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http://www.racfoundation.org/assets/rac_foundation/content/downloadables/Average_speed_camera_effectiveness_Owen_Ursachi_Allsop_September_2016.pdf

History of Speed Cameras in GB

e 2000 - 2007 Focus on casualty reduction

* Government sets installation criteria
o 4 Collisions (KSI) per km in 3 years

o 8 Collisions (PIC) per km in 3 years

o Speed as a ‘causation factor’

o 85% Percentile speeds > 10% + 2mph e.g.
35mph in 30mph limit

o 20% of drivers exceeding the speed limit
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Evidence for Casualty Reduction
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Evidence for Casualty Reduction
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35%

Mobile




Evidence for Casualty Reduction
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* Regression to Mean
o 36% at Fixed Sites
o 43% at Mobile Sites
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RAC Foundation Objectives
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1. To create a national database/inventory of ASC sites of various
kinds in Great Britain

2. To establish a suitably large and appropriate control group of sites
to enable an understanding of the difference in collision reduction
between potential ASC sites with and without such enforcement

3. To establish levels of occurrence of collisions before and after ASC

installation (with consideration given to site-selection period, pre-
installation and post-installation periods)




How we collected the data
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e Support from e Support from authorities (Police, local
manufacturers authorities, camera partnerships)

— Installation dates
el B — Site selection periods

— Prior enforcement
JENOPTIK

— Other information

m * Collision data independently sourced
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Comparison sites

> I 7 b [ec009 ) :
il g b Bestwood Village Woodborough
Moorgreen M & £ i 5*"!!\!‘00."}“ il
; | 1 . | ey ! Country = s . | B4
astwogd / P . ey o Jerichg,

Rise Park { Redhill Farm
st %

p-.
~

Newthorpe

Giltbrook Wamall \ Top Valley e Arnsld
{ ’d

Bestwood Par,
Bulwell i- Estate: 0 + Lambley 5‘
|mberley e $ ) ;
hall Higigoury \ge —

L E

o' Bulcote
Hem ill Vale A e : g - "
7 \ 5 o etBP B Woodthorpgll « N burion joyte
Assarts Farm Cin P =S =

b o Mapperley %

Gedling

%

."; Perley ' Shetford

: ar

¢ * Bilbaroughis Forest Field
o Beechdale l
‘ : : W6|lal°" ”" ), r" /‘
" Radeliffe-on —
Trent &
: Upper Sa
\ Bramcote Hills: * ’
‘enton Abbey.
cote f "
i : West Bndgford
Nottingham
r Wesr Bnaglcﬂd City Alrpiost VA
5 :
\" Cotgrave
; o' %
t
:I‘ | Clipston on W Owthgoe
}JL the Wolds

> dwlhc

Rurddinaran

‘?oadsafetyanalysis
GB Collisions 2005 - 2015

29%

PIC




Control sites
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» * Cameras
considered but
never installed

 9sections, 25km of
roads




Installation history
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B Sites

Total length of road covered by average speed cameras (km)



Standard “3 Before vs 3Recent” Analysis
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* Approach adopted by
most authorities

e Doesn’t take into account
trend

* Doesn’t allow for
Regression to Mean



Generalised Linear Model
s
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ln/,lny = lnPny + Cn + Mbny + VCny

 Monthly data for each site in each period

* Takes into account collisions on other similar roads
e Estimates the effect of the SSP

e Estimates the effect of installation




Site-selection
period effect

Overall
installation
effect
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* No difference in collision reduction rates at sites installed pre-
April 2007 versus after

* No significant difference in effectiveness on low speed (20 — 40
mph) and high speed (50 — 70 mph) sites

e Candidate Sites — No significant change in collisions post-
consideration
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