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ANNEX 1

Objections Received

Ref
Respondent & Date
Synopsis of Comments
Comments by the Head of Transport  

1
Mr GC

Stanford-in-the-Vale

16 Nov

(email)
OCC has repeatedly admitted that had it not been for the accident on 28 May 2005 it would not have been looking at making any changes to the Eastern Bypass. It is wrong and an abuse of power, to make changes in response to a single incident, regardless of how tragic, especially when the police investigation into the accident is still ongoing.

OCC data for the Ring Road has shown that the section of the A34 on the ring road has had a higher number of accidents. This is despite part of its length being reduced to 50mph in March 1997. This proves that speed limits are not the panacea the council believes them to be. A number of other 50mph limits imposed by the council have seen the number of accidents increase substantially. Indeed, the accident record for 50mph limits in Oxfordshire has shown that the council uses them in a hap hazard manner, and the supposed benefit has no basis in fact.

Additionally, the sections of the A423 and A44 that form part of the ORR have an accident rate, mile-for-mile, twice that of the A4142. This clearly indicates that there are more important roads the council should be looking to take action on, and further proves that the council is responding to a single incident rather than accident history.
We place 5 new 50 limits per year and this route was a strong contender irrespective of the major accident.

A34 is not within the County Council’s jurisdiction. 50 limit on A34 has reduced speeds. Accidents have increased on some 50 limits which is statistically to be expected but accidents overall have fallen (statistically) significantly.

Suitability for a 50 limit depends on route length and nature of accidents.

2
Mr SC

Thame

17 Nov

(email)
No justification for this reduction other than political. Used the bypass regular as a driver since 1968 and at no time has this stretch of road been any more dangerous than it ever has been. It requires a barrier not a political speed limit. 

 

This has nothing to do with road safety. Inappropriate speed limits will be ignored. Business users have enough delays around Oxford and the county from the previous administration without the current Oxfordshire County Council imposing more. 
50 limits have been shown to reduced casualties (statistically) significantly when complemented by additional measures such as those proposed for this route.

3
Mr BD

Goring

1 Nov

(email)
The accident was tragic and it is outrageous that OCC should try to use it for political gain.  No indication that excess speed was involved. Very few if any of the reductions we have had from National Speed Limit to 50mph in the county can be justified on safety grounds.

If there is a genuine problem on the bypass then spend money and solve it properly with engineering. Speed limits will not work here. Longs for a day when OCC really does have road safety and the interests of all road users at the heart of its traffic agenda.  
See comments at 2 above.

4
Mr & Mrs

G&H D

6 Nov

(email)
Was it something you copied or read in the anti car local government gazette, you know, Monkey see, Monkey does.

 

Why not bring back the Horse and Cart, that's safe and slow, plus look how green you could claim to be. You should deal with real issues, like extortionate council tax bills, vandalism and reducing the burden of social handouts. Get real jobs and earn the UK some money instead of costing us loads. 
Difficult to comment.

5
Mr MG

16 Nov

(email)
I understand this is due to the recent accident in which an overloaded car crashed. I can see no justification in reducing the limit as a consequence of this accident. It will not influence those who wish to travel with more passengers than their vehicle is designed to carry.

This road is a wide dual carriageway with good visibility over long distances. Pedestrians and cyclists are catered for with a separate lane beyond the verge of the road. A reduction in speed limit will cause increased journey times for thousands of road users and will not resolve the cause of this accident. Instead it encourages frustrated drivers to overtake slow moving vehicles at possibly more dangerous locations. On a wide, unimpeded and straight dual carriageway with no buildings fronting the road there is no possible justification for a reduction in limit.
See comments at 2 above.

Will only make minimal difference to journey times, more likely to make smoother flow.

6
Mr RG

2 Nov

(email)
No justification especially as the council's own figures show other roads in the area as having a higher "accident" rate. The council had no plans to introduce this limit until the crash which happened 28 May 2005, however, there have been no conclusions as to the cause of this crash (or indeed at which speeds the vehicles were traveling at) so how can lowering the speed limit be justified? There have been no complaints of an environmental nature so again there is no support for this limit. To impose such a change without good reason and without having the full details of the crash which has instigated this move is clearly an ill-considered action.

OCC appears to believe that all crashes are caused by speed however the official government figures show this to be incorrect (Ref TRL Report No. 323). No basis for introducing a lower speed limit on this road. Need more traffic police and improved driving standards, why doesn't the council concentrate more efforts in these directions? 
See comments at 2 above.

Correct – but speed is a significant factor in many accidents and reducing speeds will reduce casualties.

We do seek to influence these aspects.



7
Mr JM

Kidlington

24 Nov

(email)
Objects strongly and asks what justification OCC has for making this proposal.


See comments at 2 above.

8
Mr RP

30 October

(email)
Reduced speed limit is completely unnecessary because the road has good visibility for the present speed limit. It has a good safety record, and reducing the speed limit would not help the traffic to flow as it does at present.
See comments at 2 above.

9
Mrs T-C

Oxford

23 Nov

(email)
Objects to the proposal
See comments at 2 above.
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