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The Death of Mr Timothy James Rowsell

I write to you in connection with Mr Rowsell’s fatal motorcycle crash on 9th April 2011.
By profession, I am a safety engineering manager, where much of my time is spent assessing and mitigating hazards, and preparing, reviewing and authorising safety cases for systems as diverse as air traffic control radars and guided weapons.  I have held a full driving licence since 1972 and passed the RoSPA Advanced Driving Test at all three attempts.

From the initial reports of Mr Rowsell’s death, it was apparent that a speed camera van was nearby at the time, and reports also stated that no other vehicle was thought to be involved.  Further, a suggestion that the Independent Police Complaints Commission might be asked to investigate the role of the camera van was deemed unnecessary by the Dorset Police.  There is a widely held view (promoted by, among others, the Police) that speed cameras improve road safety.  This letter offers evidence and argument to suggest that the opposite is the case, and Mr Rowsell may have been a victim of the many unwanted side effects of speed camera deployment. 

I have been engaged in self-funded research into road safety, speed enforcement and the effects of speed cameras for well over three years, and have corresponded and/or met with many involved in their use.  Contacts in the Dorset area include the Dorset Speed Camera Partnership, Councillor Mark Anderson of Bournemouth, and Assistant Chief Constable Adrian Whiting (I met with him in April 2010).  

The main results of my findings are documented in the attached paper, entitled the Bridgstock Theory, which has been reviewed by numerous road safety experts and specialists including the DfT, Highways Agency, TRL (formerly the Transport Research Laboratory), RoSPA, the IAM, ACPO, and several academics.  No-one has disproved it; many have provided comments that have enabled me to strengthen the arguments or make them more coherent.
What has become clear is that there are several hazards associated with speed camera deployment and operation.  These are rarely appreciated by the public and are often ignored by the authorities.  The following points provide examples:
· Speed cameras have been cited as contributory factors in deaths - Graham Davies (see endnote 
) and Myra Nevett (see endnote 
).  I believe the circumstances of Mr Rowsell’s death may be similar to those of Mr Davies.
· TRL and the RAC Federation
 have independently acknowledged to me that speed cameras can contribute to collisions/casualties.  Both say “speed cameras can have unintended consequences and have given rise to some collisions and casualties that would not have occurred if the cameras had not been deployed”.  However, neither can offer any evidence that there are benefits from speed cameras (in terms of reduced collisions or casualties) that outweigh those negative and unwanted effects.

· A report by the Highways Agency “Safety Camera Technology at Roadworks – Final Report, March 2008”  conceded that several hazards (sudden braking, distraction, reduced headway (time between vehicles), and lane changing) are created by the deployment of average speed cameras.  The report also acknowledges that there are no proven safety benefits (collision/casualty reduction) and that driver education campaigns may become increasingly important to encourage “correct behaviour” in the presence of speed cameras.  In other words, speed cameras increase risk to road users and drivers need to learn how to cope with the hazards caused by the cameras (the report claimed that average speed cameras were better than fixed/mobile cameras in this respect, suggesting that fixed and mobile cameras are even more hazardous than average speed cameras).  As a safety professional this is a wholly misguided argument – the first aim of any safety analysis is to remove the source of the hazard, and training users to adapt to hazardous consequences of introducing something is a very poor approach that will never be as effective as removing the hazard.
· The negative effects of speed cameras on drivers, described above, can be seen near any speed camera site – sudden braking, sometimes heavy braking, even by vehicles that were not exceeding the speed limit.  A BBC report, broadcast in April 2008,  available on YouTube (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rvLrkIPqTZo or search YouTube for UK speed camera crash) shows drivers losing control as they respond by braking sharply to the presence of cameras in Norfolk.  Note that it is not just those exceeding the speed limit who brake suddenly, it is an instinctive reaction to avoid a possible fine, even though the driver is not necessarily braking the law.  The reports suggested that Mr Rowsell may have reacted in this way.
The Bridgstock Theory exposes the shallow thinking behind the “evidence” in favour of using speed cameras and concludes that there can be no true safety benefits from their use.  When combined with the negative effects referred to above, it is clear that speed cameras are causing more collisions and casualties than they could ever prevent, which is the basis of the Corollary that I am developing explaining that the presence of speed cameras increases risk to all road users and hence reduces road safety.  The implications are that speed cameras breach the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974, specifically Section 3 (1) which states that:

It shall be the duty of every employer to conduct his undertaking in such a way as to ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, that persons not in his employment who may be affected thereby are not thereby exposed to risks to their health or safety.
My communications with 60 individuals and organisations are on record, and their response usually takes the form of denial of my position (but without any counter evidence) and an unwillingness to engage beyond a certain point.  Many resort to dissembling, supported by wishful thinking.  There could be a case for prosecution under the Corporate Manslaughter and Corporate Homicide Act 2007.
My arguments and claims are supported by extensive material and I would be willing to share that with interested parties as appropriate (most easily by email).  I welcome correspondence on this matter. 
I recommend that you reply to Ian Belchamber’s enquiries openly, fully and honestly – to do otherwise would be looked upon dimly when the contribution of the speed camera is fully exposed at the inquest. 
Yours sincerely,

Eric Bridgstock

Independent Road Safety Research

eric@brip.greenisp,org

 

� RAC Federation recently published a report entitled The Effectiveness of Speed Cameras.  It contains a great deal of wishful thinking and is extremely selective in the evidence it uses.  I am in ongoing correspondence with the author, who has admitted that several sections and statements are misleading.  I have asked him on several occasions to withdraw the report and continue to press him.





ENDNOTES


� Graham Davies in 2009 


http://www.dailyrecord.co.uk/news/2009/02/08/speed-cam-panic-may-have-killed-motorist-78057-21106048/


A DRIVER may have been killed because he braked suddenly after spotting a speed camera. 


Police say Graham Davies, 45, is unlikely to have even been speeding when he lost control of his car. 


The businessman died instantly when his Skoda Fabia hit a lamp-post near an accident blackspot on the A9. Traffic policeman George Fergus claimed braking was a natural reaction for any driver unaware of their exact speed. 


He told an inquiry: "Witnesses said that, for no apparent reason, the victim's vehicle braked heavily, there was a lot of smoke and the car veered left and collided with the lamp-post." 


Graham, of Stockton-on-Tees, crashed near Auchterarder, Perthshire. 


Fergus added: "There is no reason to believe Mr Davies was speeding. 


"However, we find many drivers - when approaching a camera - see the camera or road markings and it is a natural reaction to brake hard then check their speed and accelerate again. 


"I believe that is what has happened here. 


"He has braked hard then lost control." 


During extensive contact with the brother of Graham Davies in January 2010, he provided me with details of the tragedy, including photographs and sketches from the accident site and his correspondence with the Coroner.  





� Myra Nevett in 2004


At the inquest into the death of Mrs Nevett, the Coroner considered that a speed camera contributed to the tragedy.  Quoting from the BBC website: 


http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/manchester/3721018.stm


John Pollard, the Stockport Coroner, partly blamed the death of Myra Nevett, 69, in a road traffic accident in Disley, Greater Manchester, last year on the presence of a camera. The coroner said roadside yellow cameras can distract drivers “even momentarily” who glance upwards and at their speed rather than the road. 


Arthur Hadfield, the motorist involved in the accident, has been charged with driving without due care and attention and will appear before Stockport magistrates next year. 


The inquest was told that Mrs Nevett, a retired school bursar, was fatally injured on December 16 as she crossed the A6 on her way home. She died in Stepping Hill Hospital, Stockport. 


Mr Pollard told the hearing that the speed camera could have caught the attention of the driver at just the wrong moment. 


His view was endorsed by PC Michael Jeffrey, the accident investigator at the scene.  He said: “They do tend to divert drivers’ attention away from other areas and they concentrate solely on their speed.”





