ensure that HGVs, particularly in urban
areas, are mandated to have sufficient driver vision.
Further government interventions regarding vehicle policy and equipment relate to government
procurement and roadworthiness testing.
The government is able to set procurement policies with regards the purchasing and use of cars
within its fleet. This policy should be used to set an example through only procuring vehicles with
the highest Euro NCAP ratings. Not only would this set a strong safety precedent to consumers,
but, through the sheer size of the government fleet itself, such a policy would improve the safety
of the vehicles on our roads and therefore of vulnerable road users.
Roadworthiness testing policy also has an important role to play in ensuring the vehicles which
are permitted to drive on our roads are safe to do so. Policies such as the historic vehicles
exemption send a negative message to consumers regarding vehicle safety and allow cars with
minimal safety protections on our roads. Brake welcomed the government’s recent
announcement that it would not proceed with its intentions to extend the frequency of MOT
testing, however, the mere suggestion of this as possible policy, indicates a worrying lack of
focus on road safety at the heart of government policy making.

6. Attitudes and public awareness - What can government do to support better
understanding and awareness of different types of road user in relation to cycle use in
particular?

37

https://tfl.gov.uk/info-for/deliveries-in-london/delivering-safely/direct-vision-in-heavy-goods-vehicles

Understanding and awareness of different types of road user is vital to ensuring a safe road
environment for all road users, particularly the most vulnerable such as cyclists. There is a
multitude of options the Government could consider to support better understanding and
awareness of different types of road user.
Nationwide awareness campaigns, such as the already existing Think! Campaign and Brake’s
Road Safety Week, are important in ensuring understanding and awareness of different types of
road user. This year Road Safety Week will focus on ‘Bike Smart’ highlighting the importance of
protecting cyclists and motor cyclists. The Government’s continued support of these campaigns
delivered by Brake and other road safety organisations is vital.
However, no amount of awareness and understanding of different types of road user will lead to
complete safety and protection for cyclists – a safe systems approach is required to deliver this
and that is why Brake advocates safer speed limits, mandating new vehicle technology, a zerotolerance drink-drive limit and increased investment in segregated routes for cyclists and
pedestrians.

