PACTS’ response to TSRGD consultation 2014

About PACTS and this response

PACTS is an associate parliamentary group. It has members from both Houses of Parliament and
around 100 member organisations from outside parliament which support its charitable objective
“To protect human life through the promotion of transport safety for the public benefit".

PACTS is pleased to respond to the DfT’s consultation on the Traffic Signs and Regulations General

Directive 2015. In compiling this response we have consulted those members of PACTS most
interested in the proposed changes to TSRGD, drawing in the expertise in our Road Environment
Working Party. On some consultation questions we found general agreement whilst on others there
were differing views. This response therefore represents the view of PACTS. Certain responses may
not represent the views of all members, some of whom will have made their own submissions to the
consultation. PACTS's chief concern in deciding which questions to respond to and how to respond
has been road safety. The majority of our comments relate to sign illumination, traffic signals and
pedestrian crossings. Questions and numbers below are those in Annex B of the consultation
document.

Q1 - Flexibility

Agree

Broadly speaking PACTS welcomes the proposed changes to TSRGD in terms of the new flexibility it

will provide to local authorities and others in the design and use of traffic signs. We believe that the
flexibility will be helpful by allowing for variations in local conditions and new requirements, such as
improved infrastructure for cycling, while reducing pressures on and potential delays at the centre.

However, greater flexibility is not without its risks. We have a concern that this could have the
consequence of adding to the burden on local authority road safety teams which are already
suffering from severe reductions in funding and staff. Each local authority will be required to draw
up its own signs policy, setting out its approach and justifying any local variations. In some local
authorities staff may not have the capacity to take on the new tasks or to exercise the freedoms with
adequate resource or expertise. A related aspect is that road safety audits will now involve a greater
degree of judgement. Whilst this may be helpful — a better design solution may result — it again
requires greater expertise on the part of the auditor. A further risk is that lawyers acting for road
users charged with a traffic offence or involved in a crash may see this as an opportunity to
challenge local authorities or safety auditors.

PACTS recommends that the DfT carefully monitors the application of the new TSRGD and its
consequences, particularly the safety outcomes. We believe DfT should report on this annually. If
adverse consequences are apparent, DfT must act. Providing greater flexibility to local authorities
does not absolve DfT of responsibility for the consequences.

It is also important that the DfT produces the supporting Traffic Signs Manual and Guidance as
soon as possible.


https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/310060/consultation-document.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/310060/consultation-document.pdf

Q2 - Sign illumination

Q2A - Disagree

PACTS believes that illuminating signs within 20 mph limits/zones should in principle be a matter for
local authority judgement. However many residential roads are poorly illuminated and may even
have the lights turned off during the night. Increasingly local authorities are switching off street
lights to save money and carbon emissions and these decisions are not always coordinated with road
safety priorities. Not all vehicles (for example, TWMVs and pedal cycles) have adequate lights
especially during switch off periods so we would argue for lighting safety critical signs.

Q2B - Disagree
The lighting of two-way traffic ahead signs should remain.

Q3 - Reducing sign clutter

Q3A-No

Many signs in urban areas are lost in the general clutter especially in shopping streets where there is
a lot of sign competition. By providing flexibility and good design advice the TSRGD can help local
authorities decide which signs are critical and which are not and where they may best be positioned.

Q4 - Changes to yellow line restrictions (parking and waiting)

PACTS welcomes the proposal to do away with the requirement for a Traffic Order for each change
to yellow lines. This should reduce the burden on local authorities. However, PACTS is concerned
that without these TOs local authorities may no longer have an adequate inventory of the current
restrictions. Local authorities should be strongly encouraged to consult locally on a proportionate
basis and to keep inventories up to date. Failure to do so may leave them open to legal challenge
with consequences for the enforcement of safety-critical parking restrictions.

The change to parking and loading bays is welcomed to allow greater flexibility if it leads to greater
understanding by the public.

Q5 - Measure to improve cycling facilities
The proposals in this section led to the greatest number of comments by PACTS Members with
differing views being expressed at times, particularly on the proposed shared-use crossing.

In general PACTS is supportive of the need to provide local authorities with additional flexibility in
the provision of cycle facilities and to remove the need for a traffic order when providing them so
that they may be provided more expeditiously.

Shared use crossings are a more controversial concept with our cycling members being broadly in
favour whilst our traffic management members being more cautious, especially in terms of clarity of
resolution of conflicts between cyclists wishing to cross (i.e. turn left or right) the pedestrian
movement once approaching or across the crossing.

There is a general concern regarding consistency in design between the zebra type crossing and the
separate cycle priority crossing.

Trials of cycle streets are welcomed.



Detailed comments on signs and other cycling proposals have been submitted separately by our
members representing cyclists.

Q6 - Traffic signals and pedestrian crossings

6A - Yes.

It was the intention of the DfT to phase out Pelican crossings in the 1990s. This has happened in
many but not all local authorities. Consequently there is now a mix of pedestrian crossing types in
the UK which can be confusing for pedestrians. TRL research has concluded that Puffin crossings
have a better safety record than Pelicans. DfT officials and ministers seem to have accepted these
findings but — to date — have left matters to the judgement of the local authorities. PACTS does not
suggest that all pelican crossings are unsafe or should be removed but has opposed the installation
of pelican crossings at new sites, particularly with multi-lane approaches. PACTS does not necessarily
endorse the puffin crossing - it may not be appropriate at busy sites — and other crossing types,
including Ped X and countdown facilities, are being used more widely. In general, the ability to
include far side signals is considered to be important if pelicans are to be removed.

Q7 - Boundary signs

No response — not applicable.
Q8 - Tourist signs

Yes

We do not have strong views on this as it is not a safety matter except to say that sign clutter is
endemic in some areas as commercial and tourist destinations vie for ‘business’ from passing
motorists. A clear definition would assist local authorities in resting pressure for unwarranted signs.

Q9 - Guildford rules

Yes.
This would improve simplification. It is questionable whether motorists understand the subtlety.

Q10 -Expand the use of exceptions to ‘no entry’ signs

Yes.

Road users generally understand prohibitive signs better than the positive blue signs. PACTS is
therefore generally in favour of increasing exceptions to prohibitions provided that safety is not
undermined. Local authorities should retain the flexibility to use blue signs where they are well
understood.

Q11 - Exception plate

See answer to Q10.

Q12 - Enforcement cameras
We do not see the need for a sign saying who is operating cameras.

Q13 - Schedules

No comment.



