[image: image2.jpg]Brake

the road safety charity
www.brake.org.uk




Brake’s response to the Department for Transport consultation

on revisions to its speed limit circular

February 2010

For all queries, please contact: Cathy Keeler, Deputy Chief Executive

tel: 01484 559909, email: ckeeler@brake.org.uk
About Brake

Brake is an independent national road safety charity, dedicated to stopping death and injury on UK roads and caring for people bereaved and seriously injured in road crashes.

Brake also provides a range of services for road safety and fleet safety professionals. These include news bulletins and information sheets, workshops and conferences that disseminate international research and information on effective policies and best practice initiatives.

Brake carries out research into road users’ attitudes on a range of road safety issues, including driver attitudes and self-reported reported behaviour on compliance with speed limits and community concerns about the speed of traffic.

Brake also works with many communities lobbying for measures to protect vulnerable road users on local roads. The overwhelming majority of concerns reported to Brake by local communities are about the speed of traffic, speeding drivers and inappropriately high speed limits on local roads.

Brake’s response
Brake welcomes this consultation by the Department for Transport, which seeks to remove some of the barriers to local authorities introducing 20mph zones or limits, as identified by Brake and MPs in a meeting with the road safety minister Jim Fitzpatrick in July 2008 (see Annex A).
It is critical, however, that the Government goes further than the proposed changes outlined in the consultation document and cuts the urban default speed limit from 30 to 20mph (as discussed in the meeting with Jim Fitzpatrick). Please see Annex B for relevant information already submitted to the Department for Transport by Brake (in response to its 2009 Road Safety Compliance consultation) on the need to cut the urban default speed limit. 
Brake also urges more decisive action on rural speed limits than the proposals outlined in the consultation paper, including a reduction in the default speed limit on single carriageway roads to 50mph or lower (with roads carrying a higher posted limit risk-assessed to ensure that a higher limit is appropriate). 
Brake is concerned that if the Government merely calls for highways authorities to carry out speed limit reviews and does not require them to do so, this will not be a priority in many areas.
In addition to the remarks above, Brake calls on the Government to review the guidance on setting speed limits in more detail. Many of our concerns outlined in response to the 2005 update of this guidance still apply (see Annex C). We urge the Government to ensure that the speed limit guidance is a catalyst for further improvements to road safety; not a document that can be used by local authorities to justify inaction on dangerous roads that are causing concern to local communities.

Annex A: summary of meeting with road safety minister Jim Fitzpatrick MP – on Brake’s website
Delegation of MPs meets road safety minister to lobby for 20mph limits, 14 July 2008

Cathy Keeler, Brake’s deputy chief executive, writes:
Communities are crying out for 20mph limits on dangerous roads in their communities and too many local authorities aren’t able to meet their demands. That was the message facing road safety minister Jim Fitzpatrick today, as I took five campaigning MPs to discuss the issue with him.

John Leech, MP for Manchester Withington and member of the Transport Select Committee; Jeff Ennis, MP for Barnsley East and Mexborough; Ian Gibson, MP for Norwich North; Mark Hunter, MP for Cheadle; and Bob Russell, MP for Colchester, pushed the minister for answers on why their constituents are finding it so difficult to get 20mph limits in their communities.

Some of the issues raised in discussion included enforcement of 20mph limits; local authorities’ priorities; lowering the default urban limit; and the cost of introducing road safety measures. 

John Leech said that in his view there is no difference with the problems of enforcing 20mph limits as there is with enforcing 30mph limits. The minister did not agree. 

The minister said the Government was keen to see more 20mph zones where it is appropriate for local authorities to introduce them, but stated there would not be any additional funding for them. Prioritisation, he said, is a matter for local authorities. However, the Department for Transport has spoken to the 20 lowest-performing local authorities [on casualty statistics] and 15 of them have now agreed to set road safety as a local priority. 

Jeff Ennis asked if the minister had had any discussions about where local authorities see 20mph limits in their list of priorities, while Ian Gibson said some councils, such as his local council in Norwich, would rather sort out 20 little road-mending schemes, or a big road-widening scheme, than spend money on 20mph zones. Schools in Ian’s constituency, which are crying out for road safety measures, are just getting told they are being put ‘on the list’. 

The minister said the Department for Transport was aware of a problem with inequalities, which is why it had set an extra target for tackling inequalities after its original casualty reduction targets had been set. 

Mark Hunter said that, speaking as the former leader of a council, surely the way round the problem would be to ensure that authorities set borough-wide criteria. His constituency, Stockport, is a leafy middle-class suburb, which has had a lot of success in getting 20mph limits (lines and signs) put outside schools in the area. However, it is now experiencing a problem with rat-running and there is a lot of support for a reduced limit in residential areas. 

Cathy Keeler said that many of the concerned communities contacting Brake were being told by local councils that dangers on the roads they were concerned about were not high priority, given the funds they had available. Others, concerned that the speed limit on a particular road was set too high, were being told that there was not a problem because vehicles were not significantly exceeding the speed limit. 

John Leech expressed concern at the high cost of contractors putting in road safety schemes, with junction tables often costing in excess of £50k. The minister said that liaising with contractors was a matter for local authorities. 

Bob Russell said that some additional road safety measures could be very cheap, such as painting signs on the road surface. 

Cathy Keeler said that economies of scale could be made in introducing a default 20mph limit in urban areas. This was one of the reasons that Portsmouth, which is introducing a 20mph limit across the city, had decided to do treat the city as a whole, rather than prioritising individual streets for treatment. 

In Brake’s view, the issue is clear-cut. Evidence shows that where 20mph limits have been introduced in urban areas, casualty rates have fallen, meaning many lives have been saved. We urge the Government to cut the urban default speed limit from 30 to 20mph, and ensure that local authorities have the resources to introduce traffic-calming measures where they are desperately needed.
Annex B: Extract from Brake’s response to the 2009 DfT consultation on road safety compliance

· Speed limits
We need a default 20mph speed limit in urban areas. At the moment, 20mph limits are at the discretion of local authorities, which follow guidelines from the Department for Transport when setting speed limits. These guidelines give some encouragement to local authorities to install 20mph limits. However, communities that campaign for 20mph limits around their schools are still often turned down on the basis that ‘there hasn’t been a death yet’, or because there is a lack of funding, or because the importance of traffic flow is prioritised on a particular urban road.

Yet the evidence is clear – reducing the speed limit will save lives. For example, Hull City Council, which introduced 20mph zones on a quarter of its roads, achieved a 74% reduction in the number of crashes involving child pedestrians, and a 69% reduction in child cyclist crashes in the three years since the zones’ introduction, compared with the three before the speed limit changed. The overall number of crashes in Hull has been reduced by 56%, and there has been a 90% reduction in serious or fatal injury collisions.

Annex C: Brake’s response to the 2005 DfT consultation to revise the speed limit circular
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About Brake
Brake is a national charity dedicated to stopping deaths and injuries on roads through education and campaigns, ranging from National Road Safety Week (involving about 10,000 schools and community groups annually) to its Fleet Safety Forum (educating employers about fleet safety). Brake’s support division, BrakeCare, provides support services for road crash victims in partnership with the Home Office and other agencies, including a helpline and support literature. Brake routinely responds to Government consultations on a range of topics, and has an active research and policy division. 

About this consultation

The questions asked at the back of this consultation document are aimed at practitioners rather than interest groups such as Brake. Therefore we are not responding to this consultation by answering the individual questions. Instead, we have chosen to comment overall, and on specific wording within the two documents provided for comment.

Overall comments

Overall, Brake is disturbed at much of the emphasis and contents of these guidance documents. We are concerned that they have been formulated with the following priorities in mind: 

· lowest possible costs for under-funded local authorities that cannot prioritise all roads because of lack of budget; 

· maintaining the status quo for drivers and prioritising their perceived needs as opposed to needs of other road users such as pedestrians and cyclists; and

· assessing deaths and injuries on roads against ‘acceptable thresholds’ rather than against more absolute safety indicators, such as comprehensive risk auditing, and determining safety according to death and injury rates, rather than the risk of death and injury – meaning that action is only likely to be taken once deaths or injuries have already happened;
There is also a failure within the documents to report on best practice, ground breaking safety initiatives by forward thinking local authorities such as Hull and York and the enormous success of 20mph limits and low rural limits, as proven here and abroad. 

Conversely to these draft documents, Brake would argue that a situation should be arrived at within the DfT where, when considering urban and rural roads, community safety and standard of living is the paramount goal and can be achieved because sufficient funds are given to local authorities. We believe that this shift in approach can be made without inhibiting driver journey times to any great degree, nor resulting in costs that are so high they are out of line with the costs of loss of life, which are enormous. 

Every death on the road is estimated by the DfT to cost more than £1million – this figure is not referenced in the documents being commented upon. 

Specific comments on specific sections of the documents provided

Section 1, para 5: “There is a need for a more consistent and recognisable approach to setting speed limits at both national and local level.”

Brake supports this statement and would advocate the DfT requiring local authorities to categorise their roads, similar to the categorisations used in York, to enable speed limits and other speed control measures to be implemented according to risk. Case studies such as York and also Hull should be used to communicate this approach to local authorities. There is a particular need for there to be a better categorisation of rural ‘through roads’ running alongside villages and small towns to ensure they can be given low limits, rather than failing to meet criteria for low limits because there are too few residences actually on that road. 

Section 2, para 16&17: “The Government undertook ….to examine the procedures ….. for developing and implementing a possible ‘hierarchy’ of rural roads for speed management purposes – that is to say a system under which different speed limits would be set for different road types according to their function. The conclusion, reported to Parliament in 2001, was that a formal hierarchy of this type would be costly both financially and in terms of environmental intrusion due to the additional signing that would be required to indicate different speed limits. ….. However, the report made a number of recommendations, including the development of a Speed Assessment Framework as a tool to assist Traffic Authorities in … making decisions on what is an appropriate limit on single carriageway rural roads. ….This guidance now proposes the use of such an Assessment Framework.”
Brake supports the initial proposal for a hierarchy to be imposed upon Local Authorities. This should require low limits and other measures such as slip roads and warning signs on roads that have particular dangers, such as many side turnings or extreme bends, and on roads frequented by vulnerable road users and with housing. 

Section 2, para 20: “Speed limits set in isolation are likely to be ineffective and may result in substantial numbers of drivers continuing to travel at unacceptable speeds or even an increased risk of collisions.”

Brake believes this statement needs qualifying. Firstly, speed cameras are the modern method of ensuring that a speed limit is complied with, which do not require costly road engineering measures and are self-funding  – however, the current guidelines on placement of cameras restrict them being placed on a road that has not experienced speed-related deaths or injuries. Brake believes this restriction should be lifted. Secondly, the statement only works if it then goes on to say that where speed limits need lowering, other measures that are necessary to enable this to happen MUST be implemented. Without this additional instruction, the paragraph as written is slanted towards dissuading local authorities from lowering limits.

Section 3, para 25: “A study of types of accidents, their severity, causes and frequency together with a survey of traffic speeds should indicate whether an existing speed limit is appropriate for the type of road and mix of use by different groups of road users or whether it needs to be changed. It may well be that a speed limit need not be changed if the accident rate can be improved by other speed management measures. Alternative options should always be considered before proceeding.”

This statement has several problems. Firstly it indicates that a potential lowering of a limit should always only be considered if accidents have occurred. Brake strongly disagrees with this policy as it indicates a failure to have a ‘duty of care’ towards communities’ safety. In no other area of crime would police or other authorities be instructed to wait until a death or injury has happened before addressing a problem. Brake believes that surveys of traffic speed should be combined with surveys of local people. Deaths and injuries should mean that road safety should be addressed with the highest degree of urgency and as quickly as possible, but should not mean that other roads, with evident road safety problems, should not be improved. 

Secondly, the statement indicates that lowering a speed limit should be a last resort. A 20mph limit is the most important way to protect a community – at 20mph 90% of pedestrians hit survive. Between 35mph and 40mph – a speed frequently travelled at in 30mph zones by a small majority of drivers – chances of survivability dwindle alarmingly fast to practically nothing. Other speed management measures should support lower limits, not be used instead of lower limits. In addition, unless limits are lowered, drivers cannot be prosecuted for driving above these limits in the event of a death or serious injury. Points such as these must be raised in the guidance. 

Section 3, para 27: “Disbenefits: …Increased journey times, Costs, Negative environmental impact of engineering or other physical measures, Cost and negative visual impact of signing, Cost of enforcement.”

Brake strongly disagrees that these ‘disbenefits’ should be listed in this way without qualification. To a mother whose 12 year old son has been mown down by a speeding driver, it would be inappropriate to tell her that a pelican crossing, speed humps and a lower speed limit and camera can’t be installed outside the school gates where he was killed because ‘they don’t look nice, they’re expensive, and they will slow down drivers’. To address each of these ‘disbenefits in turn’:

· Cost of engineering or enforcement measures is not a disbenefit and must not be listed as such. It is a vital expenditure to prevent loss of life, which is always far more costly than the road safety measures themselves (see earlier comments). 

· Visual impact of engineering or signage tends to be objected to by heritage organisations, never by mothers of school children concerned about their safety. The latter group is of far more importance – as they are fighting for their children’s lives – than the former group, which is only fighting for aesthetics.

· Driver journey times are not necessarily increased by slower limits or safe crossing places. Slower limits and well designed crossings can encourage smooth flow rather than vehicle bunching. We do not therefore accept this as a disbenefit, as in many cases it will absolutely not be the case that journey times are affected – particularly when the entire journey time is taken into account. In addition, there is nothing that slows a journey time down more than a crash that has closed a road, or killed a driver worried about their journey time.

Section 3, paras 32 and 35: “..Different road users perceive risks differently and drivers and riders …do not have the same perception of the hazards of speed as do pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians……………………… The needs of vulnerable road users must be taken into account.”

It is vital that this document talks about the importance of the perceptions of road users other than drivers. However, throughout this document these perceptions are played down, compared with the needs of drivers. There is not enough explanation in these two paragraphs or elsewhere in the document about how important these ‘perceptions’ of vulnerable road users actually are. Vulnerable road users need slow speed limits that are properly supported with engineering and enforcement, for several reasons. The most important is that they increase the survivability chances in a crash, as described earlier. Secondly, they reduce communities’ fear of traffic and improve the ‘liveability’ of communities, and encourage community growth. Thirdly, they encourage cycling, walking and horse riding because these pursuits can be done in more safety. This in turn improves health and reduces obesity. The ‘perceptions’ of communities is therefore vital, and, once again, Brake strongly advises this document to include surveying of communities as part of the decision-making process. 

However, it has already been proven through research, which does not need any further endorsement by communities’ perceptions, that 20mph or lower is a suitable speed for drivers who are in ‘community space’. So the guidance should talk about the facts of survivability as well as perceptions. 

Section 3, para 37: “The Department…recommends that mean speeds be used in future assessments of appropriate speed limits.”

Brake strongly disagrees with the use of 85th percentile or mean speeds as a major factor when determining new speed limits. This is because we do not believe that speed limits should be set on the basis of the current speed of drivers. We believe limits should be set based on the risks posed to communities and the likelihood of loss of life. This document should include the need for a ‘risk audit’ - it is far more important to do this in advance of deaths or injuries happening than once they have already happened. 

Section 3, para 40: “The minimum length of a speed limit should generally be not less than 600m  to avoid too many changes of speed limit along the route. In exceptional circumstances this can be reduced to 400m. Anything shorter is not recommended.”

This paragraph goes on to explain when a limit’s length may need to be extended (eg. on a gradient or a bend). However, the paragraph fails to say when a speed limit’s length can be reduced to 400m. This must be remedied in the final document. 

In Scotland, all schools are being given at least temporary 20mph speed limits at times when children are coming and going. Brake has repeatedly asked the transport minister Alistair Darling to implement such a measure in the rest of the UK. We would welcome an indication in this document regarding specific sites where lower speed limits are particularly important – namely where children and families routinely walk – namely outside schools and school routes. This document should refer back to the many, many DfT and DfES policy and instructional documents on Safe Routes to Schools and School Travel Plans and advice given to School Travel Advisers.

Section 5, para 66: “The default speed limit in urban areas is 30mph, representing an appropriate balance between mobility and safety of road users.”

Brake does not believe that 30mph is an ‘appropriate balance’, and our view was supported by mathematicians and physicists and road safety practitioners at our well attended 2004 conference on speed (minutes available from Brake). At 30mph-35mph (bearing in mind that a small majority of drivers exceed 30mph limits by a few miles an hour) the survivability of pedestrians is a possibility, not a probability. At 20mph it is a probability. We strongly disagree with the statement in para 66 and believe that it is out of touch with academic and practitioner thinking and, in essence, propagandist and untrue.
Section 5, para 69: “On residential streets collisions …are more scattered … and also involve a high proportion of pedestrians and cyclists and children… than on other roads. Efforts should be made to discourage through traffic and to manage the speed of traffic using traffic calming and associated techniques.”

This paragraph fails to mention the benefits of 20mph zones on such streets, and also fails to mention the benefits of speed cameras. Speed cameras cannot currently be routinely placed where there are these ‘scattered deaths of children’ because of the unjust rule that four deaths or serious injuries must take place before a camera can be installed. 

Section 5, para 74: “20mph zones and limits should be self enforcing …. Traffic authorities should always consult the police when considering possible 20mph limits or zones, and thereafter as part of the formal consultation process.”

Brake disagrees that 20mph limits should be self-enforcing and only allowed if police allow them. The paragraph is out of touch with the effectiveness of speed cameras – they are the ideal way to enforce a 20mph limit, if the regulations limiting their placement are dropped. It is important to note that in 2005 the Association of Chief Police Officers have been outspoken in their wish for the camera site regulations to be relaxed, as they pander to pro-speed motorists rather than serving any road safety purpose. 

Section 5, para 75: “20mph zones are predominantly used in urban areas – both town centres and residential areas – and in the vicinity of schools.”

Brake is grateful for the mention of schools in this paragraph but notes that this is possibly the only mention of schools in the whole document. Please refer to our comments on section 3, para 40, regarding the need to properly protect children around schools. 

Section 5, para 80: “20mph speed limits are only suitable in areas where vehicle speeds are already low (24mph or below).” 

Again, Brake strongly disagrees with the premise that limits should only be lowered to 20mph where drivers are already travelling below 30mph as this, in effect, is simply retaining the status quo or at best only improving things slightly, and only on some roads. The statement in para 80 is also factually wrong. Clearly, 20mph speed limits are highly suitable on many roads that have currently higher limits. Ask any school positioned on a busy rural or urban road with average speeds of above 30mph (of which there are many in the UK). In addition, speed cameras are highly effective at making drivers comply with limits, new or otherwise. Again, this is an excellent reason for relaxing the regulations on placement of cameras. 

Section 5, para 85: “While 30mph is the standard speed limit for urban areas, a 40mph limit may be used where appropriate. The roads most suited to this higher urban limit are urban dual carriageways and main traffic routes, eg. ring and radial routes and bypasses which have become partially built-up.”

This paragraph needs seriously qualifying and updating in line with modern practice. On many ring roads – for example, the Huddersfield ring road in West Yorkshire – the areas around the ring road are so built up, and the need to cross the ring road to access the town centre so clear, that speed limits have been lowered from a previous limit of 40 to a new limit of 30. The paragraph needs to say that in many instances 40mph limits on these types of roads are no longer suitable due to rises in population and accessibility issues. 

Section 6, para 87: “The majority of drivers do not however reach or exceed the speed limit on many single carriageway roads because it is often difficult to do so.”

This paragraph is misguiding and inadequate. It suggests that drivers are slowing down for narrow roads, bends, junctions and accesses because it is impossible to drive faster. In actual fact, a proportion of rural drivers do drive inappropriately fast – at speeds which can still be below 60mph – on single carriageway rural roads. A correct speed for a tight bend may be 20mph or even lower, a third of the posted speed limit. 

A proportion of drivers break the 60mph limit because it is easy to do so, particularly on fast open roads such as the A59 in North Yorkshire, which has been the subject of TV news programmes and suffered numerous fatalities due to lack of slip roads and very fast speeds. 

In other words, rural roads vary from very fast major roads that have side junctions which are not necessarily slowed down for, and bendy very narrow country-style roads, such as those in Devon, which may be driven by ‘boy-racers’ at irresponsible, dangerous speeds, risking pedestrians and other vulnerable road users in particular. 

Section 6, para 89 &90: “The first priority where accident rates are high should be to seek cost effective improvements.”…. “If high casualty rates persist despite these measures, then a more appropriate speed limit may be considered. But…” 

Brake strongly disagrees with these statements. The first priority where death and injury rates are high should be to identify the MOST effective measures that can be taken to stop deaths and injuries happening in the future. As stated above, cost is a red herring – deaths and injuries are far more costly than preventative measures. 

It is worth noting that in the rail and aviation industries far more money is spent on safety measures to stop a far fewer number of deaths. Brake finds the emphasis on cost throughout this DfT document to be inappropriate and not in line with safety expenditure in other types of transport industry nor in line with ‘best value’ calculations based on the cost of a life on the road. 

In addition, to state that ‘a more appropriate speed limit’ should only be considered if ‘high casualty rates persist’ is extraordinarily irresponsible. It suggests that, in combination with the sentence that ‘cost effective’ improvements should be sought first, that the cheap measure should be tried first, and if more people are mown down, then the more expensive measure (a lower speed limit with road engineering measures to accompany it) should be adopted. 

This is an outrageous approach to a safety issue, which, again, would not be deemed acceptable in an industry such as aviation. 

Section 6, para 89: References to the need to establish above average collision rates, using TRL software, and all other references to the TRL software, including the TAL on this topic. 

Again, it is inappropriate to determine road safety improvements based on collision rates. Levels of safety, as the Health and Safety Executive endorses, should be determined according to risk analyses, not numbers of casualties. 

As stated elsewhere in this report, numbers of casualties will be, by their nature, more ‘scattered’ at some sites, such as long winding rural roads with vulnerable road user deaths, or urban areas with high street densities, rather than ‘clustered’ in a particular spot such as on a dangerous junction on a high speed, rural road such as the A59. 

But the roads with scattered death patterns should be prioritised for safety measures as much as roads with a clustered death pattern. The risks posed to individuals on foot, bicycles and horses on the road with scattered deaths is obviously just as severe as the risks posed to drivers at a particular spot on the road with clustered deaths. 

In addition, the casualty statistics won’t tell practitioners the number of near-misses, nor the feelings of terror experienced by local families trying to use dangerous rural roads full of speeding drivers. 

The TRL software involves assigning a road to be one of two ‘tiers’ – upper or lower. There is a table on page two of the TAL indicating that the ‘speed limit most likely to be suitable’ for the upper tier is 50 or 60mph. Brake believes 60mph is ridiculously high on many roads that are primarily for through traffic. Again, we feel that this advice is out of touch with modern thinking. For example, many through roads that are rural, but which also have many risks and occasional conurbations on their route, have now had their speed limits reduced from 60 to 40, with lower limits of 30 in the built up sections, and are enforced with speed cameras.    

Section 6, para 91: “Traffic authorities should intervene on roads where there is a case for safeguarding the needs of vulnerable road users. But wider issues must be considered. Under current regulations ….speed management …. Would require a costly and environmentally sensitive increase in the level of signing.”

In plain English this translates as the following: the safety of people (vulnerable road users) may matter less on a rural road than ugly signs (“wider issues” “environmentally sensitive increase in level of signing”.) 

It is telling, in Brake’s view, that throughout this document positive statements about the need to take care of vulnerable road users are frequently followed by a sentence starting with the word “But”. Brake believes this sentence structure says dangerous things about the thinking behind this document, and that this dangerous thinking will come across to the reader – the practitioner with the ability to improve road safety through lower limits and road engineering and enforcement measures. 

The thinking, in essence, indicates to the reader that ‘people matter, but ‘other things’ mean that they don’t matter enough for urgent action to be possible’.

Section 6, para 100: [Speed limits should be determined] ‘subject to meeting local needs and considerations’.

As explained above, Brake believes local needs and considerations are critical, and by that we don’t mean making sure road signs are pretty, we obviously mean thoroughly auditing local people, particularly parents, about road safety concerns. 

Section 6, para 101: “It is important to note that speed limits should not be automatically reduced. Indeed in some cases the assessment may suggest that the existing limit may already be inappropriately set or too low, and an increased limit should be considered.”

This paragraph should only be included if the DfT have any evidence whatsoever that this is ever the case. Brake has had no examples provided to it where a speed limit on a rural road is inappropriately low. Given the fact that most of our rural roads are either derestricted or have only recently had lower limits imposed, this seems a very odd paragraph to include, although, given the general tone of the entire document, which Brake does not perceive to be road safety –oriented, it was expected. 

Section 6, para 105 and 106: “A definition of a village is 20 or more houses and a minimum length of 600 metres….400 metres in exceptional circumstances.”

Again, Brake is perturbed at the lack of explanation of what constitutes exceptional circumstances. We also do not, and never have, agreed with the above definition. We think 20 or more houses is an excessive number of houses. For example, 19 houses could contain 50 or more children, yet these children, according to the criteria, do not deserve protection. 

In addition, a village immediately next to a main road, but which has most of its houses off the main road is very likely to use the main road for access, dog walking, horse riding, and other pursuits, and will be heavily affected by fast, noisy traffic. Brake believes the Department has two choices – reduce speed limits for villages using a much lower minimum criteria, or compulsorily purchase houses on roads that are to remain derestricted, and which are too dangerous to be habitable (eg. on roads without good, railed off pavements). 

Section 6, para 110: “It may also be appropriate in some larger villages to consider 20mph limits or zones, or Home Zones if lighting and other considerations allow.”

This is obviously a welcome additional paragraph, but again it is telling that it is the very last paragraph in the section on villages, and carries a proviso about lighting. Brake would turn this sentence around and say “Local authorities should implement wherever appropriate 20mph zones or Home Zones, and ensure that lighting and other necessary criteria are installed to enable this to happen effectively.”  The difference in content and tone of the DfT sentence, and this reworked sentence, speak for themselves. 

Section 7, para 111-116 about Quiet Lanes and Home Zones

These paragraphs have been written in a sketchy manner that do not effectively promote these vital safety schemes. They mention community benefits but they do not give concrete examples of how incredibly effective these schemes can be at reducing risk to vulnerable road users. We would suggest a major overhaul of these sections, using the research findings regarding quiet lanes and home zones. 

Appendices and attached TAL

No further specific comments. Comments on the TRL work have been made above. 

Typographical errors
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Typographical errors were found throughout the document, which obviously requires proof reading prior to any consideration of publication. 


In memory of Aaron Turner, 12, killed by a speeding driver outside his school in Grimsby as he crossed the road in his lunch hour to buy a can of coke. 
End/ February 2005
