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Purpose of the Report: 

This report presents a new policy which sets out the criteria and process that will be followed 

for investment in new safety cameras. This includes average speed, spot speed, red-light and 

combination cameras. While road casualty hotspots will remain the top priority, the policy also 

sets out the criteria for the use of safety cameras at other locations where there might not 

have been such a high level of collisions, but where excess speeds, congestion or air quality 
are a concern for the community.  

The successful application of this policy will reduce road collisions and the congestion 

associated with them, and therefore improve journey time reliability. It will also reduce the lost 

economic output from those killed or injured in road collisions, both of which will support the 
strategic priority area growing a sustainable economy. The successful use of safety 

cameras will also help to tackle health inequality by reducing road death and injury, and by 

improving air quality. It will also enable a greener future by reducing carbon emissions from 

road transport, and by reducing speeding that can otherwise be a barrier to more walking, 
push scooting and cycling. The policy also empowers communities by allowing the use of 

cameras at locations to lower speeds where this is associated with concerns over air quality 

and congestion, even if they have a lower level of collisions.  

Recommendations:  

It is recommended that Cabinet: 

1. Approve the policy on the use of safety cameras in Surrey presented in Annex 1. 

Reason for Recommendations: 

Higher vehicle speeds increase the risk of collisions. Also, the higher the speed the more 

severe the consequences are likely to be. Safety cameras have proven to be a very effective 

intervention to reducing casualties at the worst casualty hotspots where speeding or failure to 

comply with red traffic signals have been part of the problem.  

In more recent years there has been greater use of average speed cameras as these can 

encourage greater compliance with the speed limit over a longer stretch of road compared 

with spot speed cameras. The policy presented here will ensure that safety cameras will 
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continue to be deployed effectively in Surrey to reduce road collisions. It also allows for 

deployment at other locations to reduce the impact of speeding traffic in local communities 

where there might be concerns over air quality, noise pollution and congestion. It will also free 

up police officer enforcement resources to be deployed to tackle other locations.  

Executive Summary: 

Introduction 

1. Management of vehicle speeds is a key part of improving road safety, and safety 

cameras (speed and red-light cameras) have been operating in Surrey since the 

1990s. Historically their use has been prioritised at casualty hotspots, and they have 

proven to be very effective in helping to reduce the number of casualties by 

encouraging greater compliance with the speed limit and deterring red light jumping.  

 

2. In more recent years, there has been greater use of average speed cameras as 

these can encourage greater compliance with the speed limit over a longer stretch of 

road compared with spot speed cameras. Anecdotally, road users appear to be more 

supportive of the use of average speed cameras, and several communities have 

lobbied for them on the roads where they live. 

 

3. Consequently, Surrey County Council’s leadership, Surrey’s Police and Crime 

Commissioner and Chief Constable are keen to expand the use of average speed 

cameras and spot speed cameras in Surrey beyond their current deployment only at 

the worst casualty hotspots. This is because as well as reducing the risk and severity 

of road collisions, improved compliance with the speed limit can also help to reduce 

air and noise pollution, and supports more active travel (walking, push scooting and 

cycling), both of which are important to improving the health and wellbeing of 

residents and contributes to the Council’s commitment to tackling climate change. 

Therefore, this report presents a new policy (Annex 1) which sets out the criteria and 

process that will be followed for investment in new safety cameras.  

 

4. It should be noted that the Department for Transport have advised that they will be 

issuing guidance to local authorities in the coming months on how they can apply to 

Government to obtain powers to enforce moving traffic offences (such as yellow box 

junctions, motor-vehicle prohibitions, and banned turns). However, this will not 

include speeding or red-light violations - these will remain as criminal offences, 
enforceable only by the police.  

Effectiveness of Speed Cameras 

5. In the UK, a national safety camera programme was introduced between 2000 and 

2004, and an evaluation report on the four-year programme was published in 

December 2005. At the time of writing the report was available via the following link: 

speedcamerareport.co.uk. In summary, it was concluded that:  

 
 Vehicle speeds were down – surveys showed that vehicle speeds at speed 

camera sites had dropped by around 6% following the introduction of cameras. At 

new sites, there was a 31% reduction in vehicles breaking the speed limit. At 

fixed sites, there was a 70% reduction and at mobile sites there was a 18% 

reduction. Overall, the proportion of vehicles speeding excessively (i.e. 15mph 

more than the speed limit) fell by 91% at fixed camera sites, and 36% at mobile 

camera sites.  
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 Both casualties and deaths were down – after allowing for the long-term trend 

there was a 22% reduction in personal injury collisions at sites after cameras 

were introduced. Overall, 42% fewer people were killed or seriously injured. At 

camera sites, there was also a reduction of over 100 fatalities per annum (32% 

fewer). There were 1,745 fewer people killed or seriously injured and 4,230 fewer 

personal injury collisions per annum in 2004. There was an association between 

reductions in speed and reductions in personal injury collisions.  

 There was a positive cost-benefit of around 2.7:1 (i.e. a saving of £2.70 for 

every £1 spent). In the fourth year, the benefits to society from the avoided 

injuries were in excess of £258m compared to enforcement costs of around 

£96m.  

 The public supported the use of safety cameras for targeted enforcement. 

This was evidenced by public attitude surveys, both locally and at a national 

level. 

6. In 2016, the RAC Foundation published a national evaluation of average speed 

cameras. At the time of writing, the report was available via this link: 

Average_speed_camera_effectiveness 2016.pdf. In summary it was concluded that: 

“The research shows quite clearly that the implementation of average speed cameras 

in the locations that have been assessed in this report has had the effect of reducing 

injury collisions, and especially those of a higher severity. Even taking into account 

other influencing factors, the reductions are large and statistically significant.” 

 

7. Monitoring of the number of casualties at camera sites in Surrey confirms that they 

have contributed to substantial reductions in casualties at the locations where they 

have been introduced. This is summarised below and compares the number of 

casualties in the three years prior to implementation of each individual camera with 

the most recent three years (to the end of April 2021):  

 
 Average speed cameras: there are a total of ten schemes in the county, six of 

which are on county council roads and four of which are on Highways England 

roads. Of the six county council schemes, one is too recent to measure it’s 

effectiveness (having been installed in January 2021). Of the five county council 

schemes for which there has been a sufficient “after” monitoring period there was 

a reduction in casualties of 63%  

 Spot speed cameras: 16 sites, 36% reduction in casualties.  

 Red light cameras: 8 sites, 55% reduction in casualties. 

 Combined speed and red-light cameras: 5 sites, 38% reduction in casualties.  

Existing National Guidance on the Use of Speed Cameras 

8. Current national guidance is contained in the Department for Transport Circular 

1/2007 “Use Of Speed And Red-Light Cameras For Traffic Enforcement: Guidance 

On Deployment, Visibility And Signing”. This advocates prioritising resources at the 

sites that need the most attention based on a points-based system using data on 

collisions and speeds. It presents minimum criteria to be met before cameras would 
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be recommended. It also advocates the need to ensure camera sites are visible, 

conspicuous and well signed. However, it does not include guidance specifically on 

the use of average speed cameras as they were not in wide-spread use at the time of 

its publication. This 15-year old guidance is now considered outdated by many in the 

industry.  

 

9. More recent national guidance (for Scotland) was published in 2019: The Scottish 

Safety Camera Programme: Handbook of Rules and Guidance. This also contains 

some important principles on prioritising enforcement resources based on data on 

collisions and speeds, with additional weighting for severity of collision and 

involvement of vulnerable road users. The aim is to develop a long list and then 

prioritise new sites based on the data. It also advocates the need to ensure camera 

sites are visible, conspicuous and well signed. Although this guidance is not 

applicable in England, it is a helpful example of more recent guidance being used 
elsewhere in the UK. 

Key Principles of the Proposed New Surrey Policy 

10. The proposed policy for use in Surrey is contained within Annex 1. and this has been 

produced with reference to the national guidance described above, and in 

consultation with police colleagues, the Police and Crime Commissioner and the 

Cabinet Member for Transport and Infrastructure. The key features of the policy are 

that:  

 

 The application of the policy will be overseen by a safer roads partnership board 

consisting of the Cabinet Member for Transport and Infrastructure, The Police 

and Crime Commissioner and a senior representative of the police. 

 There will be two categories of speed enforcement camera sites: “core casualty 

reduction safety camera sites” and “community concern safety camera sites”. 

 Central funding from the safer roads partnership will be prioritised towards “core 

safety camera sites” with the greatest potential for reducing casualties. These will 

be selected using a points-based system weighted for severity of collision, and 

presence of vulnerable road users within the history of collisions at the site. There 

will also need to be confirmation that speeds are part of the problem using data 

from speed surveys.  

 Cameras will also be considered for “community concern” sites. These are 

defined as sites where there is a lower level of collisions, but where speeding 

traffic is a major concern of the local community.  

 Funding for community concern sites will not ordinarily be provided from the 

central budget of the safer roads partnership as this will be reserved for the “core 

safety camera sites” using the points-based criteria. Instead alternative sources 

of funding will be required. This might be from budgets allocated to local county 

councillors for highway improvements, Community Infrastructure Levy funds, or 

as part of major schemes for example. 

 Speed cameras will be used only as a last resort after engineering highway 

improvements to manage speeds have been considered first. This is because it is 
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a better use of public resources to manage speeds without an ongoing need to 

issue penalties and process offences enduringly. This principle will help to 

maintain public support for safety cameras as a road safety tool. 

 Enforcement cameras will not be introduced to enforce new lower speed limits 

that do not comply with the county council’s speed limit policy. If new lower speed 

limits were to be introduced that are unreasonably low without supporting 

engineering measures (and therefore not in accordance with the county council’s 

policy), then if enforcement was introduced it could result in large numbers of 

prosecutions. This could place an unreasonable burden on police offence 

processing and court prosecution resources. It could also provoke a public 

backlash if there were large numbers of prosecutions that many perceive to be 

unfair. This principle will help to maintain public support for safety cameras as a 

road safety tool.  

 Cameras will continue to be positioned to be visible, conspicuous and well-

signed. The aim is to improve compliance and reduce risk of collisions rather than 

issue penalties. This principle will help to maintain public support for safety 

cameras as a road safety tool. 

Consultation: 

11. The proposed policy has been produced in consultation with police colleagues, the 

Police and Crime Commissioner, and the Cabinet Member for Transport and 

Infrastructure.  

 

12. The policy was presented to the Communities, Environment and Highways Select 

Committee on 16 September so that their feedback could be taken into account when 

presenting the policy to Cabinet for final approval on 28 September. Given the date 

of the Select Committee meeting and it’s proximity to the Cabinet meeting, this 

feedback will be provided to the Cabinet Member verbally in advance of the Cabinet 
meeting, or included as a late sheet item for the Cabinet meeting.   

Risk Management and Implications: 

13. This policy has been created with reference to national guidance and uses data led 

criteria to prioritise locations that have suffered the worst history of collisions, and 

where speeding is confirmed as being excessive. This will ensure that the use of 

cameras will continue to have a positive impact on reducing collisions and tackling 

speeds at the locations which are suffering the worst problems. 

 

14. The policy also allows for the introduction of safety cameras at community concern 

sites where there is a lower level of collisions. However, it only does so in 

circumstances where speeding has been confirmed as a problem, and only after 

engineering solutions have been considered first. The policy also requires that 

camera enforcement is visible, conspicuous and well signed. These principles help to 

ensure continuing majority public support for safety cameras, and for them to 

continue to be seen correctly by most people as a road safety tool, rather than 

incorrectly as a “tax on the motorist”.  
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15. The cost of operating cameras will continue to be paid for by part of the fee offending 

drivers pay to attend rehabilitation schemes such as speed awareness courses, at no 

cost to the county council or police. The finances are administered by the police and 

include a reserve for contingency. The application of the policy is overseen by a 

partnership board consisting of the Police and Crime Commissioner, the Cabinet 
Member for Transport and Infrastructure, and a senior police representative.  

Financial and Value for Money Implications:  

16.  The Department for Transport publish the value of the prevention of collisions for 

use in cost benefit analysis annually. This includes the lost economic output of those 

involved in collisions, the cost of health care and rehabilitation, emergency services 
costs, damage to vehicles and property and insurance costs.  

Collision severity Value of preventing a collision £ (2019) 

Fatal 2,260,633 

Serious 261,498 

Slight 26,840 

Average for all severities 105,156 

Damage only 2,425 

 

17. The use of this policy will ensure that safety cameras continue to be used effectively 

to tackle speeding and red light jumping, which will reduce collisions. This will 

represent good value for money, because the one-off capital cost of implementing 

the safety cameras will be likely to be much lower in comparison to the value of 

preventing collisions (enduringly), at each site where they are deployed, especially 

collisions resulting in fatal and serious injuries. For example, the implementation 

costs for a simple average speed camera system between two points on a two-way 

single carriageway road costs around £100,000, and spot speed camera sites cost 

around £25,000. These costs are outweighed by the average value of preventing just 

one collision (£105,156).  

 

18. The ongoing revenue costs of operating cameras and processing offences will 

continue to be paid for by part of the fee offending drivers pay to attend rehabilitation 

schemes such as speed awareness courses, at no cost to the police or county 

council. These finances are administered by the police. It is envisaged that capital 

investment in new “core casualty reduction sites” will be made from the central 

budget of the safer roads partnership after the operating costs are covered. Capital 

investment in “community concern sites” will be made from existing budgets allocated 

to local councillors for highway improvements, or external sources of funding such as 

CIL or as part of funding for major schemes. Hence there will be no additional 
financial burden on the county council for investment in new safety camera sites.  

Section 151 Officer Commentary:  

19. Although significant progress has been made over the last twelve months to improve 

the Council’s financial position, the medium-term financial outlook beyond 2021/22 

remains uncertain. The public health crisis has resulted in increased costs which may 

not be fully funded. With uncertainty about the ongoing impact of this and no clarity 

on the extent to which both central and local funding sources might be affected in the 

medium term, our working assumption is that financial resources will continue to be 

constrained, as they have been for the majority of the past decade. This places an 
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onus on the Council to continue to consider issues of financial sustainability as a 

priority in order to ensure stable provision of services in the medium term. 

 

20. The S151 Officer confirms that there are no direct financial implications that affect the 

Medium-Term Financial Strategy arising from the approval of this policy. 

 

Legal Implications – Monitoring Officer: 

21.  Exceeding a speed limit is an offence under section 89 of the Road Traffic 

Regulation Act 1984. Proof of speeding may be provided in various ways. 

 

22. Sections 23 and 40 of the Road Traffic Act 1991 introduced new section 20 into the 

Road Traffic Offenders Act 1988 which allowed evidence collected on camera to be 

used in proceedings for a speeding offence. 

 

23. The Road Traffic Act 1991 provides highway authorities with the power to install 

structures and equipment for the detection of traffic offences. 

 

24. Traffic Authorities are required to ensure that all speed limit signing complies with 

statutory requirements or have been specially authorised. The Home Secretary must 

type-approve speed enforcement devices before evidence from them can be used in 

court proceedings. 

Equalities and Diversity: 

25. A full Equalities and Diversity Impact assessment has not been completed for this 

policy. This is because safety camera enforcement is indiscriminate, with penalties 

being issued to motorists irrespective of any protected characteristics if they are 

detected speeding or jumping red lights.  

 

26. The deployment of safety cameras is data-led, based on measurement of the number 

of collisions and level of speeding. Collision data is recorded by the police to a 

national standard format and does not include any information on protected 

characteristics. Vehicle speed survey data is anonymous and does not include any 

information on the drivers, only the speed of the vehicle.  

 

27. An additional weighting has been applied to the points scoring used in prioritising 

camera sites if the collisions included the presence of a vulnerable road user, defined 

as pedestrians, cyclists, motorcyclists or equestrians. The casualty data recorded by 

the police will not include information on whether such casualties were mobility 

impaired or not. However it could be said that the improved speed compliance of 

motor vehicle traffic will be especially beneficial for pedestrians with mobility 

impairment or users of adapted cycles, who might otherwise have more difficulty in 
crossing roads, or sharing roads with faster motor vehicles.  

Other Implications:  

28. The potential implications for the following council priorities and policy areas have 

been considered. Where the impact is potentially significant a summary of the issues 

is set out in detail below. 
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Area assessed: Direct Implications: 

Environmental 
sustainability and 
compliance against net-
zero emissions target 
and future climate 
compatibility/resilience 
 

The successful use of safety cameras will help to 
reduce damage and disposal of waste from vehicles 
and property from road traffic collisions.  
 
Successful management of vehicle speeds will also 
reduce carbon emissions and reduce noise and air 
pollution. It will also reduce the number of incidents of 
congestion and associated emissions that would 
otherwise occur following collisions that temporarily 
block roads.  
 
Slower vehicle speeds can also reduce barriers to 
more walking, push scooting and cycling which is 
better for the environment compared to motor 
transport. 
 

Public Health 
 

As well as the direct health benefits of reduced death 
and injury, slower vehicle speeds will also reduce air 
pollution.  
 
Improved speed compliance can also reduce barriers 
to active travel (walking, push scooting and cycling), 
which is better for the health of the participants.  
 

 

What Happens Next: 

29. Once approved, County Council and police colleagues will work together to apply the 

policy effectively. This will include the development of a forward programme of new 

safety cameras at “core casualty reduction sites”, and potential “community concern 

sites”, subject to funding.  

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

Report Author: Duncan Knox, Road Safety & Sustainable School Travel Team Manager 

duncan.knox@surreycc.gov.uk  

Consulted: 

The proposed policy has been produced in consultation with police colleagues, the Police 
and Crime Commissioner, and the Cabinet Member for Transport and Infrastructure.  

The policy was also presented to the Communities, Environment and Highways Select 

Committee on 16 September 2021. 

Annexes: 

Annex 1: Draft Policy and Criteria for the Use of Safety (Speed and Red-Light) Cameras in 
Surrey 

Sources/background papers: 

Gains, A., et al (2005) The National Safety Camera Programme Four-year evaluation report, 
UCL and PA Consulting. 
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Owen, R., Ursachi, G., Allsop, R. (2016) The Effectiveness of Average Speed Cameras in 
Great Britain. RAC Foundation. 

Department for Transport Circular 01/2007: Use Of Speed And Red-Light Cameras For 
Traffic Enforcement: Guidance On Deployment, Visibility And Signing. 

Scottish Safety Camera Programme, Handbook of Rules and Guidance, March 2019.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Page 133

12



 
 

 

Annex 1:  

Draft Policy and Criteria for the Use of Safety (Speed and Red-Light) Cameras in Surrey 

September 2021 

1. Introduction 

 

1.1.1. Higher vehicle speeds increase the risk of collisions. Also, the higher the speed the more 

severe the consequences are likely to be. Consequently, safety cameras (speed and red-light 

cameras) have been operating in Surrey since the 1990s. Since 2004 they have been 

implemented and managed through a partnership between Surrey Police and Surrey County 

Council. There are also some safety cameras on Highways England roads within Surrey. 

Historically their use has been prioritised at casualty hotspots and they have proven to be very 

effective in helping to reduce the number of casualties by encouraging greater compliance 

with the speed limit and deterring red light jumping.  

 

1.1.2. In more recent years there has been greater use of average speed cameras as these can 

encourage greater compliance with the speed limit over a longer stretch of road compared 

with spot speed cameras. At the time of writing (September 2021) there were 10 average 

speed camera schemes across Surrey. Six of these are on county council roads and 

monitoring for five of them (one has only recently been implemented) shows that they have 

coincided with a reduction of 63 per cent in the number of road casualties at those sites 

(comparing the number of collisions in the three years prior to implementation, with the 

number of collisions in the most recent three years). Anecdotally, road users appear to be 

more supportive of the use of average speed cameras, and several communities have lobbied 

for their introduction on the roads where they live.  
 

1.1.3. Consequently, Surrey County Council’s leadership, Surrey’s Police and Crime Commissioner 

and Chief Constable are keen to expand the use of average speed cameras and spot speed 

cameras in Surrey beyond only being deployed at the worst casualty hotspots. This is because 

as well as reducing the risk and severity of road collisions, improved compliance with the 

speed limit can also help to reduce congestion, air and noise pollution, and supports more 

active travel (walking, push scooting and cycling). This is better for the health and wellbeing 

of residents and contributes to the council’s commitment to tackling climate change. 
 

1.1.4. Implementation of new average speed cameras represent a significant investment. For 

example, the simplest system between two points on a two-way single carriageway road can 

cost around £100,000. Spot speed camera sites typically cost over £25,000. There are also 

significant resources required for ongoing processing of offences, court prosecutions and 

maintenance. Therefore, it is important to follow criteria that ensures that safety cameras are 

only introduced where they are worthwhile and represent a good use of public money and 

resource. At some sites other solutions might be more appropriate.  
 

1.1.5. The fines resulting from enforcement by safety cameras are paid to the courts and are not 

received by Surrey County Council or Surrey Police. However part of the fee paid to attend 

driver offender rehabilitation courses such as speed awareness courses (instead of the usual 

fine and penalty points), is returned to the police and is used to cover the cost of providing 

enforcement at no cost to the taxpayer. Should there be any surplus then this is used for 

reinvestment in road safety.  
 

1.1.6. Therefore, this policy presents the criteria and process that will be followed for investment in 

new safety cameras. This includes average speed, spot speed, red-light or combination 

cameras. While casualty hotspots will remain as the top priority, this policy also sets out the 

criteria for the use of safety cameras at other locations where there might not have been such 

a high level of collisions, but where excess speeds, congestion and air quality are a concern 
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for the community. The aim of this policy is to ensure that the use of safety cameras remains 

targeted effectively at the sites that need them the most to reduce road death and injury, and 

to reduce the negative impacts of speeding traffic on local communities to help tackle climate 

change. It will also free up police officer enforcement resources to tackle other sites.  

 

1.1.7. This criteria for use in Surrey was developed with reference to the national guidance issued 

by the Department for Transport 01/2007: “Use Of Speed And Red-Light Cameras For Traffic 

Enforcement: Guidance On Deployment, Visibility And Signing” and the Scottish Safety 

Camera Programme: “Handbook of Rules and Guidance (March 2019)”. 

 
2. Key Principles 

 
2.1. Introduction 

 

2.1.1. Surrey’s Safer Roads Partnership will implement two categories of speed enforcement 

camera sites: “core casualty reduction safety camera sites” and “community concern safety 

camera sites”. A description of the criteria for each category of site is provided below.  

 

2.2. Core Casualty Reduction Speed Enforcement Sites 

 

2.2.1. Surrey’s Safer Roads Partnership will prioritise their central funding at the top priority “core 

casualty reduction sites” where safety cameras are highly likely to make the biggest difference 

in reducing road casualties. New speed camera sites will be identified and prioritised using a 

points-based system per km over the three most recent years as follows:  

 

 Collisions resulting in death or serious injury = 5 points  

 Collisions resulting in slight injury = 1 point  

 Additional weighting (x1.5) for those collisions involving vulnerable modes: pedestrians, 

cyclists, motorcyclists, or equestrians.  

 

2.2.2. An additional weighting has been applied to collisions resulting in injury to vulnerable road 

users because they are more likely to suffer a greater severity of injury from road collisions. 

Prioritising people who are walking or cycling also supports the council’s aim to increase active 

travel which is healthier for the participants and, as an alternative to fossil fuel powered 

transport, also helps to reduce climate change and improve air quality.  

 

2.2.3. For speed camera sites to be worthwhile there will need to be confirmation that speeding is 

part of the problem. Therefore, speed surveys will be required to provide confirmation that the 

existing 85th percentile speeds must equal or exceed the speed limit by 5 mph in at least one 

of the directions of travel. In cases where police are confident that the pattern of collisions 

contributing to the scoring criteria is associated with speeding over the posted speed limit 

(perhaps by only a small proportion of vehicles late at night for example), then a camera can 

be considered irrespective of the measured 85th percentile speeds.  

 

2.2.4. Enforcement could be provided over any distance of road, within reason. The positioning and 

layout of enforcement cameras will be dependent on assessment of the stretch by safer roads 

partnership officers. This will determine which type of speed camera would be appropriate for 

the stretch of road in question (either spot speed or average speed cameras for example). 

This will depend upon factors such as available power sources, available room at the roadside 

and distribution of collisions. In the case of average speed camera sites, the number of entry 

and exit points and the volume of traffic using them will be considered.  

 

Page 135

12



 
 

 

2.2.5. It may be that in some cases it would be sensible to provide enforcement over a longer length 

than the length contributing to the points based scoring described above if that is considered 

likely to make the system more cost effective (by enforcing over a longer stretch of road with 

the same number of cameras), or to overcome other physical restrictions. In other cases, a 

shorter length may be more effective to reduce the number of cameras required, and a spot 

speed camera may be preferred if the collision problem is focussed over a shorter length of 

road.  

 

2.2.6. The ongoing maintenance of cameras and processing of offences and court prosecutions 

requires significant ongoing resources. Therefore, speed cameras will be used only as a last 

resort after engineering highway improvements to manage speeds have been considered first. 

For example, it is likely to be preferable to introduce traffic calming on more minor residential 

roads with a speed limit of 30mph or lower where there is street lighting, rather than resort to 

speed camera enforcement. However, it may not be feasible to implement traffic calming on 

30 mph speed limit roads that are busier main routes where there are lots of larger vehicles 

that would cause noise and vibration when travelling over vertical traffic calming features close 

to residential properties, or on roads with a higher speed limit where traffic calming is not 

allowed.  

 

2.2.7. It will also be possible for the Safer Roads Partnership to use their central funding to introduce 

“core casualty reduction sites” to replace established, regular police mobile enforcement sites 

(locations where police personnel have in the past provided regular enforcement from a 

camera van, or by using hand-held devices). This is because a fixed camera (average or spot 

speed camera) might provide a more cost-effective long-term solution as it will provide a 

permanent deterrent as opposed to an enforcement deterrent only being present from time to 

time. In the case of average speed cameras, it may be possible to cover a longer stretch of 

road too. The police personnel enforcement resources could then be directed to other sites.  

 

2.2.8. In these cases, it will not be necessary to meet the collision points and speed criteria described 

above as it is expected that there will already have been a reduction in speeds and collisions 

because of the regular mobile speed enforcement. The intention of introducing a fixed camera 

in this scenario would be to be maintain and improve upon the enforcement already provided 

by police personnel and to free up those resources for use elsewhere. 

 

2.2.9. It should not be expected that enforcement will be implemented to support a new lower speed 

limit that does not comply with the county council’s speed limit policy, otherwise this could 

result in large numbers of prosecutions, and this could place an unreasonable burden on 

police enforcement and court prosecution resources. This could also provoke a public 

backlash if there were large numbers of prosecutions that many perceive to be unfair. Instead 

it is expected that new lower speed limits will continue to be introduced in accordance with 

the county council’s speed limit policy. This requires that lower speed limits using signs alone 

will only be introduced where the existing mean average speeds are close to the desired new 

lower speed limit. In accordance with the speed limit policy, if the existing speeds are very 

much higher than the new desired lower speed limit, then supporting engineering measures 

will be required.  

 

2.2.10. A forward programme of prioritised new core casualty reduction safety camera sites will be 

presented to the Safer Roads Partnership Board for scrutiny and approval before 

implementation, with periodic updates being provided to the Board as required.  
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2.3. Community Concern Speed Camera Enforcement Sites 

 

2.3.1. Surrey’s Safer Roads Partnership will support the introduction of speed cameras at 

“community concern” sites. These are defined as sites where there is a lower level of  

collisions, but where speeding traffic is a major concern of the local community, for example 

where it is considered to be linked to congestion and poorer air quality. Funding for these sites 

will not ordinarily be provided from the central budget of the safer roads partnership as this 

will be reserved for the worst collision hotspots using the points-based criteria.  

 

2.3.2. The Safer Roads Partnership colleagues will undertake a feasibility assessment to check 

whether an enforcement camera would be viable, would meet the criteria described below 

and will provide an estimate of the likely costs. (Precise cost estimates will not be possible as 

this will depend upon the quotes received from suppliers subject to tender, and the amount of 

electrical preparation works that will be required). A source of funding will then need to be 

secured prior to any implementation. This might be from the budgets allocated to local county 

councillors for highway improvements, Community Infrastructure Levy funds, or as part of 

major schemes for example.  

 

2.3.3. As with core casualty reduction sites, new community concern sites will be used only as a last 

resort after engineering highway improvements to manage speeds have been considered first. 

For example, it is likely to be preferable to introduce traffic calming on more minor residential 

roads with a speed limit of 30mph or lower where there is street lighting, rather than resort to 

speed camera enforcement. However, it may not be feasible to implement traffic calming on 

30 mph speed limit roads that are busier main routes where there are lots of larger vehicles 

that would cause noise and vibration when travelling over vertical traffic calming features c lose 

to residential properties, or on roads with a higher speed limit where traffic calming is not 

allowed.  

 

2.3.4. As with core casualty reduction sites, for new community concern sites to be worthwhile there 

will need to be confirmation that speeding is part of the problem (rather than just large volumes 

of vehicles for example). Therefore, speed surveys will be required to provide confirmation 

that the existing 85th percentile speeds must equal or exceed the speed limit by 5 mph in at 

least one of the directions of travel. At locations where the speeds have already been 

suppressed due to the provision of regular police mobile enforcement, the Safer Roads 

Partnership will confirm as to whether a camera to replace the regular enforcement would be 

worthwhile.   

 

2.3.5. In the event that there are several requests for community concern sites across the county 

that meet the criteria, then the Safer Roads Partnership will decide upon the priority order for 

implementing them based on the following factors:  

 

 Chronological order that the requests for the site and the source of funding was confirmed 

 Level of collisions using the points-based criteria for core casualty reduction sites 

 Likely impact on congestion and air quality 

 

2.3.6. A forward programme of prioritised community concern safety camera sites will be presented 

to the Safer Roads Partnership Board for scrutiny and approval before implementation, with 

periodic updates being provided to the Board as required.  

 

2.4. Red Light, and Combined Speed and Red-Light Camera sites 

 

2.4.1. Red light cameras will only be introduced at locations where there is confirmation that jumping 

the red traffic signal has been a factor in collisions or has been reported and observed as 
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leading to near misses. Whenever a new red-light camera site is introduced, consideration 

will be given to enhancing the level of enforcement deterrent by selecting a camera system 

that enforces both speed and red-light violations if this is considered worthwhile by safer roads 

partnership officers.  

 
2.5. Visibility and Signing 

 

2.5.1. An important principle of the enforcement provided in Surrey is that cameras are positioned 

to be clearly visible, painted yellow to be conspicuous, and that signing warning of the 

presence of the cameras is provided in advance of any camera installation. Signing to remind 

drivers of the speed limit will continue to be co-located with camera warning signing in view 

to the driver at the same time as the camera at all new spot speed safety camera sites.  

 

2.5.2. On the approach to nearly all spot speed camera sites in Surrey, electronic vehicle activated 

signing has also been provided that illuminate to remind drivers of the speed limit and to warn 

of the presence of the camera if they are approaching too fast. Consideration will be given to 

implementing vehicle activated signing at all new safety camera sites, but may not be 

necessary in all cases.  

 
3. Role of Surrey Road Safety Partnership Board 

 

3.1.1. The partnership board (consisting of the Police and Crime Commissioner, the Surrey County 

Council Cabinet Member responsible for road safety, and senior representative of the police) 

will take the final decisions on the introduction of new safety camera sites. Officers will present 

the Board with a forward programme of new “core” safety camera sites and “community 

concern” safety camera sites for approval by the Board prior to implementation.  

 

3.1.2. It is possible that on occasion, there may be exceptional cases where the requirements of this 

policy cannot be met, but there may still be a good case for proceeding with a new safety 

camera system. In such cases final decisions on whether to proceed or not with such 

exceptional cases will be taken by the Board, with officers from the road safety partnership 

providing advice. In future, any changes to this policy will be approved by the Board.  
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