
APPENDIX E 

 
Estimated Effectiveness of Current/Ongoing Road Safety Measures 
 
E1. The effectiveness of measures to reduce casualties through drink driving 

publicity/education, engineering measures and improved standards of car 
secondary safety can at a national level be estimated with reasonable 
accuracy.  These measures are collectively known as the DESS measures 

 
E2. When producing casualty forecasts to support the 2010 national targets the 

Transport Research Laboratory (working for the DfT) estimated that between 
1983 and 1998 KSI casualties would have been 14.7%(-1.7%) higher if 
improved secondary safety had not been introduced into cars, 10.6%(8.9%) 
higher without drink/drive initiatives and 6.5%(6.5%) higher without road safety 
engineering measures.  Figures in brackets are the corresponding reductions 
for slight casualties and the estimated increase in slight casualties from 
secondary safety improvements is the result of a change in severity, from KSI 
to slight. 

 
E3. Further research at this time indicated that between 1985 and 1995 the 

combined DESS measures had been as effective as all of the other road safety 
initiatives combined in containing the growth of slight casualties, whilst for KSI 
casualties, the other initiatives had proved more effective.  Table E1 
demonstrated this point. 

 
 Casualty Rate Reduction, % Achieved  

 DESS Measures Other Measures 

KSI   

Motorways 13 45 

Urban A Roads 13 39 

Rural Roads 16 33 

Minor Roads 16 33 

   

Slight   

Motorways 3 2 

Urban A Roads 6 2 

Rural Roads 4 10 

Minor Roads 7 3 

Table E1. Estimates of the Reduction in (non motorcyclist) Casualty Rates 
Achieved Between 1985 and 1995. 

 
 
E4. Whilst similar/updated figures were not available to support the 2020 forecasts 

within the Strategic Framework for Road Safety, the DfT did nevertheless 
consider the impact of the DESS measures on the number of car occupants, 
pedestrians, pedal cyclists, motor cyclists and other road users between 1998 
and 2009.  As a result of this work the following table was published. 
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Casualty 
Severity 

Car 
Occupants 

Motor 
Cyclists 

Pedal 
Cyclists 

Pedestrians Others 

Killed 39% 5% 3% 11% 5% 

Serious 
Casualties 

24% 5% 3% 11% 5% 

Table E2. Estimated Effectiveness of Secondary Safety, Drink/Drive and  
Engineering Measures on 2020 Forecasts. 

 
E5. In producing the 2010 and 2020 forecasts no attempt to quantify the benefits of 

other road safety measures was made, it was simply assumed that such activity 
would continue at about the same level and that the production of reliable 
forecasts was therefore not dependent on knowing their impact. 

 
E6. When estimating the benefits of preventing injury accidents it is the average 

cost for injury accidents for built-up roads (non-motorway, 40mph or less) and 
non-built up roads (non-motorway, >40mph) that is used. This information is 
provided annually by the Government in the DfT’s Reported Road Casualties in 
Great Britain Annual Report. An extract from the latest report is provided below. 

 
 

 
Table E3: DfT Reported Road Casualties in Great Britain Annual Report 2017 

 
 
E7 Table E4 below shows the number of accidents saved as a result of 

implementing Local Safety Schemes (LSSs) up to 2015/16. This is based on an 
‘after’ monitoring period of a full three years. Where this data is not available 
(because schemes have been implemented more recently) the latest ‘after’ 
period has been used on a pro-rata basis in order to estimate the three year 
saving.    
 

E8 Following a review of how the County Council was to deliver casualty reduction 
schemes no schemes were completed during 2016/17. Whilst schemes were 
completed during 2017/18 (and are detailed in the main body of the report) 
meaningful performance data is not provided as these schemes have less than 
12 months ‘after’ monitoring data.  

 
  

134



             Table E4   *  data included in Leicestershire County Council annual Casualty Report 

 
E9 2015/16 saw a reduction to the road safety budget. 
 
  
 
 ‘Number of 

schemes’ trend: 

There has been a 
gradual decrease 
of the number of 
schemes 
implemented 
annually.  
 
This reflects an 
increasing difficulty 
in identifying 
schemes that can 
deliver sufficient 
value for money 
and the move 
towards 
implementing a 
smaller number of 
larger schemes, 
which meet wider 
objectives.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

‘Number of 
accidents saved 
annually’ trend: 

The overall trend 
shows a 
decreasing 
number of 
accidents saved. 
This may be due 
to:-  

 fewer sites 
with treatable 
accidents  

 schemes 
targeting a 
wider range of  
objectives (not 
just accident 
savings) 

Note: there are 
two years that 
show a statistical 
fluctuation, which 
is due to the 
specific nature of 
the schemes 
implemented in 
these years. 

 ‘Annual budget 
spend to save one 
accident’ trend: 

The overall trend 
shows an 
increasing cost.   
 
This may be due 
to: 

 the increased 
cost of larger 
schemes 

 fewer accidents 
saved 

 
 

 

Year of scheme Number of 
schemes 

Number of 
accidents saved 

annually 

Average budget 
spend to save one 

accident  

2006/7 * 35 34 £22,058 

2007/8 * 19 76 £11,184 

2008/9 * 14 27 £27,777 

2009/10 * 10 16 £46,785 

2010/11 * 8 19 £39,473 

2011/12 15 55 £13,636 

2012/13 11 29 £25,862 

2013/14 9 21 £35,714 

2014/15 11 17 £44,117 

2015/16 4 5 £22,000 

Totals 
 

136 299 £288,426 

Averages 17 34 £29,392 
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