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Evaluation Process

• Postulated causal chain of 
impacts:

• Reduction in aggressive 
driving behaviour
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Safer actual and 
perceived environment for 

walking and cycling 

20 mph speed limits implemented on roads with an av erage speed of ≤ 24mph

Limited migration of through traffic to 
strategic routes to avoid 20 mph limits

Increase in traffic

Possible increase in 
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Less through 
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Key:

  Immediate   Main Transport   Quality of Life and   LTP2 and Community
  Outcomes   Outcomes   Environmental Benefits   Strat egy Objectives

LTP2 Objectives: 
• Air Quality - To achieve national objectives by 2010. 
• Safety - To improve the levels of safety beyond the national 2010 targets for all road users especially children 
   and other vulnerable groups.

Community Strategy Objectives:
1) 'To reduce car dependency by encouraging the use of other means of transport in such a way that the city can grow 
     and improve its economic performance whilst minimising the number of vehicles in the city at peak times'
2) 'A cleaner, healthier environment'
3) 'People feel safe in their environment' 

LTP2 Safety 
Objective

LTP2 Air Quality Objective + 
Community Strategy Objective (2)

Community Strategy 
Objective (1)

Health 
and 

fitness 
benefits

Improvement 
in air quality 

and noise 
impacts

casualties; Possible 
reduction in number  of  

casualties

volumes on 
strategic roads 

(Increase or 
decrease)

Decrease 
in traffic

Community Strategy 
Objective (3)
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• Traffic Speed:
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before the speed limits were imposed 
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Sector Average Before 
Speed (mph) 

Average After Speed 
(mph) 

Speed Change 
(mph) 

Central West 20.2 19.1 -1.1 

South East 19.6 18.6 -1.0 

Central East 18.5 17.9 -0.6 

All Sectors 19.4 18.5 -0.9 
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Key Findings

• Traffic Speed:• Traffic Speed:

Number of monitored sites by specified average spee d range  

‘After’ Average Speeds 
Sector  ‘Before’ Sector  ‘Before’ 

Average Speed 
≤20 mph 21 to 24 mph >24 mph Total 

≤20 mph 87 13 2 102 

21 to 24 mph 15 16 5 36 

>24 mph 9 5 7 21 

All 3 
Sectors 

Total 111 34 14 159 
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Key 
Findings

Before (Average of 3 
year data) 

After %change Casualty 
Class 

Casualty 
age 

Slight KSI Total  Slight  KSI Total  KSI Total  

0 - 15 20.0 5.0 25.0 21.0 3.0 24.0 -40% -4% 

16 - 19 2.7 0.3 3.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 -100% -67% 

20 - 69 14.3 0.7 15.0 11.0 5.0 16.0 650% 7% 

70+ 2.0 0.7 2.7 1.0 1.0 2.0 50% -25% 

Pedestrian 

Total 39.0 6.7 45.7 34.0 9.0 43.0 35% -6% 

0 - 15 7.0 0.7 7.7 6.0 0.0 6.0 -100% -22% 

16 - 19 2.3 0.3 2.7 4.0 0.0 4.0 -100% 50% 

20 - 69 14.7 0.0 14.7 5.0 0.0 5.0 N/A -66% 

Passenger 

• Safety:• Safety:

20 - 69 14.7 0.0 14.7 5.0 0.0 5.0 N/A -66% 

70+ 1.3 0.0 1.3 1.0 0.0 1.0 N/A -25% 

Total 25.3 1.0 26.3 16.0 0.0 16.0 -100% -39% 

0 - 15 13.0 2.3 15.3 14.0 0.0 14.0 -100% -9% 

16 - 19 19.7 3.3 23.0 19.0 3.0 22.0 -10% -4% 

20 - 69 64.7 5.0 69.7 54.0 5.0 59.0 0% -15% 

70+ 4.3 0.3 4.7 1.0 2.0 3.0 500% -36% 

Driver/Rider 

Total 101.7 11.0 112.7 88.0 10.0 98.0 -9% -13% 

0 - 15 40.0 8.0 48.0 41.0 3.0 44.0 -63% -8% 

16 - 19 24.7 4.0 28.7 24.0 3.0 27.0 -25% -6% 

20 - 69 93.7 5.7 99.3 70.0 10.0 80.0 76% -19% 

70+ 7.7 1.0 8.7 3.0 3.0 6.0 200% -31% 

All 
casualties 

Total 166.0 18.7 184.7 138.0 19.0 157.0 2% -15% 



Key Findings

• Safety:

• Vehicle involvement in collisions

• Safety:

• Vehicle involvement in collisions
 

Before (Average After  (1 year %change  Sector  Vehicle Before (Average 
of 3 year data) 

After  (1 year 
data) 

%change  Sector  Vehicle 
Type 

Slight KSI Total Slight KSI Total KSI Total 

Pedal Cycle 34.7 5.0 39.7 40.0 4.0 44.0 -20% 11% 

PTW 21.7 5.3 27.0 19.0 5.0 24.0 -6% -11% 

Car/Taxi 181.0 18.7 199.7 146.0 17.0 163.0 -9% -18% 

Other  23.7 1.0 24.7 18.0 2.0 20.0 100% -19% 

All 
Sectors 

Total 261.0 30.0 291.0 223.0 28.0 251.0 -7% -14% 

 ‘Other’ represents all buses, minibuses, goods vehicles, other motor vehicles, other non-motor vehicles and 
unknown vehicle types. 



Comparison with 20 mph Zones
 TfL 20 mph 

Zone 
Hull 20 mph 

Zone 
PCC  20 mph 
Speed Limit  

Source of Funding 
TfL (£10m/year) 

LTP (£0.75m/year) 
+ small 
contributions from 
local ward funds 

LTP (£0.57m) 

Funding criteria >100% FYRR – 
special 
consideration given 
to deprived areas  

4 PIAs in 3 years or 
3 PIAs in 1 year & 
speed is main 
cause 

Public requests  

to deprived areas  cause 

Speeds before 
implementation 

>25 mph 29 -33 mph ≤24mph 

Speeds after 
implementation 

17 mph 17 -21 mph 19 mph 

Public support Yes but some 
opposition from 
emergency services 

Yes but some 
opposition from bus 
operators 

Yes 

Areas of application 
Residential areas – 
majority containing 
schools 

Residential areas, 
mainly council 
estates. Recent 
applications relate 
to safer routes to 
school initiatives 

Residential areas 



Comparison with 20 mph Zones

 TfL 20 mph 
Zone 

Hull 20 mph 
Zone 

PCC  20 mph 
Speed Limit  

Change in traffic speeds  -9 mph -10.5 mph -0.9 mph* 

Change in injury accidents -43%  -56% -13% 

Change in KSI accidents -56%  -90% +2% 

Change in casualties -45% - -15% 

Change in KSI casualties -54% - 0% 

Change in pedestrian casualties -36% -54% -6% 

Change in pedestrian KSI casualties -39% - +35% 

Change in child casualties -42% -64% -8% 

Change in child pedestrian casualties -45% -74% -4% 
* 3 Sectors (Central East, Central West and South East) 
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