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Mark Magee Esq. 

Head of Speed Management Branch

Road Safety Division

Department for Transport

Zone 2/13, Great Minster House

76 Marsham Street

London SW1P 4DR

Dear Mr. Magee,

I am most grateful for your timely and helpful letter of 10th December, confirming as it does that you and the DfT continue to refuse to correct the many errors which I have brought to your attention over the past 13 months.

While I accept that my letters to Dr. Ladyman and Mrs. Dunwoody to which you refer contained no new data, I am surprised that you appear oblivious to one new point I did raise, the Perjury Act 1911, and in particular Section 5 relating to:

"False statutory declarations and other false statements without oath” which sets out the criminal penalties that apply to anyone who “knowingly and wilfully makes (otherwise than on oath) a statement false in a material particular”  “in an abstract, account, balance sheet, book, certificate, declaration, entry, estimate, inventory, notice, report, return, or other document which he is authorised or required to make, attest, or verify….”

I have also drawn the attention of those involved in this debacle to their statutory duty of care under Common Law and Acts of Parliament to members of the public, and the penalties that may be applied to those whose actions or failures to act adversely affect those members of the public.

As this is an open letter, I set out below so for the benefit of new readers the remaining serious discrepancies which your letter confirms that you still refuse to address.

Before doing so however I wish to point out that in your letter to me dated 17th January 2007 (delayed as you told me by the involvement of your lawyers) you stated that “the Department does not accept that misleading information was contained in the memorandum”. Yet on 23rd April 200, following receipt of the Freedom of Information data I had copied to him, you and the Transport Select Committee, Dr. Stephen Ladyman MP, (then still Roads Minister) wrote to the Committee admitting that the 1st year cost of the camera was not £7,500 but £40,000 and that the £14,000 figure was for two signs not one. On that basis he then stated that the cost effectiveness figure for the camera was not the 12.0 originally claimed but 2.3 (12.0 x 7.5/40) and that the cost effectiveness figure for signs was not the 10.6 originally claimed but 21.3 (10.6 x 14/7). 

What he was careful to avoid stating in plain terms, but what was – or should have been – obvious to anyone of the meanest intellect -  that these figures combine to show that speed cameras, far from being 12% more cost effective than signs (a wholly trivial advantage in any case) are more than 9 times less cost effective. I note that although you and your Department have been fully aware of these corrections since last April, neither you nor anyone else has apologised to me for denying in January that the original figures were wrong. I note too that neither you nor anyone else has as yet been prepared to act on the inescapable evidence that money spent on signs instead of cameras would eliminate far more deaths and injuries.
For the benefit of new readers, as I said, these are the further discrepancies which you still refuse to address, despite their clear implications for life and limb on our roads:

(1) Dr. Ladyman’s figure of £40,000 for the 1st year costs of the camera fails to include the costs of the penalty system, either as it existed at that time in the mid 1990s, or as it has been since Camera Partnerships were set up from 2000 and is therefore significantly understated. In reality the 4th annual report provides figures showing average costs of £52,000 pa (£100m/1,900 cameras approx)

(2) Having confirmed what I had pointed out, that the £14,000 figure for 1st year sign was actually for two signs. Dr. Ladyman adjusted the cost effectiveness figure of signs by that same factor of 2 from the original 10.6 to 21.3. When I pointed out to him and the Select Committee that this adjustment was unnecessary and the figure of 21.3 now on your records is therefore wrong even on its own terms, they ignored me. When I pointed out the same to you, you denied that this was an error, on the wholly preposterous grounds that the data available failed to identify separately the number of accidents eliminated by each of the two signs.

As your understanding of arithmetic appears to be extremely limited even by what in my day were 11+ standards, let alone by the qualifications I would have thought necessary to achieve your present position – I note your refusal to tell me what your qualifications are – I will explain the point again as simply and clearly as I can:

The cost effectiveness of cameras or signs may be expressed as C/(R x K) where C was the cost, R the reduction in accidents and K (a constant) your Department’s valuation of the average cost of accidents. The number N of signs installed for the total cost C plays no part whatever in the calculation, and it therefore makes no difference whatever to the bottom line whether the £14,000 pays for 1 sign at £14,000, 2 signs at £7,000 or 14,000 signs at £1. No one in his right mind could deny that - yet not only did Dr. Ladyman make that stupid mistake, not only did the Committee fail to spot it, but you flatly denied that the adjustment was mistaken – and did so on the most preposterous grounds.

(3) No cost accountant in his right mind would compare cost effectiveness of cameras and signs that have an useful life of at least 10 years on the basis of the 1st year costs alone (nor for that matter on 10 year old data for only 1 site of each type). The figures I obtained and copied to you show that the average annual cost of a speed camera is of the order of £50,000 but that the average annual cost of a signs (£6,000 to install, £250 p.a. to maintain) amortised over 10 years is less than £1,000 p.a. –yet (as even the DfT now admits) signs are more effective! The real comparison of the annual cost of the a camera and a sign that should have been used was therefore neither the original £40,000/£14,000 nor the amended £40,000/£7,000 but £50,000/£1,000 or at least 50 to 1 advantage for a sign. 

(4) The reduction in accidents at the camera site was from 29 to 18 over 5 years, 2.2 p.a. or 38%. The reduction in accidents at the sign site was from 31 in 10 years to NIL in 3 years – 3.1 p.a. or 100%. Properly to compensate for the higher initial accident level at the camera site, the comparison that should have been used was (100/38) in favour of signs, i.e. 2.6 to 1, not the (3.1/2.2) i.e. 1.4 to 1 that was used. This error skewed the bottom line in favour of cameras by 85%.  Yet you still choose to ignore it.

The overall effect of correcting the camera cost from £7,500 to £50,000, the sign cost from £14,000 to £1,000 and the accident ratio from 2.2/3.1 to 38/100 is to change the cost effectiveness comparison from 12% in favour of cameras to more than 70 to 1 in favour of signs. This inescapable means that £50,000 p.a. spent on 50 signs would eliminate more than 70 times as many accidents and injuries as £50,000 spent on a single camera.

 How can you sleep at night?

Yours sincerely,

Idris Francis

