Community Speedwatch & Speed Management
Introduction

One of largest contributory factors associated with injury collisions is excessive speed. There is overwhelming evidence from studies
 that higher speeds mean more crashes. Driving at 25% above the average speed of those around you increases the risk of being involved in an injury crash by a factor of five; and that’s only 37mph when everyone else is travelling at 30mph. A 1mph increase in speed is associated with a 10-14% increased risk of being involved in a fatal collision. Research
 has shown that speeding traffic was rated as a significantly greater problem than all other anti-social behaviours, with 43% of the population regarding speeding traffic as a ‘very’ or ‘fairly big’ problem in their area. 85% of respondents felt travelling immediately above the speed limit on residential roads was unacceptable behaviour.
History

Thames Valley Police has long been associated with a robust speed management regime being one of the first forces nationally, with the then three counties, to introduce speed cameras in the early 90s. Since then it has continued its work and in 2000 it became one of the pilots for the ‘hypothecation’ scheme, the safety camera partnership, evolving into the wider Thames Valley Safer Roads Partnership in 2007 following central government funding changes. 
In 2003 Thames Valley was one of the first forces to set up a Speed Awareness diversion scheme which is now the largest nationally.

In 2004, as the result of the National Reassurance pilot in Burghfield & Greenham, the forerunner of Neighbourhood Policing, those outside of Roads Policing began to become aware of the demands for greater speed controls in communities. This was set against the constraints that had been imposed, as a result of political pressure, upon camera partnership enforcement which required a high level of casualties before enforcement could take place which completely missed the very real concerns of residents. In response to the demands of the reassurance pilot for enforcement & speed control the Community SpeedWatch was developed by Roads Policing.
With the advent of Neighbourhood Policing it was clear that many areas, having established speed as a priority, were setting about solving the problem in a piecemeal and fragmented fashion. In an attempt to coordinate and reduce efforts the Roads Policing Speed Toolbox website
 was set up to assist neighbourhood officers to establish the scale of the problem and select the appropriate response. Where this has been adopted it has worked well but many NAGs have chosen to work in isolation. The Safer Roads Partnership is the repository of all data information regarding collision data, speed monitoring data and speed activity data.
Community SpeedWatch

Born out of the National Reassurance Pilot, Community SpeedWatch is about empowering local communities to solve their own speed problem or in some cases to prove they do not have a speed problem. The concept is to have a partnership approach involving the local highway authority
, local community & police. In order to give SpeedWatch some teeth, roadside community individuals record the details of vehicles which are indicated on a roadside speed indicator
 to be exceeding the limit above the ACPO minimum limit (35 in a 30 limit); these details are then passed to a TVP volunteer to check PNC and enter details onto the force-wide SpeedWatch database which automatically generates warning letters & on subsequent hits passes details to Roads Policing for more formal intervention. The concept is good but due to apathy within some authorities and LPAs the take up rate has been extremely disappointing in the last 3 years. 

The hierarchal approach to speed management adopted within Thames Valley is built upon a partnership approach through the Thames Valley Safer Roads Partnership, the 9 Highway Authorities, Roads Policing, road safety Special Constables, Neighbourhood Policing and local communities. It should ensure the appropriate equipment and effort is directed according to the scale of the casualty problem and the potential to compromise road safety. This should not be done in isolation and must be evidenced based. The generic Thames Valley protocols are attached
 and cover many of the issues relevant to community schemes
The Buckinghamshire Scheme

Roads Policing negotiated with Buckinghamshire County Council to adopt SpeedWatch countywide following a successful pilot at Swanbourne. With BCC participation they were able to coordinate a countywide roll-out of the scheme and organise equipment
 procurement, training & Health & Safety training for the Parish volunteers. It was agreed that PCSOs would be used to  supplement the H&S training, particularly with regard to assessment of individual sites.
At the same time Buckinghamshire Neighbourhood Policing were experiencing the surge in speed concerns being raised through the NAGs and worked closely with BCC & RPD to develop a tripartite approach to address the speed issues in an evidenced & coordinated problem solving manner. This involved the purchase of their own speed indication devices, supplemented by SIDs loaned by BCC, for use under the direction & control of the various NSOs. The NAG Inspector
 has taken an active role in developing their scheme and has organised training inputs for NSOs & PCSOs to ensure a common approach to evidence gathering and activity.
The scheme, together with supporting initiatives, within Buckinghamshire County Council and the BCU has developed into what I consider to be best practice.
The question of roadside liabilities has been raised and in some areas considered to be a block to the establishment of Community SpeedWatch. BCC consider that the usual £5m public liability cover for roadside activity provided by the Parish Council is sufficient. TVP insurers consider
 that our own public liability is sufficient to cover the use of the equipment whilst it is under our direction and control; should Parishes borrow police procured equipment then a form of indemnity should be signed to cover damage & loss but without police control will need their own public liability cover.    
Conclusion

There is no doubt that speed will continue to feature in the vast majority of NAGs and it will not go away. In order to address the local concerns a partnership approach is required to prevent isolated, piecemeal and duplicated efforts. The Buckinghamshire scheme, whilst still in its formative stages, goes a long way to supply a fit-for-purpose product that meets those challenges and I would recommend its adoption as a sound basis to develop schemes in other areas.

Malcolm Collis

Roads Policing

8th April 2008 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix 1

SpeedWatch Protocols

The SpeedWatch Scheme has been developed by the police and local highway authorities with the intention of providing a low level speed solution to a low level speed problem and forms part of the ‘toolbox’ approach developed by the Roads Policing Operational Command Unit (RP) in response to emerging demands flowing from the expansion of Neighbourhood Policing (NP).

The complete toolbox is available for those of you with access to the TVP LAN on the RP or NP pages –

http://onlineview/roadpolicing1/neighbourhoodpolicing/index.htm
and requests for help or information can be sent to:

NeighbourhoodSpeedSolutions@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk 

In simple terms, SpeedWatch works by having neighbourhood volunteers manning a roadside speed device from which the volunteers can record a vehicle’s speed. The registration details of those vehicles recorded as speeding are noted. At some stage a ‘police volunteer’ will attend a local police station and obtain owner details off the Police National Computer. Details are then entered onto the TVP standalone SpeedWatch database – a ‘no hit’ will automatically produce a first warning letter; a 2nd or 3rd hit will produce a final warning and the matter will pass via e mail to Roads Policing for targeting. 

CONSIDERATIONS

1. Parishes and Neighbourhood Action Groups must adhere to the adopted scheme agreed by the Local Authority, Police & Parish/Neighbourhood Action Group.

2. Acquisition and coordination of the Speed Devices (e.g. SID, SDR etc) - these may be funded by various means, for example, Neighbourhood Action Groups, Parishes, etc. but it is important that each Local Authority knows what is in use in its area – there may also be economies of scale when it comes to purchase and a single device type across the whole authority area would be extremely beneficial to all.

3. For legal, health and safety and personal safety no Home Office Type Approved speed detection devices will be used 

4. Where the device is a display type device it must be of a type that does NOT display the actual speed of individual vehicles passing 

5. Minimum trigger speed of the device to be set no lower than the TVP/ACPO minimum level of 35mph. Should level of non-compliance be too large to manage at this speed the trigger speed can be increased and the level of violation feed back to TVP via

NeighbourhoodSpeedSolutions@thamesvalley.pnn.police.uk for supplementary police enforcement.

6. Sites will be subject to a risk assessment before use by suitably trained individuals.

7. Checks may be supplemented by Local Authority approved temporary ‘SpeedWatch’ warning signs

8. Neighbourhood volunteers to be selected by local parish and suitably briefed in;

a. Roadside health and safety

b. Personal safety

c. Safe site selection

d. Use and care of the device

e. Safe parking of their vehicles

f. Non-obstruction of any footpaths etc.

g. Recording of ‘offence details’ on check form

i. Vehicle registration and colour as a minimum with make and model only if certain – if the subsequent police check does not tally the registration number with the supplied details the incident will not be entered onto the database

ii. A minimum of 2 volunteers will witness each incident and both will verify the registration mark and vehicle details to prevent warning letters being sent to the wrong owner (consider use of Dictaphones – but cameras must not be used)

iii. Time & date

iv. Location and direction of travel

v. Location speed limit

vi. Speed recorded

vii. Any other useful information in the event of a ‘challenge’

h. Check Record form to be sent/given to ‘Police Volunteer’

9. Confirmation, by the Local Authority or Parish, of the provision of adequate public liability insurance cover for roadside working by the volunteers 

10. Identification of a suitable ‘Police Volunteer’ by the Parish; if appropriate, Police Volunteer could cover more than one SpeedWatch scheme. Consideration needs to be given to state of eyesight, memory retention, etc.

11. Vetting, interviewing, selecting, recruiting and training the ‘Police Volunteer’ will be done by TVP

12. The Police Volunteer will check the supplied vehicle details on the Police National Computer but these details will not be divulged outside of the police.

13. Details of the vehicle, vehicle owner and ‘offence’ details will be entered on the TVP database. The Police Volunteer must be convinced that the vehicle seen matches that on PNC – where there is any doubt details will not be entered onto the database.

a. In the event of this being the first record against that vehicle – a first warning letter will be automatically produced by the system

b. On the second and third occasion of that vehicle being recorded on this database anywhere in Thames Valley in the last three years, a final warning letter will be sent unless records show a change of owner since the last date of record creation, and;

c. The system will e mail RP Specialist Units, Bicester details of the final warning

d. The final warning will be passed to the local Road Safety Constable for appropriate action.

e. Where the PNC check throws up others matters such as no documents etc. this should be passed immediately to RP Specialist Units, Bicester for police action. In the case of urgent matters refer to any police officer.

14. Letters have a PO Box address and e mail address but no other identification to prevent any personal welfare issues for those involved and RPD at Specialist Units, Bicester (The PO Box) will handle any subsequent complaints or challenges.

15. TVP will supply any statistical data held within the database to appropriate persons on request.

These protocols are subject to change as scheme develops and, by agreement, to meet local needs.
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Appendix 2

-----Original Message-----
From: Goddard Shaun B 
Sent: 18 February 2008 15:55
To: Jones Anne
Cc: Duval Wendy
Subject: RE: Bucks BCU - speeding - use of SIDs - insurance indemnity agreement for NAG members
Anne,
 
Yes I do remember the conversations!
 
It all sounds very positive as a way forward as I know that some of these initiatives had stalled in different areas of the force because of these issues.
 
I think you have identified the main issues regarding the insurance:
 
· Protection of the equipment in case of damage/loss. 

 
· Protection of the users. 

 
· Protection against damage/loss to third parties caused by the equipment users. 

 
The systems/controls that you have set up for Bucks BCU address all the issues regarding the NAGs and their use of SIDs because at all times they would be under our direction and control.
 
With regards to the Parish Councils I think that what you propose is a reasonable starting point in the negotiations.  I think that we would be looking to the Parish Councils to prove in the form of an insurance certificate or sign an indemnity that they will be responsible for the repair or replacement of any damaged equipment.
 
It is the liability issue that is slightly more problematic.  I don’t think that TVP would want to extend our liability cover to include the Parish Councils, especially as it could be quite easy for an insurer to argue that as a separate official organisation they are not under our “direction and control.”  If as you have stated that these organisations have their own Public liability policies (with limits of £5m) then this would cover their own actions when using our equipment.  
 
It is where the organisation that wishes to borrow the equipment doesn’t have adequate Public Liability insurance that it becomes an issue.  We could possibly extend our cover, but TVP has an excess of £1.2m per claim and I would be concerned to extend our cover where the control element is quite removed.
 
In summary, therefore, I don’t have a particular problem with lending out the equipment as long as the borrower gives TVP an undertaking, through an indemnity agreement, that they would be responsible for any damage/loss caused.
 
I wouldn’t recommend extending our cover (even if this were possible) to cover the actions of the users of the equipment.  Whilst TVP does have to insist that the borrower has adequate insurance I would recommend extending the indemnity to state that TVP has no liability for any claims that arise by the organisation using the equipment.  I attach our general indemnity agreement.
 
The insurance of these “multi agency” activities is something that is becoming more and more relevant as joint operations and neighbourhood policing increase.  I recognise that current arrangements have their inadequacies as they tend to put up barriers to activity or push the liability to one organisation or the other.  There are moves within the industry to create multi agency insurance packages and this is something that we are actively going to examine.  I have raised it with my colleagues in the South east and Eastern Insurance consortium as an item that we should actively examine so the future situation may well change!
 
Hope this helps.
 
Kind Regards
 
Shaun GODDARD
Management Accountant
Corporate Finance Department















� Transport Research Laboratory 


� Reading University: Prof F. McKenna & Dr D. Poulter 2006 – British Crime Survey


� see � HYPERLINK "http://onlineview/roadpolicing1/neighbourhoodpolicing/index.htm" ��http://onlineview/roadpolicing1/neighbourhoodpolicing/index.htm�


� The 2 county councils & the 7 unitary authorities


� Chosen in preference to enforcement devices that have legal & welfare issues


� See Appendix 1 for protocols


� BCC selected SDRs in preference to SIDs for a number of reasons


� Inspector Anne Jones


� See Appendix 2 for Insurance clarification





