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1 Executive Summary
Good casualty reductions have been achieved in some parts of Great Britain over the last decade; however,
overall, reductions in road casualty numbers have stagnated and in some geographical areas large increases
in casualty numbers have been observed. The number of road deaths in 2017 in Great Britain was 1,793
which is the highest number of fatalities since 20111.
The largest highway authorities (notably Highways England, Transport Scotland and Transport for London)
have developed policies and casualty reduction programmes which are aligned with the effort required to
achieve internationally agreed targets (e.g. Goal 3 of the Sustainable Development Goals2). These aim to
halve casualty numbers every decade to move towards zero road fatalities by 2050. The larger authorities
are pursuing a Safe System approach which was formally adopted by the Department for Transport (DfT) in
2015 in common with other countries in Europe and worldwide3.
The government’s deficit reduction programme has impacted local government and motivated new thinking
on change in how local government service can be delivered. This is particularly the case in the delivery of
casualty reduction through road safety engineering because significant and sustained budget reductions have
driven down the funding which has been available to spend on road safety engineering schemes.
The government’s innovative Safer Roads Fund provided an opportunity for 30 Local Authorities (LAs) to
address England’s 50 highest risk ‘A’ roads. This enabled road authorities to access larger capital sums to
spend on proactive road engineering schemes and to become familiar with new tools which enable business
cases to be prepared on a comparable basis to other major investment. During both this process and the
consultation process for the annual risk mapping report ‘Cutting the cost of dangerous roads’, many LA
practitioners shared concerns about the sustainability and effectiveness of future casualty reduction work.
The reductions in casualty numbers in some authorities demonstrate that it is possible to improve road safety
even during a period of constrained funding. However, rises in casualty numbers in other authorities
demonstrate that this cannot be taken for granted: skilled human and financial resources are required
operating inside a governance framework that places priority on preserving life.
There is now an opportunity to revisit and reinvigorate road safety engineering resourcing; the Safer Roads
Fund showed that capital investment in road safety engineering countermeasures commonly has high returns,
often greater than those achieved by other major projects. Moreover, some funding for road improvements

1https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/648081/rrcgb2016-01.pdf
2

http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/sustainable-development-goals/goal-3-good-health-and-well-being/targets/

3

https://www.itf-oecd.org/road-safety-annual-report-2018
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will soon become available with the proposed plans for a Major Road Network (MRN) in England, sourced
from Vehicle Excise Duty.
As part of this project, a structured survey was undertaken with 30 LAs to determine the current state of LA
activity. The results of the survey indicated that road safety governance was generally weak and most of the
limited funding for road safety comes from the LA’s own budget. The loss of the central government road
safety grant has been the most significant change in LA road safety funding in the last decade, respondents
noting that this means there has been very limited funding for delivery beyond staff revenue. Road safety
activities that have been cut include education, training and publicity activities and school crossing patrols;
some casualty reduction partnerships have come to an end and the number and scale of engineering
interventions on many collision-affected routes have been reduced, if not stopped altogether. The Safer
Roads Fund has been critical for some authorities to be able to carry out any engineering schemes at all.
Concern was raised that cuts to funding may soon prevent LAs from fulfilling their statutory road safety duties
while most LAs indicated that they no longer have the capacity to improve road safety, including meeting
their own targets where these have been adopted locally.
In the analysis of casualty data that followed, it was noted that there were no Scottish LAs in the worst
performing list and Scottish LAs dominated the best performing list. There has been a meaningful reduction
in the number of killed and seriously injured casualties (KSIs) in Scottish LAs over the last decade. Reducing
the number of KSIs in English LAs is now a challenge, particularly as the number of KSIs has risen since 2013.
In the Gap Analysis reported, some of the LAs that were not making good casualty reduction progress,
demonstrated an acceptance of the current financial situation and acceptance that they could only achieve
what was possible with the resources they have available. Governance was relatively weak often with no
long-term road safety vision or casualty reduction targets in place, and no road safety strategy or action plan
to direct activity. The statutory framework that requires highway authorities to deliver safety in general terms
is weak in comparison with, for example, modern health and safety or product liability legislation. The Office
of Rail and Road regulates only Highways England, whose strategy and delivery plans do have modern metrics
relating to infrastructure safety. LAs naturally give priority to legislation where the requirements on them are
explicit.
Funding and resourcing were much diminished and road safety engineering activity not in line with
international best practice. Some opportunities were identified where resources could be shared to provide
resilience or greater expertise. In contrast, gap analyses and a telephone interview were undertaken with
authorities that had achieved considerable KSI reductions over the last decade, these illustrated what can be
achieved when good governance is maintained along with adequate funding and resourcing. In particular it
is evident that Scotland’s safety performance has overtaken that in England over the last decade as a result
of years of work including the use of formal casualty reduction targets and the establishment of multi-agency
partnerships specifically tasked with achieving them.
Three different models have been proposed to address feedback received during this project:
•

Enhanced Business as Usual - responsibilities would be re-aligned to effectively mirror the situation
in Scotland, which is proving to have a positive effect on casualties. This would mean Central
Government re-establishing casualty reduction targets and performance indicators such as those
specified in by the 2018 PACTS Report “Developing Safe System road safety indicators for the UK”.
Targets would then be set in policy and LAs, Highways England and the Sub—national Transport
Bodies would be tasked with achieving them.

•

Regional Collaboration - As the established and proposed Sub-national Transport Bodies (STBs)
should have the capability to plan and prioritise long-term infrastructure investment in a specific
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region, they could be the locus for enhanced regional collaboration for road safety, though LA
statutory responsibilities would be maintained. The STBs would provide a consistent approach across
the region and ensure that approach is ‘joined up’ with other investment strategies and policy
priorities.
•

Regional Collaboration supported by a Highways4 Safety and Standards Board - In this model, in
addition to enhanced regional collaboration, the Highways Standards and Safety Board (HSSB) has
been proposed. The role of HSSB would mirror that of RSSB in the railway industry: it would be there
to propose to DfT industry standards and requirements. LAs, Highways England and the Sub-national
Transport Bodies would be part of its membership and the HSSB would support its members by
providing them with clear guidance, data, tools and assistance.

However, even with a stronger ‘guiding hand’ from one of these models, none would seem likely to result in
other than incremental improvement in the absence of funding. The focused approach in Scotland and which
is being developed on Highways England’s network has funding and a recognition of the social priority and
economic benefits.
In practical terms, it is ‘crowding out’ of road trauma reduction work which is responsible for the
underperformance of all but the largest authorities. Other priorities have a greater real world call on funds,
many backed by statute. The governance of road safety is weak in comparison with, for example, health and
safety at work or product liability. As often observed, those responsible for highways have a personal liability
in law to avoid very small risks to road workers which is substantially greater than their legal obligations to
the public. Vehicle manufacturers face catastrophic financial consequences for vehicle safety defects. Airport
operations would not consider a small increase in crashes as a permissible trade-off for reductions in aircraft
headway which would alleviate congestion.
In 1997, the Swedish parliament was the first to eschew these ‘utilitarian’ trade-offs which are common place
in road infrastructure management. It approved the Safe System design which is today the international norm
driving advances in road and vehicle design. The concept of acting systematically to prevent crashes before
people are hurt based on measuring risk is the norm in every other transport sector and industry from
medicine to mining. In 2015, DfT also adopted the Safe System but understanding of what it means in practice
has yet to permeate through the roads sector. The importance of the Safer Roads Fund applications is that it
introduced the first nationwide very practical experience of Safe System design tools to 30 authorities.
The most senior engineer in a LA responsible for road safety is too removed from Cabinet debate on priorities
and allocations. Where economic techniques are used, they are not expressed in the same way as major
competing programmes. Typically, first year rates of return for a handful of schemes are put forward. The
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approach even where it is used obscures the scale of the opportunity to both preserve life and contribute to
the national and local economy. The economic cost of road crashes is equivalent to just under 2% of GDP.
The following describes various options to provide the specific Fund needed to build capacity and reap the
returns that are available.
A permanent Safer Roads Fund. In LAs, the single most effective agent of change in recent years has been the
Safer Roads Fund. An initial £175m was earmarked for this Fund over four years. Some 30 authorities were
trained. A £100m portfolio of schemes was developed within 9 months. The estimated economic return
among the highest within the entire national transport portfolio. The formal evaluation was positive. The
Safer Roads Fund has been presented internationally by the government and appears in ‘best practice’
documents. The government has yet to announce further tranches from the fund but continuation of the
Safer Roads Fund would be the simplest way forward.
A sub-fund of the National Roads Fund. The new MRN, conceived as complementary to Highways England’s
network, will be also part funded by the new National Roads Fund using vehicle excise duty as a source.
However, unlike Highways England’s network, the MRN has as yet no safety performance management
framework. Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) advice recommends against
an incremental approach and advocates working backward from clear goals to develop specific programmes
and timelines. This is the approach followed by Highways England. However, the funding of packages of route
improvements on the MRN will be eligible for funding. If packages are value engineered using the new tools
available and evaluation carried out, these packages will have higher returns than competing projects. Kent
CC, for example, is already, beginning this process.
An Insurance based Fund. Internationally, there are other models being used for funding. In Victoria, Australia,
very high levels of infrastructure safety funding by UK standards come from the Transport Accident
Commission Making Road Safety Pay5 whose effectiveness has been carefully evaluated in both economic
and financial terms. The Commission settles all bodily injury claims from road crashes in Victoria and thus
invests to reduce whole life claims costs. Highways and hospital trauma units, for example, receive direct
investment. In the UK, investment is a cost and the gains to NHS, social care programmes, employers and the
wider economy do not flow to the highway authority. Recently, in Victoria, the cost of claims and the cost of
engineering countermeasures have been linked through iRAP’s ViDA.
A number of countries have Funds linked to motor insurance so a small percentage of premiums flow to a
Road Safety Fund. There are recent examples of these Funds being used by non-highway bodies to break
through the administrative obstacles preventing generation and evaluation of safer road infrastructure
programmes. In the UK, the Motor Insurers Bureau has used a levy agreed by insurers to bear down
successfully on the cost of uninsured driver claims to fund the costs of linking DVLA, MoT and insurer
databases. Insurance Premium Tax (IPT) has now reached significant levels. In the same way that Vehicle

5

Pages 14 and 15 of the report relate to the funding https://roadsafetyfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/digital_format_mrsp_4.pdf
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Excise Duty is now routed to the National Roads Fund, a component of IPT could readily be routed to a Safer
Roads Fund.
The next stage for these proposals would be to consult on the potential models with various stakeholders
through interviews and engagement with LA personnel, the Project Review Panel, DfT, Highways England and
Sub-national Transport Bodies, ORR, NIC and RSSB.
Moreover, there is also the potential to determine desired performance levels for LA roads, and the
investment packages necessary to achieve them.
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2 Introduction
Good casualty reductions have been achieved in some parts of Great Britain over the last decade; however,
overall, reductions in road casualty numbers have stagnated and in some geographical areas large increases
in casualty numbers have been observed6. The number of road deaths in 2017 in Great Britain was 1,793
which is the highest number of fatalities since 20117.
Road safety engineering is an important component of ‘Safe System’ delivery. Although most crashes are
caused by human error, it is possible to mitigate injuries sustained in a crash through the design of a system
whereby vehicle speeds, vehicle technologies (passive and active) and engineering work together to protect
life when a crash occurs.
Many Local Authority (LA) practitioners shared their concerns with the Road Safety Foundation (RSF) during
the consultation process for the annual risk mapping report ‘Cutting the cost of dangerous roads8’ and while
RSF undertook work for Department for Transport (DfT) to support LAs in their submissions to the Safer
Roads Fund. These concerns can be summarised in the following three themes:
1. The low level of resourcing within road safety engineering teams, resulting in a large proportion of
time responding to public concerns and other administrative duties rather than designing and
implementing life-saving schemes.
2. The lack of available capital investment budget for road safety engineering improvements. Those
budgets reported to RSF were surprisingly low (County Council road safety engineering budgets
disclosed to RSF were often in the order of £200,000-£300,000, and some had zero capital budget
for road safety engineering interventions). Revenue budgets were reported to be even tighter and
some authorities were concerned about implementing road safety engineering schemes funded via
the Safer Roads Fund because they could not be confident of having the revenue budget to keep
them maintained.
3. Inability to compete with other core LA services, and lack of recognition (at a senior level) of the
scale of the problem of road trauma on LA roads and the real opportunity to tackle the issue.
Several LA practitioners that voiced these concerns asked RSF to undertake a study to highlight the severity
of the challenges faced by them in their day-to-day duties.

6

RSF analysis available at: http://www.roadcrashindex.org/ and http://roadsafetyfoundation.org/cutting-cost-dangerous-roads/

7

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/648081/rrcgb2016-01.pdf

8

http://roadsafetyfoundation.org/cutting-cost-dangerous-roads/
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The reductions in casualty numbers in some authorities demonstrate that it is possible to improve road safety
even during a period of constrained funding. However, rises in casualty numbers in other authorities
demonstrate that this cannot be taken for granted: skilled human and financial resources are required
operating inside a governance framework that places priority on preserving life.
There is now an opportunity to revisit and reinvigorate road safety engineering resourcing: the Safer Roads
Fund showed that capital investment in road safety engineering countermeasures commonly has high returns,
often greater than those achieved by other major projects. Moreover, some funding for road improvements
will soon become available with the proposed plans for a Major Road Network (MRN) in England, sourced
from Vehicle Excise Duty.
This report has been supported by grant funding by the Rees Jeffreys Road Fund and aims to highlight issues
which LAs face in the delivery of road safety in their authorities and to propose solutions to these challenges.

2.1 Statutory Duties of Local Authorities regarding Road Safety
It should be noted in this introduction as context that LAs have various statutory duties related to road safety
as detailed below:
The Road Traffic Act 1988 (Section 39) requires LAs in Great Britain to:
•

Take steps both to reduce and prevent accidents

•

Prepare and carry out a programme of measures designed to promote road safety

•

Carry out studies into accidents arising out of the use of vehicles on roads or part of roads, other
than trunk roads, within their area

•

Take such measures as appear to the authority to be appropriate to prevent such accidents

The Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (Section 122) requires LAs in Great Britain to:
•

Secure the expeditious, convenient and safe movement of vehicular and other traffic (including
pedestrians)

The Traffic Management Act 2004 (Section 16) requires LAs in England and Wales to manage and maintain
their road networks to:
•

Secure the expeditious movement of traffic on, and the efficient use of, their road networks

•

Avoid, eliminate or reduce road congestion or other disruption to the movement of traffic on their
road network or a road network for which another authority is the traffic authority.

The Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 (Section 1) requires LAs, and Transport Scotland to manage and maintain roads
in Scotland.
The Infrastructure Act 2015 requires Highways England to manage the strategic road network in England to
ensure the safety of people who use the network.
The Roads (Northern Ireland) Order 1993 sets the Department of Environment’s duty to maintain roads in
Northern Ireland.

9

2.2 Objectives of the Project
This project aims to contribute to the road safety improvement of existing LA roads in Great Britain, and in
doing so:
1. Determines the current resource (personnel and capital budget) allocated to road safety by LAs
2. Identifies international and domestic best practice in road safety governance and road safety
engineering management, and assess LA performance in relation to this
3. Determines opportunities for improved results through:
•

New models of delivery to ensure that there is sufficient capacity and resource available

•

Identification of alternative funding models for capital investment

•

Exploration of more collaborative and integrated governance arrangements for road safety

A proposed second phase for this project would test and evaluate possible models for enhanced performance
and review road safety engineering performance indicators, the potential capital and personnel resource
required for these to be met and the number of fatal and serious injuries that could be prevented.

2.3 Methodology
The methodology for the project was split into four work packages.
Work Package 1 was to undertake a survey. The survey was distributed to 30 LAs. The survey aimed to
identify:
•

The level of road safety resource/capacity and disciplines covered (e.g. engineering, collision
investigation, Road Safety Audit, road safety education, enforcement, police deployment and/or
crossing control provision)

•

Road safety engineering capital investment budget and approach/methodology

•

Challenges in delivery of road casualty reduction through road safety engineering

Work Package 2 was a data analysis task undertaken to identify where authorities had made good progress
and poor progress in terms of casualty reduction over the last decade.
Work Package 3 was to undertake a Gap Analysis. This involved:
•

A review of international and domestic best practice for road safety engineering management
(drawing upon international and domestic sources such as the UN Road Safety Collaboration Road
Safety Management and Safer Roads and Mobility Working Groups and the Highways England
delivery plan, among others) to create a gap analysis framework

•

Undertaking an in-depth gap analysis for five LAs considered to be representative of the different
types of LA (e.g. County Council, Unitary Authority, Metropolitan Authority and Combined Authority)
through:
o

A review of documentation including declared road safety budgets, capital investment
programmes, corporate plans and performance frameworks set against their overall budget
spend for wider service provision
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o

•

Interviews with key personnel in targeted organisations to establish current practices in
relation to their strategic approach, staff resources accountability and targets, road safety
engineering practice and methods

Undertaking an analysis against the gap analysis framework to establish current situation, strengths
and opportunities

Work Package 4 was to propose models that could reduce some of the barriers to road safety delivery faced
by LAs. This involved identifying potential alternative delivery, funding and governance models.

2.4 Project Review Panel
Seven LAs and Road Safety GB agreed to be part of the Project Review Panel, the LAs were:
•

Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council

•

Cambridgeshire County Council

•

Cumbria County Council

•

Devon County Council

•

Kent County Council

•

Warwickshire County Council

•

West Sussex County Council

The function of the Project Review Panel has been to review the deliverables of the project, advise and offer
feedback on the content.
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3 Survey
3.1 Participants
The questionnaire shown at Appendix A was prepared, and then reviewed by the project review panel. This
was distributed to 30 LAs directly as well as indirectly to others via Road Safety GB. Eleven were received
back, one of which was an email without the completed questionnaire.

3.2 Initial Analysis of Responses
3.2.1 Governance
Only a few of the LAs that returned the questionnaire had a formalised long-term aspirational vision for road
safety (e.g. to ensure that every route should be available to everybody free from harm or the fear of harm),
these being endorsed at council, cabinet, director or head of service level. Some had actual targets (e.g. a
40% reduction in the number of deaths and serious injuries by 2020 compared with the 2005-2009 base, no
more than 1,000 people injured per year by 2020). Most of the LAs indicated that they do not have road
safety targets and that they tend to report the number of casualties only annually. One LA explained that the
absence of central government road safety targets had been interpreted as an indication that road safety
should not be a priority for local government.
Road safety is referred to in LA governance documentation for most authorities, the Local Transport Plan
being the most common. Few LAs appear to have formally adopted a road safety strategy, although some
are working on this. Most suggested that road safety is discussed at a corporate or executive board level only
occasionally despite normally being represented at a directorate level.
Four LAs (36%) stated that they had formally adopted the ‘Safe System’ approach although the practical
application appears to be at differing levels. For example, one LA stated they have a proactive speed
management plan and one says that the Safe System approach is used within the road safety team, but has
not been formally adopted by the LA. Two LAs had formally adopted the Safe System approach.
Those who indicated that they had no intention to introduce the Safe System approach explained that they
use collision data to target interventions at locations with the most injuries whether via cluster analysis or
route analysis; even those who were keen to use the Safe System approach indicated that budgetary
constraints effectively prevent them from doing so.
Accountability and authority for road safety have been externalised in some LAs, with a separate body
reporting into director level for example, although it remains in house for the majority of authorities. In some
of these cases, road safety still lies within an ‘Asset Management’ team, although responsibilities are split in
some authorities between, for example, an environmental team and a planning team. There are a mix of
delivery models with some authorities delivering service, others commissioning service, and others doing
some of both including through partnerships.
Most LAs have a dedicated but small road safety team, and most do not have a road safety committee or
equivalent. The LAs cover engineering, audit and education as a minimum but often cover collision
investigation, enforcement and crossing patrol provision as well. Some LAs specifically indicated that they
carry out collision data analysis while others indicated that they would like to do more by way of road safety
research.
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3.2.2 Finances and Resourcing
One LA has delegated strategic responsibility for the road safety budget and operational control of it via a
term contract; all other LAs have kept these responsibilities in house.
Most budgets are dominated by capital schemes addressing issues identified through collision investigation;
road safety education remains an item in most LA budgets, and some authorities contribute to camera
enforcement. A Metropolitan Borough that has responded to the survey has separate capital budgets, but
the wider city authority, Transport for Greater Manchester, holds budgets for education and enforcement.
One LA felt unable to answer the questions about changes in budget at all having been subject to numerous
re-structures with a further one in the offing; these have repeatedly moved road safety responsibilities
around. Responses from other LAs suggested similar challenges, although were normally able to estimate the
impact on road safety budgets.
Some LAs reported a zero-capital budget for road safety engineering measures, others ranged from around
£50K for smaller authorities to just over £500K for some larger authorities.
One LA spends more than half of its budget on its crossing patrol service. It has no money to spend on capital
schemes due to the loss of its entire discretionary capital spend. (Reactive works e.g. following collision
investigation are still undertaken although without identified / ring-fenced budget, and local safety schemes
are not targeted at priority proactive schemes.) Over the last ten years, it has also lost around 70% of its
revenue budget and around half of its staff – this scale not being uncommon in other authorities – and this
authority, like others, is expecting further cuts in the coming years.
Reductions in capital budgets have clearly been substantial across the board with further reductions in
revenue budgets also being significant, and authorities are still expecting further cuts. Some LAs noted the
loss of road safety skills and experience due to substantial reductions in staffing, with one noting a reliance
on engineers without specific road safety expertise to deliver the few schemes they are still able to
commission. While one authority noted that outsourcing some responsibilities has stabilised the budget, it
also indicated that cuts in funding mean that less and less road safety activities are being delivered.
Most respondents indicated that the majority of, if not all, funding for road safety came from the LA’s own
budget. However, one indicated that all of its road safety funding came from central government. The loss
of the central government road safety grant has been the most significant change in LA road safety funding
in the last decade, respondents noting that this means there has been very limited funding for delivery
beyond staff revenue, while central government funding for Bikeability is a key funding source for some LAs.
One authority indicated that around a fifth of its funding came from development gain, one LA noted that
some schemes have been joint funded with developers and two LAs indicated that they receive some income
from, for example, school travel plan fees and commercial service provision.
Road safety activities that have been cut include education, training and publicity activities and school
crossing patrols; casualty reduction partnerships have come to an end and speed cameras and street lights
have been switched off; gritting runs and locations have been cut, the resources focussed on Safer Routes to
Schools have been reduced, and the number and scale of engineering interventions on many collisionaffected routes have been reduced, if not stopped altogether. The Safer Roads Fund has been critical for
some authorities to be able to carry out any engineering schemes at all. One authority indicated that it
intends to re-introduce pedestrian training in schools, but by charging schools a fee which it anticipates being
passed onto parents in many cases.
A variety of reasons were given when LAs were asked how they had made decisions about where the cuts
would fall. While statutory duties were clearly prioritised, LAs considered which services could be charged
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for or for which grant funding was available. Many LAs indicated that the cuts had increased the pressure to
focus remedial measures solely on locations where there had been collisions, rather than addressing high
risk locations. Some decisions, such as to switch off speed cameras, were described by one LA as political.
One LA expressed concern that cuts to funding meant that fulfilling statutory duties may soon not be possible
while most LAs indicated that they no longer have the capacity to improve road safety, including meeting
their own targets where applicable.
The number of full-time equivalent staff employed in road safety roles by the LAs ranges from 3 to 14, not
including school crossing patrol staff, for example; they are primarily employed in road safety engineering
and education roles. One LA, however, also indicated that more than 50 staff are employed within its ongoing safety camera partnership.

3.2.3 Implementation/Delivery Mechanisms
Despite the impact of the cuts, LAs continue to deliver a range of road safety activities including road safety
engineering schemes, road maintenance, reviewing speed limits, community speed watch, school crossing
patrols, enforcement activities, and road safety education, although few LAs still deliver all of these. Safety
camera enforcement and community speed watch activities are typically delivered through partnerships with
others. In addition, some authorities deliver Bikeability training, this being grant funded, and, in one case,
driver training activities through an outsourced supplier.
LAs have a range of approaches to prioritising locations and routes for road safety engineering treatments,
although all respondents indicated that their approach is collision data-led and most of these appear to be
cluster analysis in some form. For example, one authority requires four collisions resulting in fatal and/or
serious injuries within a short distance – historically one kilometre – in a three-year period for the location
to move onto a priority list; this list is then ordered each year based on a combination of factors such as the
severity of the collisions and collision rate per vehicle-kilometre travelled; locations at the top of this list are
then addressed.
Most authorities have indicated that they deliver road safety engineering interventions as part of their asset
management programmes. For example, many use collision data to help target maintenance activities
including e.g. SCRIM reviews which subsequently impact the prioritisation of re-surfacing schemes. Some
deliver road safety improvements as part of development gain, whether informally via regular meetings with
the relevant colleagues or via Planning Conditions in the Section 38, 106 and 278 processes. Some authorities
are looking to use this approach more proactively to target road safety improvements near new
developments including reviewing speed limits.
All authorities work in partnership with the relevant police and fire services as well as with neighbouring
highway authorities (including Highways England) and relevant parish and town councils. Some wish to
involve health services in their working partnerships.
The majority of LAs determine whether to go ahead with road safety schemes based on their first-year rate
of return, for example requiring a scheme’s benefits in the first year to exceed its costs, although some use
a wider cost benefit ratio in some circumstances.
All LAs indicated that they evaluate their road safety interventions afterwards although one indicated they
do so only occasionally. However, the description of evaluation undertaken relates more to ‘monitoring’ than
scientific evaluation. For example, some authorities indicated that they use three-year ‘before’ and ‘after’
collision figures only, or that they use questionnaires to find out how positively the public feel about an
intervention.
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3.2.4 Changes and Challenges
Some LAs responded at length to describe the challenges they face in improving road safety; others were
much briefer. For example, one simply said that there was a need for ownership and commitment to be taken
at the top. Another went further than this, mentioning a lack of central government vision, priority, guidance
and targets. A further authority explained that, without more funding for road safety, there was little point
in having a target for it given the high likelihood of failure.
Longer responses frequently referred to funding, for example describing the challenges of ensuring that
ageing road assets maintain their effectiveness; keeping well working partnerships with other stakeholders,
retaining road safety expertise and providing appropriate training, and the increasing number of locations
they wish to prioritise for treatment. Uncertainty over the future of a LA given changes in its responsibilities
was also a significant concern for one respondent.
Various specific activities which would be prioritised if sufficient funds were available were mentioned.
Respondents identified a need for additional funding per authority of the order of hundreds of thousands or
more over five years. Some mentioned a specific need to upgrade traffic calming features using additional
funds while others mentioned the benefit of the Safer Roads Fund approach to prioritising locations and
treating them accordingly. Although there was a mention of a need for additional spending on education,
training and publicity, ‘engineering out’ locations where there are high numbers of fatalities and serious
injuries was seen as a particular priority. There was recognition that such schemes can cost millions and that,
in the absence of funds on this scale, small, lower cost schemes with lower returns need to be the priority.

3.3 Summary of Key Challenges Identified
The key findings of the survey can be grouped into the following themes:
1. Governance:
a. Lack of central government vision, priority and targets
b. Lack of a formal road safety vision for most LAs, with varying levels of adoption of the Safe
System approach
c. Patchy adoption of targets and road safety strategies and action plans
d. Ownership and commitment at senior levels could be strengthened
e. Partnership working:
i. All partners working in road safety are experiencing reducing budgets
ii. Many activities could not be delivered without working in partnership with the local
community (e.g. community speed watch) or other road safety stakeholders
2. Funding and resourcing:
a. Funding:
i. Reducing budgets for road safety interventions generally
ii. Reducing capital budgets for road safety engineering schemes
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iii. Revenue budget pressures that limit maintenance activities, some reporting an
increasing ‘maintenance gap’
iv. Investment is not commensurate with growth in many areas of the country
v. Some evidence of creativity with funding of road safety remedial measures, e.g. from
developers
b. Resourcing:
i. Reducing staff levels, with diminished skills available across all road safety disciplines
ii. Lack of training provision for those remaining staff
iii. Increasing pressure to deal with ‘community concerns’ rather than known risk
management needs and crash clusters
3. Implementation/delivery:
a. Road safety engineering treatments are typically reactive in nature, in response to crash
cluster locations
b. Some proactive treatment can be achieved through asset management/maintenance
activities
c. Schemes are evaluated with respect to First Year Rate of Returns (FYRR)
d. Although basic monitoring is undertaken, scientific evaluation is rarely done
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4 Data Analysis
4.1 Methodology
In the initial project plan, it was anticipated that a cohort of LAs would be identified with strong governance,
adequate financial and human resource and well-defined delivery mechanisms and a cohort of authorities
with relatively weak governance, resourcing and delivery mechanisms would also be identified. This would
have enabled a quantifiable approach to be taken to compare the performance of the two groups. However,
the survey did not find distinct strong and weak groups.
Therefore, an outcome-based approach was used rather than an input-based approach for the analysis. In
particular, crash statistics were analysed across all LAs over the last decade to identify those which have
made the most and least progress in serious casualty reduction.
The metric focussed on identifying differences in LA performance was the proportional change in the number
of killed and seriously injured casualties (KSIs) resulting from road crashes, rather than simply the number of
casualties or casualties per head at a fixed point in time. This approach reduced the difficulty in comparing
LAs of different sizes and/or with different network compositions and different mixes of road user types. For
example, rural LAs tend to be inherently more prone to more severe road crashes than urban LAs are, given
the higher speeds typically involved. By comparing the percentage changes, those with the largest
proportional changes are identified regardless of their underlying characteristics. Arguably those that already
perform well have less opportunity to improve their performance substantially, however it was considered
that no authority is performing so well that it would struggle to make significant improvements.
Crashes on motorways and all-purpose trunk roads, managed by Highways England, Transport Scotland or
the Welsh Assembly Government, were excluded from this analysis and this approach does not take account
of relative changes in length and traffic volumes on the roads managed by different LAs.
Some investigation into the relationship with traffic volumes was undertaken. While traffic volume figures
for English LAs which excluded motorways and all-purpose trunk roads were available, the traffic volume
figures available did not exclude traffic on roads managed by Transport Scotland and the Welsh Assembly
Government, making this additional analysis less reliable for Scottish and Welsh LAs.
The number of KSIs were used in the analysis because:
1. Slight casualties are typically under-reported (and to varying extents in different areas of the country)
2. A Safe System focus requires emphasis on KSIs
3. Fatality numbers can be relatively low at the LA level and so may fluctuate more than when combined
with serious casualties
One limitation of this analysis is the partial introduction of the new CRASH system that has resulted in some
crashes that would have been historically coded as slight, now being coded as serious.
The ‘least squares’ method was used to calculate the exponential line of best fit for the number of KSIs per
year in each LA. This enabled the identification of the average annual percentage change in the number of
KSIs over the period for each LA without being unduly skewed by an outlier at the start or end of the
timeframe.
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Figure 1 presents the changes in the number of KSIs in road crashes between 2008 and 2017 as an orange
line for all LAs. For the LAs with the most substantial average decrease and increase in the number of KSIs
over this period a blue and grey line is used respectively. The latter two represent the best and worst
performing LAs in terms of improving road safety during this timeframe.
The figures have been indexed with 100 being used to represent the average number over the timeframe, so
that the changes can be compared more meaningfully. This approach requires a certain amount of care: for
example, the blue line on this graph is rather jagged because the average annual number of KSIs in the LA
area concerned is in single figures rather than the peaks and troughs in this trend being meaningful in
themselves; nonetheless, the trend in the number of KSIs in this LA area has clearly been downward over this
timeframe.
The orange line represents all LAs and has therefore been calculated excluding strategic roads across Great
Britain, such as those managed by Highways England. This line is relatively stable over the period, being less
susceptible to natural statistical variation, and highlights the lack of progress in reducing the number of KSIs
over the last decade.

Figure 1. The indexed number of KSIs for local authorities in Great Britain, 2008-2017 (100 = 2008-2017 average)

4.2 Best Performers
Only fifteen of more than 200 LAs in Great Britain, including the one shown in blue above, were performing
at a rate that is commensurate with at least halving the number of KSIs over ten years. (This is the rate of
change in the number of fatalities targeted by the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals.) All fifteen of these
also performed at a rate commensurate with at least halving the number of KSIs per vehicle kilometre over
ten years – that is, the reductions in the numbers of casualties were not due to reductions in traffic volumes.
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One of these fifteen, Flintshire County Council, was a Welsh LA; nine were Scottish LAs – collectively reducing
from 494 KSIs in 2008 to 224 in 2017 – and the remaining five were English LAs, collectively reducing from
570 to 361 KSIs. The dominance of this list by Scottish LA is highly notable and demands further consideration;
the five best performing Scottish authorities were:
•
•
•
•
•

Clackmannanshire
Dundee City
Highland
Inverclyde
The Western Isles

Clackmannanshire, Highland and the Western Isles all experienced traffic growth over the same period while
Dundee’s traffic fell slightly and there was no change in Inverclyde’s. The average number of KSIs per
thousand kilometres in these five authorities ranged from 19 (Highland) to 47 (Clackmannanshire).
The five best performing English LAs were:
•
•
•
•
•

Bexley London Borough
Cheshire West and Chester
Greenwich London Borough
Solihull Metropolitan Borough
Sutton London Borough

Cheshire and Solihull both experienced traffic growth over the same period, while Bexley’s, Greenwich’s and
Sutton’s traffic fell. The average number of KSIs per thousand kilometres in these five authorities ranged from
45 (Solihull) to 73 (Cheshire).

4.3 Worst Performers
Seven LAs, including the one shown in grey in Figure 1, were performing at a rate commensurate with an
increase of 50% or more in the number of KSIs over ten years, these being:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ceredigion County Council
Cornwall
Devon County
Plymouth City
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough
Stoke on Trent City
Torbay

Collectively, these seven authorities experienced a substantial increase from 632 KSIs in 2008 to 972 KSIs in
2017. Apart from Stoke, all these authorities experienced traffic growth over the same period.
Ceredigion, the one Welsh authority in this list, performed at a rate commensurate with an increase of 41%
in the number of KSIs per kilometre, and had an average of 36 KSIs per thousand kilometres.
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The number of KSIs per thousand kilometres in the six English authorities ranged from 47 (Stoke) to 59
(Torbay). All the English authorities also performed at a rate commensurate with an increase of 50% in the
number of KSIs per vehicle kilometre over ten years – that is, the increases in the numbers of KSI casualties
were not due to increases in traffic volumes.
The worst performing Scottish LA, although not commensurate with an increase of 50% in the number of KSIs
over ten years, was the Shetland Islands. However, the average annual number of KSIs is in single figures here
(unlike all of those identified above apart from the Western Isles).

4.4 Other Notable Findings
This analysis has drawn attention to various differences in performance in different parts of Great Britain
over the last decade:
1) Scotland’s road safety progress over the last decade appears to have been very strong.
There were no Scottish LAs in the worst performing list and Scottish LAs dominated the best
performing list. Figure 2 compares the progress in road safety collectively made by LAs in each of the
three countries in Great Britain. This highlights that there has been a meaningful reduction in the
number of KSIs in Scottish LAs as a whole over the last decade, and that reducing the number of KSIs
in English LAs is now a particular challenge, this having been increasing since 2013.
As well as having a very different road network composition, Scotland had substantially more
casualties per head of the population than England ten years ago, but the fatality rate per million
population in Scotland is now lower than that of England and Wales.
The progress remains notable and the more joined-up approach to highway management in Scotland
demands further investigation.
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Figure 2. The indexed number of KSIs for local authorities in England, Wales and Scotland, 2008-2017 (100 = 2008-2017 average)

2) The English LAs that appear to have made most progress in road safety are mainly urban authorities
(although some urban authorities also appeared on the worst performing list).
Three of the five best performing authorities are in Greater London and one is on the outskirts of the
Birmingham conurbation. Only Cheshire West and Chester is more rural in nature, albeit with some
urban areas such as Chester itself; there were 207 KSIs in this authority in 2008, this falling to 97 in
2017. (However, the urban authorities of Plymouth City, Rotherham Metropolitan Borough, and
Stoke on Trent City were amongst the worst performers.)
3) The south-west’s road safety record appears to have deteriorated over the last decade.
More than half of the worst performing LAs are in the south-west of England: Cornwall, Devon
County, Plymouth City and Torbay were all amongst the worst performers. Collectively in these four
authorities alone, the number of KSIs increased from 495 in 2008 to 771 in 2017. These four
authorities, together with Devon & Cornwall Police and Highways England, collectively form the
Peninsula Road Safety Partnership.
As this partnership includes both urban and rural LAs, it was felt that these authorities could provide
a range of insights into the challenges facing LAs where road safety appears to have particularly
suffered over the last decade. As such, it was decided to interview Devon, Cornwall and Torbay to
understand some of the issues they may have. Additionally, Solihull and Aberdeenshire Councils were
contacted to see what they had been doing to be some of the better performing councils. Details of
this process are contained in Section 5.
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5 Gap Analysis
5.1 Methodology
At the start of this phase a gap analysis framework was devised from a review of international and domestic
best practice.
The framework covered the following topics:
•

Governance

•

Finance and resourcing

•

Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery

Broadly speaking the ‘governance’ and ‘finance and resourcing’ performance indicators were developed from
a review of the World Bank Road Safety Management Capacity Review Guidelines, and the ‘road safety
engineering implementation/delivery’ performance indicators were developed from the UN Road Safety
Collaboration Road Safety Management and Safer Roads and Mobility Working Group output 9 and the
Highways England delivery plan.
An in-depth gap analysis for five LAs considered to be representative of the different types of LA (e.g. County
Council, Unitary Authority, Metropolitan Authority and Combined Authority) was undertaken through a
review of documentation including declared road safety budgets, capital investment programmes, corporate
plans and performance frameworks set against their overall budget spend for wider service provision.
Between 26th February and 22nd March 2019, in-depth interviews with officers and members representing
three LAs in the south-west of England (Devon, Cornwall and Torbay Councils) and key personnel from two
other LAs (Solihull and Aberdeenshire) were conducted, along with a short interview with Transport Scotland.
The gap analysis was undertaken in Devon, Cornwall and Torbay Councils because their performance has
slipped over the last decade according to the analysis. Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council and
Aberdeenshire Council were selected for gap analysis because of pre-existing contacts and cooperation, and
because their performance has improved significantly over the last decade.
An analysis of the responses to the earlier survey gave rise to a series of questions which were used as the
basis for each interview undertaken, all aimed at completing the gap analysis framework. This helped provide
a consistent approach that would allow a reasonable comparison of like with like. Following the meetings

9

https://www.gtkp.com/themepage.php&themepgid=368;

https://www.gtkp.com/themepage.php?themepgid=375
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and telephone interviews, documentation was also reviewed. The answers to the questions were compiled
into the gap analysis framework along with learnings from the documentation review. This allowed the
capture of the current situation, strengths and opportunities against detailed performance indicators.
Completed gap analyses can be seen at Appendix B.
A summary of the findings can be found in Section 5.2. The summary is based on the detailed gap analyses
that can be viewed in Appendix B.

5.2 Overview of Findings
5.2.1 Governance
Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Formally approved long term One LA has a vision statement relating Authorities should consider adopting a
road safety vision clearly to having every route free from harm. long-term vision for road safety to
stated and communicated
drive performance.
Those with increasing casualties do not
with staff and public.
have a long-term vision.
Road casualty reduction
target in place and reported
to Corporate board and
Cabinet.

Three of the LAs interviewed (two of Targets should be adopted and
the ‘improved’ plus one other) have reported on to Corporate board and
casualty reduction targets. Two of the Cabinet.
three report to Corporate board or
Executive Member.
One LA will be setting a target in the
next 12 months.

Road safety performance
indicators in place and
performance reported to
Corporate
board
and
Cabinet.

One LA has road safety indictors Indicators should be in place with
reported to the road safety partnership performance regularly reported to
and to Cabinet.
Corporate board and Members.
Three LAs have no road safety
performance indicators, in one LA,
road safety is not considered by the
corporate management team to be a
strategic priority.
One LA will be addressing this in a new
strategy.
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Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Evidence that staff are
appropriately trained and
well-informed at all levels
about
road
safety
performance.

One LA has a lead Officers’ Group to LAs should consider road safety/ road
share and exchange knowledge. Staff risk briefings for all staff.
are trained and resources shared
across the partnership.
Road safety training has been stopped
due to budgetary pressures in one LA.
One LA has stopped road safety
briefings for Members’ induction
briefings.

Road
safety
explicitly None of the LAs have road safety Road safety should be included in the
mentioned in the LA delivery explicitly mentioned in any LA delivery Corporate Strategy and Local Delivery
plan.
plans.
Plan.
One LA has a passing mention of road
safety as it is considered integral to
other aspects of the plans rather than
a dedicated function.
Well-documented
road
safety strategy and action
plan in place likely to deliver
significant
casualty
reduction.

Three LAs have a formal Road Safety All LAs should consider introducing a
Strategy.
Road Safety Strategy with an action
plan.
One of the LAs is reviewing their Road
Safety Strategy.

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and
Members and applied in
practice.

Four LAs understand the Safe System
philosophy, however there are
concerns about the cost of
implementing interventions.

There is an opportunity to embed the
Safe System philosophy. LAs should
consider raising the profile of Safe
System.

One of the four has been implementing
a Safe System approach in practice.
Clear senior level (director) Four LAs have clear responsibilities for There is an opportunity for better road
accountability for road safety road safety performance.
safety performance reporting at a
performance.
corporate level.
Effective and active road None of the LAs have road safety LAs should consider establishing Road
safety committee in place.
committees in place.
Safety specific committees.
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Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Effective partnership working There is a National Board for road There are a number of different
with other agencies.
safety in Scotland with regional partnerships in some places which
transport partnerships.
could be rationalised to give greater
focus to road safety in a more efficient
Four LAs are part of Road Safety
manner.
Partnerships.

5.2.2 Finance and Resourcing
Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital
and revenue) available to
halve road deaths within a
decade.

The LAs have suffered budgetary cuts
and, where performance is slipping, do
not have sufficient budget to deliver a
halving of road deaths within a decade.

LAs should consider using other
funding such as Section 106 or
Community Infrastructure levy funding
where appropriate.
Use of iRAP (International Road
Assessment Programme) to identify
opportunities for prioritised proactive
treatment of risk across the network
could be considered.

Sufficient numbers of expert Budgetary and staff cuts have meant There is an opportunity to share
personnel
available
to reduced road safety teams over the resources with other authorities to
undertake tasks in action last decade.
enable greater resilience.
plan.

5.2.3 Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Design options for new roads All five LAs undertake risk assessments
are risk assessed and on any new roads for road safety.
reviewed for road safety
Systematic road safety impact
impact.
assessment is rarely undertaken to
quantitively compare the potential
impact of different options.
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There is an opportunity to share
resources across areas for this work,
Three LAs indicated this would be a
good idea.
Star Rating for design methodology
could be used by LAs here to ensure a
safe design.

Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Road
Safety
Audit All LAs undertake Road Safety Audits Road Safety Audit resource could be
undertaken on all new roads on new schemes.
shared across authorities.
and schemes at a minimum
of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage
post construction.
Work zone safety guidance All LAs follow work zone safety. Safety Share experience of work zone safety
followed.
is included on the agenda of meetings across other LAs.
at one LA.
Scotland’s road maintenance is all
undertaken in house.
New roads and improvement All LAs said that they undertook post
schemes are monitored post- opening monitoring at varying times.
opening.
Only one mentioned undertaking Stage
4 Road Safety Audits.

LAs should consider undertaking Stage
4 Road Safety Audits for all schemes
and could share results with other LAs
to learn from successes and failures.

The
worst
10%
of Three LAs identify sites. Two undertake There is an opportunity to undertake
sites/sections identified and works in roughly 10% of sites more analyses based on road sections,
treated every year.
identified.
and to make better business cases for
remedial schemes.
One LA does not identify schemes
unless there is dedicated funding.
Funding for schemes is an issue for one
of the LAs.
Potential schemes evaluated Only one LA evaluates schemes on the There is an opportunity to join up with
on the basis of whole life basis of whole-life costs and benefits.
neighbouring LAs to share a resource
costs and benefits.
to start undertaking evaluations based
on whole life costings.
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Performance Indicator

Current Practice

Opportunities

Proactive
road
safety
inspections undertaken every
5 years, followed up with
detailed
road
safety
assessments of high priority
sections.

Two of the LAs have used the iRAP A systematic approach to proactive
survey process to develop bids for road road safety inspections could be
sections eligible for the Safer Roads introduced.
Fund.
One of the LAs has undertaken a pilot
study to understand the iRAP
approach.
One LA has completed a more
extensive iRAP survey to inform their
proposals for the HS2 road safety fund.
None undertake extensive iRAP
surveys on a regular basis, e.g. surveys
of major/primary routes.

Maintenance
inspections Four LAs undertake maintenance LAs could consider sharing resources to
undertaken every year.
inspections every year. Some roads are do this at the regional level.
inspected more frequently than
others.
Road safety
treatments
scientifically.

engineering Limited evaluation undertaken. Some LAs should consider undertaking more
evaluated monitoring of “after” schemes.
formal evaluation; this could be
undertaken at the regional level.

Needs of vulnerable road All LAs consider vulnerable road users. LAs should consider working more
users
given
special Two LAs link this with public health closely with public health teams.
consideration and links made programmes/priorities.
to public health priorities.

5.2.4 Interview with Transport Scotland
A discussion was also held with Transport Scotland, details of which are at Appendix C. The interview was
conducted because of the positive performance of Scottish LAs identified in the data analysis. In particular it
is clear that Transport Scotland review the performance of all LAs through outcome measures, and national
casualty targets are voluntarily adopted by all LAs. They consider road safety a public health issue and
recognise important links to active travel policy. Longer term aspirations to achieve vision zero permeate
activity at Transport Scotland, but also this ethos filters through to LAs.

5.3 Opportunities
Several opportunities and good practices, particularly for collaborative working, were identified throughout
the gap analysis.
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Good practices that could be adopted by others are detailed below:
•

Some authorities (e.g. Aberdeenshire and Solihull) have well-developed road safety visions,
strategies, action plans and business cases that could be modified and adopted by others

•

Some authorities have strong governance arrangements that could serve as effective models for
other LAs, e.g.:
o

•

In Aberdeenshire the road safety committee is a strong devolutionary model which could
be disseminated to other areas

Various regional collaborations are in place that could serve as effective models for other LAs,
e.g.:
o

In Aberdeenshire there is a lead officers’ group across three LAs which has been
established to share and exchange knowledge and experience - resources are shared
across the partnership. Similarly, in Devon and Cornwall expert personnel collaborate in
region to provide greater resilience on road safety

o

North East Scotland has a detailed action plan, owned and shared across a number of
partners led by Aberdeenshire

o

The Peninsular Road Safety Partnership is an effective collaborative mechanism and has
provided joint training to LAs and other road safety stakeholders

Opportunities for regional collaboration include:
•

More effective collaboration with wider road safety stakeholders

•

Governance:

•

•

o

Setting of road safety targets and performance indicators, and tracking performance

o

Setting of regional road safety visions, strategies, action plans and business cases,
ensuring policy linkages are made (e.g. public health, asset maintenance etc.)

Joint training initiatives and knowledge sharing forums, e.g.:
o

Sharing the results of post opening scheme monitoring so that a wider group can learn
about positive and negative results

o

Scientific evaluation of schemes

o

Workzone safety good practice

o

Innovation

Some activities could be undertaken by regional teams more cost-effectively, consistently and
enabling corridor-based approaches that transcend local boundaries, e.g.:
o

Behavioural campaigns

o

Data analysis/monitoring

o

Presentation of stronger funding cases

o

Road Safety Audit

o

Maintenance inspections
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o

Collection of road safety performance indicators

o

Risk assessment of design options/Road Safety Impact Assessment

o

Proactive road safety inspections (e.g. iRAP surveys)
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6 Model Proposition
The next section describes the current model for road safety delivery in England and outlines key changes
that may be necessary for the casualty reduction necessary to achieve international targets. Section 6.2
provides an overview of three revised models, their benefits and describes how these models might lead to
a step-change in road safety delivery in England.

6.1 Current Model
In the current model in England (shown in Figure 3), the entities shown have the following function based on
the current situation:
•

Cabinet: Collective decision-making body of Her Majesty's Government of the United Kingdom,
composed of the Prime Minister and 21 cabinet ministers.

•

National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) (an executive agency of HM Treasury): Provides the
government with impartial, expert advice on major long-term infrastructure challenges.

•

Department for Transport (DfT): Government department responsible for providing policy, guidance,
and funding to English LAs to help them run and maintain their road networks, improve passenger
and freight travel, and develop new major transport schemes. Also responsible for investing in,
maintaining and operating around 4,300 miles of the motorway and trunk road network in England
through Highways England. The department is run by the Secretary of State for Transport and sets
the policy of the Government.

•

Office of Rail and Road (ORR): The independent safety and economic regulator for Britain's railways,
also with responsibility for monitoring Highways England’s performance.

•

Highways England (HE) (a government owned company): Highways England operates, maintains and
improves England's motorways and major A roads.

•

Local Authorities (LAs): Provide local governance, and highway authorities working within policy set
by DfT.

•

Sub national transport bodies (STBs)/regional bodies: Plan and prioritises long-term infrastructure
investment in a specific region.
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NIC

Cabinet
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DfT

HE

LAs

STBs

Figure 3. Current model

6.1.1 Key Actions
6.1.1.1

DfT

It is considered critical that the first set of changes should be undertaken by DfT in the first instance, to
provide the levers and resource necessary to effect real change:
•

•

Governance:
o

Reintroduce national casualty reduction targets, perhaps linked to reward incentives

o

Performance Indicators should be introduced as suggested by the 2018 PACTS Report
“Developing Safe System road safety indicators for the UK”

o

Monitoring and tracking of local performance levels and publication of results

o

Make the production and publication of road safety strategies a statutory requirement in the
same way as Local Transport Plans are

o

Advocate the benefits of integrating road safety with the health and well-being agenda and
incentivise Directors of Public Health to include road safety considerations as part of their
statutory health strategies

Funding and resourcing:
o

Funding:
▪

Establish dedicated ‘ring-fenced’ capital funding for road safety engineering schemes
based on proactive treatment of road safety risk (e.g. Safer Roads Fund), or
reintroduction of the government road safety grant

▪

Enable investment in road safety engineering measures to be undertaken at the
regional level by ensuring MRN funding can be allocated to packages of road safety
remedial measures and by coordination with Local Enterprise Partnerships
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o

6.1.1.2

Resources:
▪

Centralised provision of data resources, e.g. enhanced crash data systems, modern
telematics-generated speed and flow data

▪

Centralised guidance on approach and tools (particularly for the adoption of the Safe
System in practice)

Regional

There are opportunities to enhance performance through working at a regional level to deliver:
•

More effective collaboration with wider road safety stakeholders (e.g. health, police, fire and
rescue, LEPs etc.)

•

Strengthening of Governance:

•

•

o

Setting of road safety targets and performance indicators, and tracking performance

o

Setting of regional road safety visions, strategies, action plans and business cases,
ensuring policy linkages are made (e.g. public health, asset maintenance etc.)

Joint training initiatives and knowledge sharing forums, e.g.
o

Sharing the results of post opening scheme monitoring so that a wider group can learn
about positive and negative results

o

Scientific evaluation of schemes

o

Workzone safety good practice

o

Results of innovative approaches and schemes

Some activities could be undertaken by regional teams more cost-effectively, consistently and
enabling corridor-based approaches that transcend local boundaries, e.g.:
o

Behavioural campaigns

o

Data analysis/monitoring

o

Presentation of stronger funding cases

o

Road Safety Audit

o

Maintenance inspections

o

Collection of road safety performance indicators

o

Risk assessment of design options/Road Safety Impact Assessment

o

Proactive road safety inspections (e.g. iRAP surveys)
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6.1.1.3

Local

At a local level key action would include:
•

Developing/adopting targets, strategies, action plans and business cases for road safety

•

Full incorporation of road safety in local transport strategies and corporate plans

•

Design of road safety engineering measures

•

Consultation with local residents and Members

•

Providing feedback into the activities undertaken by regional teams

•

Ensuring appropriate training for staff

6.2 Proposed Models
6.2.1 Model 1: Enhanced Business as Usual (no structural change)
In Model 1, the structure of entities would remain the same as shown in the current model. However, the
responsibilities would be re-aligned to effectively mirror the situation in Scotland, which appears to be having
a positive impact on casualty reduction.
This would mean DfT undertaking the actions outlined in Section 6.1.1.1. Without enhanced regional support,
LAs would then need to consider undertaking the actions as appropriate outlined in Sections 6.1.1.2 and
6.1.1.3.
The benefits of this would be:
•

Greater accountability for road safety performance and progression towards targets and
performance indicators

•

Greater likelihood of LAs adopting targets and performance indicators, and generating effective local
road safety strategies and action plans

6.2.2 Model 2: Regional Collaboration Model
Throughout the project it has become clear that capacity of LAs to deliver road safety programmes has
reduced significantly with budgetary and staff cuts. The newly (or soon to be) established STBs may be able
to allow more effective resourcing of key activities without changing the statutory duties and sovereignty of
LAs. Here it is envisioned that the STBs could be a forum for enhanced and more effective collaboration with
other road safety stakeholders and may be able to propose to LA members appropriate targets, indicators
(and provide a measurement and performance tracking function), and regional road safety visions, strategies,
action plans and business cases that could be adopted at the local level. The STBs could facilitate joint training
initiatives and provide a forum for knowledge sharing, and importantly, they could undertake some key
activities (outlined in Section 6.1.1.2) more cost effectively and consistently than could be achieved by
individual LAs.
The benefits of this would be:

33

•

Retention of responsibility for road safety performance with LAs, so no change in statutory duties

•

Opportunity to collaborate through the STBs to ensure consistency of approach and enable cross
boundary working

•

Access to centralised resource for key activities that make sense to do ‘at scale’

•

Potential for greater purchasing power and economies of scale

6.2.3 Model 3: Highway Safety and Standards Board and Regional Collaboration Model
In this model, in addition to the enhanced regional collaboration outlined in model 2, it is proposed that a
Highways Standards and Safety board (HSSB) is introduced. The role of HSSB would mirror that of RSSB in the
railway industry in that it would be there to propose industry standards and requirements to DfT. LAs,
Highways England and the STBs would be part of its membership and the HSSB would support its members
by providing them with clear guidance and assistance. The RSSB serves commercial members and as such
there is a membership fee associated that provides funding for the organisation. Alternative funding models
(e.g. a portion of Vehicle Excise Duty) could be explored to fund the HSSB.
The HSSB could deliver many of the activities outlined in Section 6.1.1.1, in particular:
•

Proposing targets and performance indicators to DfT, and monitoring performance against these

•

Advising DfT on how best to integrate road safety policy with the health and well-being agenda

•

Advising DfT on necessary funding levels, assessment and oversight of LA proposals for funding,
monitoring the impact of centralised funding

•

Provision of centralised data resources and guidance on adoption of the Safe System approach in
practice

ORR

DfT
HSSB

HE

LAs

STBs

Figure 4. Highway Safety Standards Board and enhanced regional collaboration model

With the establishment of a new entity, this model is the most complex to deliver, with many considerations
beyond the scope of this phase of work. However key benefits of an HSSB might include:
•

The potential for experts in road safety to provide advice to DfT on industry standards and
requirements

•

Reinvigoration of support offered to LAs/STBs and to some extent HE
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•

Provision of data resources that can be accessed by all LAs

6.3 Funding
Even with a stronger ‘guiding hand’ from one of the models highlighted in Section 6.2, none would seem
likely to result in other than incremental improvement in the absence of funding. The focused approach in
Scotland and which is being developed on Highways England’s network has funding and a recognition of the
social priority and economic benefits.
In practical terms, it is ‘crowding out’ of road trauma reduction work which is responsible for the
underperformance of all but the largest authorities. Other priorities have a greater real world call on funds,
many backed by statute. The governance of road safety is weak in comparison with, for example, health and
safety at work or product liability. As often observed, those responsible for highways have a personal liability
in law to avoid very small risks to road workers which is substantially greater than their legal obligations to
the public. Vehicle manufacturers face catastrophic financial consequences for vehicle safety defects. Airport
operations would not consider a small increase in crashes as a permissible trade-off for reductions in aircraft
headway which would alleviate congestion.
In 1997, the Swedish parliament was the first to eschew these ‘utilitarian’ trade-offs which are common place
in road infrastructure management. It approved the ‘Safe System’ design which is today the international
norm driving advances in road and vehicle design. The concept of acting systematically to prevent crashes
before people are hurt based on measuring risk is the norm in every other transport sector and industry from
medicine to mining. In 2015, DfT also adopted the ‘Safe System’ but understanding of what it means in
practice has yet to permeate through the roads sector. The importance of the Safer Roads Fund applications
is that it introduced the first nationwide very practical experience of ‘Safe System’ design tools to 30
authorities.
The most senior engineer in a LA responsible for road safety is too removed from Cabinet debate on priorities
and allocations. Where economic techniques are used, they are not expressed in the same way as major
competing programmes. Typically, first year rates of return for a handful of schemes are put forward. The
approach even where it is used obscures the scale of the opportunity to both preserve life and contribute to
the national and local economy. The economic cost of road crashes is equivalent to just under 2% of GDP.
The following describes various options to provide the specific Fund needed to build capacity and reap the
returns that are available.
A permanent Safer Roads Fund. In LAs, the single most effective agent of change in recent years has been the
Safer Roads Fund. An initial £175m was earmarked for this Fund over four years. Some 30 authorities were
trained. A £100m portfolio of schemes was developed within 9 months. The estimated economic return
among the highest within the entire national transport portfolio. The formal evaluation was positive. The
Safer Roads Fund has been presented internationally by the government and appears in ‘best practice’
documents. The government has yet to announce further tranches from the fund but continuation of the
Safer Roads Fund would be the simplest way forward.
A sub-fund of the National Roads Fund. The new MRN, conceived as complementary to Highways England’s
network, will be also part funded by the new National Roads Fund using vehicle excise duty as a source.
However, unlike Highways England’s network, the MRN has as yet no safety performance management
framework. OECD advice recommends against an incremental approach and advocates working backward
from clear goals to develop specific programmes and timelines. This is the approach followed by Highways
England. However, the funding of packages of route improvements on the MRN will be eligible for funding.
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If packages are value engineered using the new tools available and evaluation carried out, these packages
will have higher returns than competing projects. Kent CC, for example, is already, beginning this process.
An Insurance based Fund. Internationally, there are other models being used for funding. In Victoria, Australia,
very high levels of infrastructure safety funding by UK standards come from the Transport Accident
Commission Making Road Safety Pay10 whose effectiveness has been carefully evaluated in both economic
and financial terms. The Commission settles all bodily injury claims from road crashes in Victoria and thus
invests to reduce whole life claims costs. Highways and hospital trauma units, for example, receive direct
investment. In the UK, investment is a cost and the gains to NHS, social care programmes, employers and the
wider economy do not flow to the highway authority. Recently, in Victoria, the cost of claims and the cost of
engineering countermeasures have been linked through iRAP’s ViDA.
A number of countries have Funds linked to motor insurance so a small percentage of premiums flow to a
Road Safety Fund. There are recent examples of these Funds being used by non-highway bodies to break
through the administrative obstacles preventing generation and evaluation of safer road infrastructure
programmes. In the UK, the Motor Insurers Bureau has used a levy agreed by insurers to bear down
successfully on the cost of uninsured driver claims to fund the costs of linking DVLA, MoT and insurer
databases. Insurance Premium Tax (IPT) has now reached significant levels. In the same way that Vehicle
Excise Duty is now routed to the National Roads Fund, a component of IPT could readily be routed to a Safer
Roads Fund.

10

Pages 14 and 15 of the report relate to the funding https://roadsafetyfoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/digital_format_mrsp_4.pdf
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7 Next steps
When this project was conceived, it was proposed that a two-phase approach should be taken. Phase 2 would
take forward the model proposition task outlined in Section 6.2 through interviews and engagement with LA
personnel, the Project Review Panel, DfT, Highways England and Sub-national Transport Bodies, ORR, NIC
and RSSB. It would determine how these mechanisms could work, and the likely impact on performance.
The second main task proposed for Phase 2 was to determine appropriate indicators for different levels of
LA networks and determine an appropriate level of investment for LA roads. This would be done through
undertaking a survey of 400km of roads in accordance with the iRAP methodology based on google street
view images. It would provide:
i.

An estimation of the baseline performance level achieved by LA ‘A’ roads by road type,
potentially for comparison with similar roads in other countries or single carriageway roads
on the SRN.

ii.

Development of appropriate performance indicators - similar to the delivery plan
commitment made by Highways England for 90% of travel on the SRN to be on 3 star or above
roads by 2020).

iii.

Estimate of the investment necessary to achieve the desired performance levels and an
estimate of the number of lives and serious injuries that would be saved.
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Appendix A – Survey
The survey was sent directly to the following authorities, and to many more via RSGB:
•

Barnsley Metropolitan Borough

•

Buckinghamshire County

•

Calderdale

•

Cambridgeshire County

•

Cheshire East

•

Cornwall

•

Cumbria County

•

Derbyshire County

•

Devon County

•

Durham County

•

East Riding of Yorkshire

•

Gloucestershire County

•

Hampshire County

•

Kent County

•

Lancashire County

•

Lincolnshire County

•

North Lincolnshire

•

North Somerset

•

North Yorkshire

•

Northamptonshire County

•

Oldham Metropolitan Borough

•

Oxfordshire County

•

Portsmouth City

•

Slough Borough

•

St. Helens Metropolitan Borough

•

Sunderland City

•

Surrey County

•

Tameside Metropolitan

•

Thurrock

•

West Sussex County
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Assessment of the Sustainability of Road Safety Engineering in Local Government and
Exploration of Potential Alternative Delivery Models
Survey
The Road Safety Foundation
October 2018
Purpose of Survey
•

•

•
•
•
•

Supported by grant funding from Rees Jeffreys Road Fund, RSF is undertaking a study to highlight
the severity of the challenges faced by LAs in their day-to-day duties and to identify the potential
for improving the way in which LAs manage road safety.
The aim of this survey is to gather comparable feedback from a wide range of LAs to assemble a
reliable and objective evidence base in respect of the current situation with a view to achieving a
common understanding of the resilience of road safety services in local government.
There are no right or wrong answers: we are keen to have honest responses in order to assess the
situation and gain as accurate a picture as possible.
We will, of course, treat responses with appropriate discretion, reporting anonymously unless
requested otherwise.
All correspondence and responses should be sent to our Programme and Research Manager:
brian.lawton@roadsafetyfoundation.org, with responses provided by no later than 5th November.
More details on the background to this work can be found in the annex to this survey.

Governance
1. Does your authority have a formally approved long-term vision for road safety?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes - If yes:
a) What is the vision?
b) At what level of governance has this been approved and adopted? (Indicate all that
apply)
꙱ Council
꙱ Cabinet / committee
꙱ Director
꙱ Head of Service
꙱ Other – please specify
2. Has your local authority formally adopted the ‘Safe System’ philosophy?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No - If you have adopted an alternative philosophy:
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a) What alternative philosophy have you adopted?
b) Why have you adopted this philosophy?
3. Is road safety explicitly mentioned in your local authority delivery plan, corporate plan, and/or local
transport plan? (Indicate all that apply)
꙱ Delivery plan
꙱ Corporate plan
꙱ Local transport plan
꙱ Other – please specify
4. Does your authority have a formally approved road safety strategy?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes – please send us a copy or provide a link
5. How regularly is road safety discussed at corporate or executive board level or, in the case of
highway authorities, at full council, cabinet/committee or departmental level?
꙱ Every meeting
꙱ Frequently
꙱ Occasionally
꙱ Never
6. Which department has accountability and authority for road safety?

7. Where is your road safety function located?
꙱ In House
꙱ Term Contract
꙱ Other – please specify
8. Do you deliver service and/or commission service?
꙱ Deliver service
꙱ Commission service – if you commission service, do you do this through:
꙱ Commercial contracts
꙱ Partner organisations
꙱ Third sector
꙱ Other – please specify
9. Does your local authority have a dedicated road safety team?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes – if yes, which of the following does your road safety team cover?
꙱ Engineering
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꙱ Collision investigation
꙱ Road safety audit
꙱ Road safety education / behavioural change
꙱ Enforcement
꙱ Police deployment
꙱ Crossing patrol provision
꙱ Other – please specify
10. On which governance tiers within your local authority is road safety represented? (Indicate all that
apply)
꙱ Section
꙱ Department
꙱ Directorate
꙱ Corporate
꙱ Executive
11. Does your local authority have a dedicated political forum, such as a road safety committee, to
regularly take decisions on road safety issues? How often does this forum meet, and does it have
delegated authority to take decisions? If so, what are they? What resources (staffing and financial)
does it have access to in order to enact its decisions?

12. What are your local authority’s key road safety targets/performance indicators? Who are they
reported to and are they routinely published at least annually?

Finances and resourcing
1. What is your approximate budget for road safety (including both capital and revenue) this financial
year?
Amount in GBP
Total road safety budget
Of which:
Capital budget for schemes designed to improve safety
Capital budget for schemes to reduce casualties as identified through your
collision investigation processes
Other capital and revenue road safety engineering spend delivered via
major highway schemes/new developments
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Other capital and revenue road safety engineering spend delivered via
highway maintenance
Funds spent on road safety educational initiatives
Cost of term contract staff to deliver road safety engineering
Cost of term contract staff to deliver road safety education
Cost of any contribution towards safety camera enforcement
Other casualty reduction or road safety spend (please describe)

2. How has this changed over the last ten years and what are the projected changes in your budget in
the council’s current financial plan?

3. Where does the strategic responsibility for managing the road safety budget lie?
꙱ In House
꙱ Term Contract
꙱ Other – please specify
4. Where does operational control of the road safety budget lie?
꙱ In House
꙱ Term Contract
꙱ Other – please specify
5. Please indicate approximately what proportion of funding is from each source.
%
Local authority own budget
Central government (Grant or dedicated fund)
Development gain (e.g. Development obligations (Section 106) and
Community Infrastructure Levy)
Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)
Other (please describe)
Total

100%

6. How have funding proportions changed over the last ten years and what is the projected change in
these in the council’s current financial plan?

7. What road safety activities has your local authority scaled back on or stopped completely over the
last ten years due to cuts in funding?
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8. What rationale has your authority used for deciding which activities to scale back on?

9. Under current funding projections for road safety, do you have sufficient funding to (continue to):
a. Meet your statutory duties for road safety?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No
b. Improve your road safety performance?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No
c. Meet your own road safety targets (as indicated above)?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No
d. Meet a target of reducing the number of road deaths by at least 5% each year if this was a
national target introduced by government for all highway authorities?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No
10. How many full time equivalent (FTE) road safety staff does your local authority have?
Local
Seconded Contractors
authority staff
staff
Road safety engineering
Road safety education
Please also give details of positions that are current vacancies
Other road safety roles (please specify)
Implementation/delivery mechanisms
1. What road safety interventions are delivered by your authority?
꙱ Road safety engineering schemes
꙱ Road maintenance
꙱ Reviewing speed limits
꙱ Community speed watch
꙱ School crossing patrols
꙱ Enforcement activities
꙱ Road safety education e.g. in schools
꙱ Other – please specify
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2. For the interventions above which are not provided by your authority, which are provided by
another organisation (e.g. the police or a camera partnership)?

3. What is your prioritisation methodology in relation to locations/routes for road safety engineering
treatment? (For example, how do you identify cluster sites and/or route risk gradings?)

4. Do you deliver road safety engineering improvements as part of your asset management
programme (i.e. routine maintenance activity)?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes - If yes, how is this achieved?
5. Do you deliver road safety engineering improvements as part of development gain (e.g. planning
obligations (Section 106) and Community Infrastructure Levy)?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes - If yes, how is this achieved?
6. Do you work in partnership with other stakeholders? If yes, please identify the category of
stakeholder, e.g. business, LEPs and what you deliver together.

7. Against what measure do you decide on road safety activities?
꙱ First Year Rate of Return
꙱ Cost Benefit Ratio
꙱ Whole life return
꙱ Other – please specify
8. Does your local authority evaluate road safety schemes after implementation?
꙱ No
꙱ Yes - If yes, how does your local authority evaluate:
a. Engineering schemes?
b. Education, training and publicity schemes?
c. Enforcement schemes?
Changes and challenges
1. What are the key challenges that your local authority faces in respect of improving road safety, and
how might these be overcome?

2. Do you have ideas for road safety engineering schemes that you would like to implement if
additional funds were available?
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꙱ No
꙱ Yes - If yes:
a. Are any of these collision reduction or injury prevention initiatives?
꙱ Yes
꙱ No
b. How much funding would you require and over how long a period?

c. If you have an idea of approximately how many fatal and serious collisions per year might
be prevented were these schemes implemented, please let us know.
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Annex: Background
The impact of austerity on local government services is unprecedented, the consequences of which will
remain for many years to come, jeopardising the ability of the UK to achieve international road safety goals.
Many Local Authority (LA) practitioners have previously shared their concerns with us, e.g. while we
undertook work for the Department for Transport (DfT) to support LAs in their submissions to the Safer Roads
Fund. These concerns can be summarised in the following three themes:
1. The level of resourcing within road safety teams, resulting in a large proportion of time responding
to public concerns and other administrative duties rather than designing and implementing lifesaving schemes
2. The lack of available capital investment budget for road safety improvements – those budgets
reported to us were surprisingly low
3. An inability to compete with other core LA services, and lack of recognition (at a senior level) of the
scale of the problem of road trauma on LA roads and the real opportunity to tackle the issue
The Rees Jeffreys Road Fund has subsequently commissioned us to undertake a study to highlight the severity
of the challenges faced by LAs in their day-to-day duties and to identify the potential for improving the way
in which LAs manage road safety. Despite many adverse implications, the opportunity for the development
of new and innovative solutions has never been greater; new models of delivery relating to funding, capacity
and resourcing will be considered in this work.
The aim of this survey is to gather systematic feedback from a wide range of LAs to assemble a reliable and
objective evidence base in respect of the current situation. Responses will be analysed alongside crash
statistics; this analysis will be followed up by a more detailed gap analysis with a small selection of LAs. The
survey is split into four broad sections:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Governance
Finances and resourcing
Implementation/delivery mechanisms
Changes and challenges

There are no right or wrong answers: we are keen to have honest responses in order to assess the situation
and gain as accurate a picture as possible. We will, of course, treat responses with appropriate discretion,
reporting anonymously wherever suitable.
Responses can be provided within this Word document itself, via separate documentation, or some
combination of the two; if sending us documentation, please indicate the relevant sections where
appropriate. All correspondence and responses should be sent to our Programme and Research Manager:
brian.lawton@roadsafetyfoundation.org, with responses provided by no later than 5th November.
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Appendix B – Gap analyses
Gap Analysis Framework - Aberdeenshire
Governance
Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Formally approved long term
road safety vision clearly stated
and communicated with staff
and public

A vision is embedded in a current long-term road safety
strategy. This is a future where no one is killed on the road
and the injury rate is much reduced.

Joint ownership of the vision and
strategy with a wide range of road
safety stakeholders.

Exemplar
of
co-ordinated,
streamlined
approach
to
adopting a vision and strategy
which is joined up between road
safety stakeholders – could be
shared with others.

Road casualty reduction target
in place and reported to
Corporate board and Cabinet

It is incumbent upon all local authorities in Scotland to
contribute to achieving – and all have subsequently adopted
– the national (Scottish) targets which include reducing the
number of people killed on the road by 40% and the number
of people who are seriously injured on the road by 55%
relative to the 2004-08 average by 2020. Performance is
reported to the community planning partnership, which is
chaired by the leader of the council. Scotland has a
committee model rather than a cabinet model. For
Aberdeenshire, reporting progress against target to the
relevant committee takes place every six months. There are
also six area committees which scrutinise performance.

Leadership of the council endorses
road safety efforts. Road safety is a key
element of board activity. All partners
are committed to achieve the 2020
targets.

Ensure a similarly ambitious
target is adopted beyond 2020
and continues to be reported at
a senior level.

Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road
safety
performance
indicators
in
place
and
performance
reported
to
Corporate board and Cabinet

Indicators have a low profile in the North East Scotland
strategy: it explains that the most significant national
indicator is “to reduce road deaths”.

The structure contains strong,
collaborative reporting mechanisms.

Performance could be made
more transparent within the
current structure using an
intermediate
indicator
approach.

Evidence
that
staff
are
appropriately trained and wellinformed at all levels about road
safety performance

A lead officers’ group across three local authorities has been
established to share and exchange knowledge and
experience. Staff are experienced and trained and resources
are shared across the partnership.

Collaborative working makes more
efficient use of resources across the
partnership.

Regular
refresher
training
against a clear programme of
objectives could ensure a more
systematic approach to road
safety.

Road
safety
explicitly
mentioned in the local authority
delivery plan

2 or 3 of the 11 priorities in the corporate plan are travel
related. Road safety and accessible transport are detailed at
the next level down.

Transport issues are well represented
in the corporate plan, and road safety is
integral to these.

The profile of road safety could
be raised through explicit
inclusion in the delivery plan.

Well-documented road safety
strategy and action plan in place
likely to deliver significant
casualty reduction

A documented road safety strategy for North East Scotland
has a detailed action plan within it. The strategy is owned
and shared across several partners, led by Aberdeenshire.

Multi-agency approach (including
police, fire, health, Transport Scotland,
and Road Safety Scotland) with a
common vision. Subsequently, more
cohesive
relationship
between
national, regional and local levels.

The approach taken in Scotland
– having a regional vision and
action plan adopted by all
relevant stakeholders – could
have value in England and
Wales.
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Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and
politicians and applied in
practice

The Safe System approach is being considered as a result of
encouragement by Transport Scotland. This may allow
proactive treatments on ‘A’ roads, for example, where flows
are high enough to make it worthwhile. It would require
budget; for example, a five-year capital programme may be
required. Officers are making the business case so that the
politicians can decide whether to formally adopt it.

Transport Scotland has adopted the
Safe System approach and are
encouraging its use by local authorities.

The development of the
business case for Safe System
could be shared with other
authorities to promote its
adoption more widely.

Clear senior level (director)
accountability for road safety
performance

The Head of Transportation has delegative responsibility
from the Director of Infrastructure Services for road safety.
This is well understood by staff and partners.

A fully in-house team
accountability
for
road
performance transparent.

makes
safety

Consider more regular and
systematic reporting at Director
level to corporate board in order
to further raise the profile of
road safety.

Effective and active road safety
committee in place

An infrastructure services committee and a corporate
performance committee both scrutinise performance, as
well as six regional committees.

A strong devolutionary model, with
good
over-arching
committee
structure.

Model
may
be
worth
disseminating to other areas.

Effective partnership working
with other agencies

There is a national board for road safety across Scotland,
which includes police, NHS, all local authorities, and
Transport Scotland. Aberdeenshire leads the north-east
Scotland lead officers’ casualty reduction group. There is a
community planning partnership board which includes the
police, fire and rescue, and local government, and considers
road safety. There are also regional transport partnerships
who have a statutory responsibility to prepare transport
strategies with road safety covering key objectives.

There is strong evidence of leadership
and effective partnership working at
local and regional levels. Both the
leader of the council and the senior
officer have taken up high profile road
safety roles

There is currently no formal
direct link between the national
board and the 32 local
authorities in Scotland; these
need to be linked.
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Finance and Resourcing
Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital and
revenue) available to halve road
deaths within a decade

Reasonable amount of dedicated funding is available. They
consider that there is also not a massive amount of works to
be done any more e.g. no big junction schemes given
relatively good safety record. £8m capital is available as part
of maintenance. There is political buy-in: if more funding was
needed, it could be secured. There has been an underspend
on the capital budget for the last two years. Also have access
to some funds for active travel-related schemes through
Sustrans (who have a budget for £80m for Scotland as a
whole).

Political support for road safety, backed
up by funding if required.

If a proactive approach was
adopted,
this
will
have
budgetary implications.

Sufficient numbers of expert
personnel
available
to
undertake tasks in action plan

Although there were budget cuts in 2013, they still have
sufficient resources in place to deliver their plan.

Good staff retention.

Develop action plan beyond
2020.
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Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Design options for new roads are
risk assessed and reviewed for
road safety impact

Risk assessment regime in place for safety.

In house team ensures consistent,
joined-up approach, providing
more resilience and crossfertilisation of risk issues.

Could lead on these issues across
the partnership authorities.

Road Safety Audit undertaken on
all new roads and schemes at a
minimum of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage post
construction.

Two members of the team are auditors and they have
previously trained others. A traffic policy group (internal) has
ownership of the audit process and is a forum for discussion of
risk and audit issues. Audits of new schemes, although fewer
in recent years, are undertaken.

Single, internal delivery ensures
consistency and resilience, and
joined-up thinking.

Work zone
followed

guidance

Strong performance. Staff are fully compliant with CDM. There
has been a big push on this recently following a fatality during
surfacing work a couple of years ago which focussed minds. All
maintenance is done in house (this is similar in almost all local
authorities in Scotland).

Learned lessons
experience.

past

The
benefits
of
in-house
maintenance provision (Scotland)
and contracted out maintenance
provision (England) in terms of
road safety could be explored in
more detail.

New roads and improvement
schemes are monitored postopening

Before and after monitoring is in place, although there have
been fewer schemes in recent years.

In house team has some capability
to monitor before and after as and
when required.

Monitoring could be undertaken
more systematically through a
joined-up team as part of the
partnership, to make better use of
the resource available.

safety
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from

Could consider adopting star
rating for designs as a
methodology
for
impact
assessment.

Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

The worst 10% of sites/sections
identified and treated every year

No substantial backlog of schemes. Highest-risk locations are
tackled as part of the maintenance works programme.

Crashes
are
geographically
dispersed meaning there are few
clusters of problem sites.

Adoption of a proactive risk
management approach, reviewing
sections, could be beneficial if
clusters are generally treated and
may be becoming an unreliable
source for treatment opportunity.

Potential schemes evaluated on
the basis of whole life costs and
benefits

Limited whole life costing undertaken. Schemes are
undertaken on the basis of policy so that schemes can be
defended.

Proactive road safety inspections
undertaken every 5 years,
followed up with detailed road
safety assessments of high
priority sections.

Proactive maintenance inspections are undertaken regularly;
however, road safety inspections are not undertaken
systematically in their own right.

A feasibility trial of the proactive
iRAP survey approach has been
undertaken and the utility of this
approach will be reviewed.

Undertake a rolling programme of
proactive road safety inspections.

Maintenance
inspections
undertaken every year

Undertaken every year in line with good practice. Specific
remedial programmes are subsequently developed as
appropriate.

Aberdeenshire
has
an
experienced
workforce
and
contractors are well versed in
maintenance inspections

Inspections for maintenance
could be done with Safe System
thinking
more
formally
embedded.

Road
safety
treatments
scientifically

Weaker on this because relatively few casualties make
statistical significance hard to achieve. However, if a scheme is
intended to reduce speeds, for example, speeds are
monitored.

Some scientific evaluation does
take place as appropriate.

More scientific evaluation may be
possible if undertaken at a more
regional level.

engineering
evaluated
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Whole life costing could be
undertaken more systematically.

Aberdeenshire
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Needs of vulnerable road users
given special consideration and
links made to public health
priorities

There is a cycling action plan for the north of Scotland. There
is a rider refinement course: particular attention has been
given to roads frequented by motorcyclists. For elderly drivers,
there has been some initial work linking it up with health and
social care. There is a joint health and transport action plan
with a co-ordinator for this group. Education activities had
been cut in 2013 – the local police force had previously been
doing this, but it was lost when a single Scottish police force
was set up – but a political decision has been made to ensure
road safety education continues.

All vulnerable road user groups
are covered in the action plan.

Share best practice with other
authorities. Further improve the
link with public health. Consider
systematic
surveys
of
infrastructure with a view to
improving this for cyclists and
pedestrians.
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Gap Analysis Framework – Cornwall
Governance
Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Formally approved long term road
safety vision clearly stated and
communicated with staff and public

The draft Cornwall Road Casualty Reduction Strategy
indicates a vision that no one will be killed or seriously injured
on Cornwall’s roads.

There is a road safety vision jointly
owned by partner agencies, with
recognition and commitment to a
multi-agency approach to coordinate and join up resources and
intelligence
effectively
and
efficiently.

Combine resources to ensure
that the vision is delivered as
one.

Road casualty reduction target in
place and reported to Corporate
board and Cabinet

As part of the current strategy review, existing KSI reduction
targets are under review. They have stated that measuring
the number of people killed or seriously injured on Cornwall’s
roads is still one of the most important indicators in road
safety and a meaningful road safety target that all partners
are accountable for will be set in the next 12 months. This
allows for a new 3-year baseline following the introduction of
CRASH 2016.

Working with partners to develop
jointly-owned road safety targets
as part of the current strategy
review.

Adopt targets across the
Peninsula
Road
Safety
Partnership to allow meaningful
benchmarking
between
authorities. Regularly report
road safety performance to the
Board and Cabinet.

Road safety activities fall within 2 directorates of the Council,
Economic Growth & Development and Neighbourhoods with
Governance and Scrutiny overseen by the Safer Cornwall
Strategic Board with attendance across all road safety
partners.
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Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety performance indicators
in place and performance reported
to Corporate board and Cabinet

Although there are no formally adopted KPIs, the Safer
Cornwall Partnership (a statutory body) monitors the
numbers of KSIs amongst different classes of vulnerable road
users. Road safety is reported by the Chief Fire Officer every
six weeks to the corporate director team as part of an
integrated risk management plan, although not regularly
reported to corporate board and cabinet in its own right.

Recognition of importance of
developing KPIs across the Safer
Cornwall Partnership in the current
review.

Develop a specific set of safety
performance indicators and
regularly report performance
against these to the Corporate
Board and Cabinet.

Evidence
that
staff
are
appropriately trained and wellinformed at all levels about road
safety performance

Practitioners from Cornwall Council attended the recent Safe
System training course run by the Peninsular Road Safety
Partnership delivered by Loughborough University, Jeanne
Breen and the Road Safety Foundation.

Joint training for road safety
stakeholders has been arranged by
the Peninsular Road Safety
Partnership and has been attended
by CC staff.

Embed road safety training
more extensively across all
parts of the council that
interface with road safety (e.g.
those dealing with people who
are
over-represented
in
casualty statistics such as older
people and younger drivers, as
well as road designers and
transport planners etc.).

The road safety staff in the fire service have all been on a road
safety foundation scheme, and Cormac provides something
similar for their staff.
The council’s driver safety policy is not well disseminated; elearning package proposed for development and accessing
professional driver training should be available more
systematically, where poor driving standards identified rather
than supplied on an ad hoc basis.
Road safety used to be included in an introductory pack for
members, but inductions no longer include road safety.
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There is an embedded culture of
on-going training and development
through the fire service in
particular.

Re-introduce road safety into
inductions for members and
officers. Provide some road
safety training to public health
staff,
politicians
and
management,
perhaps
engaging with the Driving for
Better Business programme.

Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety explicitly mentioned in
the local authority delivery plan

The Cornwall delivery plan consists of 15 separate towns’
delivery plans. These identify infrastructure projects including
road schemes, although road safety is not mentioned in
relation to these in a sample of town delivery plans reviewed.

The road safety strategy is
currently under review and will go
through a formal corporate
approval process. The strategy will
be supported by Action Plans
setting out delivery objectives, the
first one will cover April 2019 to
March 2021.

Embed road safety explicitly in
the corporate plan and
associated action plans and
programmes (such as the public
health strategy and active travel
plans).

The road safety strategy is under
review and is exploring improved
opportunities to deliver road safety
interventions.

Align the revised road safety
strategy and action plan with
the Safe System approach and
appropriate budgets to ensure
that it is deliverable. This will
potentially identify gaps in
resources in funding or
personnel and require future
business case development to
support enhanced investment
to deliver outcomes.

Road safety does not appear in the county’s public health
strategy. There is a recognition that road safety could be
embedded in active plans. For example, there is a corporate
travel plan, but this has fallen by the wayside and is not
actively promoted.
Well-documented road safety
strategy and action plan in place
likely to deliver significant casualty
reduction

Cornwall Council’s current Casualty Reduction Strategy was
approved in 2013. A review of this strategy has been
undertaken and will be going through its approval process
with formal approval expected in June 2019. This will then be
reviewed over the next year in terms of what has been
achieved by working collaboratively joining up resources and
funding.
One of the victims of cuts over the last decade has been the
strategic thinking behind road safety: the educational side
moved to the fire service and some engineering carried on
through Cormac. Things have been disjointed, but it is now
improving. The expectation is that road safety efforts will
become more proactive, including in communication with
councillors and the public.
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Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and politicians
and applied in practice

The value of a Safe System approach is recognised and is
included within the current draft of the strategy review. At
present, there is some understanding of the Safe System
approach, but there is a concern over their ability to fund a
proactive programme of safety interventions within the
existing funding available.

Safe System is now being looked at
as part of the review of the
strategic approach to road safety.

Provide some basic Safe System
training to councillors and
council leaders.

Road safety in Cornwall is led by the Chief Fire Officer but is
split across two directorates / three councillors: Fire &
Rescue, Neighbourhoods, and Transport, so it is challenging
to ensure there is a ‘joined up’ approach.

The Chief Fire Officer is proactive in
reporting regularly to the corporate
director team on road safety. There
remains a core of experienced and
passionate road safety personnel
within the fire service supporting
the accountable fire officer.

Clear senior level (director)
accountability for road safety
performance

Road safety is reported (written) every six weeks to the
management group / corporate director team. Road safety
presentations have been given to the corporate management
group twice in the last year – an improvement on the previous
three years.
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There are some staff who
understand the Safe System
approach having received training
on the topic.
Review structures to give
clearer accountability to a
single director and improve
accountability for road safety
by clarifying reporting lines and
responsibilities. Ensure the
single accountable officer is
providing regular reports on
road safety performance to the
corporate management board
and cabinet to raise the profile
of the road safety challenge in
Cornwall.

Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Effective and active road safety
committee in place

The Safer Cornwall Partnership is the overarching board for
road safety strategy. This partnership was borne out of the
Crime and Disorder Act, and road safety was added to its
responsibilities given that it was considered that targeting
road safety is good for reducing crime. The board consists of
officers, members, police and others.

The chief fire officer is the chair of
the Safer Cornwall Partnership.

Cornwall Council itself should
consider establishing a political
panel to have direct oversight
of road safety within the
authority. This could be the lead
interface with the Safer
Cornwall Partnership.

Cornwall Road Casualty Partnership is a Practitioner group
which meets quarterly and feedback issues through to Safer
Cornwall Board via its Management Group
Effective partnership working with
other agencies

Cornwall is an active member of the Safer Cornwall
Partnership and currently chairs it and is also part of the
Peninsula Road Safety Partnership.
There are also 19 community network panels which sit within
the Fire, Rescue and Community Service, and these have
stewards who work with Cormac.
Road safety is therefore considered by multiple partnerships
which risks it being diluted.
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There are good connections
between the different bodies
responsible for road safety in
Cornwall especially through the
Cornwall Road Casualty Reduction
Partnership

Cornwall Council engage with
partners effectively via the Safer
Cornwall Partnership – Cornwall’s
chief fire officer is its chair – and
the Peninsula Road Safety
Partnership.
A Road Safety/Communities event
is to take place in May to inform
Towns and Parishes about RS
activity from all partners and to
engage them in local support
activities such as Community Speed
Watch and the use of delegated
Highway budgets.

Review existing partnership
arrangements within Cornwall
and the Peninsula as a whole
with a view to sharing resource
with them to ensure a more
effective and efficient focus on
road safety.

Finance and Resourcing
Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital and
revenue) available to halve road
deaths within a decade

Although road safety is considered important, it is not
supported by commensurate levels of funding. However, as
part of the revised strategy, Cornwall will be looking to
supplement existing resources by seeking opportunities to
attract funds through their partners, the DfT, Police and
Crime Commissioner and developer funding. The budget for
road safety falls between the different directorates,
although there is potential for budget to be transferred
between them.

There is now £1 million a year
available for small road safety
schemes and some of these are being
implemented after a hiatus of several
years.

Develop
programmes
of
schemes to improve road
safety which would have good
economic returns (like the
Safer Roads Fund schemes), to
make the case for funding,
identifying potential safety
improvements to routes on
the MRN for example.

For the coming four years, £1 million a year has been made
available – signed off by cabinet – for local transport
improvement including road safety; this is split between 19
local community partnerships (£50k each), who decide how
to spend the money as part of devolution. These
partnerships are run by six stewards who interface with the
council. Some of these communities have up to ten local
councils. over 100 requests have been signed off by the
councillor responsible so far, with around 1/3 relating to
speed and road safety.
Cormac’s budget comes from the asset team and
maintenance budget; they have to go through a relatively
informal bid process for safety scheme funding.
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There is good local community buy-in
to road safety issues.

Consolidate and ring-fence the
road safety budget within the
authority to ensure that the
approach is joined-up and
follows a Safe System
approach.

Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Without the Road Safety grant, funding for Road Safety
comes from the Council’s Local Transport and maintenance
funding and sometimes through Section 106. Analysis is
undertaken to review priority areas with schemes delivered
to improve these areas, but funding also must balance
political pressure, and the issues regarding speed
perception.
While there were two schemes funded through the Safer
Roads Fund, these would not have been their priority as they
were not the most dangerous locations given their flows
(although they valued the proactive risk-based approach).
Cornwall would happily work in partnership with Highways
England to make priority improvements on strategic roads
(as they did for a section of the A30). The A38 is currently a
key area of concern, given the number of KSIs.
There is a £280m backlog in highway maintenance and there
simply are not funds to tackle this, although £10m extra has
been contributed to maintenance of the rural network this
year, so resurfacing and other risk reduction measures are
now taking place.
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Opportunities

Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient numbers of expert
personnel available to undertake
tasks in action plan

A road safety action plan is being developed as part of the
strategy review.

There is a small but committed set of
staff with good road safety
experience.

As part of the road safety
review, ensure that the action
plan is properly resourced and
funded.

The Fire and Rescue Service has only three FTE road safety
staff and there is a heavy reliance on key individuals. They
have lost 60% of their staff and are on the limit of their
capacity and skills.
The council commissions service through Cormac. There are
four road safety FTEs in Cormac, and 1-2 FTE in the council’s
transport team, although this is likely to increase following
the current review. The set-up is being reviewed over the
coming year and, depending on road safety progress, may
then change more fundamentally after that, including the
identification of priorities for more money.
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Collaborate
with
other
authorities in the region to
develop a greater resilience on
road safety.

Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Design options for new roads are
risk assessed and reviewed for road
safety impact

Few new roads are built but road safety is considered when
they are.

Experienced third party road safety
contractor capable of undertaking
risk assessments and reviews for road
safety impact.

Consider adopting ‘Star Rating
for Designs’ for any future
major schemes.

Road Safety Audit undertaken on all
new roads and schemes at a
minimum of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage post
construction

Road safety audits are undertaken on all new roads.

Cornwall sees the proactive iRAP
approach as complimentary to the
audit process.

Use iRAP to proactively assess
new road designs and existing
key roads across Cornwall,
such as those on the Major
Road Network, to identify
economically beneficial road
safety schemes.

Work zone
followed

Road work safety is good.

There is a culture of safety among the
contracted workforce.

Share good practice with other
authorities.

There is some post scheme monitoring after one year and
three years, but no formal mechanism for monitoring
collision interventions. Cormac keeps a watchful eye on
crash statistics at locations in which schemes have been
completed.

There is some on-going monitoring of
all treated crash cluster locations.

Formalise (and budget for) the
process of monitoring the
outcomes of schemes. Share
results with other authorities
so all can learn from successes
and failures.

safety

guidance

New roads and improvement
schemes are monitored postopening
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Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

The worst 10% of sites/sections
identified and treated every year

Schemes are identified and prioritised based on the
combination of the rankings of injury collision numbers and
of injury collision rates over three years at each site.

A systematic approach is used to
prioritise locations of interventions
based on risk.

Develop the prioritisation
approach further to include
identification of high-risk
sections
where
route
treatments may be beneficial.

There is a scheme pipeline of 50 sites: 10-20 sites are
progressed each year, prioritised based on recency and
severity, for example. The priority list used to consist of 200
sites but was rationalised given the budget available (i.e. not
because of road safety success). At the current rate, it would
take 10-20 years to eliminate the priority list altogether even
if no new sites were added to it.

Potential schemes evaluated on the
basis of whole life costs and
benefits

Pipeline road safety schemes are not evaluated on a whole
life costs and benefits basis, although there is an informal
bidding process to obtain funds for delivering these.

Proactive road safety inspections
undertaken every 5 years, followed
up with detailed road safety
assessments of high priority
sections.

Safety Inspections take place only when wider road-related
work is taking place or as incidents are reported or arise.
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Package up a programme of
schemes into a collective
business case so that funding
could be applied for when
opportunities arise in order to
accelerate delivery of the
programme.
Evaluate potential schemes on
the basis of whole life costs
and benefits.
There are road safety inspection skills
available if budgets permit surveys to
be undertaken.

Establish
a
systematic
approach to road safety
inspections (e.g. an iRAP-style
approach) and put in place a
dedicated budget to match.

Cornwall
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Maintenance
inspections
undertaken every year

There is a funded maintenance inspection regime in place.

An experienced term maintenance
contractor and budget are in place.

Establish greater focus on road
safety inspections as part of
the general maintenance
inspection regime and ensure
priority issues are funded and
actioned.

Road safety engineering treatments
evaluated scientifically

Budget cuts have curtailed the level of systematic evaluation
of treatments.

Cornwall has an experienced
contractor and an in-house analyst
capable of undertaking evaluation.

Introduce
more
formal
evaluation, ensuring there is
dedicated
resource
and
budget for this. Consider
pooling of resource with other
neighbouring authorities.

Needs of vulnerable road users
given special consideration and
links made to public health
priorities

In the draft of the revised road safety strategy, the needs of
vulnerable road users are given special consideration.
However, public health is not particularly well engaged with
road safety.

The needs of vulnerable road users
have been identified as a priority in
the emerging road safety strategy.

Strengthen link with public
health. The Director for Public
Health for Devon and Cornwall
chairs partnership meetings in
Devon and has delegated
responsibility for liaison in
Cornwall to their Public Health
Consultant
(Wider
Determinants)
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There is a recognition that road safety
forms an element of public health.

Gap Analysis Framework - Devon
Governance
Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Formally approved long term road
safety vision clearly stated and
communicated with staff and public

Devon has a clearly stated vision statement “that every route
and every mode should be available to everybody, free from
the risk or fear of harm.”

Devon publicly advocates zero harm.

Make the vision statement a
reality by better aligning the
strategy and action plan with
the vision statement.

Road casualty reduction target in
place and reported to Corporate
board and Cabinet

Devon does not have road casualty targets although they are
looking at this as part of the strategy review currently
underway. The difficulty is knowing what level of aspiration
to have and not setting something that cannot be achieved.
They consider themselves subservient to government on
targets, and they expressed some concern that targets could
create problems for them later given the financial situation.

Passionate road safety officers would
like to see targets reintroduced.
There is political buy-in provided
funding is secured from central
government to support delivery of
these. They have been successful at
achieving targets in the past.

Targets should be included in
the revised strategy, and more
ambitious targets could be
advocated across the region
via the overarching bodies.

The main political oversight is via the scrutiny committee,
although there is no specific reporting on road safety to the
scrutiny committee. County-wide decisions sometimes go to
scrutiny review, such as when the annual figures are
published.
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More dedicated reports on
road safety to their corporate
boards and Cabinet could be
beneficial;
accountability
should
be
strengthened
through increased levels of
scrutiny at the highest levels in
the authority.

Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety performance indicators
in place and performance reported
to Corporate board and Cabinet

No targets or performance indicators are in place specifically
for road safety, but this is being addressed as part of a new
strategy.

There is a strong desire for casualty
reduction performance indicators.
Devon had a record of good
performance against indicators in the
past.

Indicators should to be
introduced into the new
strategy. Report performance
against indicators to the
corporate board and cabinet
regularly. These indicators
could be adopted collectively
across the region.

There has been some road safety
training. Devon still retains key
professionals in road safety who
could support training programmes.

There could be more proactive
engagement with members
and staff on road safety
matters.
Training
and
development
could
be
cascaded throughout the
organisation. It would be
possible to join up with other
authorities in the region to
promote
joint
training
exercises and to make more
efficient use of resources.

KPIs and budgets are fragmented across different parts of
the organisation and are not necessarily aligned.

Evidence
that
staff
are
appropriately trained and wellinformed at all levels about road
safety performance

Members receive an induction which includes an element of
road safety, but no formal road safety training.
The highway development team and the engineering design
group have had training including Safe System training.
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Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety explicitly mentioned in
the local authority delivery plan

The corporate plan mentions a safer network, but this is
related to improved highway maintenance rather than road
safety initiatives per se. In the county council plan ‘Better
Together 2014-2020’ there is a reference to road safety in
that “accidents, injuries and deaths will be kept as low as
possible.” However, resultant actions through local plans
and local transport plans are integrated which means road
safety has been diluted with no clear leadership. Road safety
is considered integral to other aspects of the plans rather
than as a dedicated function.

Road safety is included in the delivery
plan.

Make road safety more explicit
in the plan by including it in its
own right and align it with a
clear action plan.

Well-documented road safety
strategy and action plan in place
likely to deliver significant casualty
reduction

There are a variety of strategy-related documents, although
they do not appear to be brought together in a coherent way
as a specific road safety strategy. Therefore, actions tend to
be fragmented across the authority and are unlikely to
deliver significant casualty reduction.

The Director of Public Health has
taken on overall responsibility for
road safety.

The strategy is currently being
reviewed and could be
brought together to ensure
significant casualty reduction
and linked it more closely with
the health and wellbeing
agenda.

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and politicians
and applied in practice

Devon is reviewing processes and programmes in light of
Safe System, although this is yet to be formally adopted and
disseminated to staff, and some senior managers see
delivery as too costly. There is an understanding of Safe
System by key individuals, but they may not have the
authority to ensure that it is carried through at corporate and
political levels. There is very little Chief Officer oversight at
present on Safe System.

There is an awareness of Safe System
among key professionals.

There is an opportunity for
Safe System to become more
embedded in their strategy
and budgets in the future.
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Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Clear senior level (director)
accountability for road safety
performance

The Director of Public Health (DPH) is the director
responsible and champion for road safety. The DPH is
showing an interest in road safety and has commissioned her
own independent research on the current situation.

Road safety is represented at board
level by the DPH giving it increased
prominence.

Integrate road safety more
closely with the health and
well-being agenda. This will
provide the opportunity to
treat road safety holistically
and give rise to potential new
funding opportunities.

Effective and active road safety
committee in place

The highway and traffic committees are devolved to a more
local level and these sometimes consider road safety. This is
ad hoc and there is little evidence of a consistent and
proactive approach to road safety, so may lose the benefit of
being strategically aligned.

Strong cabinet member level support.

Raise awareness the Health
and Wellbeing portfolio holder
and other members to
encourage a more joined-up
approach to road safety.

Effective partnership working with
other agencies

The authority works in partnership with the police and fire
service. Devon Drivers Centre is now run by Red One, with
the fire brigade, instead of the council (which still part funds
it).

Highly qualified and experienced
personnel who are capable of
developing
good
working
partnerships.

Consider rationalising the
various partnerships in the
region to give more focus to
road safety in a more efficient
and effective way.

There are good partnerships with the police and fire service.
They have a good relationship with the Peninsular Road
Safety Partnership, the safety camera partnership.

68

Finance and Resourcing
Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital and
revenue) available to halve road
deaths within a decade

The Integrated transport block (£3.7m capital) is the only
source of funding for road safety.

Cycling infrastructure has received
substantial investment because
that is where funding has been
available.

Consider integrating road safety
with health and wellbeing to
ensure better value from
funding. This could help achieve
a ‘place-making’ approach.

Although they received £4m through the Safer Roads Fund,
the roads selected were not those that they would have
chosen locally. It also meant they had to free up resource to
identify schemes that meet the funding criteria.
£20m has been spent on new, mainly segregated, cycle
infrastructure since 2015, possibly from the National
Productivity Investment Fund.
There are no specific safety schemes. While cheap schemes
can be done, there is no funding for significant schemes that
would make a substantial difference.
The council uses Section 106 and Community Infrastructure
Levy for multi-functional schemes which may include road
safety. This allows extra funding to be leveraged where
developments are taking place. Increasing housing and
reducing congestion are the government priorities which
allow safety to be tackled.
Senior figures within the authority initially indicated that
they were reasonably satisfied with funding. However, there
is insufficient funding for a small number of major road
safety schemes that are clearly identifiable. While they
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Safety is funded through other
government priorities e.g. housing
developments.
The Safety Camera Partnership will
soon be self-funded.

Establish an upfront revenue pot
to develop schemes, as there
are numerous road safety
schemes which could benefit
from funding.

Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

would want more money, there was some debate about
whether this should be ring-fenced for road safety: a ‘placemaking’ fund might be more appropriate – this may include
funding for housing and jobs as well as for road safety.
An injection in capital spend is needed to develop projects to
make a significant change. According to Devon CC, a couple
of million a year is needed to get back to where things should
be.
The infrastructure delivery plan has allowed the delivery of
some schemes.

70

Opportunities

Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient numbers of expert
personnel available to undertake
tasks in action plan

One person is employed to do data analysis and research.
This is identified as high risk, so succession planning is in
place simply in terms of one graduate a year on average
working in transport planning and safety.

Integration of safety with transport
planning means there is more
joined-up thinking than there might
otherwise be.

Road safety activities are undertaken by a mix of in house
(70%) and external (Jacobs) staff (30%). The Jacobs’ staff
include a road safety team who deliver road safety audit.

The relationship with Jacobs allows
for managing peaks and troughs of
road safety work and enables fresh
thinking to be injected.

There is an opportunity to share
resources
with
other
authorities, and there is
potential to lead on data
analysis for the region and
present more stronger cases for
funding etc.

Senior figures within the authority believe that skills and lack
of experience are an issue, and struggle to compete with the
private sector for staff.
There were different views on the reduction in the number
of road safety staff over the last decade. While there have
been some efficiencies gained, more staff are required to be
delivering road safety effectively again.
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Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Design options for new roads are
risk assessed and reviewed for road
safety impact

New roads are not that frequent, but the council indicated
that, when they are designed, that proper risk assessments
are normally carried out.

They are experienced in risk
assessment.

Resources could be shared across
the region to become more
resilient.
Proactive
risk
assessments of existing (as well as
new) roads could be undertaken.
Road safety impact assessment of
new road schemes could be
undertaken.

Road Safety Audit undertaken on all
new roads and schemes at a
minimum of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage post
construction.

The authority has a road safety audit process in place.

Minor schemes can be audited
quickly and efficiently.

Share resources and best practice
with other authorities in the
region. Consider proactive safety
audits of existing (as well as new)
roads.

Work zone
followed

Senior staff within the authority believe they are strong on
this having learned lessons from a fatality a few years ago.
Skanska recently took over the contract and have a strong
health and safety focus, introducing a completely different
culture that may even be excessive. For example, roads are
sometimes closed altogether for works activity whereas this
would not have happened before.

Experienced contractor. Work
zone safety is considered
important and a priority during
construction.

Share experiences with other
authorities and public sector
organisations.

safety

guidance
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Wider behavioural
could be promoted.

campaigns

Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

New roads and improvement
schemes are monitored postopening

The South Devon link road had one year and five-year
evaluations.

There is a recognition of the value
of monitoring.

Post-opening evaluation could be
undertaken more routinely, by
making
a
formal
policy
requirement of the council with
suitable budget.

The worst 10% of sites/sections
identified and treated every year

Evidence on crashes is collected annually and assembled
using a dashboard approach which helps shape which drivers
to target.

Crash
data
are
analysed
systematically, and priority groups
identified.

KSI cluster sites have been reviewed and low-cost measures
have been identified but some are going to need capital
investment and cannot be done as part of maintenance
activities.

Priority schemes have been
identified and some are now
being taken forward.

Prepare business case for the
programme of schemes as a
package to gain endorsement by
their Cabinet.

‘After’ monitoring is influenced by whether or not the grant
or other funding arrangement requires it, although there
were different views about whether after monitoring would
be done anyway.

48 crash clusters have been identified (although this was not
more widely understood by other parts of the organisation);
20 detailed studies are underway and, this year, there will be
an attempt to progress ten of these towards
implementation.
In addition, road safety inspections are undertaken as part of
the overall highway service and done on a needs-be basis in
line with their highway strategy. It does not follow that road
safety is followed up on a proactive basis, but only when
evidence suggests a problem already exists.
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Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Potential schemes evaluated on the
basis of whole life costs and
benefits

Whole life costings are conducted for schemes.

An in-house resource
appropriate skills.

with

Develop a more business-like
approach to provide a fully
evaluated package of schemes,
based on whole life costs, in
readiness for any potential
funding opportunities.

Proactive road safety inspections
undertaken every 5 years, followed
up with detailed road safety
assessments of high priority
sections.

iRAP surveys were undertaken on two roads as part of DfT’s
safer roads fund, and a further survey was undertaken on
one additional route.

Team exposed to (and trained in)
proactive iRAP survey approach
through the Safer Roads Fund
work.

Establish a systematic programme
of
proactive
road
safety
inspections to be undertaken
every 5 years on major routes, and
report against performance to
corporate management and
Cabinet. Use data gathered to
make the business case for
investment and develop detailed
schemes for consideration.

Maintenance
inspections
undertaken every year

The maintenance team is separate from the road safety team
with a completely different budget line. The road safety
team has to assume that there will be minimal maintenance,
which increases the up-front costs of schemes.

Strong in-house capacity
highway maintenance.

Make road safety and the Safe
System approach integral to
highway maintenance and join up
resources and budgets to achieve
better value for money.

Proactive road safety surveys of major routes have now
however been planned.
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Opportunities

for

Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety engineering treatments
evaluated scientifically

Cost-benefit analysis is done using past crash numbers as a
predictor of future figures. There is a recognition that this
means that they are waiting for crashes to happen before
doing anything.

There is some evaluation of the
cost-effectiveness of schemes.

Join up with other local
authorities to set up a regional
joint evaluation team to make
more effective use of resources
and to share best practice.

The Director of Public Health is
showing increasing interest in
road
safety
and
has
commissioned an independent
report on road safety issues,
including vulnerable road users,
for consideration.

Embed road safety for vulnerable
road users in the Statutory
Integrated Strategic Health Plan.

Some experience with using the iRAP methodology to assess
the potential impact of a new scheme.
Needs of vulnerable road users
given special consideration and
links made to public health
priorities

There is good work on understanding the needs of
vulnerable road users.
The authority works with Sustrans to promote safe access to
schools. They top up the allocation received from the DfT
with £50k from their revenue budget to maintain school
Bikeability uptake. (This decision was made with approval of
the relevant councillor rather than requiring approval by
cabinet.) 11,000 people have been trained in Bikeability.
They have had lots of cycle crashes at junctions, so are
considering how to better design junctions for cyclists.
They have invested significant funds into cycle schemes (e.g.
Teignmouth-Newton Abbot) – their cycling strategy focuses
on providing dedicated off-road cycle lanes.
They are keen to improve pedestrian facilities where there
are high pedestrian flows, for example. Some schemes are
waiting to be done – not necessarily clusters but high
pedestrian flows and high traffic speeds. They are finding
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Devon
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

these difficult to justify economically and are concerned
about not making things worse given the maturity of the
network.
Road safety is part of the community, public health and
environment department run by the Director of Public
Health. There are different views within the authority in
terms of the value of the link with public health, although it
can help eliminate silos.
The public health team recently produced a report reviewing
road safety in Devon – clearly recognising that road collisions
are the biggest cause of death among young people and
responding to suggestions of how to adopt the Safe System
approach.
School crossing patrols form a significant part of the budget.
Sites are reviewed as and when staff retire and may not be
replaced but this is a very emotive issue which makes it
difficult to assess more proactively despite the small rural
populations.
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Opportunities

Gap Analysis Framework - Solihull
Governance
Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Formally approved long term road
safety vision clearly stated and
communicated with staff and public

The road safety strategy incorporates the vision, which
includes minimising the number of people in Solihull that
are injured in road traffic collisions within the framework
of wider reaching transport plans and other Council and
Safer Solihull Partnership objectives.

The strategy and vision are owned
by the Solihull partnership which
involves local people in keeping
Solihull safe.

The vision could be shared with
neighbouring authorities to gain
added value and more closely
integrated with the health and
well-being strategy.

Road casualty reduction target in
place and reported to Corporate
board and Cabinet

The target adopted for the year 2030 is to reduce the fiveyear annual average number of people killed and seriously
injured in road traffic collisions to 55% of the 2005 to 2009
average. Progress is reported monthly against targets to
cabinet member and challenged. The Solihull Partnership
is the overarching body for road safety although reports go
to Solihull’s corporate board by exception.

Active
cabinet
member
engagement whereby the road
safety team is held to account on
performance.

Develop programme to help
accelerate
achievement
of
targets.
Sharing
with
neighbouring authorities to gain
added value. Can act as an
exemplar both locally and
nationally.

Road safety performance indicators
in place and performance reported to
Corporate board and Cabinet

Various road safety indicators such as casualty rates are
reported to the partnership and to cabinet, but there are
no intermediate indicators.

Clearly
articulated
casualty
reduction indicators included in
the strategy and a strong road
safety partnership in place to
monitor progress.

Opportunity
to
develop
intermediate indicators and
enhanced programmes in order to
accelerate
progress
against
indicators.
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Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Evidence that staff are appropriately
trained and well-informed at all levels
about road safety performance

There is a road safety specialist, others are trained in audit
specifically, but all members of the wider team have some
road safety experience and knowledge and it is part of their
day job.

Safety is truly embedded into the
activities of the wider integrated
team, including Atkins, the thirdparty supplier, to provide
resilience. Have been involved
with training other authorities in
road safety matters. Independent
travel training for people with
special needs.

Potential to share resources with
other authorities. Opportunity to
disseminate their independent
travel training expertise as a
service to others.

Road safety explicitly mentioned in
the local authority delivery plan

Road safety is not explicitly mentioned in the corporate
strategy; however, it is integral to a number of Solihull’s
over-arching policies such as sustainability.

Although
not
specifically
mentioned in the higher-level
corporate strategy, it is implicit:
there is a very detailed second tier
which includes the road safety
strategy.

Include road safety in the
corporate strategy with a clear
link to delivery programmes that
are a priority for the council.

Well-documented
road
safety
strategy and action plan in place likely
to deliver significant casualty
reduction

There is a well-documented, up to date road safety
strategy (2017-2030). It has embedded within it the
challenges, where it wants to be, how it will get there,
supported by a detailed action plan. The strategy has
stretching targets in place and a skilled team with adequate
resources.

There is a strong partnership for a
safer Solihull and the strategy is a
living document. Staff are
empowered to be creative about
delivery of the plan and to
develop new business cases. Road
safety staff are actively engaged in
developing
the
plan
and
promoting its delivery.

To integrate the strategy more
closely with the public health
strategy. Develop business cases
to secure funding to accelerate
business plan delivery in order to
exceed stretching targets.
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Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and politicians
and applied in practice

Although the Safe System philosophy is not explicitly
adopted, they have been implementing a Safe System
approach in practice. Their road safety teams are
integrated in order to ensure that Safe System style
thinking is applied by all staff involved in design and
implementation.

Integrated team that has been
operating the Safe System
approach in practice for a number
of years.

Formally adopt the Safe System
approach as an exemplar to other
authorities.

Clear
senior
level
(director)
accountability for road safety
performance

The cabinet member and the assistant director (with
delegated responsibility (from the director) own road
safety performance. This is accounted for at a regular
monthly meeting. (The director is kept informed.)

Strong ownership of road safety
performance is held by cabinet
member and assistant director
with clear and transparent
reporting lines.

The profile of road safety could be
raised even further at board level
if the director, as well as the
assistant director, was responsible
for road safety.

Effective and active road safety
committee in place

No council-specific road safety committee in place

Effective partnership working with
other agencies

The road safety partnership is the overarching committee
which includes the fire service and police. This meets on a
quarterly basis and adopts a route corridor approach to
road safety.
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A council-specific road safety
committee could be established.
The partnership has overall
responsibility for the road safety
strategy.

Could be used to help interface
with public health.

Finance and Resourcing
Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital and
revenue) available to halve road
deaths within a decade

The capital budget is relatively low given that they consider
that most physical interventions have been implemented
and that all the large engineering schemes have been done.
Revenue funding through the wider maintenance budget is
being used to tweak the network to further improve road
safety. Other budgets used to improve road safety include
the community liveability fund and the safer routes to
schools’ budget. Solihull is being successful in reducing KSIs
by 50% over ten years. Subsequently, there is not
significant demand for further safety improvements, so the
budget is viewed as sufficient. If new ideas emerge, a
business-like approach is used to secure additional
funding.

Staff are empowered to come
forward with new and innovative
ideas to improve road safety.
Business cases are subsequently
developed.
Casualty
reduction
performance is good which means
that relatively small amounts of
money are considered sufficient to
continue
to
drive
further
improvements.

Further application of the iRAP
process may help identify
further opportunities for
proactive treatment of risk
across the network.

There are sufficient numbers of staff to manage the
existing programme of interventions, in part because
safety is integrated into the wider team rather than seen
as something separate. Solihull considers that they need to
put more effort into behavioural change because, in their
view, engineering measures are broadly complete.

Good staff retention. Staff across the
team skilled in road safety. Creative
approach to finding funding so that
lack of funding does not prevent the
development of good ideas. Mindset
within the team: staff expected to be
‘top of the pile’ regardless of
structural arrangements.

Sufficient numbers of expert
personnel available to undertake
tasks in action plan
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The authority is using the iRAP
process for the first time to develop
the business case for the HS2 road
safety fund.
More staff could be used to
develop road safety expertise
in other organisations (e.g.
local
employers).
More
integration
with
active
mobility and planning.

Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Design options for new
roads are risk assessed and
reviewed for road safety
impact

Yes – work undertaken with developers to ensure new roads are
designed for safety at an early stage in the process.

An experienced, integrated team
who understand how to ensure
road safety is included in design.

Consider using the Star Rating of
Designs
approach
recently
developed by iRAP.

Experienced
contractors
and
consultants, Balfour Beatty and
Atkins, who do the works, are well
versed in road safety.

Further improve design to reduce
signage requirements and hence
make roads more self-explaining
with fewer roadside hazards.

Road
Safety
Audit
undertaken on all new roads
and schemes at a minimum
of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage
post construction.

All four levels of safety audit are used.

Experienced
contractors
and
consultants, as well as internal staff,
trained and well-versed in the audit
process.

Work zone safety guidance
followed

Chapter 8 is followed. Balfour Beatty, the road works contractor,
operate with Vision Zero and are very safety conscious, e.g. having
safety on the agenda at all meetings.

Experienced contractor well versed
in safety operate a zero-harm
policy.

Share good practice
neighbouring authorities.

New
roads
and
improvement schemes are
monitored post-opening

Stage 4 audit is post-implementation. Collision review takes place
every two years anyway, reviewing all locations across the
borough including where schemes have been implemented. This
is used to adjust the forward programme accordingly.

Systematic review process in place
used to drive forward programme,
integrated with audit and risk
assessment.

Lead the approach taken to
evaluation across a wider
geography than Solihull itself to
gain economies of scale and/or
upskill those in neighbouring
authorities.
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with

Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

The
worst
10%
of
sites/sections identified and
treated every year

15-20 sites (of 90) are addressed each year. Schemes are not sifted
as such – programmes are done when and where needed,
prioritised by casualty figures.

Sufficient funding to respond with
low-cost interventions as and when
needs are identified.

More focus on behavioural
change e.g. working with
employers to address higher risk
locations.
Potential
for
proactive
approaches to identify high risk
locations.

Potential schemes evaluated
on the basis of whole life
costs and benefits

No. Schemes are implemented as required, without cost being a
barrier. (Schemes are rarely disproportionate in terms of cost
hence whole life costs are not evaluated.)

If a scheme is considered to
improve road safety, it gets
implemented.

May be able to be more ambitious
with some engineering schemes.

Proactive
road
safety
inspections
undertaken
every 5 years, followed up
with detailed road safety
assessments of high priority
sections.

Proactive maintenance inspections are undertaken regularly;
however, regular proactive road safety inspections are not yet in
place.

Recent iRAP surveys have been
undertaken to assist in preparing
the business case for the HS2 road
safety fund.

Proactive, more systematic risk
assessment of all Mayoral routes
via e.g. iRAP Star Rating, to further
reduce risks on busiest roads.

Maintenance
inspections
undertaken every year

Every road is inspected at least annually (higher priority roads are
inspected quarterly, highest priority roads are inspected
monthly); these incorporate safety considerations.

Regular road safety inspection
regime in place through the
maintenance programme with
experienced personnel.

More formal road safety training
could be provided to maintenance
inspectors.

Inspectors are trained in road safety
e.g. Chapter 8 and are highly
experienced.

82

Solihull
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety
treatments
scientifically

engineering
evaluated

Robust scientific evaluations are not conducted – challenging
given low sample size. Crash statistics are monitored, and
attention is paid to published evaluations to help inform
treatments. Before and after monitoring is done of e.g. speeds
where the intention of the scheme is to reduce speeds.

The approach is pragmatic based on
local knowledge and experience of
what works and what does not
work.

A more scientific approach might
be used to test effectiveness of
measures intended to affect user
behaviour.

Needs of vulnerable road
users
given
special
consideration and links
made to public health
priorities

Audits give specific consideration to vulnerable road users, e.g.
Solihull now paying more attention to pavements near elderly
care homes, and to junction treatments for cyclists. Road safety
part of the sustainable travel team and embedded within it.
Carbon emission targets and the health strategy have an implicit
link to road safety. Offer training to young drivers, cyclists and
motorcyclists.

Vulnerable road users are explicitly
targeted in the road safety strategy
and subsequent action plan.

Improve linkage with public
health.
Consider
systematic
surveys of infrastructure with a
view to improving this for cyclists
and pedestrians.
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Gap Analysis Framework - Torbay
Governance
Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Formally approved long term
road safety vision clearly
stated and communicated
with staff and public

There is no stated long-term road safety vision in place.

Torbay is planning to review its
corporate plan.

There is a desire to improve road
safety, so this could be given higher
priority in the revised corporate plan.
Torbay could develop a clear vision
for road safety.

Road casualty reduction
target in place and reported
to Corporate board and
Cabinet

There are various road safety targets in place (e.g. to reduce KSIs
by 25%) although they are far from being achieved. These are
not reported at the corporate level, so the senior leadership
team (which includes the Director of Public Health) does not
review progress regularly.

There is a road safety target in
place.

If central government was clear that
road safety was important, Torbay
would be likely to increase the
priority of road safety accordingly,
providing that funding followed.

The lack of central government targets has been taken to mean
that road safety is not a priority for local government. There is a
perception that current performance levels are not problematic.
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Improving reporting (e.g. to the
Director of Public Health and
corporate
management
teams)
would raise the profile of the road
safety challenge in Torbay.

Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety performance
indicators in place and
performance reported to
Corporate
board
and
Cabinet

There are no formal KPIs within the strategy. Road safety is not
considered by the corporate management team to be a strategic
priority. Members are made aware of road safety issues by
officers on an annual basis. The policy and development group
provide oversight of road safety performance but is not the
strategic decision-making body.

There are targets within the
existing Road Safety Strategy,
these are reported on the
Corporate performance Reporting
System, however these are not
Corporate KPI’s.

Officers could develop and support
indicators if there was budget
because they are empowered to
make local decisions.

Evidence that staff are
appropriately trained and
well-informed at all levels
about
road
safety
performance

Previously, some staff in Torbay, as well as in Devon, did a twoday training course on the Safe System approach that was
compressed into six hours.

There remains some informal
knowledge sharing with other
local authorities in the area.

The Health and Safety Board could
facilitate the sharing of road safety
advice and guidance amongst staff
and members.

Systematic training on road safety has been stopped due to
budgetary pressures. Only one person went to a road safety
conference last year – a reflection of both a lack of road safety
staff and a lack of money being spent on road safety.
Informal networking e.g. through the Peninsula Road Safety
Partnership is considered valuable in the absence of training
opportunities.
Torbay does not cascade any road safety information to staff;
this is something they would like to do if they had more
resource.
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There is an opportunity to challenge
the lack of indicators and the lack of
regular reporting to corporate board
within the review of the corporate
plan and given that there are local
elections soon.

Raise the profile of road safety with
the strategic board.
Introduce a road safety induction for
all new councillors and staff.
Build capacity by integrating more
with other authorities to build
resilience for road safety training and
development.

Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road
safety
explicitly
mentioned in the local
authority delivery plan

The corporate plan and delivery plan for 2015-2019 is soon to
be reviewed. Road safety is not included in this because it is not
seen as a priority. Road safety is not addressed in
neighbourhood plans.

There is some limited experience
that could be employed to
develop this.

The review of the corporate plan
could allow road safety to be
included.

Well-documented
road
safety strategy and action
plan in place likely to deliver
significant
casualty
reduction

There is a formal road safety strategy in place 2017-2020 – this
has been updated from the 2013-2020 strategy by removing
various sections where activities have now been cut due to the
challenging financial situation. For example, Torbay no longer
provides road safety education and, while they still support 20
school crossing patrols, these are paid for by the schools
themselves. The strategy is an operational one so did not need
Cabinet-level approval to be changed.

There is an operational road
safety strategy.

Reconsider priorities to make road
safety more prominent with a fully
funded action plan.

Road safety is not seen as a strategic priority at the corporate,
political or management level. The approach now is simply to
fulfil statutory duties – they are operating on minimum capacity.
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Opportunity to use the Peninsula
Road Safety Partnership to drive
common targets and themes.

Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Safe System philosophy wellunderstood by staff and
politicians and applied in
practice

Previously, some staff in Torbay, as well as in Devon, did a twoday training course on the Safe System approach that was
compressed into six hours.

Some staff have some awareness
of Safe System.

Raise the profile of Safe System by
reporting on it at corporate
management and political levels and
make the case for its adoption by
highlighting the deteriorating trend in
road safety in Torbay.

Officers indicated that they are planning to adopt the Safe
System approach as they thought it was the right way forward.
However, because road safety is not a priority, funding for the
Safe System approach is unlikely to be forthcoming without
dedicated budget. As Torbay has relatively low baselines for the
comparison and reporting of collision data, it is not always
apparent that road safety is deteriorating, hence a strategic
priority towards Safe System may be difficult to evidence
Officers and politicians seemed to have a limited understanding
of the Safe System approach beyond it meaning working with
partners such as the fire and police services.

Clear senior level (director)
accountability for road
safety performance

The deputy director of the council is accountable for road safety
performance. However, without dedicated funding, road safety
will continue to have a low profile in Torbay.

There is a dedicated senior officer
within the council who is
responsible for road safety.

Better reporting of the worsening
trend in casualties required at
corporate board level.

Effective and active road
safety committee in place

Road safety is not seen as a corporate priority, so road safety is
rarely reported to political groups and there is no dedicated road
safety committee in place. In addition, the portfolio member
does not feel empowered to make decisions. However, there is
a Policy and Development Group in place for Member reports.

The Cabinet Member responsible
is passionate about road safety.

The council is planning to adopt a
cabinet-level system and therefore
the decision-making process within
the authority could be strengthened
to empower Members to take
decisions on road safety.
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Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Effective
partnership
working with other agencies

Tor2 is 80% owned by Kier and 20% owned by the council, with
some staff co-located. Kier is responsible for term maintenance.
Torbay is a member of the Peninsula Road Safety Partnership
but has no capacity to work proactively with partners to deliver
road safety.

Some informal networking with
other local authorities takes place.

There is an opportunity to join up
with adjacent, larger authorities
which could allow for smarter use of
resources across the region.

Torbay Council also has effective partnerships with the local
Health Trust.
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Finance and Resourcing
Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Sufficient funding (capital
and revenue) available to
halve road deaths within a
decade

Torbay has received Section 106 money for various schemes but
has struggled to spend it because there is not any resource
available to deliver these schemes.

Torbay does have Section 106
money available and a small capital
budget.

Use the Section 106 and Community
Infrastructure Levy money to make
resource available to develop and
deliver road safety schemes and
appropriate business cases.

There is a small capital budget of £50k a year. This has been used
to introduce 20mph speed limits outside schools and other
minor safety improvements. There is some additional budget
(£65k), which is being used to develop and implement 20 mph
speed limits in some residential areas.
There are few pipeline schemes as there is no resource available
to develop them; schemes are looked at only if there is money
available for them.
Any revenue funding intended for road safety would need to be
ring-fenced otherwise it will get swallowed up by the wider
budgetary challenges the authority has. For example, the
surplus made from parking charges is used to fund nontransport related parts of the council’s budget such as adult and
child social care.
Revenue funding would be needed to recommence road safety
education activities, for example. This however is a reflection on
the severe financial difficulties that the authority currently
faces.
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Make money available to enable
education schemes to be offered
again, and ring-fence money for
road safety schemes, accompanied
by appropriate revenue funding.
There is an opportunity to join up
with adjacent, larger authorities
which could allow for smarter use of
resources across the region.

Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Torbay Council recognises that it
has a severe capacity issue.

There is an opportunity to join up
with adjacent, larger authorities
through the Peninsula Road Safety
Partnership, which could allow for
smarter use of resources across the
region.

There is a £20m backlog of road repairs, and over a hundred
TROs that are not being addressed due to a lack of resource.
Torbay was expecting a further 25% cut in road safety funding in
2019/20, however this was avoided. Budgetary uncertainties for
next year remain with Torbay Council facing further significant
budget reductions. Even a road safety revenue budget of £75k
would enable Torbay to respond to currently identified
priorities.
Sufficient numbers of expert
personnel
available
to
undertake tasks in action
plan

There are insufficient numbers of expert personnel to deliver
road safety – it is just a ‘bolt on’ to the role of the highways and
transport manager. Torbay is operating at the absolute
minimum level to comply with statutory duties.
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Road Safety Engineering Implementation/Delivery
Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Design options for new
roads are risk assessed and
reviewed for road safety
impact

There is not a programme of new roads in Torbay; however, on
the rare occasions on which new roads are proposed, these are
designed and developed by contractors who follow standard risk
assessment procedures.

Torbay has an experienced
consultant partner for designing
and building new roads.

Adopting a corridor-based approach
across the region, on new roads which
transcend local boundaries, would
enable Torbay to make a meaningful
contribution to risk assessment and
ensure consistency in the region.

Road
Safety
Audit
undertaken on all new roads
and schemes at a minimum
of one stage prior to
construction, and one stage
post construction.

There are strong road safety audit processes within the strategy
and independent audits are carried out on bigger schemes,
although there are not many of these. On minor schemes, audits
tend to be more informal and done internally.

Audit activities take place which
are proportionate to the size of
the schemes.

The link with strategic partners at a
regional level could be more effective at
providing resilient audit resource and
capacity.

Work zone safety guidance
followed

Reactive road repairs are managed by TOR2 and there are some
supervisory checks that road safety guidance (e.g. Chapter 8) is
followed by their staff. Full PPE is the normal expectation and
very few working days are lost due to injury. Larger and more
specialist contracts will have site management provided by the
individual appointed contractor.

Work zone safety performance
appears to be good.

There is an opportunity to share and
exchange
best
practice
with
neighbouring authorities.

New
roads
and
improvement schemes are
monitored post-opening

Schemes are monitored post-opening based on public feedback
and annual review of crash statistics.

Torbay
Council
has
an
experienced consultant partner.

After monitoring should be built into
future contracts with third party
suppliers.
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Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

The
worst
10%
of
sites/sections identified and
treated every year

Schemes are identified only if there is dedicated funding
available for them; subsequently, there is no pipeline of
schemes, and schemes are not prioritised based on risk. Collision
data were previously used to identify priority locations for
schemes, although they believe there are no longer clusters, so
a more route-based approach is used, and correspondence from
the public is used to identify locations which might need
addressing.

There is some identification of
high priority locations for
treatment.

A more systematic and a more
proactive approach could be used to
develop road safety schemes and
appropriate business cases to secure
appropriate funding.

Potential schemes evaluated
on the basis of whole life
costs and benefits

No: budget cuts have meant that this is no longer a priority, even
although it is recognised as important.

The importance of whole life
costing is recognised.

There is an opportunity to join up with
adjacent, larger authorities which could
allow for smarter use of resources
across the region.

Proactive
road
safety
inspections
undertaken
every 5 years, followed up
with detailed road safety
assessments of high priority
sections.

Proactive road safety inspections are not undertaken, although
maintenance inspections are.

Torbay has a systematic
maintenance inspection regime
in place which considers safety.

Undertake a rolling programme of
proactive road safety inspections.

Maintenance
inspections
undertaken every year

There is a systematic inspection regime in place through third
party contractors.

Torbay
is
capable
of
undertaking systematic road
safety inspections (within the
current maintenance inspection
regime) if deemed a priority.
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Experienced third party term
maintenance contractors are in
place.

This would allow the business case for
road safety investment to be made and
would provide a rich source of data
from which to develop schemes.

Inspections for maintenance could be
done with Safe System thinking more
formally embedded.

Torbay
Performance Indicator

Current Situation

Strengths

Opportunities

Road safety
treatments
scientifically

engineering
evaluated

‘Before’ studies are undertaken but ‘after’ studies are not
normally undertaken so schemes are not normally wellevaluated. The budget situation means that evaluation is no
longer undertaken systematically; it is not perceived that there
is a current problem of significance.

There is some recognition of the
benefits of scientific evaluation.

There is an opportunity to share
resources with other authorities to
ensure formal evaluation is undertaken.

Needs of vulnerable road
users
given
special
consideration and links
made to public health
priorities

The road safety strategy recognises that the older population,
vulnerable road users and young drivers are particular
challenges, although there is no evidence of significant activity
to address them.

The needs of vulnerable road
users are considered in the road
safety strategy.

Working more closely with the council’s
public health team could provide a
more effective approach to addressing
the needs of vulnerable road users
holistically.

There is no major co-operation with public health because road
safety is not a priority, although staff are trying to improve this
linkage. For example, one member of staff spends half of their
time in transport planning and the other half on the public
health side. The 20mph schemes also link transport planning and
road safety with public health.
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There is some recognition of the
value of linking with Health and
Wellbeing and there is some
attempt to link road safety to
the public health agenda.

Appendix C – Notes from a discussion with Transport Scotland
In a discussion with Transport Scotland they indicated that they undertake a Partnership approach through
Scotland’s Road Safety framework to 2020, of which there are three main components:
•

Vision zero

•

National targets on casualty reduction

•

Partnership working -partners not stakeholders are part of the governance structure

There is a Strategy Partnership Board, dedicated to road safety, chaired by the Chief of Transport Scotland,
which is sometimes attended by the Road Safety Minister. The partnerships are Chief Executive level which
oversees the direction of travel, monitoring, etc. There is also a lower level which includes the LAs which is
the operational level who manage delivery. Enforcement is covered by the police, education by Transport
Scotland and infrastructure by LAs.
Because of the size of the geographic area, all partners can co-operate and act promptly. Transport Scotland
sometimes partner with DfT to gain economies of scale e.g. on campaigns.
They feel that there is a gap in the current framework between national and local level, so they are trying to
address this is the next framework. They look at performance of LAs through outcome measures and targets
are voluntarily adopted by all the LAs.
In the next framework they wish to include public health, active travel and other policy areas into the strategy
partnership board.
There is a dedicated road safety budget as well as a wider road budget. Road safety and maintenance are
increasingly merged. They are able to reprioritise budget to areas of greater need but want to make sure that
they continue to make progress in areas of success.
The Transport Scotland road safety budget, including Road Safety Scotland, trunk road network, camera
programme etc. is £16m a year at present which is dedicated for road safety, of which £8m is maintenance
of infrastructure. They also try to leverage other budgets such as the active travel budget (which is £28m a
year). Around £400k is granted to LAs to support road safety improvements.
They would like to do far more on engineering and on behavioural aspects in order to get to vision zero.
There may be a possible move towards behavioural aspects in the next framework and they would like to
understand causation factors better.
They believe in the Safe System approach and want to embrace down to the local level; it is not really in the
current framework but want to make sure it will be in the next framework.
They undertake in-depth investigations of fatalities on the trunk network and act on the causes; but are
uncertain if this happens at a local level. There is an annual proactive safety inspection as part of the
maintenance inspection on the trunk road network.
There are about 20 people dedicated to road safety which they feel is sufficient. LAs seem to be shrinking
e.g. road safety officers increasingly shared with other activities such as TROs and inspections.

