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1. Summary  

The speed management strategy entirely fails to address the concerns of local residents on the 

speed of traffic and is not fit for purpose. 

The speed management strategy must be fundamentally changed to  

1) Acknowledge the centrality of traffic speed to the use of public space, including quality of 

life as well as collisions, injuries and deaths 

2) Put the needs of vulnerable road users, children and the adoption of active travel central to 

the management of speed. 

3) Set out measures and a timescale to effect a systematic reduction in speeds of motorised 

traffic in residential areas, including but not limited to the adoption of a 20mph speed limit 

as the norm in residential roads. 

As an exemplar of the vision that Cheshire East could bring to bear, we commend the Welsh 

Government 20mph Task Force Report, a truly strategic document.   Particularly notable here is 

Road safety is more than about the avoidance of being injured. It must also address the perception of 

risk of harm and freedom from harm and its manifestation at the individual, community and societal 

levels – a perspective entirely missed by the Cheshire East Strategy. 

https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/20mph-task-force-group-report.pdf 

2. Specifics 

As well as the overarching issues with the strategy set out above, there are specific inaccuracies and 

issues within the document. 

Section 1. Vision.  

“Our vision for speed management in Cheshire East is to provide a safe highway environment where 

our communities and those using the network, feel the speed of travel is appropriate for the 

environment and that the Council listens to the concerns of residents and road users.” 

There is overwhelming evidence that 20mph speed limits are supported for residential roads.  For 

example, taken from the 2019 National Travel Attitudes Survey: 

  

https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/20mph-task-force-group-report.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/20mph-task-force-group-report.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2020-07/20mph-task-force-group-report.pdf


Most residents do NOT feel the current default speed limit is appropriate in residential areas, yet 

this is nowhere reflected in the speed management strategy.  The strategy document is incompatible 

with the vision. 

Section 1.  Holistic strategy 
“In accordance with the published guidance, this strategy supports the principles set out in the 
guidance but also promotes a more holistic approach to speed management.” 
 
Far from a holistic approach to speed management, the document throughout proposes a piecemeal 
approach to speed management, with perceived issues to be identified, assessed and changes made 
on a location by location basis with no strategic intent to change proposed. 

 
Section 2.1 Purpose - Active travel 

“a safe highway network consistent  transparent  approach  that that  promotes  active travel as one 

of the Council’s  priorities as  set  out  in the  Local  Transport  Plan,  LTP.” 

Fear of traffic, to which speed is a major contributor, is invariably quoted as the single most 

significant barrier to uptake of cycling.  The proposed strategy, a piecemeal evaluation of individual 

streets, precludes any such “network consistent” approach from being implemented.  Again, the 

strategy document is incompatible with the vision. 

Section 3 – Policy Context  

This section fails to note both the local context where Cheshire West and Chester, Halton and 
Warrington have all adopted policies of a 20mph limit for most roads, and widely recognised 
international best practice eg UN/WHO “in urban areas where there is a typical, predictable mix of 
road users (cars, cyclists, motorcyclists and pedestrians) a maximum speed limit of 30km/h (20mph) 
should be established, unless strong evidence exists to support higher limits” UN Global Plan for 
Decade of Action on Road Safety 2021-2030.  

 
Section 3.2 Corporate Plan 

Fair - We  aim  to  reduce  inequalities,  promote  fairness  and opportunity  for  all  and support  our 

most vulnerable residents 

Despite being stated here, this is a glaring omission from the overall strategy.  There is simply no 

regard given to prioritising the needs of vulnerable residents, including elderly, disabled and 

children.  Indeed, the criteria for setting speed limits explicitly prioritise the least vulnerable of all – 

preserving the rights of speeding motorists. 

Section 4 Piecemeal approach 

In response to community concerns… 

…Collate all such location instances and requests for speed limit changes or management measures 

and prioritise them annually.  

This exemplifies the lack of strategy.  Rather than any desire to set appropriate county wide strategy, 

it is explicitly set out here that there will not be a holistic, but rather a piecemeal approach.  Given 

the overwhelming evidence nationally that residential speeds are viewed as too high – as referenced 

above 70% favouring 20mph speed limits – this guarantees that community concerns will NOT be 

responded to, except in extremely limited areas. 



Section 4 Speed management group membership 

We note that key contributors to any decisions on speed limit are excluded from this group. These 
include:-  

• Public Health  

• Education  

• Social Services  

• NHS services  

Speed limits and speeds have a consequence for each of these agencies and they should not be 

excluded.  

Section 5.1 Education - Objectives 

The Council’s road safety objectives are to help:  
• Reduce the number of people killed and seriously injured in road traffic collisions, and  
• To reduce the number of collisions involving road users of all types. 

These objectives are far too narrow, ignore the needs of vulnerable road users and are in conflict 

with the purported objectives to promote active travel.  A wider, holistic approach is essential.  

Again, we commend the Welsh govt 20mph taskforce report, which notes 

 Minimising a child’s independent transport is associated with substantial loss of physical, mental 

and social health benefits and can establish habitual sedentary behaviours across the life-course. Yet, 

for traditional road safety led by a casualty reduction focus, more children in cars may lead to lower 

casualty numbers. Road safety has not been improved. Rather, road safety, as measured by 

casualties, has been achieved through fear. 

Section 7.1 Engineering – evidence 

Two reports are referenced 

One is substantially outdated (1998) and not relevant to area wide implementation: 

https://trl.co.uk/uploads/trl/documents/TRL363.pdf 

 The other is dismissed as evidence of 20mph limits not “significantly” altering driver behaviour: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/75

7302/20mph-technical-report.pdf 

Yet we find, in that same report “Faster drivers have reduced their speed more.  This is a key finding, 

as other research shows that higher speeds are associated with increased safety risk (more collisions, 

increased severity, perceptions that the environment is not safe for vulnerable users).”  

Fig 17 shows that, in residential areas, drivers exceeding 30mph fell from 9% to 6% in these roads, a 

reduction of a third in the most dangerous and intimidating high speed drivers.  How is this not 

significant? 

Aside from the casual dismissal of this report, no further data is considered.  It is notable here that 

Cheshire East has come to a completely different assessment of the overall evidence than other 

authorities.  This is not even acknowledged, let alone justified. 

Again, we quote here the Welsh evaluation, which considers both these reports and other evidence: 

“It is therefore wrong to think that average speed reductions of even 1 to 2mph are trivial and have 

little or no value.” 

https://trl.co.uk/uploads/trl/documents/TRL363.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/757302/20mph-technical-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/757302/20mph-technical-report.pdf


A proper evaluation of the evidence of 20mph speed limits has not been made before asserting that 

engineering solutions are essential. This is a fundamental problem and must be addressed. 

Other evidence that should be considered includes the Bristol evaluation: 

https://www.bristol20mph.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/20mph-Monitoring-Report-pilot-

areas-2012.pdf 

The Welsh government undertook a comprehensive review of all literature in the area, concluding 

amongst other findings “UK evidence from Portsmouth, Warrington, Bristol and Calderdale provides 

a consistent outcome of declining casualties including fatalities” 

https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-08/the-state-of-the-evidence-on-20mph-

speed-limits-with-regards-to-road-safety-active-travel-and-air-pollution-impacts-august-2018.pdf 

Finally, recently released by Edinburgh Napier University is the evaluation of the Scottish Borders 

20mph scheme, an area perhaps not dissimilar from Cheshire East with towns, villages and rural 

areas. 

They find  

• Significant speed reductions after the introduction of the 20mph speed limit 

• Shift from mean speeds greater than 25 mph “before” to above 22mph “after”–Proportions 

of locations with mean speeds lower than 25mph doubledpost-intervention. 

• Speed reductions seem to be maintained over time–Speeds are reduced by 3 mph 

(approx.)even 8 months after the beginning of the trial 

• The extent of reductions is observed to be greaterin locations having higher mean speeds 

“before” 

This is very direct evidence of the precise opposite of the assertions made in this section of the 

report. 

https://scottishborders.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s60637/20mphtrialKeyResultsFinalpresentatio

n.pdf 

 

Section 7.8 & 7.9 Speed limit framework and 20mph Zones 

Throughout section 7, DfT guidance is unnecessarily interpreted to put limits and constraints on the 

introduction of 20mph schemes that are not directly in the guidance at all.  We can note, again, that 

this is purely a Cheshire East interpretation and has not prevented many other areas implementing 

such schemes.  This whole section gives the very strong impression of being written to make 

reducing speed limits as difficult as possible, in direct contradiction of the purported strategy to 

encourage active travel. 

Some examples follow: 

Example 1: The guidance is interpreted to justify limits to 20mph areas to those where vehicle 

movement is not the primary objective. 

The DfT guidance does NOT support this but actually states 

84. Based on this positive effect on road safety, and a generally favourable reception from local 
residents, traffic authorities are able to use their power to introduce 20mph speed limits or zones on:  

https://www.bristol20mph.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/20mph-Monitoring-Report-pilot-areas-2012.pdf
https://www.bristol20mph.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/20mph-Monitoring-Report-pilot-areas-2012.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-08/the-state-of-the-evidence-on-20mph-speed-limits-with-regards-to-road-safety-active-travel-and-air-pollution-impacts-august-2018.pdf
https://gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2019-08/the-state-of-the-evidence-on-20mph-speed-limits-with-regards-to-road-safety-active-travel-and-air-pollution-impacts-august-2018.pdf
https://protect-de.mimecast.com/s/8ZFiCNOl2GFZn8O07iV0FBj?domain=scottishborders.moderngov.co.uk
https://protect-de.mimecast.com/s/8ZFiCNOl2GFZn8O07iV0FBj?domain=scottishborders.moderngov.co.uk


• Major streets where there are – or could be - significant numbers of journeys on foot, and/or 
where pedal cycle movements are an important consideration, and this outweighs the 
disadvantage of longer journey times for motorised traffic.  

 
This is in addition to  

• Residential streets in cities, towns and villages, particularly where the streets are being used 
by people on foot and on bicycles, there is community support and the characteristics of the 
street are suitable.  

 

Example 2: The strategy states Mandatory 20mph speed limits and zones will only be considered in 
those locations that are generally self-compliant due to the nature of the road layout whereas the 
guidance states merely “Schemes need to aim for compliance with the new speed limit.” 
 
Example 3: Strategy states: 
20mph zones without physical measures will only be considered:  

• Where at least 90% of roads in the proposed zone have existing mean speeds of 24mph or 
below.  

• Where 0-10% of roads in the proposed zone have existing mean speeds above 24mph, but 
below 28mph.  

 
Whereas DfT guidance:  
The implementation of 20 mph limits over a larger number of roads, which the previous Speed Limit 
Circular (01/2006) advised against, should be considered where mean speeds at or below 24 mph are 
already achieved over a number of roads. This is not an exclusion of roads above 24mph. 
 
This is not an exclusion of roads above 24mph. The rule in the SMS on %age of roads required to be 
below 24mph rather than averaging the speed on all the roads in the area is far more prescribed 
than guidance.  We note that further “rules” on how to record the average speeds by excluding 
congested times are also more prescriptive than the guidance calls for. 
 
Section 7.9 20mph new developments 
 
" Advisory 20mph speed limits can be introduced outside schools. These advisory provisions are not 
legally enforceable but are a tool to encourage behaviour change. Any advisory 20mph speed will 
operate during school start and finish times." 
 
We have these in CE already – what is the evidence that "advisory speed limits" have been effective?  
 
Our position is that 20mph without an expectation of enforcement, and/or without application to 
the entire school run is largely ineffective, with drivers not necessarily slowing down and families not 
naturally switching to a low impact form of transport/active travel.  A limit constricted to a small 
area outside of schools rather validates the belief that it is acceptable to drive at inappropriate 
speeds in other areas. 
 
Where  a new  housing  development  has  been  designed  to  be  20mph  we  would not  introduce  a 
20mph  speed  limit 
 
It is illogical, even absurd, to design roads to be used at 20mph and set a 30 mph speed limit.  This 

must be changed. 

 



 

 
7.13 Air Quality  

“Motor vehicle engines work most efficiently at around 50mph; vehicles driving below 50mph and 

above 55mph produce more emissions from their exhausts.” 

This assertion requires a reference; it is unclear which emissions are being discussed (CO2, NOx, 

particulates…?) or the context (what type of vehicle, location, etc) 

It is irrelevant in the case of residential / urban / suburban driving. Petrol and diesel engines are 

optimized to produce lower emissions / km at around 50mph under test conditions, i.e. cruising 

speed. It is irrelevant for electric vehicles. 

The council needs to consider actual emissions from vehicles at speeds below 40mph. Reducing 

speed limits to 20mph consistently shows a reduction in recorded emissions in those areas, 

especially particulates from diesel engines*. Driving style has a far bigger impact in these settings, as 

does modal shift: fewer private vehicles, because with lower speeds it's safe to walk/cycle and more 

reliable public transport journey times. Engineered traffic calming measures (i.e. speed bumps) can 

have a negative impact - slowing down and speeding up are key contributors. 

As a council that has recognized the climate emergency and is aware of the danger of air pollution, 

applying wide area default 20mph limits is a significant, cost-effective step to meeting carbon 

reduction targets and reducing their liability for respiratory diseases and deaths. 

See: TfL's website quotes Imperial College London's study on this in their summary report: 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/safety-and-security/road-safety/safe-speeds#on-this-page-4 

and Recent research shows that repeated acceleration to 20mph rather than 30mph reduces CO2 by 
26% and NOx by 28%. (https://www.20splenty.org/new_research_on_emissions)  

 

7.16 Planned developments  

The physical  design  of  new  residential  roads  should encourage  motorists  to drive at  20mph  or 

less as  set  out  in national  guidance,  (eg. g DfT  Manual  for  Streets).  The default  speed  limit  for 

new  residential  roads is  30mph. 

It is illogical, even absurd, to design roads to be used at 20mph and set a 30 mph speed limit.  This 

must be changed. 

Appendix A Prioritisation Matrix 

This is far too prescriptive and is a huge administrative burden. It includes may aspects which are 

outside the responsibility of a Highway Authority when setting speed limits. 

Appendix D Technical Guidance on Collection and Interpretation of Speed Data 

When analysing traffic speed data, it is important to look at the speeds that occur under free flow 

conditions, and therefore the 12 hour or 24 hour average mean and 85th percentile speeds may not 

be appropriate. It may be necessary to exclude peak hour data as congestion may have a significant 

effect on the results. 



We know of no other Highway Authority in the UK that goes beyond the collection of average speeds 

along roads and filters out times when the road is congested or only includes free flow conditions. 

Both of these will skew the data and produce a higher average speed than actually exists. This is not 

a reflection of the guidance on setting speed limits and combined with the insistence of 90/10%ages 

of roads below and above 24mph will arbitrarily cap the setting of 20mph limits and hence maintain 

road speeds that suppress active travel and increase road risk to vulnerable road users as well as 

vehicle occupants. These technical rules seem to be created to minimise the implementation of 

20mph limits and are far outside government guidance. 

 

Appendix F 

Cheshire East Council is bound by legislative requirements for 20mph Limits and Zones and as such all 

20mph Areas will be laid out in accordance with these requirements. 

This is incorrect. The guidance in 01/2013 is guidance and not legislative. Whilst a Highway Authority 

can diverge from guidance where the SMS does so this should be clearly identified. In implying that 

the rules are based on and part of the guidance as a “legislative” requirement then this is 

misinforming members of the validity of the SMS. 

Where 85th percentile speeds exceed 28 mph the existing environment is unlikely to be suitable for a 

20mph area. 

This is contrary to 01/2013 which specifically states in section 35 that “mean speeds should be used 

as the basis for determining local speed limits.” Note that this was changed in the 01/2006 guidance. 

The use of 85%ile for setting speed limits dates from the previous century. It must be asked how the 

duties of the council for road safety may be met if it implements a policy whereby the speed chosen 

by the fastest 15% of drivers within an existing limit that endorses 30mph are grounds for not 

considering a lower speed limit. There is a clear requirement within the guidance in para 32 that 

“the needs of vulnerable road users must be fully taken into account in order to further encourage 

these modes of travel and improve their safety.” 

This cannot be done if the flawed views of 15% of drivers are used to arbitrarily deny a community a 

lower 20mph speed limit. 

Equality Impact Assessment  

General: Equality Impact Assessment 

Could there be a different impact or outcome for some groups? 

Yes, potentially for those who walk and cycle i.e. non-motorised forms of transport. Such highway 

users may benefit from the introduction of 20mph speed limits where a location is identified as 

being suitable. 

As such this Strategy will be viewed with greater importance by Highway users who are identified to 

be in the more vulnerable categories. 

Whilst recognising the benefits of lower speed limits to vulnerable road users, the prescriptive rules 

associated with enabling a 20mph limit to be set will ensure that those vulnerable road users will not 

benefit from 20mph schemes which are outside those prescriptive rules 

Age Disability, Pregnancy and Maternity, Sex and Neurodiversity and Autism: 



Speed limits and management measures are based on the local environment of an area, function of 

the road and pedestrian movement. Speed Limits and speed management are not based on an 

individual’s characteristics. However, in some locations the strategy will favour the non motorised 

user and in others it will favour the motorised user. 

It is surprising that it has not been recognised that children’s independent mobility to the age of 16 

is entirely based on them being able to walk or cycle. There is evidence that pre-teen children do not 

have fully developed cognitive skills to protect themselves in an environment where motors travel at 

more than 20mph. Elderly pedestrians are far more likely to be endangered in a 30mph environment 

compared to 20mph. 

Non-motorised road users with the protected characteristics of age have not been fully considered 

in the SMS. There is virtually no recognition of their particular requirements or vulnerability. Simply 

including them as non-motorised road users who may gain or lose is not an acceptable consideration 

as required by the Equality Act 2010. 

Note that the same glib response is given to the protected characteristics of Disability, Pregnancy 

and Maternity, and Sex. 

Many disabilities are invisible and may also limit vision, hearing and mobility. All of these increase 

the danger in community streets. 

Pregnancy and Maternity also creates particular issues as a vulnerable road user. 

Sex is an issue because the majority of parents walking their children to school are mothers. 

Neurodiversity needs are not addressed at all, a group who may have particular impacts from the 

speed of traffic and often may not have access to cars so are particularly vulnerable to the effects of 

traffic speed. 

There is no indication that the impact of the SMS on people with protected characteristics has been 

diligently considered. 

The strategy fails to adequately show compliance with Equalities Act 2010 

 


