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N THE world of automobile mar
keting, one of the most guoted
statistics is the acceleration of 2
vehicle: this GTi turbo accelerates
fram nought to 100 kehe in X sec-
onds. In the world of impact harriers,
it is the reverse slatistic which is cur-
rently being used - especially by pro-
ponents of flexible slecl barriers. The
deceleration effect caused by a rigid
cuncrete barrier, they say, is loo high.
Vehicles are brought W @ sudden
stup, or overturned, by an impenetra-
ble barrier, causing increased injuries
o passengers. Much better, they add,
Lo tise an energy-absorhing steel bay-
rier.
' The: debate belween manufachur-
Fi g5 of rival systems has been poing
g a fur as long as the rval systems
—have been avallable. Ope of the more
culspoken critics of concrele has
been Wollpang Wink, of German stecl
barrier manufacturer volkmann &
Rossbach, who is alse vice president
of the Eurupean road safety organisa-
tion Eurcadsafe, He draws an analo
By with the sporling world, and in
particular with what he calls ‘soft-
defence’ sponts like judo, Lo illustrate
the concept,

“What does a soft-defence sport
have W do with road restrainl HYE=
tems? They teach that the best way to
counter an allack is move aside and
U=2 your opponent’s energy against
him. This is what we achisve with a
steel barrier: its a question of energy
absorption.”

The concrete lubby counter-
atlacks by polnting to the virtues of

| ~—ocrmanent fgid barriers. There are
' -itualions, they observe, where the
priority must be to contain an errant
vehicle, o prevent it crashing into
buildings or oncoming traffic. In
these silualions, the safety of the
vehicle occupants must be a lower
priority than the safety of others,
whether passers-by or travelling in
other vehicles. They also puint to the
economics of their producls, citing
the higher maintenance and repair
costs of sleel barriars,

Wink responds by saving thal i
is *not a question of which system Lo
install, but where sach type should be
used, For most normal calegories of
roads, deformable, energy-absorbing
barriers should be mandatory. For
special cases, where the protection of
third parties - chemical [zctorles,
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then a more rigid syslem should be
wsed.”

"A common mistake = to con
sider only the major life-threatening
problems, instead of the most fre-
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quent accidents. In Germary, and in
other countnes, the accidenl death
rate for smaller vehicles is aboul 95%
of the total. These are the accidents
we nead 10 control, rather than con-
sidering only the spectacular ingi-
dents.”

The steel barrier lobby has been
buosted by the publication of a year-
long study of accidents on over 1000
km of French autoroutes, The mator-
ways A5, AT, and A9 were closely
monitored during 1992, and statistics
collated regarding the frequency and
severity of accidents, and the num-
bers of personal injudes that resulr-
ed

The study, conducted by the
French  national  transport  safely
rescarch institute INRETS  (Tnstitut
Nalional de la  Recherche  des
Trarsports el de leur  Sécurité),
showed (as mighl be expected) that
there was no noticeable differepce in
the frequency of impacts with various
types of harrer, wlien compared Lo
the Letal tength of each barrier type.
It also showed that, for barmers
located on the ddge or shoulder of
lhe motorway, there was little diffar-
ence in the injury rates and no differ-
ence in the ratio of vehicles which
overturned  (1I% in both  cases)
regarding the type of barrier [nstalled,

The major difference the report
did discover was with barriers located
in the centre of the highway.

Concrete barriers in this location had

an injury-causing accident rate ower

the twelve months of 0.14 per kilo-

metre, almost three imes the rate for

steel barriers (0.05 perkm). Concrete

barriers -also appeared to be more

than twice as likely Lo cause a vehicle

Lo overturn - this happened in 20% of |
the cases, compared lo 8.4% with

other barrier types,

Naturaily, the steel barricr lobhy
is delighted with the findings, which
they say support the view they have
always taken

Within Evrope, the process of
normalisation of standards across the
EU member states is continuing, and
affects most areas of life from the
safety of children’s toys o the con
structlon of  impact = barriers.
Agreement on| the performance of
barricrs, based on paramelers like
the Acccleration Severity Index (ASD)
may well favour flexible, energy-
absorbing barrier systems for the
majority of inslallations in the future
In/fact, stee] alteady claims the lion's
share of barrier  inslallations,
accounting for betwesn B5 and 90%
of the linear melrage in the French
study
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: larketing war between promoters of steel and concrete batriers s hotting-up, with the
[ steel lobby gaining ground after an important French research report

Deceleration Values

Comparison of major collisions on barriers



