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EXPERT WITNESS REPORT - GUIDED BUSWAYS

- - This case concems the question of guided busway safety both.in general and with
particular reference to the proposals that exist. between Cambridge and St Ives, Itis
 examined from a safety ‘point of view and: not. with regard ‘to the ‘commercial
- desirability of any of the other options. I have aftempted to contrast the different
standards of safety required of a “light” railway, of a “heavy” railway and the rules

L for gttideti_‘bumvay_s;' |

"2} - FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION

211} Ihave considered whether the vehicles used on the guided busway will need to

 be crashworthy, The regulations with regard to introduction of crashworthy
~ vehicles are stringent_withm railways and in “light™ railways and it requires to
o be established what the situation is for a busway; ' S

122) " Further investigation is required to establish if buses ‘operating on the public

. highway are “governed” to a 60 mph speed limit. I have considered the |

: . effects of 70 mph operation on a limited clearance, single track highway;

23) I have reviewed the system in Adelaide, Australia which has experienced a
. mmber of collisions because it had a variable signalling systern and I believe
- an inadequate control system. ‘If 70 mph operation is envisaged the Adelaide -
. experiences should be considered further against these proposals; -
~:24) 1 have reviewed the difficulties surrounding night operation to establish what
~ v are the implications for a driver relying solely on the observation of the tail
- light of the vehicle in front; . L B



 leave the busway. Consideration has been given to whether

1. of the' tragic accident. on the Grimsby
tramviey durmg the 19z 08 at an, uricontrolled passing
the lessons learned needs to be applied to passing
speed busway. ( See Recommendations);

Ihave reviewed the situation at level crossings and pomts

join the busway at intermediate points which create locati
conﬂict and requirement fora signalling system;
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I have cons:dered how a bus driver; when:on’ a ' Y ruidec

: stqet ut»qfﬂoubie mthe way that is na.tural

agamst trespass is mposmble The less frequent -‘_'
compared to movements of traffic on public roads, will e i}

__‘morerat;hmthanless unauthonsedaccesstotheb*""

'0:1aph - operation: Qoul,d pmve to ba
sm:atmn xeqmres further in-depth study.




2.14)

218

216)

_Thave reviewed the question of pedestrians or v.ehiéles that cross t_ir conflict at

road junctions with the guided busway and wha hazards may be created,
Since the busway will probably be given priority at Junctions it will need to be
reviewed whether experience to date shows that not everybody gives way or

 Stops when they should. A particular hazard is likely to develop akin to that

already being experienced at railway level crossings. Road Jjunctions suffer

similarty, but there is uspally more room for manoceuvre to avoid a collision;

‘The whiole questiﬁn'of speed limits";iéeds to be further reviewed to nge a bus

driver a reasonable chance of stopping in order fo aveid a collision with a
trespasser or anyone who fails to give him priotity of passage and if' a good
view ahead cannot be provided for the bus driver then even lower local speed

limits may be needed; - L

A review needs to be undertaken of tfie attitude of the ordinary road user who

will see buses pessing on the guideway as widely spaced, isolated events and
- may not realise how fast they cen move, Road drivers may cross over the

guideway many times without being stopped and without seding a bus pass.
Some drivers may take a chance that the erossing will be clear, or that they can

- get across before the guided bus. Risk analysis needs to be applied to this

 situation;

2

It tnay be more difficult for ordinary road fraffic drivers to correctly judge the -
speed of a bus approaching them on:a narrow guideway compared to judging

speed of traffic approaching them on-a road of normal width with better sight

- lines and background. This needs to be reviewed and. further risk analysis

. appliedtoit;
218)

2.19)
- be atall heavy;"

o 220) _ _
' .- ordinary road user unfamiliar with guided buse§: will be at risk to some degree

T have considered that, on the edge of the Fenland, the weattier in the area is

prone to Fog.

A review of the need for traffic signal protection of guided busway junctions

with ‘ordinary roads should be undertaken in all cases where the bus is
allowed to travel faster than the road traffic and whenigver the road traffic can

:I_ have exarnined examples of Junction Working and considéred whether an

~ at road: junctions with the guided busway. - THat risk' could be minimised by

good junction design, a right angled crossing,’a clear view of approaching

 buses subject to an appropriate speed limit and provision of traffic lights, but it

cannot be entirely eliminated. The risk will apply to all when the operation
commences but there will always remain a reducing minority of unfamiliar

'USErs;
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% ays tend to Jorm ‘only part af the
Imar b ';- jbr example, in city cenires guided buse

f.f."l_,ithorkerroadmrs Forrkisreasm m

| Tyne and Mmmhes&r should be reviewed. I have not
on the Manchester system for I was part of the authori
_lmnway,'mnnmg s:de by side in the Altnncham a:ea.,




' _mrmawofthe laﬂacrofzél».lanumy 1996 by Mr § | S”* tobertion
i Chief Inspecting Officer of Railways and I have reviowed the
fo owing itetns with gagard to his advice. The wisdom oflus advics: ha not
;heenconsxdemdmanyorder ofprecedencm :

o660 :}umt o lmht stretches, bends, in fo
'mal road niles on driving on hne—of-sxght
_ 'erswuuldbeaxpectedto reduce speed ¥

,M ﬁ-ﬂﬁht rules of dnvmg at sueh'a
vithin:sighting distance would epply;

o A "'mrol centre for signalling and communicatibus



2 25) 1 have further reviewed the last paragraphs of Mr Robertsons letter m Whlch = - e
' he states R ._

- There is no; saﬂezy case regime for busways but operators would be reqwred i‘o a
: .observe the provisions of the management of Health and Safety Regulatwns. G

1992 “These require that a proper risk assessment of all. acrmtres be' -
_undertaken and appropriate measures :aken lo m:tzgate those m Mo

‘and cons1dered whether this adequately protccts the needs ef the traveilmgf s i

‘public.

| '2-.-26). | I have conmdered the differing costs and the need 0. ful]y take account of extra‘ .‘

" costs generated by safety conmderahons, should the. busway solutmn be thef'f: L

. accepted one.

3. CONCLUSION

. It ismy’ opm:on that the adophon of the busway solutlon
 Cambridge City and the surrounding' areas -may ‘créatesafety risks: whi

- should be addiessed. The examination of this example of Busway schemes : _ o h
has revealed a need for rationalisation of the standards for operatzon and safety ' o

. of guided busways and the devclopment of suztable safety qu
owill recogmse the risks atteridant on theiruss. - RS

a4 RBCOMNDATIONS

| That an mdependent inquiry be set up to determme the merits of the drﬁ'enng Lk

- modes of transport available for such schemes as' the one proposed for =

- Cambridgeshire. The Inguiry also to review the regulations applicable for
“such urban transport schemes and whether these need to be strengthened to

ensure safe operation of guided busways. Particular reference tobe made to _
- the: cost and benefits of safety controls set against.the cost of ac d:
' deaths without such developments ’I’hese costs,. When full; aluated, to:be
set agamst smufar cost ratios for Light and Heavy rail operation. .-

o P G Rayner
FCIT- MIM Assoc of IRSE
January 1999.




