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Proposals to amend Driving Licence Standards for Vision, Diabetes and Epilepsy: Annex III to Directive 91/439/EEC and 2006/126/EC
Response to the consultation from CTC

Introduction
CTC, the national cyclists’ organisation, was founded in 1878.  CTC has 70,000 members and supporters, provides a range of information and legal services to cyclists, organises cycling events, and represents the interests of cyclists and cycling on issues of public policy.

The proposals in the document allow a weakening of the visual acuity requirements for both categories of drivers. We are most concerned about the requirements for Group 2 (lorry and bus drivers). We do not feel that this issue should be deemed to be one where ‘scientific evidence’ is required: quite simply, far too many deaths and injuries occur where drivers claim ‘not to have seen’ the victim. 

For these reasons, driver vision standards should be far stricter than they are presently in order to eliminate any chance that those that do have poor vision be allowed to operate extremely dangerous machinery such as motor vehicles, the presence of which leads to death and serious injury for thousands of people each year.
‘Looked but did not see’
A very high proportion of the deaths and injuries that occur on our roads result from injudicious actions made by drivers who have either failed to look properly or who have claimed to look, but not seen, the hazard. 38% of crashes are attributed in part by police to ‘failed to look properly’.

A very common experience in our experience are incidents in which a cyclist is injured or killed by drivers turning right or emerges from a side road into their path. In many other cases, however, drivers simply run into the back of cyclists and declare that ‘they did not see them’. Such is the extent of this problem that cyclists (and motorcyclists) have developed a phrase for such events, “Sorry, mate, I didn’t see you”, abbreviated to SMIDSY. We track many of these cases through a dedicated website.

Clearly in many of these cases drivers do not have poor vision: there are other effects, such as poor light levels, distraction or intimidation by other road users that lead to the injudicious action. However, the concept that the victim was ‘invisible’, ‘came out of nowhere’ or was never seen at all is too commonly used as an excuse to avoid culpability in the crash. 

In order to eliminate all possibility that a crash could result from actual poor vision we need to ensure that the standards which drivers must meet are very high. It would only be acceptable to be weakening standards if it were clear that road safety issues were not a significant concern or had little link with issues of vision. 
Group 1 Drivers (cars, light vans)
‘Exceptionality’

Currently those who do not meet the field of vision standard (120° horizontal field) can still apply for a licence after examination by a medical professional. The standards for granting this ‘exceptional’ allowance are not clear. It is suggested that a minimum standard for vision by met before the ‘exceptionality’ test be implemented. 
Our suggestion is that this is unnecessary: the minimum test already exists. There should be no allowance for those with a more limited range to be permitted access to a licence. 
Reduction in visual acuity
The consultation suggests relaxing the vision standard from 0.6 decimal to 0.5 decimal, in line with the level that has long been the European standard.

We do not agree with this, nor do we understand the logic of this position. No evidence is given as to why relaxation is required.
We are also concerned that the operation of the number plate test is not robust. The distance is often made as a matter of judgement on behalf of the examiner rather than in any formal way.
Group 2 Drivers (operators of lorries and buses)
The distinction between car/light van licences (Group 1) and lorry/bus licences (Group 2) is made because of the greater capacity to cause harm in the operation of those vehicles.

This variance is at its most acute in collisions involving vulnerable users, such as cyclists. Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) are responsible for a disproportionate number of the deaths of cyclists. Only 5% of road traffic consists of HGVs, yet they account for 19% of cyclists deaths. The design of these vehicles is part of the reason why this occurs, however, with care and judicious use of mirrors, all areas around the vehicle are visible to a driver with good vision. 
We therefore do not agree that the vision requirements for Group 2 drivers should be weakened as suggested. Permitting 0.1 decimal vision in the worse of the two eyes will permit drivers with very poor vision onto the roads.

Conclusion

Currently far too many people are killed and injured in road crashes. Some of these crashes occur due to impairments or as a result of incapacitating disease (principally poor vision) on the part of drivers. We see no reason to weaken the standards that apply to driver’s visual acuity when levels of death and injury are already so high. The DVLA should be taking this opportunity to reduce access to motor vehicles for people at the highest risk of having poor vision or suffering incapacitating illness when in control of motor vehicles.
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� DfT. Reported Road Casualties Great Britain 2009, Table 4a


� <www.stop-smidsy.org.uk>
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