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Summary

| am a retired chartered engineer, with a PhD in engmge&vith an appreciable understanding of
speed measurement instrumentation. After some 40 yeahsvofg, with just a few minor inci-
dents, just 18 months after my first speed camera ticget & second from Northants police, when
| believed | was not speeding. | decided to investigfageand challenge the speeding allegation,
which lead to a six month battle with Northants policewhich the Information Commissioner's
Office had to force them to provide the video evidence, wthe police manipulated to make it
unusable. My MP had to contact the Chief constable to geeacopy, when the police finally ad-
mitted there was no case to answer. The police refosedestigate why the evidence was manipu-
lated until forced to do so by the ipcc. The investigatloowsed a catalogue of incompetence with
inadequate training, supervision and auditing in the use of tleel spenera video equipment.

In all I have spent some three years investigating spaadraadssues, particularly with respect to
the LTI 20.20 mobile laser speed cameras, as used by ttieaNgptonshire police. This included
helping other drivers with similar problems and includedditanas an expert technical witness.

My investigations have found that it is not speed thié &nd injures people, but inexperience, lack
of attention, reckless driving and poor judgement, in whiged cameras provide no effective help
or solution. The “speed kills” dogma, with its dependentceealucing and enforcing speed limits
with speed cameras, is a major impediment to furtlygnfgiant progress in road safety. As a result
the rate of progress in reducing fatalities greatly slofech about 1995, with the ever increasing
dependence on speed cameras.

From 1950 there was increasing improvements in reducing acgidedt fatalities, which from
1950 was achieving a rate of reduction, in the relativeitiatates, of 4% per year, increasing to
7.1% per year between 1982 and 1995. There was then a shadpwioto just 2.8% with the in-
troduction of and increasing dependence on speed camerasa Sloav rate of progress can alone
reasonably be attributed to improvements in vehiclesghetads and improved casualty treatment.
Speed cameras appear to have made no contribution ard seam to have actually made things
worse, with the adverse effects they have on theviimlvaand attitudes of drivers, who have come
to realise that they only need to keep to speed limiexrevhecessary, rather than learning the nec-
essary complex skills and appropriate attitude for safndr

The mission creep in the increasing deployment of speedrea would seem to have degenerated
to meeting targets and revenue income, in which road ssdetys to have long been forgotten. We
now seem to have a culture of abuse in which the welvkniailings and inaccuracies of some
speed cameras means that innocent drivers can be failselged of speeding and face substantial
fines and cost if they dare to challenge the wrongflitp@llegations, in which they can be denied
access to the evidence they need to check the valitlihe police allegation. It has now become in
a battle between drivers and the police, with the systemw heavily weighted in favour of the po-
lice, as illustrated by the gutter language of Meredydd Haugbkeief Constable of South Yorkshire
and former ACPO head of roads policing, in which he saide ‘4fé saying to drivers who think
they can try it on, Come and get us if you think yoailaard enough”, ref 18, until his gross hypoc-
risy was revealed when he was banned from driving forssige speeding, ref 19.

Drivers are now denied almost any reasonable chancetmijus legitimately question wrongful
speeding allegations by the police, unless they can atferdubstantial costs for expert legal and
technical representation, for which few drivers have tleams. The result is an increasing belief
that the police are using speed cameras with heavy handied taaollect revenue to maintain the
comfy secured jobs for the staff of the Safety Cankendnership, to meet targets and quotas, with
no concern for road safety. This would seem to besasingly eroding the previously good rela-
tionship and trust between drivers and the police.

It is time for the charade of the Safety Camera Raship to stop and for the gravy train of secure
jobs for the staff to end, since it would seem to thle Imore than a parasite on the community it is
supposed to help, in which it is not providing and cannot geo&ny benefit to road safety.
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Background

| am a retired chartered engineer with®ahbns BSc in Engineering. In March 2005, at the age of
61, | completed my PhD in engineering, for a NASA projEot. this | developed an accurate speed
measuring instrument using laser beams, a strobe ligduping very short flashes comparable to
those from a mobile laser speed camera, and usedrac@chideo imaging system with apprecia-
ble similarities to those used in laser speed camemasxceHl have a good technical understanding
of how laser speed camera function and their potentladdai

After some 40 years of driving, with the normal few mimecidents and minor traffic offences, in-
cluding one speeding ticket, | received my first speed caticlet in February 2004. At the time,
on a clear dry day, | was in near open country within 100the end of the 30mph limit moving
with the rest of the traffic, with no junction hazarahd not a pedestrian or cyclist in sight, so felt it
was reasonable, even sensible and safer, to move alomgheirest of the traffic. Because | had
other important commitments at the time, like milliaxfsothers | grumbled about how unreason-
able this was, but just paid the £60 and got the three pgualits.

Then in August 2005, just 18 months later, | got my seconddspe®era ticket in the Mereway,
Northampton. This time | had seen the speed camera vdhe ather side of the dual carriageway,
and was careful not to get a speeding ticket, but shaitdy that it arrived in the post. As a result |
was becoming concerned, because | did not believe haat been speeding and | was certainly not
driving dangerously for the light traffic conditions, ot a single pedestrian, school child or cy-
clist in sight, other than the considerable distractiaused by seeing the speed camera.

At this point | became increasingly concerned, becaus® nat believe | was driving at excessive
and dangerous speeds with my old car, which was hardlg fary-racer. Yet at this rate | could
easily have found myself accumulating 12 penalty pantsny licence and get a driving ban, as
has happened to many others, which would have been asspriblem for me.

At the time of the second speed camera ticket | had tmoeeavailable, so decided to investigate
the matter. The first thing | did was to analyse the $peed camera photographs of my car, which
were provided by the police. From the time and distan@ @athe photographs, and by carefully
comparing the size change of the image of my car,itkigated that | had not been speeding,
which is what | believed, having been well aware of tles@nce of the speed camera.

When | asked for a copy of the speed camera videogcsald check the validity of the speeding
allegation, the police refused, until my appeal to thermation Commissioner's Office under the
Data Protection Act, which then forced the police tovigt® a copy of the video. However instead
of being reasonable in promptly sending me an accurate icgpgad just before my first court ap-
pearance | received a corrupted copy. This made it udeleaay analysis and made it look like |
was driving at 200mph.

In the end it required my MP to write to the Chief Gab& of Northamptonshire to get an accurate
copy of the video, at which point, after six months andelaourt hearings, it was finally accepted
there was no case to answer and the case was dmmzhtEven so the time, effort, cost and an-
guish it involved was substantial.

When | asked the Northants police to explain why the videbldeen corrupted, they refused to ac-
knowledge that it was and refused to investigate the mattéhe end it took an appeal to the Inde-
pendent Police Complaints Commission (ipcc) and anrdirdin them to get the police to carry out

the necessary investigation. In this the Professioraaldards Department of the Northants police
appeared to be anything but professional in their wish teeptean investigation into possible mal

practice in the handling of and possible tampering withdspaeera video evidence.

In the Northants “Home Beat” police news sheet otidayn 2006, ref 9, it stated, “Your complaints
are taken seriously” , “People who complain about Norgptonshire Police can rest assured that
the Force takes their concerns very seriously and @irdsal with them promptly, thoroughly and
impartially”, yet that was certainly not what | exmarced with the Northants police.
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The resulting police investigation, they were forced toycaut by the ipcc, showed that there had
been appreciable mal practice in the operation of speméraavideo processing equipment as a
result of quite inadequate training, supervision and auditinthisnit was quite possible for other
corrupted video evidence to have been used for the convitimmocent drivers, with potentially
disastrous consequences for their lives and livelihoods.

Private discussions | since had with a member of thehidot$ police indicated that the training for
the use of mobile speed cameras was inadequate, thgtetaiong manuals were often not avail-
able to provide instructions for the equipment, to ensw@s setup and used correctly. It was also
indicated that the required alignment and calibration lheto ensure their accurate operation,
were seldom carried out, particularly where there veaenorded video evidence to show this.

It was fortunate that | had the time, resources and laume to challenge the police speeding alle-
gation, but there are many other perfectly safe and expsd drivers, trying to go about their
business as lawfully as they reasonably can, who atieggepeeding tickets while of no danger to
anyone. In some cases, due to a combination of circucestatine resulting driving ban, for a trivial
speeding offence, can have a devastating effect onlifieeand livelihood, on the pretext of road
safety, which speed cameras are doing nothing to improve.

My experience with the Northants police has left m#hwhe belief that they have been abusing
their powers and use speed cameras, with little coragide for road safety, just to obtain the re-
sulting revenue, irrespective of the potential disastoomsequences for many drivers. While they
claim they no longer benefit from the fines, they axkledge that the Safety Camera Partnership is
funded from the resulting fines, which keeps a substamtialber of police staff employed in their
secure jobs, mostly at the expense of Northants drarei<citizens.

As a result of my experience | was asked to help otheerd who found themselves in a similar
situation. From this | concluded that various police fenwere abusing their powers and use mobile
speed cameras to vindictively obtain speeding convictiomsatcost, ref 18, irrespective of any
road safety issues.

In one case | was involved with, the driver was accudespeeding at over 90mph, in a 60mph
limit, which could have resulted in a driving ban, with tasulting disastrous consequence for him.
In the circumstance his car was incapable of achievingagpleed, but this could not be proved in
court. In his case there was no video recording to hely she error in the speed measurement, but
it has been shown that reflection of the laser b&am a reflective white line, combined with a
miniscule inadvertent movement of the speed cameraresant in quite excessive speed readings
which have no relationship to the vehicle speed. It iebed this is what happened in this particu-
lar case. As discussed later, various investigations $iawen the inaccuracy and unreliability of
mobile laser speed cameras, in particular the LTI 20.29 lmgéhe Northants police.

As a result of my experiences, | spent about threesymvestigating the issues of concern with

mobile speed cameras, in particular the LTI 20.20 lgsseds cameras, as used by Northants police.
As a result | have been a defence expert withesh, agicess to the full video tape evidence. This
showed that speed cameras can be set up incorrectlyhanthé essential calibration and align-

ment can be passed over. Mobile laser speed camerastaa&vays used in accordance with the

ACPO code of practice, which is a requirement for tepproved use. It would also appear to be
quite common for laser speed cameras to produce inacgjeede readings, which it would seem

the police are very keen to conceal.
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Scrapping Mobile Speed Camera in Northamptonshire

Various articles have shown that Northamptonshire GoGotuncil are considering scrapping mo-
bile speed cameras, as shown in the following articles;

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/northamptonshire/7757475.stm
http://www.northantset.co.uk/news/Mobile-speed-cameoasdebe.4741860.jp
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/motoring/3534604/Mobile-speed-camander-council-review. html
http://www.northantset.co.uk/news/The-end-of-the-road.4750884.jp

One of the arguments in favour of this is the danger@isadtion and response they cause. There
are plenty of examples, from speed camera videogoaidents caused by drivers suddenly braking
on seeing a speed camera, even when the vehicle maaveteen speeding. In a recent case a
motorcyclist was killed when he braked on seeing a spaegtra and was then hit by a following
car, but the speed camera department have, unforturatlthe video of this, Ref 17.

This report considers why mobile speed cameras shoulcréeped, because they are not and can-
not be effective in reducing road accidents, they have radwgrse effects, which are likely to in-
crease accidents and it seems they are not being udedyaw

There are people who argue that such speed camerasaadeterrent and help to reduce accidents,
casualties and fatalities, but most of that supportssdan the unsubstantiated faith that Speed is a
primary cause of accidents and that speed cameras rectiderds, but DfT (Department for
Transport) data shows this is not true and that it cammdtue in any significant way.

Of course speed must play some part in accidents, $inttesehicles were stationary then few ac-
cidents could occur, but there would be little effecthasport, or economic activity. It is inevita-

ble that where there are moving vehicles there will loedaats, casualties and fatalities, but we all
wish to minimise these as much as possible.

What may be reasonable is to curb excessive speeddppriopriate conditions at inappropriate
times, but not have the blanket and arbitrary applicatimhramote speed enforcement of what are
often quite arbitrary and often inappropriately low spegdtdi Outside some schools it might be
reasonable to have a 20mph speed limit for when thexeclaldren entering and leaving the
schools, but for those speed limits to still be effegtand enforceable, outside of school hours and
during school holidays, does not make any reasonable sethsly helps to question the folly of
such speed limits, particularly when these are enforcesh wiere is no good reason to do so.

When people complain about speeding drivers in thea, avbat they are mostly concerned about
are the few who drive at excessive speeds. It is selthont dhose going a few mph over the limit,
in safe conditions. But when the police turn up, withrth@bile speed camera, they don’t focus on
the excessive speeders, but set out to catch as mangyasan, to obtain as much revenue as pos-
sible, to make it worth the effort. So they trawhimy driver they can, even though the great propor-
tion of prosecutions are for perfectly safe drivers gaibgut their business as sensibly and as law-
fully as can reasonably be expected. Seldom are the spesgras effective at stopping the few
reckless drivers, since they often are all too welirnof such speed traps. As a result mobile speed
cameras do little to improve road safety, but do mudliémate ordinary safe and considerate driv-
ers, who agree with the need to prevent excessive speédingho are resentful of the way they
are persecuted in the name of road safety.

What the official data shows is that the main caafsaccidents is insufficient attention, a lack of
experience, reckless driving, poor judgement and lack of uatéiay, in which education, train-
ing and public attitudes are much more relevant. The exmperiend understanding of a driver im-
prove with time, but attitudes can be adversely affeatleeln perfectly safe drivers are repeatedly
punished for what they know to be intelligent and safe myivor the conditions.

As was said by the Minister of Transport, Mr Hore-Beliswhen speed limits were first introduced
(The Times Monday 18 March 1935), “The purpose of a speedisitutsave the many careful and
considerate road users from the reckless few. It basrrbeen suggested that motorists as a body
are either thoughtless or reckless. The whole ofdBriaw is directed again the minority.... in the
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interest of the majority” and “there need be no apprebansi the mind of any ordinary motorist
who drive with ordinary care”. Yet with so many speetheas now being used indiscriminately
in the interests of gaining revenue and meeting targe¢sy eliver is likely to be apprehensive,
since just four inadvertent minor speed offences, inaBsyavhich is all too easy for the safest con-
siderate driver, can result in a driving ban, with a#l devastating consequences that can bring.

It is not speed that kills and injures people

It is not speed itself that kills and injures people, dnltisions and impact. It well known that, in
appropriate circumstances, it can be quite safe telteavthousands of mph. Every day many thou-
sands safely travel at hundreds of mph. The myth tipeie® kills” seems to have been carried over
from the Victorian days, when it was considered trateiling more than 20mph would kill you.

Obviously travelling too fast for the conditions, or wittappropriate consideration, can result in
inadequate control and an accident, which may resulcalligion and potential injury, or fatality.
Hence it is important to discourage inappropriate speedinglltoo often that is not what the mo-
bile speed cameras are used for and in practice it ion@tking speed cameras can enforce.

Given that speeding (exceeding the speed limit) is antginor contributory factor to accidents,
what we need is to focus attention on what, other pgeding, causes accidents and develop poli-
cies to help drivers avoid accidents, rather than ediiging speed.

The police themselves do not believe that “speeding kdls has been indicated by the many cases
where police officers have been caught speeding, bdbegbrosecuted, such as show in the arti-
cle, “Fury as 90,000 police officers caught speeding arefftetAlso see ref 4.

o
It was very noticeable that Northamptonshire policeiged to respond to the related Freedom of
Information enquiry, about how many of their police weaeght speeding, while not on emergency
calls. Perhaps it was because they did not wishveateéhe extent to which they had been flouting
the speeding limits and the speed enforcement they &eesato apply to everyone else.

In South Yorkshire, the hypocritical Chief Constable, MgdedHughes, was reported in the arti-
cle, “90mph police chief's driving bat”, #it $% , ref 19, which stated,
“The former chair of roads policing at the AssociatidrChief Police Officers (ACPO), (Meredydd
Hughes) has been banned from driving for speeding at 90mpls.Wids while on holiday, in a
60mph zone on the A5 near Wrexham, north Wales. LikeNthrthants police, he had been all too
keen to use mobile speed cameras against other drivers, wrtwiding to admit the extent to
which he and his force had been flouting speed limits.

The false propaganda

Like many other police forces, with their speed cantgspartments, Northants police have often
indulged in exaggerated false claims, propaganda and spustify the existence of the “Safety
Camera Partnership” and the resulting use of mobile sEerdras.

A typical case was that in the news sheet of thehdaots police, Home Beat, of September 2006,
“Concern over alarming increase in road deaths”, referd®. This article showed the abject fail-

ure of the “Safety Camera Partnership”, but even so sti#ymade quite absurd claims to justify

the existence of the Speed Camera Partnership, wgbatse jobs for the staff.

Rather than admit the failure of speed cameras to rexhadents, they blamed drivers.

They implied that speed was responsible for 25% of acadeiiten the truth is, at most, it is
more like 2% of accidents, Reference 7.

They claimed that “excessive or inappropriate speed vikay &ctor in 25 per cent of the colli-
sions”, yet speed cameras cannot do nothing about thesenpleation given was that “exces-
sive or inappropriate speed” is the same as “exceedirgpte limit”, which it is not.

The contribution of “excessive or inappropriate speed’cdants, otherwise known as “Tra-
velling too fast for conditions”, was grossly exaggetdig the Northants police, since is typical-
ly only about 4% of the contributory factors to accideRtsference 7.
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They claimed that KSI accidents were down by 20%, bonly takes a random variation of

+10% to achieve this, which is well within the range of etig@candom variation for the sample
size considered. So the improvement in this partigiiistic was just as likely to be the result
of random variations, rather than any benefit fromsjeed cameras.

John Spencer essentially had to admit that the panipenad been ineffective and a failure in
improving road safety. He at least acknowledged thatntipepovements depend on the care of
drivers, which speed cameras are doing nothing to encourabge way they destroy the trust

and relationship between the police and the public.

Rather than be truthful with the public, admit thatome speed-cameras do not work and do no im-
prove road safety, so the best thing to do is to get rileyh, it seems they would rather try to sus-
tain the propaganda to preserve their jobs and saveréher than save lives.

The other propaganda trick used by the police and medigisk@ut some quite rare, but the most
horrendous fatal accident where speeding was undoubtsdjyificant factor, preferably the fatal-
ity of a child. Then they trawl out the grieving motheho in her despair pleads for ever more
speed reductions, speed cameras and speed enforcement, aithaealisation of the futility of
her request. In most such cases speed cameras coulddmevaothing to prevent such an accident.
We are, of course, all very saddened by such cases andheiswouldn’t happen, but fortunately
they are very rare, however it would seem the polam&ot resist using such unfortunate cases as
propaganda to further enlarge their speed camera empire.

Sadly this seems to be the motivation behind some $edcalad safety organisations, such as
BRAKE, which seems more driven by emotion, rather tihena proper analysis of accurate data to
determine the main cause fatalities and serious acsid®otch analysis is much more likely to
bring about genuine and significant understanding and imprents to road safety. We must,
however, first get away from the dogma of “Speed Killsith the false belief, and false propa-
ganda, that ever more speed reductions, speed cameras esh@sfoecement is the solution.

Road travel is anyway very safe

We should appreciate that accidents are rare and fatmleats are very rare. According to DfT
data there are typical about 6 fatalities per billion &avelled, or about 10 fatalities per billion
miles, or every 1,000 million miles. That is about &ligy for about every 100 million miles trav-
elled. Given that the average motorist drives less 182000 miles per year (UK Transport Statis-
tics), the average motorist would need to drive for alol®000 years before having a fatal acci-
dent and for around 1,000 years before having a serious accident

In fact motorway travel, particularly by passengeaaty is safer than travelling by rail, see “Casu-
alty rates by road and rail compared”;
http://www.transwatch.co.uk/transport-pdfs/transport-&etet-2. pdf

That is not to dismiss the need to improve road saletyy,it helps to put it into perspective, to
hopefully dispel some of the hysterical claims madaiahow dangerous our roads are as a justifi-
cation for ever more speed cameras.

We need to ask whether all the resources spent on spgentas and keeping camera staff in their
secure comfy jobs, could be better used in other waysprove road safety. For example, “White

Lines 'Cut More Accidents than (speed) Cameras"”, “Usipgtaf paint to improve road markings

could save up to eight times as many lives as a speedlamp experts”, Reference 3.

But as considered above, our roads are already veryWafdave to ask if the resources used on
speed cameras could be better used to save lives, and resthgc@lsewhere in the community. In
comparison one in 300 patients admitted to an NHS hbsjdtan avoidable death — not from the
illness they went in with, Reference 5 & 6. Hence #ast a patient driving to hospital, to be admit-
ted, need worry about is whether they are speeding, o hetsame investment made in reducing
preventable deaths in hospitals, as is wasted on capeeal enforcement, would appear to be far
more beneficial in saving lives in the community.
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Of course there are some drivers who are recklesdamgkerous, who we need to remove from our
roads. Sadly there are drivers who cause fatalities @lueckless speeding, and we are very sad-
dened by such cases. These drivers are, however, rddpdosithe few sad cases which are then
trawled out in the police propaganda, and by the speed canparter, to justify the ever increas-
ing reduction in speed limits and use of speed cameras.

The vast majority of fatal accidents, however, hawede variety of causes, in which speeding (ex-
ceeding the speed limit) is only a small contributorydgaas considered later.

Speed cameras have not been, and are not, reducing  accidents.

Many false claims have been made for the benefit afdspameras, even to the extent that they re-
duce accidents by as much as 30%, 40%, or even more, butlgime are simply not achievable.

If such achievements were true, and speed cameras weakypreventing accidents, saving lives
and reducing casualties, then most people might accept speetas as a necessary inconven-
ience. But in reality this is far from the case, ardmination of official data simply does not sup-
port the beneficial claims for speed cameras.

Bias in the statistical analysis

Many of the false beneficial claims made for speed casngnore a well known statistical bias in
their favour. This results from the simplistic meth@dsnalysis used by the authorities to justify
speed cameras. The use of speed cameras often followsugual spate of accidents, after which
the rate of accidents returns to its normal levik Tesulting reduction, from the unusual high level,
is then claimed to be due to the use of a speed camieea, iw fact the accident level would have
naturally returned to it previously lower level withoug thise of any speed camera.

Cherry picking of the statistics.

Also looking through the data from which the authoritiesobtheir statistics it can be very hard to
see where they get their results from. It has beend that the results can only be achieved by
carefully “cherry picking” numbers from the availablgaléo obtain the most impressive result, in
support of speed cameras.

A consequence of such cherry picking can be that theoregear improvements claimed are, on
average, much greater than that achieved over severa| yed the short term exaggeration helps
to justify the ongoing use of speed cameras, keeping ttmscerned with their use in employment
and keeps the revenue coming in, at the expense of N@rithavers.

Trends in road accident fatalities

A reliable indicator of progress in road safety is tlemdrin fatalities. Looking at data for serious
accidents is less reliable and is open to interpret@ia manipulation about the criterion for a se-
rious casualty.

To illustrate just how misleading the claims by the
DPoIice statistics: killed or seriously injured [_JHES admissions
police can be, Figure 1 shows national figures ' _1

“Killed and Seriously Injured” (KSI), from the°> S u TEE= =0
British Medical Journal (BMJ), Reference 1. Tr‘ R
police statistics show that from 1996 to 2004 the S 560
was a steady decline in KSI, while the hospna

admissions showed there was no declined, bL°4°
small increase, over the same period. It wol £,
seem that in an attempt to make it appear t§
speed cameras were improving the situation, < © ises 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
police statistics were “managed” by changing tgig e 1 ver

criterion for a serious injury.

For such reasons it is better to consider fatalityssiat, since these are less open to misrepresenta-
tion. It is, however, better to consider fatality dataa national basis, since on a county basis there
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are typically about 50 fatalities per year, but this @adily vary by 20% either way due to random
variations.

Of course when the fatalities randomly decrease thegoolaim this is attributed to the effective-
ness their speed cameras, but when the fatalities mdndlocrease they blame it on bad driving and
use this as an excuse to justify the increag 1o, | | |

use of speed cameras. They never, howe Road accident fatalities|
accept that their speed cameras make  OFT fatality data, 1950 (0 2007
contribution to road safety.
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Figure 2 shows the national figures for ro¢
accident fatalities from 1950 to 2007. The:!
are given fatalities for ever billion km trav
elled, to show the relative risk.
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This shows that the risk of travelling bj'-'%w y=C.e
road has greatly reduced since 1950, by
factor of about 16.5 to 1. ]
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A good indication of the effectiveness c Year

improving safety is to determine the rate Figure 2

which the accidents, or fatalities, are being reduced. iFhispresented by the percentage rate of
reduction in accidents, or fatalities, each year.

If the same percentage reduction in fatalities is acieaeh year, due to the constant effectiveness
in reducing accidents, then this will never reduce the actid¢e to zero, but it will keep reducing
the accident rate to an ever smaller and more accep&ldl. Such a constant rate of reduction
results in a mathematical curve, know as a “decayingreqi@l! curve”, which takes the form;

Where is a constant, is the annual rate of decrease, and time, in years. The use of such
mathematical terminology is avoided as much as possilleis document, but appreciating this
formula helps in understanding the effectiveness oidaat reduction. This equation is similar in
effect to compounded interest payments on a fixed iramabunt, such as making the minimum
monthly payment on a credit card debt, to which no more ddigting added.

If “ " has a value of 0.05, or 5%, then over one year thétyatate will decrease by 4.9%, 0.049,
or . For small rates of reduction, no more than 7% per, ybarsmall difference be-
tween the annual rate and continuous rate of reductiorreaapnably be ignored.

If we match the best fit exponential curve to all thility data from 1950 to 2007, shown as the
dashed line in Figure 2, this gives the relationship;

It can be seen that this curve shows fatalities stedditreasing at the rate of 5% per year, follows
the DfT data remarkably closely. It never deviated by ntbam 18%, which occurred in 1994,
about when speed cameras were introduced, otherwise tlagiaiewas seldom more than 10%.

This may seem as a remarkable achievement to steadilyamasuch a reduction in fatalities over
these 57years, but a closer examination of the datesshalifferent story.

More careful analysis of deviations from the ovetadhd line, in which the year to year fluctua-
tions were smoothed out to reveal the underlying trertdsyed that the rate of reduction in fatali-
ties was not as constant and steady as it may fipstaa.

The details of the analysis are too complex to includbisndocument, but they show that there ap-
peared to be four phases, or stages, in the trend ovei thears. From 1950 to 1960 the average
rate in reduction in fatalities was about 4% per ydanm from 1960 to 1982 this increased to about
4.8% per year and from 1982 to 1995 it further increased to eragey rate of reduction of about
7.1% per year.
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These transitions cannot be precisely defined, | 25, | | | | |

they show that over the years, up to about 19¢ | ‘DfT Road accident fatality data

there was increasing effectiveness in reducing = 20 " DFT fatality data, 1950 to 2007

talities. DFT fatality data, 1982 to 1995
—e— DFT fatality data, 1995 to 2007

What was, however, noticeable from the data wE1s Best it line, 1950 t0 2007

that there was a very pronounced change arol§ Best fitline, 1982 t0 1995

1995, about the time that speed cameras were g_ ---Be““‘““T 1995102007

coming more widely used. Unlike the other trans ¢

tions, the one around 1995 was all too apparent. %10 yEBerL =G

Figure 3 shows the DfT fatality data from 1980 (& \

2007, with expanded scales. The orange dasl-t'g S

line shows the overall trend from 1950 to 200% yaCeTrsa|

The blue dashed line shows the trend from 1982 \

1995 and the red dashed line from 1995 to 2007.

It can quite clearly be seen that around 1995 thi 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
was a sharp decrease in the rate of reduction in iagig e 3 Year

talities, as speed cameras were being introduced.

This decreased from about 7.1% per year, to about 2.8%epeafter 1965. Hence the progress in
reducing fatalities since 1995 has only been about 40% obétvaten 1982 and 1995, before the
increasing dependence on speed cameras. There is, ae geidence there that the rate of reduc-
tion in fatalities has since improved.

What we see is that from 1950 to 1995 there have beenngngoprovements in the rate at which
road fatalities and accidents have been reduced, yet1&®&; with the increasing dependence on
speed cameras, we have seen the worst rate at which ttangsbeen improving. Progress has
slowed so much that it can reasonably argued that anyrgngagluctions in fatalities is most likely
due to improvements in vehicle design, better roads aprbirad casualty treatment.

If one considers the situation if the 1982 to 1995 trend hatinced, this would, by 2007, have

resulted in about 9,000 to 10,000 fewer fatalities on ®Britbads. An estimate indicates that for
Northamptonshire this would translate to about 140 fdatatities. From the 2007 figures it is es-
timated that in Northamptonshire there would now beuah8 fewer traffic fatalities per year than

is currently being achieved.

The indications of this analysis are that the introducind use of speed cameras, with it related
road safety policies, has not resulted in any improvemenisad safety. If anything has made the
situation substantially worse than it would have bg@ententially resulting in about 140 additional
fatalities in Northamptonshire alone, than there wout@atise have been.

Speed cameras cannot significantly reduce road acci dents

Not only would it seem that speed cameras have not improaedsafety, as considered in the pre-
vious discussion, but the DfT data shows that they caswagtantially improve road safety, cer-
tainly not as much as seems to have been claimed bidwaptonshire and other police forces.

The DT 2007 data on Contributory factors to Accidentdefamce 7, Table 4b: Contributory fac-
tors by severity, shows that “exceeding the speed limitiich is all that speed cameras can deter-
mine and enforce, accounted for less than 3.5% of theilmatatry factors for fatal and serious ac-
cidents. Even if speed cameras where totally effeetiyereventing speeding, which they are cer-
tainly not, then the best that could be expected isfétak and serious accidents would be reduced
by around 3.5%. If that were being achieved it might be wdrillk, but in reality only a fraction of
this can be achieved. In practice the adverse effectgesidscameras, such as evasive action by
drivers, means that speed cameras are unlikely to cotetrib any reduction in serious accidents
and if anything they are likely to be contributing to acciden
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The top ten contributory factors to fatal and seriowsdants are shown below. In this we see that
“exceeding the speed limit” is eighth, and as previoushsictered is less than 3.5% of the con-
tributory factors.

Contributory factor to KSI accidents Number Percent age
1. Failed to look properly 6864 11.96%
2. Loss of control 4912 8.56%
3. Careless, reckless or in a hurry 4135 7.21%
4. Pedestrian failed to look properly 3487 6.08%
5. Failed to judge other person’s path or speed 3386 5.90%
6. Poor turn or manoeuvre 3241 5.65%
7.  Travelling too fast for conditions 2738 4.77%
8. Exceeding speed limit 1993 3.47%
9. Impaired by alcohol 1773 3.09%
10. Slippery road (due to weather) 1729 3.01%
Total 57383 100%

We see, however, that “Travelling to fast for the ¢bows” is about 4.5% of the contributory fac-
tors, but of course that is something that a speed eara@not do anything about, but is something
which requires a police patrol, as with most of the ofaetors listed. In an attempt to make exag-
gerated propaganda claims about the contribution of speedexritents, the police combine to-
gether “Travelling too fast for conditions” with “Excaed speed limit”, only considering the acci-
dents in which these were factors, ignoring other dauniory factors to the accidents, to somehow
claim, or at very least imply, that speeding causes 20%yen 30%, of accidents, which is clearly
a gross exaggeration of the truth.

What is worth noting is that the top eight factors;leding speed related factors, account for more
than half the contributory factors for fatal and seriacsidents. The top four factors alone account
for more than a third of the contributory factors, mtran ten times that due to “exceeding the
speed limit”. It would be far better to use the resouthast are currently wasted on mobile speed
cameras to reduce the top six contributory factorsenkelatively small reductions achieved with
those factors would exceed any reductions that couldbevachieved with mobile speed cameras.

If we consider the DfT contributory factors with respecage group, Table 4h of Reference 7, this
shows that for driver under 25 years, “exceeding the sjiaéti is 6.6% of the contributory fac-
tors, while for mature driver, 25 years and older, itnly @%. In fact the much fewer younger driv-
ers cause more accidents due to “exceeding the speedtlyait’the mature drivers. Speed cam-
eras, however, make no allowance for the ability afure drivers to judge what is a safe and intel-
ligent speed for the conditions and indiscriminately predhe speeding tickets.

Hence we see from the proceeding consideration that engiled cameras can, at best, only possi-
bly achieve a very small reduction in serious and fatatlaats, when in practice their adverse ef-
fects on driver are more likely to actually increaseicents.

Police abuse of mobile speed cameras

It is difficult to achieve the right balance betweeweassive police power and the freedom of the
individual. Sadly laws are not always right, or jumtd people cannot thrive under repressive and
unreasonable laws and police powers. Of course the potio&vike all the help they can get in
solving serious crimes, but they must act responsibly anduse the powers they are given.

The DNA data base is an example of such abuse, where libe ggsumed the power to obtain and
keep a DNA data on people who had no criminal record,usecih would help them solve crimes.
Well so it may, but the police also need to acceptttiexe must be limits to how far they can pry
into our personal lives and we all have a right toelss than perfect citizens, providing we observe
our responsibility to others. In the end it has takemiag by the European court of human rights to
curb this abuse of power with the DNA data base, Rederd5.

In a similar way, speed cameras, if used responsiblybeanuseful and beneficial part of detecting
and preventing some aspect of dangerous driving, but whatweeskan is an abuse in the use of
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speed cameras, where they have just been used to imimstely enforce what are sometime un-
reasonable speed limit and in unreasonable circumstaitbeut any discretion.

The police like speed cameras, if not just for reveruukeep their speed camera department going,
they are an easy way of helping the statistics to dhmweffective they have been. Speeding is the
one “crime” which once determined results in a near 100% ssiceg¢e. For the police it is like a
“Turkey shoot”.

The police simply set up their mobile speed camera iinesadvantageous location and in a few
hours they can easily obtain many hundreds of potgrslecutions, each worth a nice £60 each. It
seems to matter little to the police whether anyon avaving safely, or not, so long as the fine is
paid and the penalty points are dished out. For mamgnitbe seen as little more than legalised
highway robbery, using a laser-gun to demand money witalies.

For most honest drivers it has now been made soudific fight an unjust and unreasonable speed-
ing allegation, that very few have the time, resouoccdshowledge to do so. They anyway know the
legal system is heavily biased against them, that ttangdstery little chance of a fair hearing in
court, without the huge potential cost of legal repregemt, with large costs and fines if they are
not successful, ref 18. It is no longer a matter ofidgp@roved guilty, but a matter for the accused to
prove they are innocent against a system determined nidgiotiem reasonable representation.

Initially there may have been a good case for the us®me speed cameras. The initial applica-

tions were carefully selected, and only used where Iner sheans was effective and a speed cam-
eras may have genuinely helped to prevent accidents. Movever, it seems speed cameras can be
used almost anywhere the police wish. They may use sorextpreuch as a recent accident, but

otherwise there now seems to be few restrictions.

Many accidents are, anyway, not related to a partidodation, but could occur anywhere, due to
an unfortunate combination of circumstances. This cangh@nde an excuse to reduce the speed
limit and deploy a speed camera to entrap anyone exceégimgetv speed limit, even if they have
quite safely travelled at that speed in that locatwrtiie previous 10 years. Someone who regularly
uses a route, but was away when the change occurreddandtdiealise the change, is given no
margin for oversight as the police are keen to takarmtadge of the changed situation.

We now have Mission Creep, Ref 2, where the initis@ntions and objective have long since been
forgotten and speed cameras are now just used to c@letue and imposed penalties, with what
would seem to be little interest or concern about ameht to road safety, or the effect that speed
enforcement is having on driver attitudes, or relatiotwéen police and the public.

Mostly speed cameras are being used against the majbpgrfectly safe and intelligent drivers to
trawl in large amounts of convictions and revenue frbenfines, but these can force motorists to
drive without intelligent consideration for the prevagliconditions, and make them focus on just
the speed limit, sometimes at the expense of experabué the best speed for the conditions.

Motorways and major dual carriageways are often a tangehé police speed cameras, which can
provide rich picking from drivers moderately exceeding th@pt® limit, however safe it may be to
do so. These are the safest roads to use, where nelgenateeding the speed limit, in appropriate
conditions, is not a significant additional danger,steth abuse of speed cameras can force drivers
on to other less suitable roads, where the accidentsratuch higher, which then can result in more
accidents, not less.

For my own experience, where possible | now preferaweet after dark and even in foggy condi-

tions, rather than in clear daylight, which is much sdfecause | know that few mobile speed cam-
eras can yet be lawfully used at night and tend t@$e éffective in foggy or wet conditions, when

the accident risk can be much higher. Mobile laser spaestras may work in less favourable con-
ditions, but as yet there are various reasons whyatesyfor now, only used in clear daylight.

As previously mentions, from The Times, Monday 18 March 1@3bthe introduction of the
30mph speed limit, it was stated by the Minister of $pamt, then Mr Hore-Belisha, that, “The
purpose of a speed limit is to save the many carefulcandiderate road users from the reckless
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few. It has never been suggested that motorists lasdy are either thoughtless or reckless. The
whole of British law is directed again the minorityin the interest of the majority” and “thereede
be no apprehension in the mind of any ordinary misttevho drive with ordinary care”.

This is certainly no longer the case, since evened, even those who think they obey speed limits,
are at real risk of losing their driving licenceyMife may think she always obeys speed limits, but
| have often noticed she has inadvertenth:

missed a speed limit sign and it is only a mat
of luck that a mobile speed camera was
present to entrap her. Even our church ward
a most careful and conscientious driver wl
would not harm anyone, found himself with
speeding ticket.

100%

90% f#Speeding detected by a speed camera}

80%

70%
60%

50%

40% 1--
30% 1--

Detected by speed camera

Figure 4 shows the relentless trend towal 3 ,, |
speed enforcement by speed camera, Re 1o -
which shows that speed enforcement is nij o
almost totally dependent on speed cameras
which there is no discrimination.

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Year

Figure 4
Problems caused by Speed cameras

Some of the problems caused by speed cameras haadyabeen considered, such as adverse re-
sponse and distraction of drivers on seeing a raapeed camera, even if they were not speeding.
They also force drivers to focus their attentiontlom exact speed of their vehicle, rather thanmgive
that valuable attention and consideration to p@khtzards around them. It can also make drivers
opt for less suitable and less safe roads, whesekhow speed cameras are not used.

These “Side effects of speed cameras and speedaamkcy” were considered in detail by Paul
Smith, of The Safe Speed road safety campaign, M2007, Reference 11.

Paul Smith was sometimes branded a speed-freakngatiat make racing tracks of British roads.
From the several meeting | had with him, one jugirgo his sad death, in December 2007, | know
that he had no such wish. He was committed to impgoroad safety and his wish was for the au-
thorities to realise their grave mistake with sdependence on speed cameras. Paul himself never
had a speeding ticket and was hardly a speed-indaik camper van he used to travel the country.

One of the points he made was that, “The advespeéd cameras steadily taking the place of traf-
fic police has had the inevitable effect of chagihe balance refined over the years by competent
police forces, just to place great emphasis ondspedt compliance”, as shown by Figure 4.

In his report, Paul Smith identified some 40 waysvhich speed cameras have adverse side effects.
Even if each of these only has a tiny adverse efiadoad safety, the overall effect is likely te b
significant and sufficient to offset any of roadety benefits from speed cameras. It is regrettable
that the authorities never took this evaluationosesty and carried out the required investigation
into such side-effects. Given the requirementsriedical drugs to be subjected to rigorous checks
for side effect, it is scurrilous that the govermikeas allowed the widespread use of speed cameras
without applying the same level of scrutiny of theffectiveness and of their adverse side-effects.

Mobile speed cameras are being used unlawfully

It has been questioned whether speed cameras leaveldwfully approved, Reference 12. The
campaigner, Robbie the Pict, claims speed cameeadlegal because they were not legally ap-
proved. This is the same person who challengetbtheharges on the Sky Bridge and won.

According to Statutory Instrument 1993/1698 andeéTlght Beam Speed Measuring Device Ap-
proval 1993” for the LTI 20.20, these approve speaaheras “activated by means of a light beam
or beams” and “activated by a vehicle passing ttolight beams”. Yet laser speed cameras and
speed guns, such as the LTI 20.20,
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are not activated by emissions from the speed camerhy b operator pressing a trigger,

do not use light, which is visible electromagnetic wabes,use invisible ultraviolet radiation.

do not use a beam, which is a long narrow line of elewgnetic radiation, but use extremely
short pulses of infrared, which are less than 4m in keagt up to 1.5m across.

The vehicle does not pass through the infrared emisdihgiepends on the vehicle travelling
along the line of the infrared pulses, to reflect thedseglback to the speed camera/gun.

The laser speed cameras and speed guns are of a muehleigh of technological sophistica-

tion than that described in SI 1993/1698, so require a distidifterent and separate Statutory
Instrument for this type of instrument, which they do imete.

At the time of writing, these issues were being consiidyy appeal judges, but clearly on five
grounds laser speed cameras/guns do not comply with thetosyeapproval.

A Home Office requirement for the approved use of acdspaenera is that, other than the speed
measurement, there must be an independent means of idetgrthe vehicle speed to an accuracy
of 10%. In the case of fixed cameras, such as a Gatsaathisake the form of parallel equally
spaced white lines across the traffic lane, with twa@in@phs taken with a short time interval.

With a mobile speed camera there are unlikely to be ampgrent reference marks on the road,
from which the speed of the vehicle can be determinedrdepends on the speed camera opera-
tor to assessing the vehicle speed. If they then cortfidarehicle speed is above the limit, then its
speed is measured with the speed camera.

The question is whether a typical speed camera operamtoassess vehicle speed with 10% accu-
racy, since if not then the speed camera is not besad in an approved manner, so the evidence
from it should not be admissible in court.

In response to Freedom of Information enquiries, theéi®ffice claim that a speed camera opera-
tor can assess the speed of a vehicle to 10% accuracgistance of 500m, but they have not car-
ried out any tests to show this is possible. Perhapskiew that such tests would show it is not

possible. By any reasonable standard it does not seemadriggossible.

It would seem that anyone accused of speeding, from dergg@ed camera, could reasonably ask
for evidence that the camera operator can assess vepédd to 10% accuracy, at the relevant dis-
tance. If this cannot be established then the speed carasraot being used in an approved man-
ner, so the evidence from it should be inadmissibt®int.

It is proposed that if the Northants police wish to cargi using mobile speed cameras then they
should carry out tests on their camera operators tty wehether they can assess the speed of vehi-
cles to 10% accuracy, for the relevant conditionsotf then they should not be allowed to operate
the speed cameras, or at very least the speed margnofeecution, above the speed limit, should

be increased to match the accuracy with which the opearatoassess vehicle speed.

Normally the allowance is 10% +2mph, giving a prosecusipeed of 35mph for a 30mph limit.
This would appear to be the 10% allowance for the presao@aracy of the operator’s speed as-
sessment, plus a 1mph allowance the claimed accofdhg speed camera. If, however, it is found
that the operator’s opinion is only accurate to 20%, therprosecution threshold for a 30mph limit
should be raised to 38mph. In a 40mph limit the thressladdild increase to 50mph.

It is difficult to know how to test the ability of@amera operator to determine how accurately they
can assess the speed of vehicles. One method mightask tthem to verbally give his opinion
about the speed of a vehicle prior to taking the vehicle speeting with the speed camera. The
recorded speed assessment could then be compared witledkared speed to determine if the op-
erator speed assessment is achieving the required 10% accuracy

Another method | have been investigating is to analysthalspeed readings from speed cameras
for full enforcement periods. In this it is not possitiedirectly determine the accuracy of the op-
erator’s speed assessment, since the distributidredfaffic speed also has to be allowed for.

With advice from a professor of statistics, | developethahematical statistical analysis of the
measured speed data. Inthis it is possible to adjugtréisemed average and variation of the traf-
Mobile Speed Camera Issues.docx, Sunday, 19 April 2009 Page 14 of 20



fic speed and the presumed accuracy of the operator’s npumdil the distribution of the predicted
speed measurements adequately matches the distributlmn adtual speed measurements.

With only the speed camera measurements, there isigsaoffinformation to uniquely determine
the accuracy of the operator’s opinion, but it is posdiblassess what is reasonably plausible. This
has shown that it was not plausible for the operatori@pito be accurate to better than 15% and it
could reasonably be concluded that the accuracy of thatopsropinion was no better than 20%.

From this analysis it was concluded that a typical spmadera operator cannot assess vehicle
speed to an accuracy of better than 20%, which far wbhesethe 10% accuracy presumed by the
Home Office. Hence this indicated that mobile speed casnare not being used in an approved
manner, so are not being used lawfully and the evidenoetirem should be inadmissible.

If the Northampton police question these conclusioresy #re invited to carry out the necessary
witnessed tests on their operators to show thegaable of achieving the required standard of ac-
curacy in assessing vehicle speed.

Mobile laser speed cameras are unreliable and can b e inaccurate.

Mobile speed cameras are just a machine, which can rgnméasure and record the speed of a
vehicle. As with any machine they can, and they do, gomgvemd make mistakes. Great care has
been taken in the design and approval of speed camenasitnise the risk of errors, but even so

there are circumstances where they fail to functamectly.

For my PhD research | developed a speed measuring insttumsety laser beams, to accurately
measure speed. While this worked fine with a single istlagect, in a more complex situations
the measurement became less reliable, and repeated emeasts were required.

It is understood that the laser speed cameras werdlynde@veloped to measure the speed of iso-
lated space vehicles, in which there could be little dobbutawhat was being measured. They
were used by well trained operators, with a good underistamd the technology and the realisa-
tion that it might be necessary to check and repeatesting before depending on it.

Now, however, these instruments are being used with esgafiroadside conditions, where there
may be many vehicles present, by operators who may lideeinderstanding of how the devices
work, and their failings, who are keen to fulfil targetnd quotas and where only one reading is
taken, with no reliable verification, other than tess than impartial opinion of the operator that the
driver was speeding. By any reasonable standards founmstitation and measurement, this is a
recipe for things to go wrong, which they do, and innodeners can suffer severely as a result.

There have been various independent investigations intfaitimgs of laser speed guns, in particu-
lar the LTI 20.20, as used by the Northants police, buptiiee and Home Office have always re-
fused to acknowledge the validity of such tests. It hagsys been argued that the tests were not
conducted by a UK approved operator using a UK approved speethcaméehe tests had no valid-
ity. On the other hand the Home Office refuse to cattysuch tests themselves, claiming that the
instruments were subjected to all the necessary wdsda they were approved, yet they refuse to
release to information to show the approval tests wafficiently rigorous. These approval tests
were, however, carried out many years ago, beforeaihiegs of the devices were sufficiently un-
derstood, so the tests were not rigorous enough to chediof® problems.

Various independent tests have been carried out by tnargts foremost expert on laser speed
cameras, Dr Michael Clark. He has a much better undelisth of these devices than the typical
speed camera operator. The tests were carried out withdpeed guns that were essentially identi-
cal to those used by the UK police. A particularlyirigl series of tests were carried out by the
Daily Mail in 2005, Reference 14. In this the LTI 20.20 speed-gigiwis essentially identical to
those used in the Northants speed-cameras, measusdthaasy car as travelling at 22mph, a ped-
dle cyclist as travelling at 66mph and a solid brick \aaltravelling at 44mph.

The Home Office claim that such tests were not reptatige as the circumstances were deliber-
ately contrived to deceive the speed-gun, yet the tepresented no more than typical circum-
stances often found in practice with the vagarie®afdl+side operation.
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To illustrate the unreliability and inaccuracy of thelL™
20.20 speed camera, the follow example, from an |
20.20 speed camera video, is given. Figure 5 shov
speed reading of zero, when the vehicle was obviol
travelling away from the speed camera at a nori
speed, at a distance of 68.2m. Then in Figure 6,
3.56 seconds later, the same vehicle is measured to
a speed of 37mph at a distance of 293.2m.

Obviously the zero speed reading is incorrect, e
thought the cross-hairs shows the laser beam to
pointing at the vehicle, and well clear of the post.

Figure 5

The speed readings indicate that the vehicle acceler
from O to 37mph in 3.56 seconds, which would be
truly astounding achievement for such a vehicle.

The distance readings also show that the vehicle t
elled 225m in 3.56 seconds, which gives an aver
speed of about 141mph, which is truly phenomenal
such a vehicle.

because the readings from the speed camera are gil==
ish.

In this case the false reading was zero, so would Higure 6

been ignored, but in other circumstances it could haselted in a false speeding allegation. This
raises the question of whether the speed of 37mph, wtocidvhave resulted in a speeding ticket,
should have been accepted, given the previous false speatyreshich showed the speed camera
was obviously not working correctly.

My experience is that the police conceal such measarnogs from the driver, so denying them the
right to challenge the speed camera accuracy, unlesss ¢orge the police to provide the informa-
tion.

On the same video tape there were two other obviousg fgpeed readings, showing the speed
camera was not functioning correctly, yet speeding tickee ws#ll issued from this speed enforce-
ment period, one of which resulted in a driving ban at thgistrate’s court.

Other measuring errors can occur when the aim of tlee lEsam moves on the vehicle as the speed
measurement is being taken, known as ‘slip’. This is lsectie speed camera assumes that the la-
ser beam stays at the same point on the vehicle Wialeneasurement is taken. If, however, the
speed camera is moved slightly in the 0.3 seconds ttaeis to obtain the reading, then the result-
ing change can give a false speed reading.

At a distance of 300m, even a miniscule movemenh®tpeed camera can result in a large move-
ment of the laser beam. This can be a particular probleh handheld laser speed cameras.

The Home Office have now accepted that a small inagivernhovement can result in inaccurate
readings. Even the supplier of the speed cameras h#lg danitted, under cross examination in
court, that the speed cameras can produce erroneous spdemse“Camera boss admits flaw”,
Reference 16.

What has, however, been needed is some approved tests cart by a UK approved operator,
using a UK approved speed camera. Such an opportunity occuidedember 2006, when a judge
ordered unfettered tests to be carried out on an LTI 20.2@ speeera. The results of these tests
were subsequently reported by Paul Lee, who worked withxpertewitness Dr Michael on the
tests.
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The follow is a summary of just one example of teny speed measuring errors which can occur
with the LTI 20.20 laser speed camera, as usecéyNorthamptonshire police for their mobile
speed cameras. This is a summarised extract fremeport by Paul Lee, Reference 13.

Typical measuring errors with the mobile LTI 20.20speed camera, due to beam spread.

These tests took place at Elvington airfield, néark, on the instruction of a judge, to provide un-
fettered tests of the LTI 20.20 mobile speed caragstem.

On 2 December 2006, Paul Lee was part of a tearudimg the LTI 20.20 expert defence witness,
Dr Michael Clark. They were given unfettered ascés a UK approved Police Lastec LTI
20.20 speed camera system, which was mounted iagi@mforcement van. This is very similar to
the camera vans used by Northants police. The Uiosed police operator, PC Howard Fordham,
was invited to set the equipment up, as per noopafational procedure. Trevor Hall, Secretary to
ACPO Road Policing Enforcement Technology Committ@s present to witness the tests.

Once the operator was happy that he had set thpregat up correctly, a number of tests were car-
ried out.

One of the tests was to have a van pass a motorhilege were a number of runs. Sometimes the
motorbike was stationary and sometimes the moterhiks ridden at a slow speed. The operator
was told to take repeated speed readings of therhike.

Even though the operator was aiming for the mokexbif the van was inside the laser beam, the
system would give the speed of the van, not thedspéthe motorbike.

As expected, the system produced numerous speéthgearrors, displaying the speed of the van,
even though the operator had aimed at the motarbike

The Police and ACPO were clearly surprised by therge and immediately inspected the
bike. They raised an objection about the perfetdtyal reflector on the number plate of the
bike. They insisted the tests were repeated wittlwiteflector (making it illegal)! The same errors
occurred when the test were repeated.

A typical result was as shown in Figure 7. In tthe
speed camera was aimed at the obviously statianary
torbike, while the van was driven past it. Evenutjlat
the speed camera was aimed at the motorbike, texls
of the van was recorded.

It should be appreciated that the device was amsaty
the “red dot” in the sighting scope of the LTI 20,2
which does not have the accuracy nor the magniicai
shown in Figure 7.

Figure 8 shows just how inaccurate an LTI 20.20 ieol

laser speed camera can be. In this the speed cavaeriFigure 7: LTI 20.20 speed reading error.
aimed at the motorbike, which had a speed of ak

12mph away from the speed camera, yet it was redol

as having a speed of 66mph, away from the speed ¢

era, which was actually the speed of the van.

In a real case this could have resulted in a sobata
fine and costs if the motorbike rider had takers dase
to court, where he would have most likely lost thase,
unless he could afford the considerable cost axqert
solicitor and expert technical witness.

Figure 8: LTI 20.20 Speed reading on van
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A real example from Peter Lee’s report of an obsic
speed measuring error with the LTI 20.20 is shown
Figure 9. The speed camera is directly aimed aténe
in the centre of the image, which is obviously &léag
towards the speed camera. This should be recosled
positive speed reading, yet the LTI 20.20 has wmchetr
the car as travelling away from the speed cameith, av
negative speed reading, of 44mph, which is clearly
error, by at least about 80mph.

Unfortunately for most drivers who have been wrgng

accused and convicted of speeding, as the ressliaf

LTI 20.20 errors, the errors are seldom so obviasisFigure 9: Obviously incorrect speed reading

this and the driver seldom has the necessary means

knowledge to defend themselves in court, so theynarmally found guilty, despite their protesta-
tions, with the related substantial fines and colstsaddition they can get 3, or even 6, penalty
points on their driving license, which with totting could result in a driving ban, with the potanhti
serious consequences that can have on their lifd\aalihood.

The Northants police, as other police forces, hapeatedly denied that there are any problems
with LTI 20.20 mobile speed camera, but it wouldrsethat there are plenty of problems with this
speed camera.

A typical response by the Northants police, wheestjoned about the LTI 20.20 speed camera
was, "What | can say is that our mobile safety casyare Home Office approved technology that
are calibrated annually by the suppliers and tladib@ation is checked twice daily by the safety
camera operators. They have never been founditwbeurate by the courts in Northamptonshire."

Clearly the Home Office approval, the annual calilon and the twice daily checking are not suffi-
cient to prevent speed measuring errors. The nmatgstin the courts also seem to be oblivious of
the potential speed measuring problems with the 200P0 speed cameras and seem to accept the
LTI 20.20 evidence without question.

It is clearly time that the LTI 20.20 and similaohile speed cameras were scrapped with immedi-
ate effect, before more drivers are wrongly coredabf speeding, with all the serious consequences
that can potentially have for them.

Why is the Northants County Council involved with s peed enforcement?

The business of the County Council is to provide lecessary services to the county, not law en-
forcement of speed limits, which is the task ofpldce.

Conclusions

It is not speed that kills and injures people, imgixperience, lack of attention, reckless driving
and poor judgement, in which speed cameras prowvadeffective help or solution.

Road travel is anyway very safe and on major tmaalds is even safer than rail travel

Speed cameras have not reduced and are not rechadients and the adverse effects on driv-
ers it is likely that speed cameras are makingsituation worse.

Speed cameras cannot significantly reduce accidenspeed contributes so little to accidents.

It would seem that the police are abusing the Gisp@ed cameras, using them to collect revenue
and meet targets, with little consideration fordcafety.

Speed cameras have adverse side-effects whiclkeletb be causing more accidents.

Mobile speed cameras are not being used in an e@prmanner, so the evidence from them
should not be admissible in court.

Mobile laser speed cameras can be unreliable awtunate, which could be resulting in many
innocent drivers being wrongly accused and wrorglyvicted of speeding.
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