
Dorney Traffic Working Group (DTWG) 
Court Lane, Dorney: Proposed Mini-Roundabout 

 
A recommendation to Dorney Parish Council based on an 

assessment of the Road Safety Audit, the official Response to it and 
John Russell’s independent report. 

7th May 2021 
 

DTWG is now in receipt of the three relevant documents: 
1. The Road Safety Audit Report, dated 17th February 2021. 
2. The Response to the Road Safety Audit Report, dated 17th March 2021. 
3. The independent report by John Russell, commissioned by James Palmer, dated 9th April 2021. 

 

Reading the first two documents provided by Bucks Council (following an FOI request from DTWG), they 
appear to confirm that serious safety risks were identified and may not have been satisfactorily mitigated, 
thus possibly resulting in the proposed mini-roundabout being less safe than the original T junction. 
 

It was also surprising, given the safety concerns raised in the report, that “Due to a national lockdown for 
the COVID pandemic and advice regarding social distancing, a site visit was not undertaken.” So, this was, 
totally, a desk top exercise and nobody conducting the Road Safety Audit visited the site.  
 

The first “Problem” identified in the Road Safety Audit Report was: 
3.1 LOCATION: Lake End Road, southbound approach 
PROBLEM Lack of deflection. 
SUMMARY The proposal does not adjust any existing kerb alignment. There is an existing sweeping left 
hand bend when travelling south from Lake End Road into Village Road. Drivers travelling south on Lake 
End Road may not reduce their speed when approaching the new roundabout and fail to give way to any 
vehicle entering the roundabout, with priority, from Court Lane. This may result in side impact collisions, 
or late braking with loss of control or rear shunt collisions. 
RECOMMENDATION Provide some deflection on this approach, with imprint surfacing and/or lining, to 
encourage drivers to slow down and prepare to give way at the junction. 
 

The Response to this Recommendation in the Response Report was: 
Both deflection on the approach and imprint surfacing with revised lining has been provided. 
Audit Team comments: Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended. 
 

DTWG recommends that Dorney Parish Council asks for responses to the following questions:  
Given the possible seriousness of collisions is the proposed mitigation (“some deflection with imprint 
surfacing and/or lining”) sufficient? 
Is the proposed mini-roundabout more safe or less safe than the original T junction with regards to this 
matter? It appears to be less safe, as the original junction allowed the B3026 traffic to proceed without 
any hindrance which might cause a collision. 
 

Relevant Comments on the above “Problem” from John Russell’s independent Report: 
In my expert opinion, it is a serious concern that the design team at BC has produced a design without 

studying and taking into account the approach speeds of the traffic in the location or even considering the 

options for this junction. More broadly, I am very surprised by the lack of any evidence for any survey work 

and on-site analysis carried out by BC to inform the design whether in connection with traffic speed or other 

environmental factors. I return to this point below but it is worth mentioning in opening that, the design 

process is lacking in a number of significant regards and does not adhere to best practice based on my 

experience.  



The second “Problem” identified in the Road Safety Audit Report was: 
3.4 LOCATION Court Lane, Village Road and Lake End Road approaches. 
PROBLEM Right turning drivers failing to use the circulatory path. [This relates, primarily, to long boat 
trailers and HGVs negotiating the proposed roundabout. Given the fact that the proposed roundabout is on 
the primary route into and out of Dorney Lake, which has a significant number of such vehicles regularly 
entering and leaving the Lake, this issue has to be taken extremely seriously. We understand, from Dorney 
Lake, that no consultation on this roundabout was undertaken with them] 
SUMMARY Drivers turning right from Lake End Road into Court Lane and Court Lane into Village Road 
are unlikely to use the circulatory route as designed and take the straighter route straddling or travelling 
on the wrong side of the central island (despite the small doming). This may lead to head on collisions with 
those approaching the roundabout as the right turning vehicle exits. 
 

RECOMMENDATION Place keep left bollards and central islands within the central hatching adjacent to 
the give way lines (allowing for the larger vehicle tracking) 
 

Response to this Recommendation in the Response Report was: 
The larger vehicle tracking showed that placing keep left bollards and central islands within the central 
hatching is not possible (please see swept path analysis drawings). 
Audit Team comments: Not agreed. Alternatives should be sought to the bollards if these cannot be 
installed. 
Highway Authority/Project Sponsor/ Client Organisation response & statements: Coloured surfacing under 
the central cross hatching to be used as suit able mitigation to the problem of approaching drivers 
potentially cutting the corner when turning. 
 

DTWG recommends that Dorney Parish Council asks for responses to the following questions: 
Is it really the professional judgement of John Pateman (Transport for Bucks) and Dave Roberts (Bucks 
Council) that “coloured surfacing under the central cross hatching” is adequate mitigation to prevent 
HGV drivers and Boat Trailer drivers having “head on collisions with those approaching the roundabout 
as the right turning vehicle exits”? 
Is the proposed mini-roundabout more safe or less safe than the original T junction with regards to this 
matter? It appears from the reports that the roundabout may increase the risk of “head on collisions” 
compared with the original T junction. 
 

Relevant Comments on the above “Problem” from John Russell’s independent Report: 
A concern on this second issue appears to have been raised by John Russell in his independent report - 
Swept path analysis provided (to ensure that vehicles can turn safely without the risk of collision with on-
coming traffic.) 
I make just three comments as follows: 

1. The analysis refers to DB32 design vehicles. DB32 was withdrawn as a design guide in 2007. 
2. No swept paths have been undertaken of a vehicle towing a trailer. Given that Court Lane serves 

Dorney Lake and associated rowing facilities one might expect this type of vehicle combination to be 
fairly common at this location. 

3. The swept path undertaken shows that large vehicles are unable to turn without encroaching into 
the lane of on-coming traffic… 

The mini-roundabout would therefore seem to be inadequate to cope with the design vehicles [boat 
trailers and HGVs]… 
 

DTWG Conclusions 
1. It appears that serious safety risks have been identified and may not have been satisfactorily 

mitigated, thus possibly resulting in the proposed mini-roundabout being less safe than the original 
T junction. 

2. DTWG recommends that DPC strongly urges Bucks Council to pause any further work on the 
construction of the proposed mini-roundabout until satisfactory answers are provided to the 
questions above. 



 

Version 
number Purpose / Changes Author Checked 

/Approved 

Date 
approved 

1 Draft Report P.Chapman S.Brown 17/02/2021 
2 Final report  P.Chapman P.Chapman 17/02/2021 

   

Stage 1 / 2 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT REPORT. 

 

Court Lane, Dorney. 
Mini Roundabout 



TfB / RSA / 02/21 / Court La Dorney Mini Rndbt / Final  

 
 

 

- 2 - 
 

  
Contents: 
 

1. Introduction. 
 

2. Documents and Methodology. 
 

3. Road Safety Audit. 
 

4. Audit Statement. 
 
5. Plan with problem locations. 

  



TfB / RSA / 02/21 / Court La Dorney Mini Rndbt / Final  

 
 

 

- 3 - 
 

Stage 1 /2 Road Safety Audit Report. 
Court Lane, Dorney. Mini Roundabout. 

 
 
 
 

ROAD SAFETY AUDIT. 
 
 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 This report results from a request from John Pateman, Project Manager, Design Services, 

Transport for Buckinghamshire (TfB) for a Stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit of designs for a 
proposed new mini roundabout at the junction of Court Lane, Lake End Road and Village road, 
Dorney, Buckinghamshire. 
 

1.2  The audit brief was provided by John Pateman on behalf of the client; Dave Roberts, Head of 
Highways, Buckinghamshire Council and Jack Pearce, Beeches Community Board. The Audit 
Team was approved by John Pateman. 

 
1.3 Buckinghamshire Council (BC) has requested TfB to undertake design proposals for a mini-

roundabout to replace an existing priority T- junction at the request of the Parish Council / 
Community Board.   

 
1.4 Highways England is constructing the scheme as part of their community payback, for the 

inconvenience caused by the nearby M4 motorway works.  As part of the agreement between 
Highways England and the Head of Highways, Buckinghamshire Council is funding the design 
work.   

 
1.5 All arms of the current junction are subject to 30 mph speed limit. 
 
1.6 The Safety Audit was carried out by: 
 

Peter Chapman, MCIHT. MSoRSA. (Audit Team Leader)  
HE Approved RSA Certificate of Competency (2013). 

Senior Road Safety Engineer, Network Safety Team, Transport for Buckinghamshire.  
 
Sue Brown. MCIHT. (Audit Team Member) 
Team Leader, Network Safety Team, Transport for Buckinghamshire.  

  
1.7 The examination has been carried out with the sole purpose of identifying any features of 
 the highway works associated with the proposed design that raise road safety concerns. No 
 members of the audit team have been involved in the design of the scheme. 
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2.7 Traffic Speed and Volume Data. 
 

No speed or traffic volume data has been provided but it is believed that Lake End Road-Village 
Road is the main traffic flow, with Court Lane as the minor road on the 3 arm T-junction. (The 
latest priority change was temporary during M4 works). 

 
2.8 Previous Safety Audits 
 
 The audit team are not aware of any previous safety audits. 
 
2.9 Departures from Standard. 
 
 No departures from standard have been notified to the audit team or recorded on the audit brief. 
  
  
3.  ROAD SAFETY AUDIT - ITEMS RESULTING FROM THIS INSPECTION. 
 
3.1 LOCATION:  Lake End Road, southbound approach 

   
 PROBLEM Lack of deflection. 
   
 SUMMARY The proposal does not adjust any existing kerb alignment. There 

is an existing sweeping left hand bend when travelling south from 
Lake End Road into Village Road. Drivers travelling south on 
Lake End Road may not reduce their speed when approaching 
the new roundabout and fail to give way to any vehicle entering 
the roundabout, with priority, from Court Lane. This may result in 
side impact collisions, or late braking with loss of control or rear 
shunt collisions. 

   
 RECOMMENDATION Provide some deflection on this approach, with imprint surfacing 

and/or lining, to encourage drivers to slow down and prepare to 
give way at the junction. 

   
3.2 LOCATION: Court Lane and Village Road. 

   
 PROBLEM Give way signage. 
   
 SUMMARY 

 
 
 
 
 

Give way signage (diag: 602) on the Court Lane (eastbound) and 
Village Road (northbound) approaches may confuse drivers into 
giving way from the left (as highlighted in the Signs Manual Ch.5. 
Para 6.3) resulting in sudden braking and rear shunt collisions.  
 
It is however correct and advisable for the additional give way 
signage and marking on the southbound Lake End Road 
approach (with appropriate give way carriageway marking to diag: 
1003A) for reasons highlighted at 3.1. 

   
 RECOMMENDATION Remove the give way signage (diag:602) and markings 

(Diag:1003A) on these two approaches in favour of a single mini 
roundabout signs and markings to diag:1003.3. 
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3.3 LOCATION Central domed island. 
   
 PROBLEM Colour and grip of proposed central island 
   
 SUMMARY The proposed specification in plan No. CB-RNGJ-11-ZZ-DE-C-

0014 states “proposed imprint asphalt - light grey colour in large 
cobble pattern. Refer to standard details.” Although doming 
encourages circulatory behaviour, there will be vehicles which 
over-run the central island out of necessity (tracking / swept 
path) or desire. The light grey colour and cobbled effect may 
reduce the island’s conspicuity and grip, particularly to powered 
two wheeled vehicles, resulting in loss of control whilst turning. 

   
 RECOMMENDATION Ensure the central disc of the mini roundabout is white / 

retroreflective and the grip / PSV of the surface is equal to or 
greater than the surrounding surface. 

   
3.4 LOCATION Court Lane, Village Road and Lake End Road approaches. 
   
 PROBLEM Right turning drivers failing to use the circulatory path. 
   
 SUMMARY Drivers turning right from Lake End Road into Court Lane and 

Court Lane into Village Road are unlikely to use the circulatory 
route as designed and take the straighter route straddling or 
travelling on the wrong side of the central island (despite the 
small doming). This may lead to head on collisions with those 
approaching the roundabout as the right turning vehicle exits. 

   
 RECOMMENDATION Place keep left bollards and central islands within the central 

hatching adjacent to the give way lines (allowing for the larger 
vehicle tracking) 

   
3.5 LOCATION Lake End Road and Village Road. 
   
 PROBLEM Increased braking on the existing road surface. 
   
 SUMMARY The plans do not indicate that any resurfacing is proposed. The 

mini roundabout will introduce braking areas on all approaches, 
some of which do not currently experience heavy braking. 
Deficient surface grip / PSV may lead to increased braking 
distances resulting in junction overshoots and side impact 
collisions. 

   
 RECOMMENDATION Resurface the approaches with high friction surfacing or high 

PSV, or ensure the current approach surfacing is to a similar 
standard.  

   
3.6 LOCATION Lake End Road and Court Lane. 
   
 PROBLEM Vegetation obstructing forward visibility of the new signage. 
   
 SUMMARY It is noted that one tree on Village Road is to be removed to 

improve visibility. However, there are trees on the east verge of 
Lake End Road and north verge of Court lane which may 







                                                                

 

 

                                               
 
 
 
Road Safety Audit Feedback and Response: Stage 1&2 
 
Scheme: Dorney Court Lane mini roundabout 
 
Date Audit Completed: 17/02/2021 
 
1. Designers Response and Audit team comments: 
 
 

Paragraph No in Safety 
Audit report. Problem 
and recommendation. 

Problem 
Accepted 
(yes/no) 

Recommended 
Measure accepted 
(yes/no) 

Alternative measures (describe) 

 
3.1.  
 
 

YES YES 
Both deflection on the approach and imprint 
surfacing with revised lining has been provided 

Audit Team comments Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended 

 
3.2.  
 

YES YES 

The give way signage (diag:602) and markings 
(Diag:1003A) on these two approaches have been 
removed in favour of a single mini 
roundabout signs and markings to diag:1003.3 

Audit Team comments 
 

 

Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended 

 
3.3.  
 

YES YES 
The central disc of the mini roundabout is white / 
retroreflective and the grip / PSV of the surface is 
equal to or greater than the surrounding surface. 

Audit Team comments 
 

 

Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended 

3.4.  

YES NO 

The larger vehicle tracking showed that placing keep 
left bollards and central islands within the central 
hatching is not possible (please see swept path 
analysis drawings). 

Audit Team comments 
 

Not agreed. Alternatives should be sought to the bollards if these cannot be 
installed. 

3.5 YES YES The approaches have been resurfaced  

 

Audit Team comments 
 
 

Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended 

3.6 YES YES Visibility has been checked and confirmed. 
Clear and unobstructed visibility is ensured. 
 
 
 
 

Audit Team comments Agreed - Measure accepted as recommended 
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Mr James Palmer 

 

Email Only 

Our ref . fadorn/JNR 

9 April 2021 

Dear James, 

Proposed Mini-Roundabout, junction of A3026 and Court Lane 

I refer to our conversation and subsequent correspondence regarding proposals to replace the existing 

priority arrangement at the junction of A3026 / Court Lane with a mini-roundabout.  The current 

arrangement gives priority to the Court Lane – A3026 North movement with the A3026 South forming the 

minor arm.  I understand that until recently, the priority movement was A3026 North – A3026 South with 

Court Lane forming the minor arm.  A right turn lane was provided on the A3026 for traffic turning right 

from the A3026 North into Court Lane.   

By way of background, I am a Chartered Transport Planner, being a Chartered Member of the Institute of 

Logistics and Transport (CMILT) and a Member of the Institution of Highways and Transportation (MIHT).  

I have an Honours Degree in Civil Engineering.  I am the Thames Valley Regional Director of Motion Limited 

a consultancy that specialises in transport planning, traffic engineering and highway design.   

I have worked in the field of traffic engineering and transportation planning for 30 years.  I currently 

manage a team of transport consultants that is almost exclusively engaged in assessing access, traffic, 

parking, road safety and sustainability matters relating to new development and the redevelopment of 

previously developed land.   In any one year I am responsible for providing highway design, road safety 

and transport impact advice to over 40 new development and redevelopment projects.  These are primarily 

located in the Southeast of England, London and the East of England. 

As a starting point, in accordance with the Government’s planning practice guidance, I have reviewed the 

last three years’ road collision data prior to the change in priority at the junction (this is the years 2017, 

2018 and 2019).  The extract below from the Crashmap database shows that there were no recorded 

collisions at the junction during this three-year period. 
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Continued… 

 

 

This suggests to me that historic arrangement with the priority movement being the A3026 North – A3026 

South with Court Lane forming the minor arm combined with a right turn lane provided on the A3026 for 

traffic turning right from the A3026 North into Court Lane, was safe and  suitable for the volume, type and 

pattern of vehicle movements at the junction. 

Turning to the proposed mini-roundabout, the main guidance of relevance to designing the junction 

comprises: 

 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), Volume CD116; 

 Manual for Streets 2 (MfS2); and 

 Mini-Roundabout Good Practice Guide. 

Considering first CD116, Section 5 provides guidance on the engineering design of mini-roundabouts.  It 

is noteworthy that the design guidance does not envisage 85th percentile approach speeds greater than 

35mph.  Indeed there is no guidance in the document for designing mini-roundabouts for roads on which 

the 85th percentile approach speeds of traffic exceed 35mph. 

Moving to MfS2, Section 9.7 deals with designing mini-roundabouts.  Paragraph 9.7.5 states that: 

‘Mini-roundabouts cannot easily achieve good entry deflection and so are only suitable in locations where 

approach speeds are 30mph or below.’ 

It clear from the above guidance that mini-roundabouts are not a suitable form of junction at locations 

where approach speeds are expected to be in excess of 30-35mph. 
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I have contacted the design team at Buckinghamshire council (BC) responsible for designing the mini-

roundabout regarding speeds at the junction.  BC has been unable to provide me with the data. 

However you kindly provided me with details of the Dorney Parish Council (DPC) meeting of 9th March 

2021 at which the mini-roundabout was discussed.  Reading through the reports presented to the meeting 

it is clear that the DPC is concerned regarding the high speeds of traffic travelling through Dorney 

notwithstanding the 30mph speed limit.  The DPC produces evidence that shows that 85th percentile speeds 

have been recorded at 38mph. 

I note that the posted speed limit on Court Lane at the location of the proposed mini-roundabout is 30mph.  

However the actual posted approach speed is 40mph because the 30mph restriction only comes in to force 

approximately 25m from the entry to the proposed mini-roundabout, and hence few, if any, motorists will 

be influenced by it. 

Based on the above, my conclusion is that, in accordance with DMRB and MfS2 design guidance, a mini-

roundabout is an entirely inappropriate form of junction to be provided at this location. 

Notwithstanding the above, I have contacted BC, who have designed the mini-roundabout, in order to 

understand if there was any analysis undertaken (whether qualitative or quantitative) by a professionally 

qualified and suitably experienced civil or highway engineer to explain why BC would be proposing a mini-

roundabout at a location which is contrary to the guidance in DMRB and MfS2.  It was confirmed to me by 

BC that they were ‘not aware that any options appraisal was undertaken or necessary.’   

In my expert opinion, it is a serious concern that the design team at BC has produced a design without 

studying and taking into account the approach speeds of the traffic in the location or even considering the 

options for this junction. More broadly, I am very surprised by the lack of any evidence for any survey 

work and on-site analysis carried out by BC to inform the design whether in connection with traffic speed 

or other environmental factors. I return to this point below but it is worth mentioning in opening that, the 

design process is lacking in a number of significant regards and does not adhere to best practice based on 

my experience. 

I additionally asked for several other pieces of information that I consider to be critical in forming an 

opinion on the suitability of a mini-roundabout at this location in principle and the subsequent design of it.  

I have summarised these in the table below alongside the purpose of the information and the response I 

have received to date from BC. 
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Motion Data Request Purpose of Data Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Confirmation of the committee 

and committee date 

authorising expenditure on the 

junction works. 

To understand the decision 

making process for 

arriving at a mini-

roundabout solution. 

I was commissioned to undertake the design of a 

mini-roundabout by the Beeches Community 

Board.  I understand that the decision to commence 

this project was made by the parish council and that 

the project was supported by the Community 

Board.  You may therefore wish to contact the parish 

council or Community Board. 

All and any analysis 

undertaken (whether 

qualitative or quantitative) by a 

professionally qualified and 

suitably experienced civil or 

highway engineer to identify a 

mini-roundabout as the 

preferred form of junction 

together with the analysis 

undertaken. 

To be satisfied that a 

suitably qualified engineer 

had undertaken due 

process to arrive at a 

recommendation for the 

most suitable form of 

junction at this location. 

I am not aware that any options appraisal was 

undertaken or necessary.  I understand residents 

almost overwhelmingly desire a mini-roundabout at 

this location. 

 

Traffic flows at the junction. The safe operation of mini-

roundabouts is directly 

linked to the balance of 

traffic flows arriving on 

each approach. 

No data provided. 

85th percentile approach 

speeds on each arm of the 

junction. 

 

As I have set out above, 

knowing the approach 

speeds is critical to the 

safe design of a mini-

roundabout.   

No data provided. 

All and any analysis 

undertaken on road traffic 

collisions at the junction 

including severity and probable 

causation factors. 

Changing the form of 

junction could result in a 

greater or lower risk of 

road collisions.  It is 

important therefore to 

have considered this to 

avoid a potential increase 

in road collisions. 

I do not believe that this junction is considered a 

priority for the council’s road safety team.  The 

council make improvements and changes to the 

public highway for lots of reasons all the time, 

particularly where residents support and request 

such changes.  Not all changes are as a result of 

existing collision data.  
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Motion Data Request Purpose of Data Buckinghamshire Council Response 

The dimensions of the design 

vehicle for the junction design. 

 

To ensure that vehicles can 

turn safely without the risk 

of collision with on-coming 

traffic. 

Swept path analysis provided.  I make just three 

comments as follows: 

1) The analysis refers to DB32 design vehicles.  

DB32 was withdrawn as a design guide in 2007. 

2) No swept paths have been undertaken of a 

vehicle towing a trailer.  Given that Court Lane 

serves Dorney Lake and associated rowing 

facilities one might expect this type of vehicle 

combination to be fairly common at this 

location. 

3) The swept path undertaken shows that large 

vehicles are unable to turn without encroaching 

into the lane of on-coming traffic (see extract 

below) 

 

The mini-roundabout would therefore seem to be 

inadequate to cope with the design vehicles 

considered notwithstanding that further, current 

design vehicles should be considered. 

The Walking, Cycling and 

Horse-Riding assessment 

undertaken. 

To ensure that the 

requirements of all users 

have been taken into 

consideration. 

I am not aware of any such assessment. 

 



Page 6 

Continued… 

Motion Data Request Purpose of Data Buckinghamshire Council Response 

All and any analysis 

undertaken in relation to Air 

Quality and Noise impacts. 

 

Introduction of a mini-

roundabout will lead to an 

increase in vehicle 

acceleration and 

deceleration with resultant 

change in noise and air 

quality impacts. 

I note your assertion.  I believe there will reduced 

waiting times at such a proposed junction, and it is 

generally widely accepted that there will be reduced 

speeds and more steady speeds at locations where 

there are mini-roundabouts.  I therefore do not feel 

that an analysis of air quality and noise is 

necessary.  If anything with fewer idling vehicles 

and reduced traffic speeds, there may be a slight, if 

negligible improvement.  I also suggest that the 

nearby M4 motorway, with soon to have 8 live traffic 

lanes, some 700metres from the junction is likely to 

have far more influence over noise and air quality 

levels. 

From the above I note that (a) the answer is that no 

assessment has been made; and (b) the statement 

regarding steady speeds is factually incorrect: 

please refer to Mini-Roundabout Good Practice 

Guide. 

In this context all and any 

analysis undertaken in relation 

to ecological impacts. 

 

Introduction of street 

lighting in a previously 

unlit, semi-rural 

environment will have an 

impact on ecology.  

The proposal is for an improvement in the lighting 

for road safety reasons only.  

I assume this means that no assessment has been 

undertaken. 

Finished levels of the junction. To ensure adverse camber 

is avoided which would be 

a safety hazard.  This is a 

very common 

phenomenon that needs to 

be designed out when a 

priority junction is altered 

to a mini-roundabout. 

Levels remain largely as current with the exception 

of a domed white circle. 
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Motion Data Request Purpose of Data Buckinghamshire Council Response 

Drainage design. To ensure that water flow 

does not result in a 

potential safety hazard.  

This can be a problem that 

needs to be designed out 

when a priority junction is 

altered to a mini-

roundabout.  

As per above there are no changes to the drainage 

proposed. 

Road Safety Audit Brief To understand the 

information provided to 

the auditors. 

Not provided 

Road Safety Audit To understand any 

problems raised by the 

auditors and any caveats 

to their terms of reference. 

Not provided 

The name and contact details 

of the engineer responsible for 

approving the design. 

To confirm who the 

Principal Designer is as set 

out under the 

Construction (Design and 

Management) Regulations 

2015 

 

Not provided 

 

As you can see form the above list, BC provided an alarmingly little amount of the information that I would 

have considered standard to consider when designing a mini-roundabout.  Perhaps most troubling is the 

response regarding the process of determining the suitability of a mini-roundabout at this location which, 

based on the responses provided, seems to have been based solely on the request from the parish Council 

with no engineering input.  Nonetheless, the responsibility for safety at the mini-roundabout will remain, 

not with public opinion, but with the Principal Designer in accordance with the CDM Regulations (2015) 

whoever that may be.  

Finally, I note the concerns raised by DPC regarding traffic speeds.  However the Mini-Roundabout Good 

Practice Guide is clear that the use of mini-roundabouts as speed reducing measures should be part of an 

area wide traffic management scheme which includes regular traffic management features.  It does not 

recommend that they be used in isolation as a speed reducing measure (compare this guidance with BC’s 



Page 8 

 

statement above).  If speeding traffic is the DPC’s main driver for supporting the provision of a mini-

roundabout at this location, then I would advise that, in accordance with the Mini-Roundabout Good 

Practice Guide, it is unlikely to achieve their aims.  In fact having regard to the DMRB and MfS2 guidance, 

it has the potential to result in a worsening of road safety.  There are many other tried and tested measures 

that can be implemented to manage traffic speeds and I would advise that DPC investigates and promotes 

these.  I would be happy to provide comment and advice on these if needed. 

In summary, having sought clarification from BC regarding the rationale for the mini-roundabout and 

having regard to the concerns of the DPC, my conclusion remains that in accordance with DMRB and MfS2 

design guidance, a mini-roundabout is an entirely inappropriate form of junction to be provided at this 

location due to the approach speeds of traffic. This is not surprising because the decision and the design 

appears to have been reached without proper diligence, consideration or analysis and in the absence of 

study and data.  In my expert opinion the proposed mini-roundabout should not go ahead as things stand. 

I trust the above sets out my views clearly but please let me know if you require any clarification or further 

information 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

JOHN RUSSELL BENG, CMILT, MIHT 

Regional Director 

E  jrussell@motion.co.uk 


	DTWG Road Safety Audit Assessment for DPC 07MAY21
	Full Safety Audit Report_Redacted 17FEB21
	RSA_Response Redacted
	L01-Mini-Roundabout Comments 2021-04-12



