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Summary 
 

 Whilst the number of cyclist deaths and serious injuries may be decreasing per distance 
travelled, each death and injury should be viewed as preventable. Every road death is a life 
cut short and unfulfilled, with many more families and friends devastated by a sudden 
traumatic bereavement. 

 

 Traffic law enforcement is rare and cyclists are too often treated as afterthoughts, if not 
intruders, in car lanes, rather than vulnerable road users who have a right to use the roads. 

 

 Speed limits are too high and too rarely enforced. They should be reduced so that the risk of 
death to a cyclist in a crash is much closer to that of a car occupant. 

  

 There is a widespread lack of transparency of how rare it is for drivers to be prosecuted and 
convicted of injuring or killing a cyclist. Greater transparency with legal outcomes is needed. 
We believe that, far from being persecuted, drivers are rarely held accountable for their 
actions or for breaking the law .  

 

 Other indicators, besides casualty and conviction statistics, are needed to measure the 
intimidation and threat posed by drivers. The extent of dangerous and careless driving needs 
to be researched and monitored, including how vulnerable road users perceive road danger. 

 

 Without justice there can be no security for cyclists or other vulnerable road users, and this 
is essential for those wanting to cycle. Lack of confidence in our justice system is believed to 
pose a big barrier to cycling. A separate inquiry on traffic justice is needed. Our response 
highlights the case for this. 
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1 Introduction 
 
Established 20 years ago, RoadPeace, the national charity for road crash victims, is a membership 
organisation that represents people who have been bereaved and injured in crashes. Founded on 
the principle of road danger reduction, our members also include those committed to reducing the 
dominance, speed and volume of motor vehicles. From the beginning our Board of Trustees has 
included those bereaved by cycle collisions and we have direct experience of the discrimination 
posed to cyclists by both our transport and justice systems.  
 
We are also aware that the same threats posed to cyclists endanger other road users, particularly 
pedestrians. Many more pedestrians are killed by lorries than cyclists. With the Cairns family, 
RoadPeace launched the See Me Save Me campaigni on 5th February 2012, three years after the 
death of Eilidh Cairns. Eilidh was run over whilst cycling by a lorry driver with defective eyesight. 
After a deficient investigation resulted in no prosecution for the death and failed to get a dangerous 
driver off the road, this lorry driver then went on to kill a pedestrian. 
 
The See Me Save Me campaign is dedicated to saving the lives of pedestrians and cyclists by 
eliminating lorry blind spots through the mandatory use of HGV safety technologies (such as 
sensors and cameras) as well as improving the post-crash response. See our website and our See 
Me Save Me response to this inquiry for more information. This is just one example where tackling 
and reducing danger at source has much greater benefits than focusing on cyclists. 
 
We have focused our response on the key areas of traffic law enforcement and justice as we 
believe that mass-cycling will be inhibited until there is greater priority and protection given to 
vulnerable road users by our justice system. We conclude our response with a call to end the 
complacency around road death and road danger.  
 
Dedication 

This response is dedicated to Cynthia Barlow, mother of Alex Jane, who was killed whilst cycling in 
London when she was run over by a lorry in June 2000. Cynthia is the Chair of RoadPeace. Cynthia 
has worked tirelessly since the death of her only child in a crash to reduce the dangers that lorries 
pose to other road users, especially those cycling and walking. Adopting a road danger reduction 
approach, she has campaigned for low cost and effective HGV safety technologies (such as 
cameras and motion sensors), not helmets or high-visibility clothing for cyclists. Her work has 
undoubtedly saved many lives. She has been featured on most media channels, including the 
launch of The Times Cities Fit for Cyclists campaignii as well as in the controversial War on the 
Roads programme shown this week on BBC1. In 2011 she was a SMK Campaigner Award Finalist. 
Cynthia has refused to accept her daughter’s death as the price to pay for motorisation. 
 
 
2 Traffic law enforcement 
 
2.1 Road crime is real crime 

The risk of death and injury from the wrongdoings of another is greater on the roads than anywhere 
else. In addition the threat to cyclists and pedestrians of death or injury is much greater than that to 
car occupants. Yet the police do not prioritise the protection of life on the roads or the safety of 
vulnerable road users, and roads policing remains the ‘Cinderella’ of policing. 
 
RoadPeace called on all Police and Crime Commissioners to support our Road Crime is Real 
Crimeiii campaign, launched this summer. Our key calls include:  
 

1. Treat those bereaved and injured in road crashes as victims of crime, until the contrary is 
proven. ACPO has adopted this approach and the MOJ should follow. 
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2. Count the victims. Include victims of law breaking drivers in victim of crime statistics. The 
number of people killed by law breaking drivers is not even counted at present. 

 
3. Include crash locations in crime maps. To date, crime maps have focused on property 

crimes but property can be replaced, unlike loved ones. 
 

4. Include road danger. Community consultations and anti-social behaviour surveys should 
include road danger concerns. Speeding vehicles were the leading cause of anti-social 
behaviour until the question was dropped from the British Crime Survey. 

 
5. Stop referring to “accidents”. Not all but many crashes will involve criminal behaviour. 

Collision or crash do not imply culpability but accident suggests the lack of it. The police and 
CPS have already adopted this change in terminology. The Department for Transport, and 
the media need to do so too.  

 
2.2 Driving offences 

Relatively few drivers are prosecuted for dangerous driving or even careless driving. Drivers are 
much more likely to be convicted of drink driving than dangerous driving, but this is believed due to 
the ease at proving drink driving and the lack of traffic law enforcement. 
 
Whilst surveys of drivers are conducted to estimate the incidence of mobile phone use, no such 
survey has been done of the extent of dangerous driving. Whilst it might only be a rough proxy, it 
would be better than relying on dangerous or /careless driving offence statistics. 
 
In our responseiv to the DfT consultation on a Careless Driving Fixed Penalty Notice this summer, 
we argued that, if introduced, this should be targeted in urban areas to remind motorists of their duty 
of care towards vulnerable road users.  
 
2.3 Speed reduction 

Reducing vehicle speed was identified by TRL as the key way to improve cyclist safety. Under 
current enforcement policy, drivers can do 42mph in a 30 mph speed limit before they are fined and 
given penalty points. This speed differential will be deadly to a cyclist or pedestrian. In comparison, 
Sweden has moved to reduce their speed tolerance and have set a target of achieving 80% 
compliance with speed limits by 2020. On roads where segregation does not exist, speed limits 
need to be reduced. 
 
And the priority need is not for speed reduction outside schools or hospitals as this is not where the 
majority of collisions occur. Cyclist collisions are concentrated at junctions. All approaches to 
signalised junctions should have their speed limit reduced. This would also help to reduce red light 
running and other injudicious/hasty/rash actions at junctions. 
 
Credit should be given to Southwark Council and the efforts they are making to increase cycling in 
Southwark, including their recent decision to make all borough roads 20mph. They hold monthly 
meetings with Southwark Cyclists and RoadPeace where they identify opportunities to increase 
cycling and improve the conditions for cyclists. They are also believed to be the first local authority 
to publish all their speed data and also appreciate the need for speed enforcement. They are also 
strong supporters of average speed cameras and ISA, and have been trying to get TfL support for 
the use of average speed cameras on their roads. 
 
Speed reduction measures are often opposed on the basis of lack of evidence. Trixi mirrors were 
deemed successful and allowed to be rolled-out after a trial showed that they did not increase 
casualties; they were not required to make it better, just not worse. RoadPeace argues that the ‘trixi 
treatment’ should be extended to other countermeasures, especially 20mph speed limits. These 
may have limited effect, at least in the initial stage, but are extremely cost effective and as long as 
they do not make travel riskier, they should be supported. 
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2.4 Traffic regulations 

Turning traffic should be required to give way to traffic going forward (e.g. not changing direction). 
Then for any cyclist collision involving a turning lorry or vehicle culpability would sit with the turning 
motor vehicle. This is the law in the Netherlands where Brigitte Robinson grew up. Brigitte was killed 
in London on the 23 October 2000 by a left turning lorry at a junction where she was going straight. 
Her father submitted a response to the Transport Committee in 2003v, too much of which is still 
relevant today. 
 
 
3 Justice and the post-crash response 
 
For the parliamentary debate on cycling in March this year, RoadPeace produced a summary tablevi 
on the justice system, highlighting current problems and opportunities for improvement. Here we 
expand on those same five key areas of investigation, inquest, prosecution, compensation and 
victims’ rights. 
 
This was not the first time we argued the need for justice, nor are we the only ones calling for it.  
Almost 10 years ago, the Transport Select Committee covered this area in their 2003-2004 Traffic 
law enforcement inquiry, and our response strongly endorsed this focus. Last year, we encouraged 
them to repeat this inquiry.  
 
We have also worked closely with CTC and LCC on our justice campaigns and currently have a joint 
project with CTC. This summer, British Cycling called for comprehensive traffic law reform. This was 
recommended in Towards Justice, our response to the Home Office’s consultation on Bad Driving 
Offences in 2001. More than ten years on, and despite new causing death and injury driving 
offences, the need is even greater, as highlighted in our recent response to the CPS consultation on 
driving offencesvii.  
 
Our calls also resonate with the Government’s commitment to Open Justice. We agree that for 
justice to be done, it must be seen to be done.  
 
3.1 Collision investigation 

Any chance of justice depends on a thorough investigation. This is needed to explain the 
circumstances of the crash, identify any evidence for criminal culpability or civil compensation and 
assist with prevention efforts. 
 
Collision investigation is not a priority for any police force, despite the police investigating three 
times as many road deaths as homicides. Too few appreciate that we are much more likely to be 
killed or injured by another whilst travelling on the roads than anywhere else. 
 
RoadPeace was successful in getting the Mayor’s Cycle Safety Action Plan to include a review of 
the criminal justice system’s handling of fatal and serious injury cyclist collisions. This covered both 
collision investigation and criminal prosecution and was believed to be the first such research in the 
country. The review highlighted the problems with lack of transparency and inconsistent treatment. 
The review’s recommendations are in the process of being implemented. 
 
A review of ACPO’s Road Death Investigation Manual was conducted this summer with RoadPeace 
submitting a responseviii on behalf of CTC, LCC, British Cycling, Living Streets and 20s Plenty for 
Us. In light of this, our recommendations on collision investigation are focused on injury collisions, 
which have not seen the same improvement as fatal collisions.  
 
Key calls are for greater transparency, accountability and priority with serious injury collision 
investigation, with the police: 
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 Treating victims of road crashes as victims of crime, until the contrary is proven, and as is 
the case with all other reported incidents 

 Reporting serious injury road crashes on the national Computer Recorded Information 
System (CRIS) so that their progress and outcome can be monitored 

 Publishing their  
o serious injury collision investigation procedures 
o budget/resources allocated to serious injury investigation 
o how they evaluate their collision investigation performance 

 Appointing a senior officer to lead on serious injury collision investigation 

 Including road crash maps in community consultations alongside crime maps 

 Providing those seriously injured in road crashes with written information on the legal 
procedures that follow, their rights and updates on the investigation 

 Extending Track my crime initiatives to include road crashes 

 Producing an annual report on the legal outcome of fatal and serious injury investigations, as 
the Metropolitan Police Service are producing 

 Engaging the local community with regular updates on traffic law enforcement and collision 
investigation, as the Merseyside Police do at the bimonthly meetings of the RoadPeace 
North West Local Group which meets in the Merseyside Police Headquarters.  
 

As each police service is independent, ACPO and the Institute of Traffic Accident Investigators 
should assist with identifying recommended good practice standards. 
 
3.2 Coroner and cyclist inquests 

We believe that the majority of cyclist deaths do not result in a prosecution but end in the coroners’ 
court. We would like to be proven wrong but this would require data on the road user mode of those 
killed in culpable crashes which is not currently collected.  
 
Lack of transparency and priority limits the effectiveness of inquests. It is not possible to know how 
many inquests involve cyclist deaths, or even road deaths in general, as there is no specific road 
death verdict. The number of road death inquests is estimated to be over 1200, several times that of 
military death inquests or custody related inquest but they do not receive the same priority. 
 
Too rarely do inquests lead to any prevention measures. Few coroners make reports after a road 
death and very few refer to cyclist deaths. In the most recent MOJ publication summarising the last 
six months of coroner reports, of the 30 road death related coroner reports, only two referred to 
cyclist deaths. RoadPeace has contacted all coroners on the benefits of HGV safety technologyix, 
and sent them copies of the TfL’s research summary which highlighted how cost-effective it was and 
appreciated by lorry drivers. RoadPeace has also summarised the case for greater coroner use of 
reports in the case of HGV related deathsx.  
 
As with collision investigation, the inquest system suffers from a lack of transparency, accountability 
and priority. RoadPeace’s key calls include: 

 Road death verdict be introduced so that the number of road death inquests can be known, and 
accorded their due priority as a leading type of inquest 

 Specialist coroners be appointed for road death inquests, as proposed with military and custody 
related inquests 

 Greater priority be given to issuing and responding to coroner reports as road deaths are 
preventable 

 Families to be allowed to see the evidence prior to the inquest so that they can prepare and 
participate fully. 

 
3.3 Criminal prosecution 

In their 2004 Traffic Law and its Enforcement report, the Transport Committee stated: 
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Any reform of motoring offences should follow three broad principles: 

 causing serious injury should be considered very serious; 

 all cases which involve death or serious injury should be heard in the Crown Court, not 
magistrates courts; 

 the gulf between the penalties available for causing death by dangerous driving and for other 
dangerous or negligent driving offences should be closed. In particular, there should be far 
higher maximum sentences available for some of the behaviour which is now classified as 
careless driving. 

  
These changes would help make the sentence fit the motoring crime. They would prevent the 
derisory sentences which are handed down when the CPS brings inappropriate charges, or when 
the current guidelines pigeon-hole certain behaviour as less serious.   
 
Eight years on, the same needs exist. The introduction of the Causing Death by Careless Driving 
did not help. In the past three years, Causing Death by Dangerous Driving has more than halved, in 
part due to the financial pressures to settle out of court with plea bargaining to lesser charges. 
 
Although the CPS prosecutes three times as many Causing Death by Driving cases as they do for 
murder and manslaughter, they are not a priority for the CPS.  
 
This month, the new charge of Causing Serious Injury by Dangerous Driving is to be introduced, 
with a maximum custodial sentence of five years, three years longer than that for the general 
charge of Dangerous Driving. This new charge should be monitored to track cases which start out 
as dangerous driving and end as careless driving. 
 
The CPS has just consulted on their driving offences charging standards. Whilst the charging 
standard for dangerous driving now includes reference to failure to have due regard for vulnerable 
road users, no such reference is included in careless driving charging standards. RoadPeace has 
argued that much more clarification is needed, especially around the differentiation of careless and 
dangerous driving definitions. We have also called for risk to vulnerable road users to justify a more 
serious offence, e.g. carelessness around pedestrians or cyclists is dangerous. 
 
Key calls 

 Greater clarity around charging standards of dangerous and careless driving, as there are 
very few examples given of what qualifies as careless driving and the border between these 
two charges is contentious. 

 Risk posed to vulnerable road users should justify a more serious charge. 

 Specialised prosecutors need to be developed and assigned to CPS areas. Training is 
inconsistent.  

 Monitoring of legal outcome, including downgrading. It should be possible to know how many 
drivers were prosecuted for killing/injuring a cyclist by driving dangerously or carelessly. 

 Joint inspectorate review of fatal/serious injury collision investigation and prosecution by the 
HM Constabulary Inspectorate and the HM CPS Inspectorate. 

 
3.4 Social justice; civil compensation and stricter liability 

RoadPeace has long called for our compensation system to be reformed so that it is fairer to 
pedestrian and cyclist casualties. The burden of proof needs to be reversed in motor vehicle 
collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists. This system not only dominates in the rest of Europe, 
but the rest of the world. Others appreciate the relative difference in injury risk and also the 
difficulties faced by injured vulnerable road users in proving the driver was at fault. We welcome the 
Green Party’s official endorsement of stricter liability at their Spring 2012 party conference.  
 
In their recent Gearing up for cycling report, one of the key recommendations by the London 
Assembly was for the Department for Transport to report on what efforts they had made to review 
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the benefits of stricter liability. RoadPeace was contacted by the DfT for further information on 
stricter liability and they have been sent copies of our briefings from 2008 and 2012xi. 
 
RoadPeace has argued that the need for stricter liability is even greater now, in light of the changes 
to the civil compensation system which make it harder for innocent victims to claim, with increased 
financial risk.  
 
3.5 Victims’ rights 

Our justice system discriminates against road crash victims. They do not receive the same level of 
support or information as other victims, even when a driver is prosecuted. Victims of culpable 
crashes are not treated as victims of crime. Victim Support offers no support to those injured by 
drink drivers or those speeding or driving dangerously. Nor do they offer the same support to 
families bereaved by dangerous/drink drivers as they do to homicide families.  
 
Victim Support’s dismissal of road crash victims led to the formation of RoadPeace two decades 
ago. Too little has changed in terms of Victim Supports’ policy towards crash victims, despite their 
claiming to offer support to all victims of crime.  
 
At present, few police force websites include any information for those injured in collisions, and 
some mistakenly refer these victims to Victim Support. 
 
Our key calls are for road crash victims to be 

 Treated as victims of crime, until the contrary is proven. This means rights to information and 
support. 

 Counted and included in victim of violent crime statistics. 

 Treated with respect. Describing the violent death of a loved one by a drink or dangerous 
driver as an accident is insensitive and inaccurate. 

 
3.6 Post-crash response 

Any road safety plan should include a post-crash response chapter, as does the UN’s Road Safety 
Plan for the Decade of Action.   
 
4 Ending complacency around road danger and road death 
 
RoadPeace requests that the APPCG commits to ending the complacency around road death and 
the risk road danger poses to vulnerable road users, by supporting our campaign to Treat Road 
Crime as Real Crime. The outputs and outcomes of this inquiry will no doubt include increased 
media focus and parliamentary debate. It is therefore important that the correct statistics and 
appropriate terminology are used. 
 
4.1 True toll and road casualties statistics 

The DfT estimates that 80,000 people were seriously injured in crashes in 2011, over three times 
that reported to the police. Likewise, the total number of casualties is estimated to be 730,000, over 
three times that reported. The DfT does not estimate the number of people injured in cycle collisions 
although under-reporting is known to be serious, partly due to the lack of confidence that cyclists 
have in any meaningful follow action by the police. 
 
Due to the extent of under-reporting, the DfT is required by the UK Statistics Authority to refer to 
reported road casualties. All others, including the APPCG and its members, should follow this and 
avoid any misperception that the toll on our roads is as low as that reported by police.  
 
4.2 Media reporting 

The Times is to be commended for its profiling of those killed in cycle collisions and highlighting the 
loss to society from these deaths. RoadPeace calls for any concerned campaign organisation, 
newspaper, or media outlet to keep track of not just cyclist deaths but other road user mode deaths 
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as well. Both the public and policy makers should be reminded of the scale of road death and how 
many more pedestrians and motorcyclists, as well as car occupants, are killed in crashes, and thus 
the need for countermeasures that will benefit others. Cycle helmets do not help pedestrians nor do 
awareness campaigns on undertaking.  
 
4.3 Appropriate terminology 

We ask that you support our Crash not Accident campaign which calls for an end of a language of 
neglect and denialxii. Referring to ‘accidents’ implies an unavoidable mishap, or a minor event, 
whereas we know road death and injury to be preventable. Many MPs already appreciate the 
sensitivity around this issue and the need to use appropriate language. Just as it does not help to 
refer to cyclists being in collisions with cars or HGVs, when the reality is the cyclist has been run 
over, and is the only victim in the vast majority of cycle collisions. Likewise, Driving without Due 
Care is more constructive than using Careless. 
 
In conclusion, this inquiry is much appreciated as is the APPCG’s on-going commitment to making 
the roads safer and our justice system fairer for cyclists. RoadPeace looks forward to working with 
the APPCG on achieving this in 2013 and beyond, and we repeat our call for an inquiry into traffic 
law enforcement and justice. 
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