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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background to the Study 

1.1.1 The Construction Industry Cycling Commission (CICC) was established in 2014 by a group of senior 

figures in the property and development industry with the aim of identifying how it can play a 

positive role in improving conditions for cycling. 

1.1.2 The Commission was formed following the death of planning consultant Francis Golding in a bicycle 

crash in November 2013 and was given new impetus by the death of Moira Gemmill, a leading 

figure in the world of architecture, art and design in April 2015 who was was also killed while cycling 

in London. 

1.1.3 The CICC has identified two areas where it can play a positive role: 

 Reducing the number and severity of cycling injuries and deaths caused by construction 

vehicles 

 Shaping the urban environment to create better and safer places for cycling. 

1.1.4 This report addresses the first of these issues. 

1.1.5 Although HGVs account for only 3.5% of traffic across London, around half of crashes where a cyclist 

is killed involves an HGV.  Many of these heavy vehicles are involved in construction activities, and 

it is indicative of the scale of the problem that seven of the eight cyclist fatalities so far this year 

have involved HGVs, with at least two of these involving construction vehicles. 

1.2 Brief 

1.2.1 Our brief was to: 

 Identify the patterns of Killed and Seriously Injured (KSI) crashes involving cyclists and HGVs 

in London 

 Present that information in a readily-understandable way through an infographic-style 

presentation 

 Review the safety initiatives that are already being carried out by the public authorities, 

including TfL and their CLOCS/FORS programmes 

 Conduct a workshop involving people from the construction/property development 

industries alongside other agencies to consider our findings and identify further actions. 
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1.2.2 The project workshop was carried out in two similar sessions on 6 July in central London and was 

attended by a total of 42 people, including representatives of clients, contractors and consultants, 

local and national government, as well as cycling organisations. 

1.3 This Report 

1.3.1 This report describes the work carried out to meet this brief.  

1.3.2 Section 2 summarises our findings on the existing pattern of KSIs involving cyclists, including our 

analysis of STATS19 data for 107 fatalities across London over a 92 month period from January 2007 

to August 2014; and of 159 serious casualties on the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) 

during 2013. 

1.3.3 The final presentation summarising our analyses plus other data gathered by TfL, as given at the 

workshop, is included in Appendix A, while more detailed technical notes are given in Appendix B. 

1.3.4 Section 3 summarises the current work being undertaken by TfL to address these problems, 

including the work under the CLOCS (Construction Logistics and Cyclist Safety) and FORS (Fleet 

Operator Recognition Scheme) initiatives.  This is also covered by the second part of the 

presentation in Appendix A, which was given at the workshop by CLOCS. 

1.3.5 Section 4 presents and summarises the conclusions of the groups at the workshop on what further 

actions should now be taken, by both the construction/development industry and other agencies.  

Appendix C contains the transcribed flipchart notes of the nine discussion groups. 

1.3.6 Our reflections and conclusions on the study are set out in Section 5. 
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2 The Scale and Nature of the Problem 

2.1 Previous Reports 

2.1.1 The cycle safety problem in London has already been investigated in detail through the following 

reports, which were reviewed as part of this study: 

 TfL Cycle Safety Action Plan 2014 

 Loughborough University: Pedal Cyclist Fatalities in London: Analysis of Police Collision 

Files (2007-2011) 

 TRL: Construction Logistics and Cyclist Safety.  Published Project Report PPR639 

2.1.2 The Cycle Safety Action Plan states that cyclist casualties make up a significant proportion of all KSI 

casualties across London.  In 2013 489 cyclists were killed or seriously injured in road crashes, 

making up 21% of the total.  Males aged between 25 and 29 are more represented in these incidents 

than other groups, but this reflects the fact that they make up a significant proportion of the total 

distance cycled.  Examining the rate of injury by distance cycled shows that younger and older 

cyclists are more at risk. 

2.1.3 The ratio of male to female cyclist KSIs is 4:1, which broadly reflects the gender ratio for the distance 

cycled, although men do experience a small but statistically significant increased risk compared to 

women.  However, in the case of fatal collisions, the data shows that women are more at risk than 

men. 

2.1.4 The TfL Cycle Safety Plan also notes that over the period 2010 to 2012 the average yearly number 

of cyclist KSIs involving Medium and Heavy Goods Vehicles was 74, some 5% of the annual total.  

However, goods vehicles make up only 3.5% of total traffic, and so these vehicles are 

overrepresented in cyclist KSIs by a factor of around 1.4. 

2.1.5 In terms of cyclist fatalities, the relative risk created by goods vehicles is even higher; over the same 

three year period almost half (45%) of fatalities involved an HGV. 

2.1.6 The TfL Cycle Safety Plan shows that the most common types of cycle KSI conflict are as follows: 
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The five conflict types most commonly resulting in KSIs to cyclists, 2008-2011   

(From TfL Cycle Safety Plan 2014) 

 

2.1.7 This diag a  sho s that hile ight hooks  e e the ost o o  type of a oeu e i ol i g 
se ious i ju y, left hooks  e e i ol ed i  ost fatal i ide ts.  Of those 72% involved HGVs. 

2.1.8 The Loughborough report sought to establish patterns associated with cyclist fatalities in London 

based on an analysis of police records over the period 2007 to 2011, when there were 79 fatalities, 

of which 53 were available for analysis.  

2.1.9 This study also found that a vehicle turning left across a cyclist was the most common type of 

manoeuvre at fatal collisions and that HGVs make up the largest share of vehicles at such incidents.  

2.1.10 A comparison of our analysis of a longer time series of STATS19 data with the Loughborough report 

is given later in this report. 

2.1.11 The Cy le “afety A tio  pla  sets out TfL s o it e t to the Co st u tio  Logisti s a d Cy lists 
Safety (CLOCS) programme as the primary means of reducing the risks to cyclists posed by HGVs.  

TfL is also p o idi g t ai i g to HGV d i e s th ough its “afe U a  D i i g  ou se hi h e 
attended as part of our study.  

2.1.12 The CLOCS programme was designed to address the findings of TRL Report 639, which noted (inter 

alia) that road risk is typically viewed as less important by the construction industry; that there is a 

lack of awareness of the problem; and that visibility of cyclists in some areas around construction 

vehicles is poor.  
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2.1.13 The CLOCS programme is summarised in Section 3 below, including our comments on the HGV 

driver training course. 

2.2 Our Analyses 

2.2.1 Our investigations involved the following: 

 Analysis of STATS19 data for cycling fatalities across London over a 92 month period from 

the beginning of January 2007 to the end of August 2014. 

 Analysis of STATS19 for serious cycling casualties on the Transport for London Road 

Network (TLRN) during 2013 

 Short period observations of a typical traffic signal junction to record cyclist behaviours 

2.2.2 The results of our work is summarised in the presentation in Appendix A (which also includes 

general information on patterns of cycling in London), with more detailed tables given in Appendix 

B.   Images of selected presentation slides are included in the summary below. 

Trends in Cycling 

2.2.3 This assessment is taking place against a background of a large rise in cycling in London across 

recent years, although this has seen a fall in the proportion of cycling by women. 

 

2.2.4 While only 2% of journeys are made by cycle across London as a whole, levels of cycling are much 

higher in the centre. 
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Fatal Collisions 

2.2.5 Our analysis found that there were 107 cycle fatalities in London in the 92 months studied, 

occurring slightly more frequently than one per month. Of these 57% involved HGVs.  The most 

likely time for a cycling fatality to occur was in the weekday morning peak, when cycling levels are 

at their highest. 

 

2.2.6 Over the longer term the numbers of cycling fatalities has fallen and over more recent years has 

remained fairly constant, even as cycling levels have grown.  Similarly the number of serious 

casualties has been fairly steady, although there has been a rise in the number of slight injuries 

since 2008.  Expressed in terms of the number of cyclists killed and injured per 100m km cycled, the 
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UK performs worse than the countries in continental Europe such as Netherlands and Germany, 

but better than the US. 

 

2.2.7 The analysis revealed some strong patterns in the data – but also that so e popula  yths  a out 
the causes of cycling fatalities: for example cyclists jumping red lights, cyclists hitting parked 

vehicles or opening doors, cyclists being trapped against guard rail and cycle wheels getting stuck 

in tram tracks, were  not highly represented in this group of collisions. 
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2.2.8 Three quarters of the collisions occurred at junctions, and the most dominant junction type is traffic 

signals (referred to as ATS, or automatic traffic signals, in road safety reports), followed by priority 

(uncontrolled) junctions.  There were few collisions at roundabouts, and while the data applies to 

all of London this probably reflects the fact that this type of junction is rare in central London, where 

cycle numbers are highest.  

 

2.2.9 Large vehicles, particularly trucks, are  significantly over-represented in collisions at traffic signal 

junctions, compared to the proportion of these vehicles in the traffic flow, and also compared to 

their involvement in all collisions (non-fatal) at traffic signals in London. 
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2.2.10 Left turning manoeuvres are again  significantly over-represented in the fatal cycle collisions at 

signals compared to the total number of left turn collisions at signals in London. 

2.2.11 Just over two-thirds of the fatal collisions at signals involve trucks. Nearly half of the fatal collisions 

at signals involve trucks turning left. These proportions are much higher at signals than they are at 

priority (uncontrolled) junctions. The dominant collision pattern is a truck turning left across the 

path of a straight ahead cyclist. 

 

2.2.12 The Loughborough study found that majority of interactions between cyclists and trucks occurred 

at the front and nearside front (cab area) where no guards are fitted. The areas where initial contact 

was made between the cyclists and trucks are illustrated in the graphic below. 
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2.2.13 In our study, most of the traffic signal junctions where trucks turned left across the path of a cyclist 

have an Advanced Stop Line (ASL) of some type. But in the nearly all of the cases there is no full 

cycle feeder lane to access the ASL. 

 

2.2.14 Women are over-represented in the dominant collision pattern, with over half of the cyclists struck 

at signals by left turning trucks being women, around twice the number that would be expected 

based on the proportion of London cyclists that are female. 

  

2.2.15 Both this and the Loughborough studies point to the phenomena of cyclists in the ASL being hit 

when moving off due to their not being visible to a driver in a truck cab, and to cyclists who are 

ea side st ea i g  ei g k o ked u de  the heels as the t u k tu s left. A left tu i g t u k is 
likely to drag its back wheels closer to the nearside kerb, particularly when compared to the turning 

movement of a car. This could surprise a cyclist who would be likely to be unseen at that point. 
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Serious Injuries 

2.2.16 There appear to be some important differences between the fatal collisions and the serious injury 

collisions. The serious injury collisions span a range of injuries from minor bone fractures through 

to life changing disabilities and it is not possible from the data to tell what has happened in each 

case. What we do know is that someone has survived. 

2.2.17 A sample of 159 serious collisions from the TLRN network for 2013 was reviewed for comparative 

purposes and a technical note on this analysis is included in Appendix B. 

 

2.2.18 Whilst the overall number of serious collisions involving trucks is greater than the number of fatal 

collisions involving trucks, the proportion of collisions involving trucks is much higher within the 

fatal group. 

2.2.19 Whilst the time of occurrence of the collisions is broadly similar within the two injury severity 

groups, important differences emerge relating to where the collisions are likely to take place, and 

to the type of collisions that occur. 
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2.2.20 Fatal collisions are comparatively more likely to occur at traffic signals, whilst serious collisions are 

more likely to occur at cross roads, T junctions, and away from junctions.  

 

 

2.2.21 Trucks make up a much higher proportion of fatal collisions, particularly at traffic signals, involving 

left turns, and involving female cyclists, compared to serious collisions. 
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2.2.22 This points to an overall conclusion that collisions between cyclists and HGVs are much more likely 

to result in death than collisions involving other types of vehicle, and that women are 

disproportionately at risk of such collisions occurring.  There are still gaps in knowledge as to the 

causes of this disparity, however.  

Junction Observations 

2.2.23 To begin to explore these issues in a real situation, short term observations were made at the 

junction of Vernon Place, Theobalds Road and Southampton Row which is an example of signalised 

junctions in central London and where three cycle fatalities had taken place on the Vernon Place 

arm during the 92 months studied.  This is a three lane approach with an ASL with no feeder lane. 

 

2.2.24 Getting into this ASL is difficult during peak times and involves moving between closely-spaced 

ueui g ehi les, o  st ea i g .  
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2.2.25 Observations at the junction suggest that women are more likely than men to hold back behind 

queuing vehicles, as opposed to streaming between them to reach the ASL.  This difference in 

behaviour may be may be a causal factor of the greater risk experienced by women from HGVs at 

traffic signal junctions in London. 

 

2.2.26 We can see two possible mechanisms here: 

 It is the women who stream into the ASL who are most at risk, being at much greater risk 

than men in the same location. 

 It is the women who do not stream into the ASL who are most at risk, and who are taking a 

different position to men in the traffic stream 
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2.2.27 Further detailed investigation is required of the differences in behaviour of men and women at 

different types of junction (including different ASL arrangements at signals) in central London in 

order to identify how these differences in behaviour between men and women are resulting in 

different casualty outcomes.  Although some studies of behaviour at ASLs has been carried out in 

the past, we are not aware of any research into the effects of gender. 

2.2.28 The results of such a study could have significant implications for the design of traffic signal 

junctions with ASLs, including whether feeder lanes have safety advantages.  Although more 

sophisti ated desig s of y le fa ilities at sig als eg hold the left  a e ei g i stalled, A“Ls a e 
likely to remain a common feature of junctions in London for some considerable time. 

2.2.29 There may also be implications for how drivers are trained to behave at ASL junctions, and on 

hethe  it is app op iate to o ti ue to e ui e HGVs to display y lists stay a k  o  e a e of 
passi g this ehi le o  the i side  sti ke s as pa t of the FORS scheme. 
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3 Current Initiatives 

3.1 Introduction to CLOCS 

3.1.1 The Construction Logistics and Cyclist Safety (CLOCS) scheme was initiated by Transport for London, 

with the support of the construction industry, in 2013.  The scheme was designed to implement as 

far as possible the recommendations of TRL report PPR639 of the same title, published in February 

of that year. 

3.1.2 Although it originated in London, the take up of CLOCS is now spreading to other parts of the UK, 

including through the eight Cycling Ambition Cities. 

 

3.1.3 CLOCS to date has involved three workstreams: 

 Workstream 1 

o Increased availability and uptake of new lorries with 100 percent all round vision 

and maximum driver direct vision 

o All existing lorries to be fitted with appropriate all round vision equipment as 

standard 
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 Workstream 2 

o Work related road safety cultures within construction logistics operations to be 

considered as important as that of health and safety culture on construction sites  

 Workstream 3 

o A common standard for the construction logistics sector that enables transparency 

and ownership of work related road risk for developers, their clients and 

construction logistics operators. 

3.1.4 There has been significant progress in a relatively short period of time under all three workstreams.  

3.2 Workstream 1 

3.2.1 Under Workstream 1, modelling by Loughborough University has measured the areas around 

different HGVs, by make, model and body type, which are directly visible (through 

windscreen/windows) and indirectly visible (through mirrors) so that the remaining blind spots can 

be identified. 

 

Modelling showing effect of larger windows in HGV door 

3.2.2 Manufacturers are responding positively to the pressure being exerted by industry purchasers for 

vehicles that have larger areas of direct vision, rather than waiting for regulations to be changed at 

UK or European level.  At the CLOCS conference exhibition in February of this year a number of 

manufacturers were showing trucks with large door windows, as well as other safety improvements 

such as lower side guards and warning systems. 
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Mercedes-Benz High Visibility Safety Truck, February 2015 

3.2.3 Attention is also being paid to improving the situation with existing trucks, with the CLOCS standard 

requiring the fitting of appropriate mirrors and cameras and devices that warn drivers of the close 

proximity of pedestrians and cyclists. Many such devices were on display at the CLOCS conference 

exhibition, but many of the devices have not been independently tested, and the fitting of them 

ay ause the ehi le a ufa tu e s  warranties to be invalidated. 

3.2.4 To provide more confidence in such systems TRL has been commissioned by CLOCS to evaluate the 

effectiveness of a number of devices, but this is proving difficult in practice. 

3.2.5 Further improvements to front and side protection through lower guards are desirable, but 

construction vehicles are often specified with high ground clearances to enable them to operate on 

uneven construction or quarry sites.  CLOCS is therefore working to improve site conditions so that 

this barrier to achieving safer vehicles is removed. 

3.3 Workstream 2 

3.3.1 Under Workstream 2, CLOCS has developed a system which reports collisions involving HGVs and 

vulnerable road users to member organisations to improve awareness of the problem and to enable 

action to be taken where appropriate.  This is designed to be similar to the reporting systems 

already in use for reporting accidents and incidents at work, which is operated by the Health and 

Safety Executive. 
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3.3.2 Further work needs to be done, but the intention is that this system will become an accessible 

repository of information on work-related road incidents, so that lessons can be learnt and a 

process of continuous improvement can be established. 

3.4 Workstream 3 

3.4.1 Under Workstream 3 a standard has been developed for the industry to use to ensure that logistics 

operations achieve a reduction in work-related road risk.  A suite of documents has been prepared 

which details how CLOCS compliance should be embedded in construction contracts and how 

operators should manage their driver training and licencing, vehicle safety equipment and collision 

reporting and analysis.  It also covers requirements for clients, including that they should have a 

full Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) in place, which includes that suitable risk-assessed routes to 

and from the site are used by HGVs. 

3.4.2 Membership of FORS, the Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme established by TfL, is a way of 

de o st ati g that ope ato s eet the Quality Ope atio  e ui e e t of CLOC“, a d so e 
220,000 vehicles are now accredited to the scheme, from over 3,000 companies. 

3.4.3 Driver safety training forms part of this system, and TfL has developed the Safe Urban Driver 

training course to improve driver behaviour and reduce the risk they pose to vulnerable road users.  

3.4.4 As part of our work we attended a one-day SUD course as an observer.  The course consisted of 

two half-day sessions, one in the classroom where the issues around cyclist safety and HGVs were 

explored and discussed, the other where the delegates cycled around central London and were 

given basic cycle training. 
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Attending the Safe Urban Driver training course 

3.4.5 Our overall impression was that there was a useful emphasis on explaining to drivers that cyclists 

were a legitimate part of the traffic mix in urban areas, and particularly central London and that 

drivers should be more cautious and careful as a result.  The experience of riding cycles in London 

traffic should also have given drivers a greater appreciation of the problems faced by cyclists. 

3.4.6 However, given the data on how some types of collisions are over-represented in KSI collisions 

involving HGVs, we felt that more could have been said about how HGV drivers should behave in 

critical situations, including when moving off and turning left at traffic signal junctions.  We suggest 

that it is ot e ough to say look out fo  y lists ; d i e s should e told hat they should do he  
they see a cyclist in a vulnerable position, say alongside the cab, as they turn left. 

3.5 Evidence of Evaluation 

3.5.1 CLOCS is clearly addressing the key risks to cyclists by taking steps to improve vehicle design, driver 

training and the operation of the construction logistics industry through better reporting and 

management systems to ensure compliance. 

3.5.2 Moreover, the programme is well supported, as shown by the views of delegates at the workshop 

(see below) who were generally looking for ways to increase the take up and reach of the CLOCS 

and FORS programmes. 

3.5.3 However, no clear evidence has yet been prepared which shows how CLOCS and FORS are actually 

reducing the risk to cyclists. This might be done by comparing the rate of collisions involving goods 

vehicles with/without FORS registration, or operating under contracts requiring the CLOCS 

standard.  CLOCS recognise that more needs to be done on this.  The need for more information on 
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collisions (and near misses) and how the design and operation of HGVs contributed to cycle safety 

problems was something that the workshop felt was pressing. 
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4 Workshop 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 A workshop was organised for 6 July 2015 involving delegates from the construction/property 

development industries, alongside other agencies including representatives of local and national 

government and cycling groups, to consider our findings and identify further actions. 

4.1.2 The workshop took place at New London Architecture in central London and consisted of two 

similar sessions during the morning and afternoon.  The format of the sessions was: 

 Presentation by Phil Jones and Steve Proctor of the analysis described in Section 2 (using 

the Powerpoint slides in Appendix A) 

 Presentation by Glen Davies/Hannah White of CLOCS on the CLOCS/FORS programme 

described in Section 3 (slides also in Appendix A) 

 Delegate discussion groups and feedback.   

4.1.3 The discussion groups each had up to around 6 people, and addressed the following questions: 

 What more do we need to know about the problem? 

 What further actions should be taken by: 

o The construction industry, including CLOCS? 

o Other Agencies 

4.1.4 Groups recorded their answers on flipcharts as a series of bullet points.  At the end of the discussion 

time, delegates were given five votes per group to distribute amongst their points to show which 

they considered to be the most important.  Groups then moved around the room and similarly 

voted on the flipcharts of the other groups to reveal the priorities of the whole workshop session. 

4.2 Findings 

4.2.1 Transcriptions of the flipchart notes made by the nine workshop groups (five in the morning, four 

in the afternoon) are included Appendix C.  

The key findings were as follows, based on the voting by delegates:  

 

 

What more do we need to know? 
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4.2.2 There was a clear view that we still do not know enough about the circumstances surrounding 

lo y/ y list ollisio s so that e a  ide tify hat o e g oup alled the oot ause .  The e is a  
over-reliance on STATS19 data, which is quite basic in content. That data does not contain a rich 

enough set of information to allow the industry and other stakeholders to assess in detail the 

efficacy of the steps they are taking to reduce conflict and what further actions should be taken.  

Although more detailed studies of police data have been carried out (eg by Loughborough 

University) these are limited one-off studies that are not widely disseminated or readily 

understood. 

4.2.3 The type of data that delegates felt would be useful to be gathered and shared widely included:  

 Goods Vehicle/Operator:   

o Journey purpose/industry sector  

o Safety equipment fitted 

o Maintenance regime 

o FORS accreditation 

o O licence number 

 Driver and cyclist 

o Personal information: age, gender, nationality, training, experience, clothing etc 

o Behaviour prior to impact; speed, positioning, manoeuvre, vision  

o Stress, lack of sleep, alcohol 

 Cycle 

o Type of cycle (cycle hire?) 

o Equipment 

 Infrastructure: 

o Road layout 

o Road conditions 

 

4.2.4 Some groups felt that such information should not be confined to incidents that resulted in injury 

or death.  There should be a way of gathering and sharing data on near misses, possibly using an 

app of some kind. 



   

Construction Industry Cycling Commission            Construction Traffic and Cycle Safety 

  Study Report 

4.2.5 The issues that were highlighted as particularly important included the need to share collision 

investigation information with operators, an over-reliance on STATS19 data and setting up a near-

miss reporting structure. 

What further actions can the construction/development industry take? 

4.2.6 Delegates identified numerous ways in which the construction/development industry can take 

further steps to reduce the risk of injury and death to vulnerable road users in London and beyond.   

4.2.7 Appendix C gives the full list of points mentioned, while Table 4-1 below sets out those actions that 

received the most votes from the delegates.  Some judgement has had to be used to interpret some 

of the workshop notes, and in some cases similar actions have been combined under one heading. 

Table 4-1: Key Actions for Construction/Development Industry 

Action Number of votes Action needed  by agencies other 

than Construction Industry/Supply 

Chain or CLOCS 

Better vehicles: Direct vision cabs, skirts, specify 

safety standards/equipment 

26 Vehicle manufacturers 

Adoption of CLOCS standard industry wide – fair 

to all operators, increase awareness  

7  

Promote CLOCS through supply chain 6  

Remove need for off-road vehicles through 

better site conditions 

6  

Time shifting, avoiding peak hours 5 Local Authorities 

More driver training/testing 4  

Organisations become more accountable 3  

Use buying power of large contracts to improve 

standards 

2  

Set up CLOCS near miss reporting system 2  

Promote CLOCS to smaller operators 2  

Promote CLOCS to cycle friendly employers 1  

FORS licence plate on vehicles 1  

Establish united industry body 1  

 

4.2.8 Delegates concluded by some margin that the most important action the construction/ 

development industry should take is to further encourage the development of better vehicles 

through their purchasing power, rather than waiting for Government and inter-Government bodies 

to require manufacturers to change their products.  



   

Construction Traffic and Cycle Safety       Construction Industry Cycling Commission 

Study Report 

4.2.9 There was also significant support for CLOCS/FORS, and delegates recommended that the industry 

should take positive steps to further spread its adoption throughout the sector and beyond, 

including by smaller operators. 

4.2.10 Other actions that were considered important were the creation of better conditions on site so that 

lorry ground clearances can be reduced and hence safer lorries used, and the retiming of journeys 

to avoid peak hours (which may require local authorities to reduce evening/night restrictions on 

HGV movements). 

What further action should other agencies take? 

4.2.11 Table 4-2 presents the findings of delegates where other agencies would need to take the lead. 

Table 4-2: Key Actions for Other Agences 

Action Number of votes Lead Agency 

Require better standards through planning 

conditions/S106 – across London 

27 

 

Local Authorities 

 

Improved junctions/streets/standardised 

layouts/cycle lanes 

9 Local Authorities 

More cycle training, including through retailers, 

schools etc, proficiency test 

6 Government 

New cab designs embedded in Construction 

and Use Regulations, EuroNCAP 

5 Government/EU 

Greater enforcement against non-compliant 

operators, increased resources 

5 Police, Traffic Commissioners, DVSA 

Compulsory driver training 4 Government 

Information boards/markings at hotspots to 

show vehicle turning circles 

4 Local Authorities 

“ha i g i fo atio  o  fo eig  d i e s  li e es 
to enable operators to do checks 

3 DVSA/EU 

Extend programmes beyond construction 

industry 

3 Government 

Designate suitable routes for lorries 2 Local Authorities 

Local authorities insist on CLOCS in all contracts 2 Local Authorities 

Build CLOCS into CDM 2 HSE 

Regulate WRRR same as HSAW/HSE 

involvement 

2 HSE/Government 

Road safety/vehicle awareness teaching in 

schools 

2 Government 

Holding points for vehicles 1 Local Authorities/Supply Chain 

Increase delivery hours (presume to avoid peak) 1 Local Authorities 



   

Construction Industry Cycling Commission            Construction Traffic and Cycle Safety 

  Study Report 

Standardise safety equipment at point of sale 1 Vehicle Manufacturers 

Other cities learn from London 1 TfL, Local Authorities, Professional 

Institutions 

Vulnerable Road Safety as part of Driver CPC 

compulsory training 

1 Government 

Subsidies for lorry safety equipment 1 Government 

 

4.2.12 Delegates considered that the most important step would be for local planning authorities to insist 

on the adoption of the CLOCS standard through planning conditions/Section 106 agreements.  This 

would be a powerful way of ensuring that all developments have to take demonstrable steps to 

reduce work related road risk during the construction stage. 

4.2.13 Delegates felt that the next most important task is for safer and more cycle-friendly roads and 

junctions to be created, a task primarily for TfL and the borough highway authorities. 

4.2.14 Beyond this, delegates identified a series of actions for local and national government bodies, as 

well as the EU.  These include requiring improvements to lorry design by regulation, increasing the 

amount of training for drivers and cyclists, strengthening enforcement and extending the 

management of work related road risk beyond the construction industry. 
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5 Reflections and Conclusions 

5.1 CLOCS and CICC 

5.1.1 What has emerged most clearly from our study is the very high priority given by all parties to the 

challenge of reducing the number of cyclists (and pedestrians) who are being killed and seriously 

injured in collisions with HGVs, a d o st u tio  ehi les i  pa ti ula , o  Lo do s st eets. 

5.1.2 The various events we have attended over recent months – the CLOCS conference at Excel in 

February, the regular CLOCS meeting in June and our workshop in July – have all been attended by 

a significant number of people willing to spend significant time and resources in addressing the 

issue. 

5.1.3 We are also very pleased that the CLOCS team has welcomed the establishment and involvement 

of the CICC as an emerging voice for the development and construction industry around cycling. 

5.1.4 CLOCS has made impressive progress since its inception in 2013 and continues to expand its 

influence, largely through the continuing financial support of TfL.   

5.1.5 At some point it may be necessary for CLOCS to have a more broadly-based foundation, possibly 

involving the construction industry itself, and the potential role of CICC in this process will need to 

be developed through further dialogue between all parties.  This obviously presents challenges not 

only in terms of funding but also in terms of the authority with which CICC speaks for the industry 

and how it is constituted.  

5.2 Understanding the Problem 

5.2.1 Although the previous studies by TRL and Loughborough University, as well as our analyses, have 

shed light on the patterns of construction-related cycle collisions, including on the important 

differences between fatal and serious injury collisions.there are still significant gaps in our 

knowledge. These include how the different behaviours of male and female cyclists is related to the 

different outcomes in terms of fatal collisions. 

5.2.2 TfL has indicated to us that such a study does need to be commissioned, and we recommend that 

this should be done as soon as possible, since it may have implications for the design of road 

junctions, the training of drivers and cyclists and policies on signing recommended behaviours, 

most notably on the backs of trucks. 

5.2.3 More generally all stakeholders, including central Government, wish to know much more about 

how the changes required by CLOCS and FORS are (hopefully) positively affecting cyclist safety and 

more generally on collisions and near misses so that a process of continuous improvement can be 

established. 
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5.2.4 At the moment the STATS19 data that is publicly available in London is quite limited, and the Police 

are reluctant to release more detailed information, largely on the grounds that it may be needed 

as part of evidence for court proceedings.  We note that other forces do provide copies of their 

notes of incidents, which are often much more useful than the coded fields in the STATS19 data.  

An example from the West Midlands is shown below. It should be possible for police authorities to 

remove personal or sensitive information without compromising the usefulness of the data for 

investigators. 

 

Sample Police Record of Incident, West Midlands Police 

5.2.5 CLOCS has already established an incident reporting process, but more work is needed to set up 

the comprehensive reporting system and repository that is the ultimate aim.  This will need to 

cooperation of a number of public and private sector agencies, and possibly also including cycling 

groups who could contribute information on incidents using on-line tools, along the lines of Rachel 

Ald ed s Nea  Miss p oje t, www.nearmiss.bike 

http://www.nearmiss.bike/
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CLOCS proposed reporting system and repository of information 

5.3 Key Actions for the Industry 

5.3.1 For the construction industry, the conclusions of this work are that CLOCS and FORS are heading in 

the right direction, and that the key task now is to spread their take up at all levels, so that the right 

type of vehicles are specified, driven by people with the appropriate attitude and skills, and with 

clients and contractors required to take responsibility for managing work-related road risk. 

5.3.2 At the moment the push for CLOCS and FORS has generally come from the public sector, through 

the requirement that large public contracts such as Crossrail and other TfL-funded schemes adopt 

the system.  Much more needs to be done to make these systems a default requirement on all 

construction schemes in London and wherever significant interaction between HGVs and cyclists 

can be expected, so that better standards are adopted even on smaller projects and by smaller and 

sub-contractors. 

5.3.3 To do that will require significant commitment by professional bodies in the construction industry, 

including Architects, Engineers, Project Managers and Quantity Su eyo s.  TfL s i flue e ith 
these bodies is unlikely to be strong enough and this is a task that could fall to the CICC.  

5.3.4 The data has shown that the worst time for cycle casualties is during the morning peak when cycle 

flows are at their highest, and so any initiative to reduce the number of HGV movements at these 

times is likely to be beneficial.  However, while the construction industry can play a key part in this, 

restrictions on HGV movements at other times are already imposed by local authorities to reduce 

environmental impact.  Shifting HGV movements into other time periods is a complex issue that 

will need careful consideration by all parties. 
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5.4 Key Actions for Others 

5.4.1 The workshop identified that local authorities can do much to require the adoption of CLOCS/FORS 

through planning conditions, which could be imposed as a matter of course on most if not all 

development projects.  Local government and representatives of the construction industry could 

usefully collaborate on the drafting of standard planning conditions to make this easier for 

development control officers. 

5.4.2 Other actions at central Government and the international levels include embedding the 

requirement for better lorry designs into regulations, setting higher standards for driver training 

and bringing work-related road risk into health and safety law and regulation, including CDM.  These 

are likely to be more long-term aims, but a concerted effort by the construction and development 

industry will bring greater pressure on politicians and civil servants to make them happen. 

5.4.3 The most effective way of reducing cyclist and HGV conflict would be to have greater separation 

between them in time and/or space at junctions, which TfL is aiming to achieve through the higher 

standards as set out in the new London Cycling Design Standards published last year.  There is an 

urgent need to train design professionals in the use of these new techniques, and this will require 

the involvement of a wide range of bodies, including academic institutions, professional 

institutions, local highway authorities, central Government and the construction industry which 

also regularly commissions highway designs. 

5.4.4 Achieving safer junction designs is not always easy where space is restricted, however, and is made 

more difficult than in other countries due to less favourable traffic regulations and a lack of clarity 

over who has priority when vehicles turn across cyclists at junctions.  We are undertaking work for 

British Cycling on this issue, and will be reporting in the coming months on how bringing the legal 

frameworks in the UK more into line with other countries such as the Netherlands, Denmark, 

Sweden and Germany could make it simpler to provide effective protection for cyclists at junctions. 
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Appendix A Presentation to Workshop 

  



Cycling Casualties and Construction Traffic in London

A study for the Construction Industry Cycling Commission

in association with



Introduction to Workshop

Peter Murray



Introduction to Delegates



Icebreaker Quiz



The study:

• Establish patterns of cycling/HGV fatalities

• Compare with serious casualties

• Observe behaviours at a typical junction

• Summarise current safety initiatives

• Stakeholder workshop – are we doing enough?
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Growth in cycling in London

2005/06 – 34%

2013/14 – 26%
2013/14 – 74%

2005/06 – 66%

Summer

Winter

2000

2014



USA

GERMANY

UK

NETHERLANDS

Long term trend in fatalities and KSI in London

Pucher and Buehler,2008

SLIGHT

SERIOUS

FATAL



Cycling Fatalities
Jan 7 to Aug 4  

57% involve large goods vehicles

107 cycle fatalities in London in 92 months.



When fatalities occur

53 % of collisions 

during winter

47 % of collisions 

during summer

20 % of collisions 

at night



Cyclist Ran Red Light at Junction 0 Cyclist Ran Red Light at Crossing 3

Night time visibility:
Cyclist hit from behind:

Day                 Night30% 31%

Driver ran red light

Of 107 Fatalities…

3

Cyclist trapped against guardrail 1Cyclist struck parked vehicle 
or open door

4
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45%

69%

42%

100%

100%

Proportion of fatal collisions involving HGV/MGVs

(29)

(14)

(11)

(5)

(3)



66%

50%

60%

33%
Proportion of left turning fatal 
collisions involving HGV/MGV

(19)

(7)

(3)

(1)



Proportion of fatalities by first strike on HGV

3%

17%

27%

7% 21% 7% 14%



23% no ASL (6)

23%    
ASL with 
stub feeder lane (6)

62% of cycle fatalities at traffic 

signals involve large vehicles turning 

left or moving off (26) 50%    
ASL with 
gate (13)

4% ASL with 

full feeder lane (1)



In HGV/MGV Left Turning Collisions

53% are Female

2.0 x expected

In all HGV/MGV Collisions

41% are Female

1.6 x expected

HGV/MGV Collisions at Traffic 
Signals involving female cyclists

On the TRLN

26% of cyclists 

are female



159 cycle serious injuries

Serious Cycling Casualties TLRN, 2013

5% heavy/medium 

goods vehicles

Annual average fatal, London

14

9

14

9

2013 serious, 
TLRN

8

159

2013 serious, 
London

~24

475



Fatal and Serious Cycling – All Casualties:

Fatal Casualties Serious Casualties

Weekday morning peak 18% 15%

Priority T and X junctions 29% 45%

Traffic Signals 39% 33%

Links 24% 15%



Fatal and Serious Cycling – HGV/MGV Casualties:

HGV/MGV Proportions

Fatal Casualties Serious Casualties

Priority T and X junctions 45% 4%

Traffic Signals 69% 8%

Links 42% 4%



Fatal and Serious Cycling –
HGV/MGV Casualties at Traffic Signals

Fatal Casualties Serious Casualties

Left turning HGV/MGVs 45% 2%

Of which female cyclists 53% 0%



Vernon Place, Bloomsbury











Data from observations

20% cycle traffic

20% female
80% male

46% of cyclists holding back 
were female

11% of cyclist 
streaming into ASL 

were female

2% of traffic is 

turning left



Safe Urban Driver Training Course



Questions?



Break



CLOCS Presentation

Glenn Davies, Hannah White TfL/CLOCS



Construction Logistics 
and Cyclist Safety 

Glen Davies
Programme Manager

Hannah White
Project Manager

Transport for London



Looking out for vulnerable road users

Understanding the issue

“the management of work-related road 
risk clearly lags behind the management 

of more general health and safety”
Page 10

“there seems to be an underlying attitude 
that managing road risk is not a legitimate 

use of time”
Page 12

“it can be seen that the blindspot on the 
mixer is 50% greater than that of the 

curtain side ”
Page 15



Looking out for vulnerable road users

Industry led response

Clients

Regulatory bodies

Logistic operators

Industry bodies

Contractors

Vehicle manufacturers



Looking out for vulnerable road users

1.1 Increased availability and 

uptake of new lorries with 

100 percent all round 

vision and maximum driver 

direct vision

1.2 All existing lorries are fitted 

with appropriate all round 

vision equipment as 

standard

2 For work related road 

safety cultures within 

construction logistics 

operations to be 

considered as important as 

that of health and safety 

culture on construction 

sites 

3 A common standard for the 

construction logistics 

sector that enables 

transparency and 

ownership of work related 

road risk for developers, 

their clients and 

construction logistics 

operators.

CLOCS Workstreams



Safer vehicles by design



HGV blindspots



Understanding HGV blindspots

• To objectively model the areas around 

different HGVs by make, model and body 

type which are:

• Directly visible by the driver through the cab 

windshield and windows

• Indirectly visible by the driver through the  

mandatory mirror set

• Neither directly, nor indirectly visible by the driver 

(i.e. the blind spots)

• Loughborough Design School have 

scanned and digitised a range of HGVs to 

enable comparisons to be made in driver 

vision



Direct vision variances by line of sight



Evaluation of blind spot safety technology

Objectives:

• Define performance criteria for evaluating effectiveness of 
safety equipment

• Establish a robust and consistent process for 
independently evaluating safety equipment 

• Inform operator purchasing decisions Service 

http://www.google.co.uk/url?q=http://www.gina-project.eu/en/about-gina/consortium/&sa=U&ei=bgRFU8LoFYi0hAe3oIHABw&ved=0CDgQ9QEwBQ&usg=AFQjCNFeF2OGz4720YWUXqHVUNajsOMWcw
http://www.google.co.uk/url?q=http://www.gina-project.eu/en/about-gina/consortium/&sa=U&ei=bgRFU8LoFYi0hAe3oIHABw&ved=0CDgQ9QEwBQ&usg=AFQjCNFeF2OGz4720YWUXqHVUNajsOMWcw


The evolution of HGV design

Very little change in cab profile and improvement to driver direct vision

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

2015 2015 2015





Demonstration programme



Operational ground conditions

Min 25°
Min 25cm Min 25cm

Min 25°

Min 25°

Min 30cm

• Too many off road capability 
vehicles are used on urban roads

• We need to:

• Increase understanding of on 
road vehicle capability 

• Improve confidence in site 
and landfill ground conditions



Addressing the safety imbalance



Work related road risk vs on site health and safety



Accident reporting vs collision reporting

“In six months, the construction 
industry has achieved more than the 

insurance industry has in thirty years”
Insurance Broker



Raising awareness

The i dustry does ’t 
know that these 

accidents are 

o urri g…the i dustry is 
not going to do much 

a out it u til they’re 
told…how do you get 

everybody else to 

[improve their safety] 

u less you’re telli g the  
that these things are 

going on?

”

“



Outputs

Alerts

Periodic reports

Investigation outcomes

Lessons learnt

Causality

Reports

Trend analysis

Insurance alignment

Peer review

Mapping

Development of a reporting system and repository

Accessible

Web-based

Managed centrally

Information investigated

Standard format of 

reporting at various stages

Inputs

Police and transport authorities

Construction industry clients

Construction industry operators

Courts, inquests, coroners

CLOCS reporting spreadsheet

Media

Trade associations

Road safety groups

Cycling groups

Third party input

Highway Authorities

Repository of 

information



Achieving a common standard



Developing a CLOCS standard

• CLOCS Working Group has 

defined the most effective solutions 

to meet the CLOCS Standard

• Solution set includes a range of 

guidance documents, toolkits and 

services

• Standard default solutions cover 

the operation, vehicle and driver
requirements of the CLOCS 

Standard

• First standard to include 

requirement for the client



The CLOCS Standard in contracts



The CLOCS Standard in operations



Looking out for vulnerable road users

Standard 3.1.1 - Quality Operation

• FORS meets the ‘Quality Operation’ 
requirement of CLOCS

• Two thirds of operators are based 
outside London and FORS is now 
available across the UK

• Over 220,000 vehicles accredited to 
the scheme from over 3,000 companies 
and 10,000 depots

• Awarded the Prince Michael 
International Road Safety Award as a 
leader in fleet safety



Standard 3.1.2 - Collision reporting



Standard 3.2 - Vehicle safety requirements

• A testing method is being developed to 
evaluate the effectiveness of safety 
technology

• Vehicle manufacturers and dealers now 
provide CLOCS safety equipment as 
standard

• London’s Safer Lorry Scheme will ensure 
all HGVs are fitted with blindspot mirrors 
and sideguards

• Standard blindspot warning signage is 
available through FORS



Standard 3.3 - Driver safety requirements

• Safe Urban Driver (SUD) training is 
now available nationwide

• Funding for SUD training is available 
for drivers in London

• An approval process has been 
developed to recognise other driver 
training courses

• The DVLA now provide a free 
service to check driver licence 
details



Standard 3.4 – Client requirements

• To have a full Construction Logistics 
Plan (CLP)  in place

• Manage safe access and egress to 

the site and loading/unloading

• Ensure suitable, risk assessed, routes 
are used

• Ensure sites are graded so as to allow 
access for vehicle fitted with safety 
equipment

• Shall ensure compliance with the 
CLOCS Standard



Looking out for vulnerable road users

Complementary schemes

• CLOCS: A standard for 
construction clients to specify 
road safety requirements in 
contracts

• FORS: An accreditation 
scheme for vehicle operators 
to demonstrate they meet the 
standard



TfL must employ, and must 
be seen to employ, the 
safest fleet operators in 

London

To mitigate the risk of a vulnerable road user being killed 
or seriously injured by one of our suppliers, in February 
2012, we introduced Work Related Road Risk (WRRR) 

clauses into our new and existing contracts

The TfL Position



Its not just TfLIt’s ot just TfL 



Its not just London

Implementation of CLOCS Standard

• 28 clients championing standard

• 500 UK sites in scope for 

construction in 2015 with further 

3,000 through utilities 

• Cycling Ambition Cities 

recognising the importance of 

CLOCS and FORS

It’s ot just Lo do



Summary – who is in your supply chain?

Immediate prohibition
18T skip lorry seized due to:

• Driver having an expired 
driving licence 

• Vehicle having significant 
mechanical safety defects

Summary – who is working in your supply chain?



Summary – who is in your supply chain?Questions



Group Workshop



Discussion groups of 5-6 people
45 minute discussion around the issues

Questions to address:

• What more do we need to know about the problem? – 5 minutes

• What further actions can WE take?

– The construction industry, including CLOCS? – 30 minutes

– Other agencies? – 10 minutes



Voting on the actions



Advert Break

Near Miss Project

Workshop

7 September 2015

r.aldred@westminster.ac.uk



Closing Remarks and Thanks

Peter Murray

http://www.cyclingcommission.org/
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1. General Analysis of Cycle Fatal Collisions Jan 2007 – Aug 2008 (N=107) 

 

 All ATS Link Priority Left 

Turn* 

Moving 

Off 

Dark 

only 

Total 

collisions 

107 42 26 31 33 8 16 

Peak 

month 

April (15) 

Winter**53% 

April (7) 

Winter 

52% 

Mar, Apr, 

Jul (4) 

Winter  

42% 

Jan, Apr, 

Dec (4) 

Winter 

52% 

April (6) 

Winter 

52% 

Even thru 

8 months 

Winter 

50% 

Sep (3) 

Winter 

38% 

Peak day 

 

Tue (23) Tue (10) Mon, Tue 

(5) 

Tue (8) Mon (9) Thu (5) Wed (5) 

Peak 

hour 

period 

0800 (16) 0800 (8) 0900 (4) 08,09,1600 

(3) 

0800 (9) 0800 (4) 0000 (4) 

Dark 

collisions 

21 (20% of all 

collisions) 

7 (17%) 3 (12%) 10 (32%) 6 (18%) 0 All 

Wet 

collisions 

11 (10%) 

Ice (2) 

6 (14%) 1 (4%) 4 (13%) 

 Ice (2) 

3 (9%) 0 0 

 

*Left turn striking vehicle in all situations 

**Oct-March 

 

The total number of collisions at ATS in 2013 show an increase compared to the long term average.  

Figures for priority junctions and links show a decrease. The changes are not statistically significant. 



2. Collision summaries for data sets – age and post code of cyclists and drivers 

 

 Signals link priority LT striker moving off dark 

No. collisions 42 26 31 33 8 16 

p/c  0-15 0 3 1 0 0 0 

p/c  16-19 2 1 1 0 1 2 

p/c  20-29 12 4 5 9 2 2 

p/c  30-39 15 6 2 11 3 5 

p/c  40-59 9 9 14 8 2 4 

p/c  60+ 4 3 7 5 0 52 

not known 0 0 1 0 0 1 

p/c postcode 1 SW16 (2) No repeats E17 (2) N1 (2) No repeats No repeats 

p/c postcode 2 N1 (2)      

p/c postcode 3 SE17 (2)      

driver  0-15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

driver  16-19 0 0 3 0 0 1 

driver  20-29 3 2 1 0 0 0 

driver  30-39 6 2 5 6 0 2 

driver  40-59 21 13 12 18 4 4 

driver  60+ 9 3 7 5 4 2 

not known 3 6 3 4 0 7 

dr postcode 1 No repeats BR3 (2) SE18 (2) No repeats No repeats No repeats 

dr postcode 2       

dr postcode 3       

 



3.  Information from the police narratives (N = 107) 

 

Tipper truck mentioned 9    

Rubbish truck mentioned 3 

Cement mixer mentioned 2 

Skip lorry mentioned 3 

Pedal cycle from pavement 10 

Driver on red light 3 

Pedal cycle on red light (on light controlled crossing) 3 

Pedal cycle under wheels of large vehicle 7 

Pedal cycle clips kerb  3 

Pedal cycle hits open door of vehicle 3 

Pedal cycle in tram track 1 

Pedal cycle hits parked vehicle 1 

Pedal cycle trapped against pedestrian guard rail 1 

 

5 of the 16 pedal cycle collisions in the dark involved a pedal cycle hit from behind (31%). This 

compares with 27/91 strikes from behind in daylight (30%). This does not point towards an issue of 

night time conspicuity for cyclists. 

The three red light violations by cyclists were on controlled crossings – so not conventional red light 

running. 

2 of the 10 cases of cycling from the pavement involved a straight ahead cyclists and a left turning 

vehicle at ATS. 

The final three in the list – under-represented according to co on cycle safety yths ? 

First three in list suggest construction vehicles are likely to be over-represented (although this is not 

directly mentioned in the STATS 19 data we had for this study). 

 



4.  Location by collision type, with gender of cyclist 

 

 No locations No collisions HGV 

collisions 

Bus/ coach 

collisions 

HGV left 

turning 

collisions 

Bus/ coach 

left turning 

collisions 

ATS (signals) 39 42 29  

(69%  of 42) 

12 female 

(41% of 29)* 

7 19 

(66%  of 29) 

10 female 

(53%  of 19)** 

3 

ATS 

roundabout 

3 5 5 0 3 0 

Roundabout 3 3 3 0 1 0 

Link 26 26 11 

(42%  of 26) 

4 female 

(36%  of 11) 

1 0 0 

Priority 31 31 14 

(45%  of 31) 

5 female 

(36%  of 14) 

1 7 

(50%  of 14) 

2 female 

(29%  of 7) 

0 

 

*Statistically Significant compared to observed gender split  ** Highly Statistically Significant compared to observed gender split 

Observations at Vernon Place on 10 February 2015 revealed 20% of cyclists were female 



5. Comparisons of ATS (signals) collisions with control data for Greater London* 

 Fatal collisions at ATS All collisions at ATS 

Total collisions 42     (39 junctions) 14,039     (2,597 junctions) 

Car collisions 6       (14.3%) 10,305     (73.4%) 

P2W collisions 0      2,752       (19.6%) 

Bus or coach 7       (16.7%) 1,558       (11.1%) 

HGV 29     (69.1%)** 1,881       (13.4%) 

Right turn 2       (4.8%) 3,313       (23.6%) 

Left turn 23     (54.8%)** 1,305       (9.3%) 

Wet (non-dry) 6       (14.3%) 2,625       (18.7%) 

Dark  7       (16.7%) 5,623       (33%) 

 

*reference: Levels of Collision Risk in Great London 2012, TfL (based on 2010-12 data) 

**Highly significant compared to all collisions at ATS 

 



7. Observations made at the site visit on 10 February 2015 – Vernon Place/ Southampton Row 

Observations were made during the morning peak period from 0800-100 on the Vernon Place 

approach to Southampton Row, where three historical fatal collisions had occurred, and a recent 

fatality  had taken placei. 

The intention was to observe cyclist behaviour vs large vehicles and in particular straight ahead 

cyclists vs left turning large vehicles. 

Photos and videos were taken and are available in a separate file. 

 

Very few conflicts were observed – only one serious conflict involving a left turning car vs a pedal 

cycle. Three situations were observed in which a bus (twice) and a truck (once) moved off from a red 

signal  to turn left at the same time as the pedal cycle was going ahead, and in each case the large 

vehicle waited behind the cyclist. 

Two cyclist were observed running a red light – together at the end of the amber period. 

Most of the data collected referred to the situation where a large vehicle was stationary at the stop 

line on a red signal. Observations were made regarding whether the cycle held back behind the large 

vehicle, compared to situations in which the cyclist came down the nearside or offside of the 

stationary large vehicle. Gender comparisons were also made 

  



 

Cyclist stays back male Cyclist stay back 

female 

Cyclist strea s  /s 
or o/s male 

Cyclist strea s  /s 
or o/s female 

7 6 50 6 

4 bus, 1 truck,  

2 construction 

5 bus, 1 truck 39 bus, 8 truck,  

3 construction 

5 bus, 1 truck 

   1 walking, 2 came thru 

gap left by bus, 2 

swapped to pavement 

 46% cyclists that hold 

back are female 

 11% of cyclists who 

strea  are fe ale 

 

A manual traffic count taken between 0830-0900 hrs sampled consecutive green stages at the 

signals. This showed that only 2% of traffic turned left. 20% of the total traffic was pedal cycles. 

A further manual count from 10.30-11.30 showed 20% of the pedal cyclists were female (40/200). 

The observations suggest that female cyclists are over-represented in the holding ack  group, and 
are under-represented in the strea ing  group. 

 

 

                                                           
i This occurred on 6 February at 21.20 and involved an HGV and a female cyclist. The location was given as 

Vernon Place/ Bloomsbury Sq (priority junction on approach to the signals) but no further details are available. 



8. Comparison with Loughborough University Study 

 

 Loughboro (2007-11) Current study (2007 – Aug 14) 

Number of collisions 53 107 

Weekday % 93% 85% 

0800hr  % 25% 15% 

Daylight % 74% 80% 

Wet road % 15% 10% 

Junction % 74% 76% 

Traffic signals % 47% 2% (inc AT“ r’ out  

HGV % 47% 61% all goods vehicles 

Bus/ coach % 6% 8% 

Left turn across path % 32% 31% 

HGV across path numbers 14 19 

Female % 45% 31% 

 

As expected there are many similarities here, the current study has twice as many collisions. The 

biggest anomaly is the discrepancy in the proportion of female cyclists. The 53 collisions in the 

Loughborough study should all be present in the current analysis although this can not be verified. 

 

Detailed causation circumstances 

The STATS 19 analysis carried out in the current study is restricted in the level of detail compared to 

the full police statements that were available to the Loughborough study. The following findings 

were made by the Loughborough team – and where available a comment from the current study 

findings: 

 Trucks turning left vs cyclists – some cyclists were in the ASL, others were side by side 

 Undertaking by cyclists was noted – especially undertaking stationary vehicles 

 The cyclist moving relative to the truck 

 The cyclist in the ASL not being visible to the truck driver – the current study noted a number of 

ases here the y list a d the tru k ere oth o i g off  fro  AT“ 

 Situations with a shared cycle lane  (no feeder lane? , cycle lane discontinuity, or road 
narrowing generally – the current study noted similarities from the google street view 

comparison  

 Cyclists knocked to the ground and run over by one wheel – a number of case of this from the 

police narratives in the current study 

 



Summary of serious cycle collisions 

TLRN (Transport for London Road Network) serious cycle collisions for 2013: 159 collisions in total 

 

1. Striking vehicles: 

Cars 93 (58%) 

Goods vehicles 19 (12%,  = 3 HGV, 5 MGV, 11 LGV) 

Taxi 15 (9%) 

Single vehicle pedal cycle 10 (6%) 

Bus/ coach 7 (4%) 

Pedestrians 6, motor cycle 6, other pedal cycle 3 

 

2. Overall comparison with fatals 

159 serious (1 year, TLRN only) 107 fatals (Jan 2007-Aug 2014, all roads) 

 

 serious fatal 

Total collisions 159 107 

Peak month October 24 (15%) 

Winter 56% 

April  15 (14%) 

Winter 53% 

Peak day Wed 32 (20%) Tues 23 (22%) 

Peak hour period 0800 20 (13%) 0800 16 (15%) 

Dark  43 (27%) sig at 5%*  21 (20%) 

Wet 15 (10%) 11 (10%) 

Traffic signals 52 (33%) sig at 10% 42 (39%) 

Priority 71 (45%) sig at 0.1% 31 (29%) 

Links 23 (15%) sig at 1% 26 (24%) 

 *difference between serious and fatal collisions 

 

3. Serious collisions – male-female split 

39 (25%) female (17 aged 21-30 (44% of total) , 19 aged 31-60) 

120 (75%) male (37 aged 21-30 (31% of total) , 62 aged 31-60) 

 

4. Serious collisions  - other locations 

Roundabout 6; private drive 4; slip road 3 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Serious collisions – manoeuvre of striking vehicle 

 

Manoeuvre  Tally No. at ATS 

Turning right 40 9 (23%) 

Turning left 28 13 (46%) 

Going ahead other 26 9 (35%) 

Single vehicle pedal cycle 14  

Overtake p/c on offside 11 4 (36%) 

Moving off 8 4 (50%) 

Held up 7  

Pedestrian 6  

Parked vehicle 6  

Change lane to left 5  

 

6. Comparison with fatals for specific collisions 

 

Traffic Signals 

Total serious collisions - 52 Total fatal collisions – 42 

All goods  serious – 8 ( 15% of 52) HGV fatal – 29 (69% of 42) 

HGV/MGV  serious – 4 ( 8% of 52)  

All riders are male 12 female riders  (41% of 29) 

All goods left turning collisions – 2 (25% of 8) HGV left turning collisions  - 19 (66% of 29) 

HGV/MGV left turning collisions – 1 (13% of 

8) 

 

No (0) female riders 10 female riders (53% of 19) 

1 bus coach serious (2% of 52)  7 bus coach fatals (17% of 42)  

No bus coach left turning collisions 3 bus coach left turning collisions 

  

Car collisions 50% Car collisions 14% 

Right turn collisions 17% Right turn collisions 5% 

All left turn collisions 25% All left turn collisions 55% 

Wet road 10% Wet road  14% 

Dark 33% Dark 17% 

 

Links 

Total serious collisions – 23 Total fatal collisions – 26 

All goods serious – 2 ( 9% of 23) HGV fatal – 11 (42% of 26) 

HGV/MGV serious – 1 ( 5% of 23)  

All riders are male 4 female riders  (36% of 11) 

HGV left turning collisions – 0 HGV left turning collisions  - 0  

   

2 bus coach serious  1 bus coach fatal  

No bus coach left turning collisions No  bus coach left turning collisions 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Priority 

Total serious collisions - 71 Total fatal collisions – 31 

All goods serious – 9 ( 13% of 71) HGV fatal – 14 (45% of 31) 

HGV/MGV serious – 3 ( 4% of 71)  

3 female riders (33% of 9) 5 female riders  (36% of 14) 

HGV left turning collisions – 3 (33% of 9) HGV left turning collisions  - 7 (50% of 14) 

1 female rider 2 female riders (29% of 7) 

2 bus coach serious  1 bus coach fatal 

No bus coach left turning collisions No bus coach left turning collisions 

 

 

7. Large vehicle serious collisions: 26 in total 

 

19 Good Vehicles (11 LGV, 5 MGV, 3 HV)  - 73% 

7 bus/ coach  - 27% 

 

11 at priority junctions - 42% 

9 at signals – 35% 

4 on links - 15% 

 

7 left turns - 27%  

 

8. Left turning serious collisions: 28 in total 

 

6 %  of these are other  left turns ie not across the path of a straight ahead cyclist eg LT pull 
out from side road) 

13 at ATS (46%), 2 at private drives, 1 roundabout, 2 slip roads 

10 at priority junctions (36%) 

6 goods vehicles (21%) 

17 cars (61%) 

2 taxi, 2 m/c, 1 bus  
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Project 1374 – Workshop Feedback 

 

(9 groups in total attended) 

 

AM – 5 groups (see below Groups 1 to 5) 

PM – 4 groups (see below Groups A to D)  

 

Group 1: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

Score 

Exact circumstances 

 What dri er said (e.g. couldn’t see  

 Time of day – morning peak, vehicles waiting for site access 

 Further investigation of timing: 

o What would impact be of changing timings or routes (risk of shifting collisions 

to later) 

o Would restrictions lead to more risk from vans etc. doing deliveries? 

 Other factors – stress, lack of sleep, alcohol 

 

 

Impact of pay per drop deliveries 1 

Increasing loads – what would the impact be? 

 Damage to road surface? 

 Road danger reduction from fewer vehicles? 

 

 

Impact of road condition  

Behaviour of cyclist – knowledge/fear  2 

Gender – does height have an impact? Speed? – i.e. how fast you can get away from the 

junction 

 

Why other sectors (refuse trucks etc  aren’t e periencing sa e issues 

 

 

What further actions can we take? 

 

 

Direct vision cabs 5 * 

Legislative change for retrofitting vehicles  

Road user training – safer urban driver training  1 

Time shifting – earlier or later starts (need to consider what happens if congestion means 

ehicles can’t deli er ithin ti e period, etc.  

1* 

 

More enforcea ility if dri er doesn’t follo  ti e/route restrictions  

Improved junctions/street design 2 

Move away from use of off-road spec  

Better process for checking driver/vehicle licences – DVLA  

Recommended logistics networks – pre-agreed routes.  Freight consolidation  

Planning conditions/requirements (considered by outset) 1 

Monitoring and enforcing by LAs of developer sites (and TfL)  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Action for others: 

 

 

Make considerate constructors scheme required. 

- S106 discharge 

- Standardisation of safety equipment fitted at point of sale 

- Better reporting process by police (stats 19 limitations) 

- Improved powers for Traffic Commissioner – no loopholes that enable banner 

operators 

- For further investigation - tractors 

 

5 

1* 

 

Summary – Group 1 Results: 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   The asterisks 

represent what the groups felt were the most important items. 

 

  



 

Group 2: 

 

What we need to know 

 

 

- Over reliance on stat 19 research – we need to know the full story behind 

crashes/collisions 

- Human factors 

- Driving environment/road infrastructure 

- New reporting structure to include near misses 

- Details from other countries – what can we learn? Adopting infrastructure e.g. 

Netherlands 

- Why can’t e uild a proper cycling infrastructure 

 

* 

 

 

 

1 

Further action: 

 

 

- Take HGvs off the road in the day – change delivery hours. 

- Dedicate lanes to cyclists – improve infrastructure  

- Remove left turns at junctions 

- Mindset/culture change re: driving hours 

- Change the rules? 

- We need to reduce the risk at the source. 

o Buy the right vehicles 

o Get the right training 

o Standardise safety procedures 

- Use the buying power of projects like HS2 to hit the targets 

o Set up with traffic policies H&S execs, legal licence checks 

o Standardise the industry 

- Put licence checks in contracts for drivers – this isn’t happening 

- We need to specify safety standards for HGVs  

- Safety kits for foreign drivers e.g. understanding foreign road rules. 

- What can we do to stop drivers using phones?/all distractions 

- Need to make organisations accountable too, not just drivers 

o Do they have safe navigation equipment? 

o Safe driver notes, etc. 

- Can we make sure CLOCS reports near-misses too? 

o Need a common reporting standard 

o Allows us to standardise across all companies 

 

1 

3* 

 

 

 

4* 

 

 

 

1 

1 

 

 

4* 

 

* 

3 

 

 

2 

 

 

Summary – Group 2 Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   The asterisks 

represent hat the group’s felt ere the ost i portant ite s. 
Note – this group just did Further Actions  not split into y the  and y others. 
  



Group 3: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

- More data on junctions 

- More analysis of gender imbalance and why this exists 

- More on demographics of cyclists (eg nationality, driving licences, urban driving 

experience) 

- Data on Santander cycles & casualties 

- ‘esearch on near isses’ 
- How many vehicles are  g designation? 

- Prevalence of hite an an’ in casualties 

 

 

What further actions can we take?: 

- Wider promotion of CLOCS throughout supply chain 

- Standards built in to planning applications/approvals 

- Potential use of S106 

- Build CLOCS into CDM standards 

- Better training in vulnerable road users for drivers (standardised) 

- Glass door retrofitting as part of CLOCS 

- Reduce vehicle mileage (better route planning, delivery phasing) 

- Avoid driving in rush hour 

 

 

 

3 

3* 

3 

2 

2 

1* 

 

1* 

Actions for others: 

 

- Standardised design – junction design, ASLs, approach to segregation 

o Boroughs, TfL 

- ‘ules’ for use of cycle lanes/super highway – TfL 

- Free Bikeability for all children 

- DfT and on the national curriculum – Dept for Education 

- Bikeability/cycle training for anyone buying a bike through cycle to work scheme that is 

specifically aimed at adults – Retailers ? 

- Standardised compulsory training for drivers – DfT 

- New cab designed embedded in new Construction & Use Regulations – DfT 

- Designated routes for HGVs - TfL 

 

 

 

1* 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

1 

3 

 

 

Summary – Group 3 Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   The asterisks 

represent hat the group’s felt ere the ost i portant ite s. 
Note:  They did not score the ite s in What ore do e need to kno ?  section. 
 

 

  



Group 4: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

About cycling behaviour: 

o Risks 

o Training 

o Awareness 

o Equipments 

 

1 

About viable vehicle tech 

 

 

A out hy a road death isn’t regulated       anaged in estigated in the sa e ay as ork death  
 

 

 

What further actions can we take? 

 

 

Consistent standards industry wide: 

CLOCS standard      

Economic fairness 

Client driven 

 

* 

2 

1 

 

 

Ensure compliance to the standards: 

Increase awareness of the issue: existing initiatives   FO/CLOCS/SUB 

 

1 

 

 

Use planning conditions to introduce standards – Authority driven  

 

 

7 

Take the lead!!  

Remove the need for off-road vehicles  1 

 

Action for others: 

 

 

Increase awareness of issues/risks to cyclists   

Review vehicle regulations: 

 – payload  

- vision 

-  on/off road  

  

 

 

2 

2 

Mandatory driver training on VRU safety, transparency of training: 

- HGV 

-  Van  

 

Vehicle safety tech to be regulated  

- Euro Ncap  

 

2 

Work related road death/injury to e regulated the sa e ay as work place death – injury’ 1 

Other cities to learn from London before it’s too late. 1 * 

 

Summary – Group 4 Results: 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   The asterisks 

represent hat the group’s felt ere the ost i portant ite s. 



 

 

Group 5: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

More information needed about accidents: 

o Speeds 

o Training 

o Safety Equipment  

o FORS accredited 

o Supply train  

 

 

What further actions can we take? 

Use Section 106 – CLOCS Standard (CoL, Camden)  

 

 

 

 

6 

 

All London Councils should insist on CLOCS standards on all contracts. 2 

United Industry body  1 

 

Actions for others: 

 

o Designate routes 

 

 

2* 

o Holding points for vehicles  1 

o Increase delivery hours  1 * 

o HSE involvement off site 1 * 

o Contacting wider groups  than CLOCS  1 

o Canals, river movement   

Better design for retrofitted vehicles – skirts ? 2 

Industry demand better standards now – not wait for EU legislation  2 

 

Group summarised their chart with following headings:- 

 S106 

 Vision 

 Timeshifting 

 Organisations responsible 

 Build CLOCS into CDM 

 

 

 

Summary – Group 5 Results: 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   The asterisks 

represent hat the group’s felt ere the ost i portant ite s. 
 

Note:    There as no scoring for the What ore do e need to kno  “ection. 
There top 3 items were:- 

1.   Use Section 106 

2.  HSE involvement off site 

3. Better design for retrofitted vehicles – skirts? 

 

 

 



 

Group A  

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

More detail from collision investigations to be SHARED : 

o Driver/road user awareness 

o Vehicle – safety equipment? N3/N3G? 

o Maintenance 

o Drivers 

    -Who is involved? 

   -  Nationality (?) – does this have an impact? 

                  - Training 

 

5 

Operators: 

- History of non-compliance 

- FORS 

- Previous convictions 

- Are they phoeni ’ co panies?! 

 

Coroners to e instructed to rite pre ention of future death reports’ 
- Release as a matter of course 

 

 

Findings from criminal courts to be released/made available  

- Increase transparency  

 

 

What further actions can we take? (Development)  

 

Wider implementation of a consistent CLOCS standard by all clients (plus enforcement)  3 

Use of planning obligations to mandate use of CLOCS standard (plus enforcement)  

Working together to share information on collisions/companies   

Encourage consistent approach by ALL London planning authorities  2 

Crack-down on driver behaviour by operators 

o Higher standards for driver behaviour (FORS)  

 

Driver training in VRU safety  

o To include specific information for foreign drivers  

 

Increase use of vehicles with direct driver vision 

o Mandate through procurement  

o Lobby for regulatory charges 

1 

  

Others: 

- Vulnerable road safety as part of Driver CPC compulsory training – DfT 

- Greater enforcement against non-compliant operators by police and DVSA 

- Awareness raising – cyclists and training 

o Drivers – schools/workplaces Including managing non-UK drivers   - DfT /local 

authorities 

o Including managing non-uk drivers 

 

o Traffic Commissioner Powers to be used more widely and increased (greater resources 

for Town Councils across the UK)  – DfT –  

 

- Due to the HGV driver shortage, sharing of information across borders on foreign 

 

1 

2 

1 

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

 



driving licenses – how do UK operator check these?   DfT 

 

- Improvements to cyclist infrastructure TFL/Boroughs 

 

3 

 

1 

  

 

Summary – Group A - Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.   Unlike the morning 

groups, this was the only scoring method. 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Group B: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

Evidence based info – more accurate conclusions – better solutions  

 

 

More detail on collisions  - still a lack of information and accuracy of facts – i.e. details of truck 

(Ranked 1) 

3 

 

Sharing of information – reduce conflict – encourage working together  

 

  

What further actions can we take? (Development) 

 

 

Improve vehicle design – still a long way to go (Ranked 2)  3 

Improve site access – allow better vehicle design  

 

 

Industry lead – managing road risk – policies, change culture  (Ranked 3) 1 

 

Proactive – rather than reactive (this item was ranked 4 alongside enforcement of poor operators) 

 

1 

 

Driver training – CPC structure 

 

 

Other Agencies: 

 

 

DfT – support – regulations  

Enforcement of poor operators (Ranked 4)  3 

Recognition of investment in operator selection  

Road design – improve, innovate 2 

Police data collections – improve  

Technical advancements  - vehicle technology   

Educational/training programmes (Ranked 5)  2 

Driver shortages   

 

 

Summary – Group B - Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.    No asterisk marking 

as used for this group, ut they did rank their top  ite s (sho n arked in BOLD and numbered 

above). 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 Group C: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

Vehicle turning ability – 

- Left turn 

- Position of vehicle relative to junction  

3 

What the cyclist sees? 

- Understanding what the vehicle is doing? 

- Perception of safety 

 

2 

Sharing of lessons learnt to date 

- Transparency 

- Education 

- Communication  

1 

 

What further actions can we take?  

 

 

Better site conditions to suit the lower chassis lorries – damage avoidance  3 

 

Side skirt protection for vehicles – stop cyclists being dragged under!! 

 

 

Convince ALL agencies to buy into problems – Not just transport, construction  3 

 

CPD for drivers 

 

 

1 

More training for cyclists  

 

Government subsidy to transport companies for safety initiatives on vehicles!! 

 

1 

Direct vision lorry – lorry of future? 

 

2 

 

Other Agencies: 

 

 

More training for cyclists  2 

More road safety/vehicle awareness teaching in schools 2 

 

 

Summary – Group C - Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.    No asterisk marking 

or ranking was used by this group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Group D: 

 

What more do we need to know? 

 

 

Who the small operators are? 

 

 

O’Licence nu ers not registered for FO‘“ 

 

1 

% of accidents involving non FORS/CLOCS  

 

1 

Root cause of accidents 

 

2 

Expand on data available eg hospitals 

 

1 

% of persons involved that are not used to cycling on the left.  

Visibility of non-compliant drivers   

Driver Data trends: age/experience/European? 

 

1 

 

What further actions can we take?  

 

 

Invite small operators to meeting  2 

 

Invite large employers in London who support cycle to work schemes to join in CLOCS  1 

 

London Awareness cycle proficiency and test  2 

 

FORS registration plate on lorry - operator 1 

 

Knowledge test for drivers  1 

 

Restricted delivery slots during peak hours   

 

Other Agencies: 

 

Information boards/electronic signage at  

- Hot spots 

- Cycle stands/covers 

 

 

3 

Road markings to indicate: 

- Turning circle of vehicles 

- Hot spot marks on pavement leading up to the junction 

 

1 

Near miss App? Understanding root cause  3 

 

Cycling expanded to parks to encourage learning   

 

Summary – Group D- Results: 

 

Highlighted above are results showing the number of ticks given to each item.    No asterisk marking 

or ranking was used by this group. 


