First effects of ‘priority for cyclist from the right’

As of May 1, 2001 the regulation ‘priority for cyclist from the right’ has been introduced, as part of Startprogramma Duurzaam Veilig. The regulation went with the uniformisation of priority regulation and was not primarily meant as a road safety regulation. In the first full year after introduction road safety has therefore not been increased, it appears. For cyclists the situation has even worsened: more serious accidents

In the covenant on Startprogramma, signed in December of 1997 by V&W, IPO, VNG and UvW, the phrase was: ‘This change in priority regulations fits in with a bicycle-friendly policy. This is more than a road safety regulation. This change may be safely introduced if the other agreements, in particular (...) the uniform regulation of priority on arterial roads and (...) expansion in the number of 30-km areas, are realised.’

Evaluation

In a recent evaluation of the regulation ‘priority for cyclist from the right’ by Adviesdienst Verkeer en Vervoer (AVV) the statement is repeated that the new priority regulation is basically not a road safety regulation. But, as the report states, expectations were that introduction in combination with a publicity campaign, simplification of regulations and infrastructural measures (priority on arterial roads, tackling unsafe intersections) would lead to a reduction in the number of priority accidents. Calculated over all priority accidents on all roads excluding 100 km/h and 120 km/h roads, the year after introduction displays no more than a non-significant reduction of the overall number of relevant accidents with injuries, see Table 1. AVV remarks in this respect that 2000 was a very ‘good’ year in road safety, as compared to 1999. A slight reversion in the following year is not unusual in such cases.

Table 1. Priority accidents before and after introduction of ‘priority for cyclist from the right’

	
	May 2000-April 2001
	May 2001-April 2002
	difference (absolute)
	difference (%)

	accidents with injuries
	6541
	6517
	- 24
	- 0.4

	victims


	7992
	7950
	- 42
	- 0.5

	- fatalities


	                   151
	                    131
	                   -  20
	                - 13.2

	- hospitalisations
	                 1860
	                  1994
	                 + 134
	                +  7.2

	- other injuries
	                 5981
	                  5825
	                  - 156
	                 -  2.6


Source: AVV

The picture is less favourable regarding the accidents with injuries where cyclists were victims, see Table 2. In particular the number of accidents with serious consequences for cyclists appears to be considerably higher in the year after introduction than in the preceding year. It is however not certain whether this can entirely be attributed to ‘priority for cyclist from the right’.

Table 2. Priority accidents before and after introduction of ‘priority for cyclist from the right’, where victims were cyclists

	
	May 2000-April 2001
	May 2001-April 2002
	difference (absolute)
	difference (%)



	accidents with injuries
	2314
	2355
	+ 41
	+ 1.8

	victims


	2440
	2501
	+ 61
	+ 2.5

	- fatalities
	                    51            
	                  58
	                   +   7
	                 + 13.7

	- hospitalisations
	                   526
	                596
	                   + 70
	                 + 13.3

	- other injuries
	                 1863
	              1847
	                    - 16
	                 -   0.9 


Source: AVV

Speed motor vehicles

The negative effects on bicycle road safety are highlighted when the effects of another measure, ‘priority on arterial roads’ are juxtaposed. Bureau Haskoning has measured, on behalf of AVV, speeds of motor vehicles before and after introduction in seven cities, at eighteen intersections where priority on the arterial roads had been introduced, see Table 3. The results were predictable: car traffic that now has priority, drives faster at the site of the intersection than it did before.

Table 3. Average speed of motor vehicles at 18 arterial roads that have received priority

	
	speed at 100 m before intersection (km/h)


	speed at 10 m before intersection (km/h)

	before change
	             46.1
	                36.5

	after change
	             46.8
	                41.9

	difference
	                            + 2 %
	                          + 15 %


Interpretation

Is the conclusion warranted that the assumption in the 1997 covenant ‘that priority for cyclist from the right may safely be introduced under certain conditions’ was wrong?

- Calculated over the total number of accidents with injuries the assumption from the covenant was reasonably correct (Table 1). When accidents with injuries are considered where only cyclists were victims, then the regulation turns out to have been unfavourable to the road safety of cyclists (Table 2).

- The condition that priority on arterial roads be standardised leads to higher speeds of motor vehicles with priority (Table 3). This may negatively affect the number of accidents with serious injuries to cyclists.

- The condition of more 30 km/h areas has often (how often?) been met in a sober way that barely affects the speed of car traffic. Moreover many residential areas were purposely kept relatively small. This led to a relatively high number of ‘problem’ roads labelled local road, with a 50 km/h regimen, with priority and consequent considerable higher speeds at intersections.

For cyclists the regulation has overall not been a complete success as yet. There is a need  for serious attention and more research.
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