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Semafori sparamulte: le vere motivazioni.

Siamo colpiti dalla presunta nobiltà della motivazione addotta all’installazione dei “semafori sparamulte” agli incroci delle strade cittadine.

L’incremento degli incidenti registrati in tali incroci, con feriti e morti, abbinato alla grande indisciplina degli automobilisti perugini, preoccupa infatti l’assessore al traffico a tal punto da ritenere doveroso tale passo. 

Ci sembra assai strano però che neanche uno, tra i tanti consulenti della giunta Locchi, abbia informato l’Assessore riguardo all’esito di ricerche e studi in merito al rapporto telecamere su semafori ed incidenti condotte negli ultimi anni in America e Australia. 

Tra i principali studi di settore vorrei citare quelli realizzati da: 

· The Virginia Transportation Research Council del 27 gennaio 2005;

· Urban Transit Institute, University North Carolina, del 1 luglio 2004;

· Australian Road Research Board, del 1 febbraio 1995.

Tutti, dopo aver monitorizzato numero ed entità degli incidenti, prima e dopo l’installazione di telecamere su semafori, concordano sull’effetto di aumento degli incidenti e dei feriti conseguenti a tali installazioni.

Infatti, se è vero che c’è una diminuzione tra il  24% e il 33% degli incidenti con impatto laterale (conseguenti all’attraversamento con il semaforo rosso) è altrettanto vero che c’è un aumento tra il  50% e il 71% degli incidenti per tamponamento, a causa delle frenate improvvise di chi arriva al semaforo e si accorge di non farcela a passare prima del rosso.

Ciò comporta in definitiva un aumento dall’8% al 17% degli incidenti totali.

L’eventuale affermazione che i tamponamenti siano meno pericolosi degli impatti laterali è sempre smentita dalle ricerche sopraccitate che registrano un aumento tra il 7% e il 24% dei feriti. 

Queste ricerche concludono con l’affermazione che sia tutt’altro che dimostrabile l’aiuto di tali impianti in termini di sicurezza. (Le relazioni integrali sono consultabili sul sito www.coordinamentopgan.it)
Caduta pertanto la nobiltà della motivazione dichiarata alla stampa e ai cittadini non ci resta che pensare male, vero che sia peccato però spesso ci si prende.

E allora, date le telecamere sui semafori, letta la preannunciata installazione di autovelox sulle strade cittadine, visti gli “errori” della tassa sui rifiuti (“intanto pagate le prime due rate poi dopo settembre faremo le verifiche e i conguagli”), dato il buco di bilancio … non è che si sta raschiando il fondo delle nostre tasche per tamponare l’inadeguatezza di chi pretende di amministrare?

Perugia, 20 luglio 2006

Paolo Moretti

Coordinamento Comunale di Perugia di Alleanza Nazionale

www.coordinamentopgan.it
 Il presente testo è stato pubblicato in data 24 luglio 2006 su “Il Giornale dell’Umbria” nella rubrica “Lettere e opinioni e preso a spunto per un articolo, il giorno successivo, su “La Nazione” in cronaca Perugia.
Le telecamere aumentano gli incidenti

Virginia DOT Study Shows Cameras Increase Injury Accidents
The Virginia Transportation Research Council studied all of the state red light camera programs and found an overall increase in injury accidents.
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A brand new, exhaustive study of all seven Virginia red light camera programs shows an overall increase in injury accidents has occurred where the devices are installed. The study was performed by The Virginia Transportation Research Council at the request of the state transportation secretary. The report also notes a fatal flaw in the Virginia's camera law -- motorists can ignore any ticket received in the mail. Only tickets that are personally served matter (the same thing happened in Arizona).

Despite a distinct sympathy in favor of camera enforcement, the researchers found a "definite" increase in rear-end accidents and only a "possible" decrease in angle accidents. Most importantly, the net effect was that more injuries happened after cameras are installed. Camera proponents explain this away by asserting angle accidents are more serious, but this claim has not been scientifically studied according to this report. The rear end collisions caused by the cameras still produce injuries -- the original promise of camera proponents was that they would reduce accidents and injuries, not rearrange them.

This study agrees with long-term findings in Australia and North Carolina.

1.7mb PDF format

Key Statistic:
Further analysis indicated that the cameras are contributing to a definite increase in rear-end crashes, a possible decrease in angle crashes, a net decrease in injury crashes attributable to red light running, and an increase in total injury crashes. Page xiii

Summary of Empirical Bayes Method (Level 4 Analysis) 

[Editor's note: only Fairfax County data reflects the most rigorous analysis. Other cities did not provide volume, yellow time, and data on other key factors.] The latter half of Appendix D shows the results of an Empirical Bayes analysis for Fairfax County crash data only. These results suggest the following: 

· The cameras are correlated with an increase in total crashes of 8% to 17%.

· The cameras are correlated with an increase in rear-end crashes related to the presence of a red light; the increase ranges between 50% and 71%. 

· The cameras are correlated with a decrease in crashes attributable to red light running, and the decrease is between 24% and 33%. 

· The cameras are correlated with a decrease in injury crashes attributable to red light running, with the decrease being between 20% and 33%. 

· The cameras are correlated with an increase in total injury crashes, with the increase being between 7% and 24%.

Page 28

...but it obscures the that only a small percentage of crashes are attributable to red light running. Data from Virginia’s Department of Motor Vehicles, for example, suggested that in 1998 (a year when no red light cameras were in operation), only 3.3% of all crashes involved a driver who “ran traffic control” (DMV, 1999). Page 124 



Article Excerpt: 

There is a practical issue with regard to issuing citations for red light running: the Code of Virginia requires that an in-person summons, rather than certified mail, be used to compel an individual to appear in court. Because of the high cost of delivering summonses outside Virginia, this requirement could make the programs administratively difficult for some localities if it became commonly known that only an in-person summons can require a vehicle owner either to pay the penalty or to appear in court. However, the program can still legally continue in its present form without a change in the Code. Page xii

A Fairfax County assessment showed a 40% reduction in accidents after 3 months of camera operation (Ruby and Hobeika, 2003). A limitation of the study, however, was that it covered only a 3-month period. Further, the study did not account for the changes in the yellow time while the impact of the cameras was examined. Page 13

The one surviving legal worry actually turns out to be a practical problem, generated by the interaction of the notice provisions in the enabling statute and the Commonwealth’s other service requirements. Because the mere mailing of a ticket without personal service by a law enforcement officer does not constitute sufficient notice under the statute’s own terms, successful enforcement may require personal in-hand service if the accused fails to either pay the penalty or come to court. Although the statute permits the jurisdiction to make the initial attempt to summon the accused to court via mail, if the person fails to respond, he or she is not considered to have been satisfactorily served with notice. However, personal service on all violators is obviously a very expensive proposition, involving many personnel hours, and would defeat one of the primary motivating factors for employing automated detection systems in the first place—a reduction in the number of officers required to enforce red light laws. Thus, unless a jurisdiction is willing to devote resources to implementing extensive in-hand service, citations mailed for red light camera violations become essentially unenforceable. The average citizen is probably not aware of this loophole, but if word were widely disseminated, such knowledge could completely undermine the effectiveness of red light camera programs, as citations issued to violators would lose their practical impact. Again, this is a practical, but not legal, challenge. Page 17
Source: Evaluation of Red Light Camera Enforcement Programs in Virginia (The Virginia Transportation Research Council, 1/27/2005)

Burkey-Obeng Red Light Camera Study
The most extensive U.S. study of the relation of accidents and red light camera usage. 
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Researchers at the North Carolina Urban Transit Institute were unsatisfied with the overly simplistic methods used in prior insurance industry funded studies of the effects of red light cameras on accidents. So they conducted a U.S. Dept. of Transportation funded study that looked at a 57-month period and accounted for dozens of variables such as weather and traffic ignored in previous studies. All told, 17,271 observations went into their conclusions.

Their own summary says it best: "The results do not support the view that red light cameras reduce crashes. Instead, we find that RLCs are associated with higher levels of many types and severity categories of crashes."

Complete study in 366k PDF file.

Key Statistic:
[Rear End Accidents] However, in the before/after table (Table 4.2), the raw data show approximately a 10 percent increase at the RLC sites. This difference alone accounts for roughly a 35 percent difference attributable to the RLC placement.

[Total Crashes] The model is estimating that, had an RLC not been placed at a particular intersection, we may have seen a 42% decrease in the accident rate at that intersection (if we
could hold all other factors constant). Similar to what was seen in the raw data in Section 4,
the sites with RLCs are not experiencing the decreasing trend in accidents seen elsewhere.
Additionally, the other characteristics of intersections with RLCs are not explaining the
difference in accident rates. 



Article Excerpt: 

The results do not support the conventional wisdom expressed in recent literature and popular press that red light cameras reduce accidents.... Our findings are more pessimistic, finding no change in angle accidents and large increases in rear-end crashes and many other types of crashes relative to other intersections. We did find a decrease in accidents involving a vehicle turning left and a vehicle on the same roadway, which may have been included as an angle accident in some other studies. However, given that these left turn accidents occur only one third as often as angle accidents, and the fact that we find no benefit from decreasing severity of accidents suggests that there has been no demonstrable benefit from the RLC program in terms of safety. In many ways, the evidence points toward the installation of RLCs as a detriment to safety.
Source: A DETAILED INVESTIGATION OF CRASH RISK REDUCTION (Urban Transit Institute, North Carolina A-T University, 7/1/2004)

Australian Study of Red Light Cameras (Andreassen)
An exhaustive ten-year study of the effect of red light cameras on accident rates in Australia.
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The most complete study of the correlation of accidents and the use of red light cameras. It closely examined every accident report filed over a ten year period (including several years before and after cameras were installed). It found the cameras provided no benefit.

2.4mb PDF File

Article Excerpt: 

The results of this study suggest that the installation of the RLC at these sites did not provide any reduction in accidents, rather there has been increases in rear end and adjacent approaches accidents on a before and after basis and also by comparison with the changes in accidents at intersection signals.
Source: A Long Term Study of Red Light Cameras and Accidents (Australian Road Research Board, 2/1/1995)

	Via libera dal Garante per la privacy


Roma - L'installazione di telecamere presso i semafori regolatori del traffico non richiedono alcuna autorizzazione preventiva del Garante per la privacy né rappresentano una violazione della riservatezza.

Ad affermarlo è lo stesso Garante che prende spunto dalle recenti notizie sui cosiddetti semafori spia installati da alcuni comuni che utilizzano le foto per il controllo del traffico.

Le questioni relative all'omologazione degli apparecchi di rilevazione delle infrazioni, alla loro manutenzione e alla possibilità di contestare le infrazioni prima di rilevare le immagini - ha affermato il Garante - sono di vecchia data, e risalgono a prima della legge sulla privacy.

"Si è ora verificato - ha spiegato l'Autorità in una nota - che la questione della riservatezza degli automobilisti sia stata posta dinanzi al giudice di pace. I dubbi espressi a proposito della legittimità dei "semafori spia" non sono però fondati. Si tratta, infatti, di apparecchi in termini generali leciti per i quali, peraltro, nell'ipotesi in cui siano destinati a rilevare gli accessi ai centri storici, è stato emanato un apposito regolamento che ha seguito le indicazioni del Garante (dpr 250/1999)".

Né la normativa sulla privacy, né il recente provvedimento generale del Garante in materia di videosorveglianza prevedono, per l'installazione di questo tipo di "semplici" telecamere, il rilascio di una formale autorizzazione preventiva, generale o caso per caso, da parte del Garante. Di conseguenza, i verbali di contestazione non devono menzionare tale specifica autorizzazione.

L'Autorità si riserva peraltro di verificare preventivamente soltanto quelle tecnologie definite "particolarmente invasive", come quelle di raccolta dei dati biometrici, o che incrociano immagini e impronte digitali oppure che raccolgono immagini via webcam da diffondere poi su Internet.

