Public Disclosure Authorized

Public Disclosure Auth

Implementing the Recommendations of the
World Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention

Country Guidelines for the Conduct of Road Safety
Management Capacity Reviews and the Specification
of Lead Agency Reforms, Investment Strategies

and Safe System Projects

he World Health Organization (WHO) and the World Bank jointly issued the World

Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention on World Health Day 2004, dedicated by
the WHO to the improvement of global road safety. The report’s publication signaled a
growing concern in the global community about the scale of the health losses associated
with escalating motorization and a recognition that urgent measures had to be taken to
sustainably reduce their economic and social costs Implementing the report’s recom-
mendatlons ha essive UN General Assembly
i to assist this task.
high-income countries over the last
to benefit from the lessons learned,
r ptably high level of deaths and injuries
his will require low and middle-income countries to
shift rapidly and decisively to What has been termed the Safe System approach which
aims to eliminate road deaths and serious injuries, rather than chart a fatalistic pathway
that accepts these impacts as an inevitable price of economic progress. The challenge
for high-income countries will be to continue to innovate on the basis of sound safety
principles and go beyond what is currently known to be effective, to achieve even
higher levels of safety performance.

&/
ings of the World Report culminated in six overarching recommendations that

set out the strategic initiatives necessary to improve country road safety performance.
Implementing these recommendations will require capacity building at the global,
regional and country levels to create the resources and tools necessary to target
initiatives on a scale capable of reducing significantly and sustainably the huge
economic and social losses arising from road deaths and injuries.

The guidelines presented in this report provide a pragmatic approach designed
to overcome institutional capacity barriers and achieve sustainable results.
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Foreword

The World Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention,
jointly issued on World Health Day 2004 by the World
Health Organization and the World Bank, highlights the
growing public health burden of road deaths and makes a
powerful case for urgent measures to address the prob-
lem as a global development priority. Its findings and rec-
ommendations provide a consensus-based blueprint for
country, regional and global action and have subsequently
been endorsed by United Nations General Assembly Res-
olutions 56/289, 60/5 and 62/244 (Improving global road
safety) and World Health Assembly Resolution WHA 57.10
(Road safety and health). Efficient and effective imple-
mentation of the World Report’s recommendations will re-
quire countries working in partnership with the interna-
tional development community to scale up, refocus and
harmonize their road safety activities, with an emphasis on
managing for results. As an overarching priority institu-
tional capacity building at global, regional and country
levels must underpin this endeavor if improved country
road safety performance is to be sustained in the longer-
term. These guidelines provide a framework to direct
such actions and are a revised and expanded version of
the World Bank Transport Note TN1, Implementing the
Recommendations of the World Report on Road Traffic
Injury Prevention, which was first issued in April 2004.

The country guidelines set out a sequential process that
is vital to success. The conduct of a safety management
capacity review is a necessary first step in building a multi-
sectoral framework for dialogue between all relevant part-

Tony Bliss
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Transport Division

Energy, Transport and Water Department

Sustainable Development Network
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ners and stakeholders at country, regional and global lev-
els. Capacity review findings will specify the lead agency
strengthening, long-term investment strategy and Safe
System projects required to improve country safety out-
comes on a sustainable basis. Safety interventions should
target the highest concentrations of death and injuries on
the road network to achieve rapid and demonstrable im-
provements. The absence of reliable death and injury data
must not impede taking urgent action, but the building of
countrywide data systems should be an immediate focus.
Dialogue must also be initiated and sustained with inter-
national partners and stakeholders to foster global and re-
gional partnerships that can scale up and accelerate the
process of building the scientific, technological and man-
agerial capacities required to prepare and implement in-
novative and cost-effective road safety programs at the
country level.

The guidelines promote a Safe System approach to road
safety and have been produced for use in any country ir-
respective of its development status or road safety per-
formance. They draw on the World Report findings and
provide a management framework to guide the imple-
mentation of its recommendations. Further updates are
planned, based on the experience gained with their appli-
cation in low, middle and high-income countries.

The authors are grateful to Professor Claes Tingvall and
Professor Fred Wegman for reviewing the guidelines prior
to publication and for their support and helpful advice.

Jeanne Breen
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Executive Summary

Introduction

The World Health Organization (WHO) and the World
Bank jointly issued the World Report on Road Traffic In-
Jury Prevention on World Health Day 2004, dedicated by
the WHO to the improvement of global road safety. The re-
port’s publication signaled a growing concern in the global
community about the scale of the health losses associated
with escalating motorization and a recognition that urgent
measures had to be taken to sustainably reduce their
economic and social costs. Implementing the report’s rec-
ommendations has become a high priority for low and
middle-income countries and the guidelines presented in
this report have been prepared to assist this task.

Purpose of guidelines

The guidelines promote a Safe System approach to road
safety and specify a management and investment frame-
work to support the successful implementation of the
World Report recommendations. They include practical
procedures designed to accelerate knowledge transfer
and sustainably scale up country investment to improve
road safety results. They set out detailed steps for the
conduct of country road safety management capacity
reviews and the related specification of lead agency re-
forms, investment strategies and Safe System projects de-
signed to overcome revealed safety management capacity
weaknesses.

The guidelines have been prepared to assist country road
safety professionals, World Bank and regional develop-
ment bank staff, international consultants, community
groups, private sector organizations, and all other global,
regional and country partners and stakeholders undertak-
ing country road safety investments.

Implementing the World Report
recommendations

The findings of the World Report culminated in six over-
arching recommendations that set out the strategic initia-
tives necessary to improve country road safety performance:

1. Identify a lead agency in government to guide the na-
tional road safety effort.

2. Assess the problem, policies and institutional settings
relating to road traffic injury and the capacity for road
traffic injury prevention in each country.

3. Prepare a national road safety strategy and plan of
action.

4. Allocate financial and human resources to address the
problem.

5. Implement specific actions to prevent road traffic
crashes, minimize injuries and their consequences and
evaluate the impact of these actions.

6. Support the development of national capacity and in-
ternational cooperation.

Implementing the recommendations of the World Report
requires capacity building at the global, regional and
country levels, to create the resources and tools neces-
sary to target initiatives on a scale capable of reducing sig-
nificantly and sustainably road deaths and injuries in low
and middle-income countries.

At the country level implementation requires an inte-
grated framework that treats the World Report recom-
mendations as a totality and ensures that institutional
strengthening initiatives are properly sequenced and ad-
justed to the absorptive and learning capacity of the coun-
try concerned.

Emerging global and regional initiatives aiming to assist
the acceleration of knowledge transfer to low and middle-
income countries and the scaling up of their road safety
investments must be harmonized. Opportunities must also
be taken to combine and leverage the weight and effec-
tiveness of resources being mobilized to improve the re-
sults being achieved.

The guidelines presented in this report provide a prag-

matic approach designed to overcome country capacity
barriers and achieve sustainable results.
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Key messages

The guidelines present the following key messages:

Poverty impacts

The social and economic losses from road deaths and in-
juries in low and middle-income countries are projected
to be on a catastrophic scale with substantial poverty im-
pacts. For this reason the guidelines focus on the require-
ments of low and middle-income countries, although
they are also applicable to high-income countries.

Limited progress

While the World Report findings and recommendations
set out a blueprint for concerted action in low and
middle-income countries limited progress has been made
on implementing them. Country safety management
capacity weaknesses present a formidable barrier to
progress and institutional mangement functions require
strengthening. A clearly defined results focus is often absent.
This reflects the lack of leadership of a targeted strategy that
is owned by the government and relevant agencies, with re-
sponsibilities and accountabilities for its achievement being
clearly specified and accepted. As a consequence coordi-
nation arrangements can be ineffective, supporting legisla-
tion fragmented, funding insufficient and poorly targeted,
promotional efforts narrowly and sporadically directed to
key user groups, monitoring and evaluation systems ill-
developed, and knowledge transfer limited. Little is known
about the results achieved. Likewise international develop-
ment agencies are ill-prepared to act and global, regional
and country road safety management capacity weaknesses
must be systematically addressed as an urgent priority if sus-
tainable success is to be evident over the coming decade.
Otherwise road safety results in low and middle-income
countries will continue to deteriorate in the face of rapid
motorization and scaled-up road infrastructure provision.

Systematic response

Managing for improved road safety results at the country
level must address three inter-related elements of the
road safety management system: institutional manage-
ment functions, interventions and results; with prime im-
portance being placed on institutional management func-
tions and more specifically the role of the lead agency. A
reliance on addressing interventions alone will not suffice.

Focus on results

In managing for improved road safety results, the fore-
most and pivotal institutional management function is re-
sults focus. All the other institutional management func-
tions are subordinate to this function and contribute to
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its achievement. A country’s results focus can be inter-
preted as a pragmatic specification of its ambition to im-
prove road safety and the means agreed to achieve this. In
the absence of a clear focus on results all other institu-
tional functions and related interventions lack cohesion
and direction and the efficiency and effectiveness of safety
initiatives can be undermined.

Safe System approach

Road safety management systems have evolved in high-
income countries over the last fifty years and the challenge
for low and middle-income countries will be to benefit
from the lessons learned, to avoid the unnecessary and
unacceptably high level of deaths and injuries experienced
in high-income countries. This will require low and middle-
income countries to shift rapidly and directly to a Safe Sys-
tem approach with a results focus which aims to eliminate
road deaths and serious injuries, rather than chart a fatal-
istic pathway that accepts these impacts as an inevita-
ble price of economic progress. The challenge for high-
income countries will be to continue to innovate on the
basis of sound safety principles and go beyond what is
currently known to be effective, to achieve even higher
levels of safety performance.

The shift to a Safe System approach is also well attuned to
the high priority global, regional and country develop-
ment goals of sustainability, harmonization and inclusive-
ness. A Safe System is dedicated to the elimination of
deaths and injuries that undermine the sustainability of
road transport networks and the communities they serve.
Its focus on safer and reduced speeds harmonizes with
other efforts to reduce local air pollution, greenhouse
gases and energy consumption. And its priority to afford
protection to all road users is inclusive of the most vulner-
able at-risk groups such as pedestrians, young and old,
cyclists and motorcyclists. These co-benefits of shifting to
a Safe System approach further strengthen the business
case for its implementation.

Ineffective plans

There has been a tendency for past technical assistance
support provided to low and middle-income countries to
prepare national action plans which simply detail the in-
terventions that should be made to reduce road deaths
and injuries with little consideration given to the institu-
tional capacity and funding needed to deliver them. Such
a response is neither appropriate nor effective. Countries
are becoming more sensitized to the road safety problems
they must address, in terms of being aware that they must
improve the safety of road infrastructure, vehicles and



emergency medical response services, as well as road user
behavior, and they are now seeking advice on how to do
it. How to do it is the central issue, as just saying it should
be done does not mean it can or will be done. Institutional
management functions at the country level are increas-
ingly becoming the center of attention and concern. This
underscores the emphasis in these guidelines on mobiliz-
ing financial and human resources for capacity strengthen-
ing purposes, as country priorities are becoming more fo-
cused on building sustainable management systems and
related financing functions.

Strengthening management capacity

Implementing the recommendations of the World Report
requires account to be taken of the management capac-
ity in the country concerned to ensure that institutional
strengthening initiatives are properly sequenced and ad-
justed to its absorptive and learning capacity. The central
issue is how to accelerate the necessary process of shifting
from weak to strong institutional management capacity to
govern the production of improved road safety results.

Capacity review

The conduct of a safety management capacity review is a
vital first step in the process of a country taking the neces-
sary actions to tailor the World Report recommendations
to its unique circumstances and in determining its state of
readiness to commit to the productive and sustainable
steps necessary to bring its road safety outcomes under
control. It also serves to identify related institutional re-
sponsibilities and accountabilities and provides a platform
to reach an official consensus on country capacity weak-
nesses and how best to overcome them.

Role of lead agency

The World Report highlights the fundamental role of the
lead agency in ensuring the effective and efficient function-
ing of the road safety management system. Responsible
and accountable road safety leadership at country, state,
provincial and city levels is vital to success. In the absence
of such leadership with a sustained focus on results, efforts
aimed at improving, for example, program coordination,
decentralization and promotion will often be illusory and
unsustainable. Likewise, action plans prepared without a
designated agency mandated to lead their implementation
and a realistic and sustainable funding base are likely to re-
main paper plans and make no positive impact on results.

Staged investment
Countries wishing to improve their road safety perfor-
mance must be well organized to manage the achieve-
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ment of improved results in a systematic way. Institutional
management functions must take the highest priority as
they are the foundation on which road safety manage-
ment systems are built: they produce the interventions
that achieve the desired results. In practice the process
of institutional strengthening must be staged. During the
formative stages emphasis must be put on improving the
focus on results and related inter-agency coordination. As
these institutional management functions become more
effective the remaining management functions are in turn
strengthened.

Learning by doing

Sustained long-term investment is the key to improving
country road safety results. This requires a staged process
to investment that addresses revealed capacity weak-
nesses by first building a core capacity to bring targeted
safety outcomes under control, then scaling up invest-
ment to accelerate this capacity strengthening and the
achievement of improved results across the national road
network. It must be grounded in practice by a learning by
doing process backed with sufficient targeted investment
to overcome the barriers presented by weak institutional
capacity. An example of this approach is provided by the
World Bank’s shift to Safe System road safety projects
which aim to anchor country capacity building efforts in
systematic, measurable and accountable investment pro-
grams that simultaneously build management capacity
while rapidly achieving safety improvements in targeted
high-risk corridors and areas.

Safe System project preparation

The overall sequencing of the project preparation process
is crucial to successful implementation. The first priority
is to prepare a project concept based on the findings of
the country capacity review. This should be sufficiently
comprehensive to outline all components, partnerships
and targeted results. The second and third priorities are
to reach consensus on the project management arrange-
ments and the monitoring and evaluation procedures.
The preparation of a detailed project design should only
commence once agreement is reached on the overall proj-
ect concept, the results it is trying to achieve and how
these will be managed and measured.

Technical assistance

In situations where road safety management capacity is
weak, strong reliance will be placed on recruiting exter-
nal technical assistance support to help guide project im-
plementation. It is crucial that this assistance is provided
first and foremost in the form of a mentoring role to local
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staff who will undertake the tasks concerned, rather than
being seen as external expertise that has been hired to
take responsibility for their delivery. This is particularly
relevant to the overall strategic management of the proj-
ect, but it also relates to more specialized technical tasks.
Recognition of this priority will require a shift from the
more common approaches of the past where external
consulting teams would provide self-contained, expert
services, leaving in many cases limited residual local ca-
pacity once the consulting teams departed. Emphasis
should be placed on providing a more process orientated
style of technical assistance where external experts work
alongside local staff to help accelerate knowledge transfer
and engender institutional capacity strengthening of a
more sustainable nature.

These key messages are comprehensively addressed in
the implementation guidelines.

Implementation guidelines

The recommendations of the World Report highlight
safety management issues at the global, regional and
country levels, and emphasize the building of institutional
capacity to manage for results. In particular the recom-
mendations emphasize the importance of implementing
a systematic and sustained response to govern road safety
outcomes at the country level, and place prime impor-
tance on the vital role of the lead agency in this process.
These implementation guidelines focus on strengthening
the road safety management system and place special em-
phasis on related lead agency responsibilities in ensuring
institutional efficiency and effectiveness.

The guidelines specify an implementation process in two
key stages:

Stage 1: Conduct country capacity review

This first stage addresses World Report recommendations
1-4 and guidelines are provided for the following key steps
in the conduct of a capacity review:

. Set review objectives

. Prepare for review

. Appraise results focus at system level

. Appraise results focus at interventions level

. Appraise results focus at institutional management
functions level

. Assess lead agency role

7. Specify investment strategy and identify Safe System

implementation projects
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8. Confirm review findings at high-level workshop
9. Finalize review report

Following the conduct of the country capacity review the
second step in the process is to prepare safety projects to
launch the identified investment strategy. Successful im-
plementation hinges on designing projects that accelerate
the transfer of road safety knowledge to strengthen the ca-
pacity of participating entities and rapidly produce results
that provide benchmark measures to dimension a roll-out
program. The focus of these guidelines is on the prepara-
tion of projects that implement the establishment phase
of the investment strategy and build the institutional ca-
pacity and evidence base to roll out a larger program of ini-
tiatives in the investment strategy’s growth phase.

Stage 2: Prepare and implement Safe System
projects

This second stage addresses World Report recommenda-
tions 5 & 6 and guidelines are provided for the following
key steps in preparing safety projects:

Set project objectives

Determine scale of project investment

Identify project partnerships

Specify project components

Confirm project management arrangements

Specify project monitoring and evaluation procedures
Prepare detailed project design

Highlight project implementation priorities

S O N

A core project objective is the achievement of quick and
proven safety results in high-risk corridors and areas and
the development of benchmark performance measures
to dimension a national roll-out program of successful ini-
tiatives to the remaining high-risk corridors and areas.
This places a high priority on ensuring that the monitor-
ing and evaluation procedures are effective and that the
focus on results to be achieved underpins the leadership
and coordination of the project during its implementa-
tion. It also places a high priority on sustaining the em-
phasis on transferring good practices into the country
concerned and accepting the challenges of innovation
and learning by doing that this entails. The aim is to ac-
celerate knowledge transfer and build country capacity in
a targeted process that demonstrates when good practice
measures are taken road safety performance can be dra-
matically improved. In this way the business case for
higher levels of sustained investment can be prepared,
built on a platform of strengthened country capacity and
proven success.



Case studies

In Annexes 2—4 the guidelines provide in-depth case stud-
ies of institutional arrangements in five good practice coun-
tries (New Zealand, Great Britain, the Netherlands and
Sweden, and the Australian States of Victoria and Western
Australia) plus summary case studies of two transitional
countries (Malaysia and Poland). These case studies merit
close attention as such detailed material is largely absent in
the available road safety literature.

Substantial investment in institutional capacity is vital to
success and so far insufficient attention has been paid to
the institutional benchmarks for good performance set by
high-income countries. When considering the strategic
policy challenges faced by low and middle-income coun-
tries this omission is critical and without directly address-
ing it little sustained success can be anticipated.

The case studies highlight the importance of the lead
agency role in directing the national road safety effort and

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

are instructive in their own right in terms of illustrating
the institutional complexity and scale of investment evi-
dent in high-income countries where safety outcomes are
successfully managed and performance shows continuous
improvement. The case studies also show that the effec-
tive delivery of core institutional management functions
can be achieved with varied lead agency structural and
procedural forms and no preferred model for this can be
identified and promoted.

The complexity of institutional arrangements in high-
income countries can be viewed as a surrogate indicator
of success and the commitment to sustained road safety
investment. For low and middle-income countries seek-
ing to successfully and rapidly go down this development
path the guidelines provide an integrated framework to
commence the process, whereas for high-income coun-
tries they can be used to guide ongoing reforms.
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Introduction

he World Health Organization (WHO) and the

World Bank jointly issued the World Report on

Road Traffic Injury Prevention (Peden et al,
2004)! on World Health Day 2004, dedicated by the
WHO to the improvement of global road safety. The
report’s publication signaled a growing concern in
the global community about the scale of the health
losses associated with escalating motorization and a
recognition that urgent measures had to be taken to
sustainably reduce their economic and social costs.

1.1 Projected country losses

The World Report sets out available country data on
deaths and injuries from road crashes. It also presents
projected future country losses worldwide, if systematic
and large-scale measures are not urgently taken to pre-
vent them. Globally these deaths and injuries already cre-
ate unacceptable public health, economic and social de-
velopment losses. Every year more than 1 million people
are killed and up to 50 million more injured or disabled
on the world’s roads.

World Bank projections indicate that global road fatalities
will increase by more than 65 percent between the years
2000 and 2020, unless intensified safety interventions are
implemented, with this trend varying across regions of
the world (Table 1). Fatalities are predicted to increase
by more than 80 percent in low and middle-income coun-
tries, but decrease by nearly 30 percent in high-income
countries (Kopits, Cropper, 2003).?

Road deaths and injuries were projected by the path-
breaking Global Burden of Disease Study to be the third
leading contributor by 2020 to the global burden of dis-

ease and injury (Murray, Lopez, eds, 1996).3 This finding
alerted the global community to the sheer scale of the
emerging public health crisis unfolding on the world’s
roads. Revised estimates of global health losses from road
traffic injuries indicate that road crash deaths and injuries
in low and middle-income countries are now projected
to be the 4th largest cause of healthy life years lost by
the total population in 2030, compared with malaria
(15th) and tuberculosis (26th). More specifically, globally
road deaths are projected to be the leading cause of
health losses for children (age 5-14) by 2015, and the sec-
ond cause for men by 2030 (Loncar, Mathers, 2005).4
These latter impacts are sufficient to generate alarm and
justify accelerated measures to address them.

The World Report highlights road safety as a social equity
issue. Low and middle-income countries already bear
about 90 percent of the current burden of road deaths
and injuries and they will experience the greatest growth
in casualty rates over the coming decades. A large propor-
tion of crash victims in these countries will continue to be
their more vulnerable road users such as pedestrians and

Table 1: Predicted road traffic fatalities
World Bank Region

% change 2000-2020

South Asia 144%
East Asia & Pacific 80%
Middle East & North Africa 68%
Latin America & Caribbean 48%
Europe & Central Asia 18%
Sub-total 83%
High-income countries —28%
Global total 66%

Source: Kopits, Cropper, 2003.
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cyclists. Road crashes have a disproportionate impact on
the poor who experience limited access to post-crash
emergency care and face costs and loss of income that can
push families further into poverty. Crude estimates of the
economic costs of road deaths and injuries put them at
an average of 1 percent of GNP for low-income countries,
compared with 1.5 percent for middle-income countries
and 2 percent for high-income countries. These costs could
be significantly higher, especially if under-representation
of deaths and injuries in available statistics and the social
costs of pain and suffering were fully accounted for.

1.2 Blueprint for action

Since its publication the World Report has received wide
acclaim and it has motivated and provided a focus and
framework for global, regional and country initiatives to
reduce road deaths and injuries. A key message of the
World Report is that road crash costs in low and middle-
income countries are substantially avoidable, because
successful programs in high-income countries over the
last thirty years have demonstrated that road deaths and
injuries are predictable and preventable. However, mak-
ing the connection between this knowledge and effective
action remains a challenge as the scale of investment in
the prevention of road deaths and injuries is in no way
commensurate with its growing public health priority in
low and middle-income countries.

The World Report provides a blueprint for action to ad-
dress the escalating crisis on the world’s roads. It empha-
sizes that road safety is a responsibility shared by govern-
ment, industry, business, nongovernmental organizations
and international agencies, with participation by people
from many disciplines and the wider community. It also
highlights the complex and hazardous nature of the road
transport system which must be understood holistically
and designed and operated to compensate for human vul-
nerability and fallibility. Vision Zero in Sweden and Sustain-
able Safety in The Netherlands are promoted by the World
Report as leading examples of good practice and what has
become termed the Safe System approach that all coun-
tries should aspire too. Governments are invited to assess
the current status of road safety in their respective coun-
tries and the World Report makes a set of recommen-
dations to assist this process. Low and middle-income
countries lacking sufficient resources to fully apply these
recommendations are encouraged to seek partnerships

with development organizations and related entities to as-
sist their implementation.

1.3 Institutional capacity weaknesses

The findings and recommendations of the World Report
have since been endorsed and promoted by successive
UN General Assembly and World Health Assembly Reso-
lutions calling for action (see Annex 1). However, little
evident progress has been made on implementing the
recommendations and over the coming decade this still
remains to be done if the growing global road safety crisis
is to be averted. Country safety management capacity
weaknesses present a formidable barrier to progress and
and international development agencies are ill prepared
to act. Concerted action is required if sustainable success
is to be achieved. (See Box 1.) The World Report recom-
mendations highlight the need to address the core insti-
tutional management functions that produce road safety
results and emphasize the key integration role played by
the lead agency in orchestrating an effective and sus-
tained national response.

Road safety management capacity weaknesses must be
addressed as the highest priority, as current initiatives are
insufficient to effect sustainable change. The challenge re-
mains to generate the political will and associated global,
regional and country leadership and resources required
to successfully implement the World Report recommen-
dations to achieve improved results. The mission and
goals of the World Bank’s Global Road Safety Facility
(World Bank, 2007)'° address this imperative and they
have been endorsed by the UN General Assembly (see
Annex 1). They have also been supported by the Make
Roads Safe campaign of the Commission for Global
Road Safety which is seeking donor support for a ten-year
global, regional and country action plan to be imple-
mented by the Facility The Commission is showing
strong leadership with its campaign which also calls for
road infrastructure safety funding and related global and
regional measures to address road safety as a sustainable
development priority (Commission for Global Road Safety,
2006).'" However, the international response so far falls
well short of the funding commitment sought for the
coming decade. Ongoing dialogue with the donor com-
munity is being scheduled to mobilize resources heading
up to the First Global Ministerial Conference on Road
Safety in the Russian Federation in November 2009, which



Box 1: Road safety management capacity weaknesses

Country capacity weaknesses present a formidable barrier to
progress and the central issue is how to accelerate the neces-
sary process of shifting from weak to strong institutional man-
agement capacity to govern the production of improved road
safety results. These guidelines have been designed to assist
this process and they are particularly relevant to helping over-
come the acute institutional capacity weaknesses evident in low
and middle-income countries (Bliss, 2004).° They are also rele-
vant to high-income countries seeking higher levels of perfor-
mance and can be used to guide the improvements in safety
management capacity required to achieve it. For example, a re-
cent review of road safety management capacity in Sweden re-
vealed that achieving the level of ambition set by Vision Zero
will require systematic reforms to overcome revealed capacity
weaknesses (Breen, Howard, Bliss; 2008).5

Capacity weaknesses are not just confined to countries. Global
and regional institutional capacity to address road safety priori-
ties is also weak and requires strengthening. Knowledge and
skills within the international and regional development banks
are lacking and there has been limited investment in building
road safety management capacity by the UN Regional Economic

was called for by the Commission for Global Road Safety
and endorsed in the United Nations General Assembly
Resolution 62/244 adopted on 31 March 2008 (see Annex
1). It is clear that sustained political will and a long-term
investment program will be required to implement the
World Report recommendations on a systematic basis that
accelerates international and country efforts and scales
up current responses.

Global and regional initiatives have heightened country
awareness of road safety issues and there has been consid-
erable transfer of relevant knowledge on safety interven-
tions since the publication of the World Report. There
have also been stronger calls for international support
as evidenced, for example, by the Accra Declaration of
African Ministers responsible for Transport and Health
(Economic Commission for Africa and World Health Or-
ganization).!? Countries are becoming more and more
sensitized to the road safety problems they must address,
in terms of being aware that they must improve the safety
of road infrastructure, vehicles and emergency medical re-
sponse services, as well as road user behavior, and they are
now seeking advice on how to do it. Institutional manage-
ment functions at the country level are increasingly be-

INTRODUCTION

Commissions and other UN and development agencies. For ex-
ample, small-scale initiatives have been taken by the Global
Road Safety Partnership (established by the World Bank in 1999
as part of its Business Partners for Development program), espe-
cially through their Global Road Safety Initiative, but these have
made no quantifiable impact (GRSP, 2007).” Other partners and
stakeholders have coalesced under the auspice of the United
Nations Road Safety Collaboration (UNRSC, 2008)8 and new enti-
ties have emerged such as the International Road Assessment
Programme (iRAP, 2007),° but again investment supporting this
high priority initiative has been limited.

There is a growing global, regional and country demand for im-
proved road safety which is becoming better focused and organ-
ized under the collective umbrella of the World Report findings
and recommendations and the successive UN General Assembly
Resolutions that have endorsed them (see Annex 1). Meeting
this demand will require accelerated knowledge transfer and
scaled-up investment to address directly the safety management
capacity weaknesses underlying the poor and deteriorating road
safety performance in low and middle-income countries.

coming the center of attention and concern. This under-
scores the emphasis in these guidelines on mobilizing fi-
nancial and human resources for capacity strengthening
purposes, as country priorities are becoming more fo-
cused on building sustainable management systems and
related financing functions.

1.4 Purpose of guidelines

The purpose of these guidelines is to promote a Safe Sys-
tem approach to road safety management and specify a
management and investment framework to support the
successful implementation of the World Report recom-
mendations. The guidelines provide practical procedures
designed for application at a country level to accelerate
knowledge transfer and sustainably scale up investment
to improve road safety results. They have been prepared
to assist country road safety professionals, World Bank
and regional development staff, international consultants,
community groups, private sector organizations and all
other global, regional and country partners and stakehold-
ers supporting country road safety investments. Their em-
phasis on strengthening institutional results management
capacity reflects the essence and intention of the World
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Report recommendations. It also recognizes that strength-
ened road safety management is required for the success-
ful implementation of the Good Practice Guidelines for in-
terventions (helmets, drink driving, speed, and seat-belts)
produced by the FIA Foundation for the Automobile and
Society, the Global Road Safety Partnership, the World
Bank, and the World Health Organization,!3: 14,15, 16
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World Report Recommendations

he findings of the World Report culminated

in six overarching recommendations that

set out the strategic initiatives necessary to
improve country road safety performance (Peden
et al, 2004).1

2.1 Recommendations

Recommendation 1
Identify a lead agency in government to guide the national
road safety effort.

This recommendation stresses the importance of ac-
countable institutional leadership which derives from a
designated legal authority that confers the power to make
decisions, manage resources and coordinate the efforts of
all participating sectors of government.

Lead agencies can take different institutional forms, but
they share common functions and resourcing require-
ments. They must be adequately funded and publicly ac-
countable for their performance. They must also actively
engage and collaborate with all groups in society that can
contribute to improved safety outcomes. Their effective-
ness is considerably enhanced by strong and sustained
political support for the initiatives they promote.

The vital lead agency role in directing and sustaining the
production of improved road safety results is outlined in
section 3.2 and more detail is provided in Annex 2. Re-
lated institutional structures and processes are specified
in Annex 3 and detailed country case studies are set out
in Annex 4.

Guidelines to assess and strengthen the lead agency role
are provided in section 4.2.6.

Recommendation 2

Assess the problem, policies and institutional settings relat-
ing to road traffic injury and the capacity for road traffic in-
jury prevention in each country.

This recommendation complements the importance of
the lead agency role and underscores the complexity of
managing road network safety across institutional struc-
tures responsible for delivering and sustaining safety im-
provements. Before effective action can be taken institu-
tional capacity to implement injury prevention measures
must be appraised and weaknesses addressed.

Section 3 addresses the essential elements of the road
safety management system and provides a framework for
assessing institutional capacity to deliver improved road
safety results and preparing projects to overcome identi-
fied capacity weaknesses. High quality data on road safety
performance enhance the process of identifying safety
problems. As a high priority cost-effective data systems
consistent with international standards for recording and
classifying road deaths and injuries should be established
as part of the capacity building process.

Procedures and checklists to assist the conduct of a coun-
try safety management capacity review are provided in
section 4.2.
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Recommendation 3
Prepare a national road safety strategy and plan of action.

This recommendation further underscores the institu-
tional complexities that must be addressed at the country
level by highlighting the multisectoral and multidiscipli-
nary dimensions of an effective national road safety strat-
egy. Such a strategy must cover the safety requirements of
all road users and engage all stakeholders across govern-
ment, the private sector, nongovernmental organizations,
the media and the general public. It should also be linked
to strategies in other sectors (e.g., environment, health,
urban planning) and set ambitious safety targets, comple-
mented by a national program setting out specific inter-
ventions to achieve them within specified timeframes.

In countries where safety management capacity is weak
the preparation of an effective national road safety strategy
and related program of investment must be staged, first of
all build the institutional capacity and knowledge neces-
sary to sustain the delivery of a targeted program of re-
forms and interventions at the country level. This will re-
quire a progressively scaled-up program of institutional
strengthening and targeted interventions to reach a stage
where national initiatives can be managed and sustained
on a long-term basis.

Guidelines for the specification of a staged investment
strategy and the preparation of related safety projects are
provided in sections 4.2.7 and 4.3.

Recommendation 4
Allocate financial and human resources to address the
problem.

This recommendation complements the previous recom-
mendation concerning the preparation of a national road
safety strategy and the related institutional capacity re-
quired to underpin and sustain it. In countries where
safety management capacity is weak, new funding will
have to be found for the required level of investment to
meet ambitious targets. Without adequate funding and
skilled people institutional structures and processes are
ineffective and national action plans remain paper plans.

Cost-benefit analysis has an important role to play in set-
ting expenditure priorities for road traffic injury preven-
tion. Training programs across a range of disciplines will
be required to build the skills to develop and implement
national road safety strategies. Participation in global and

regional training networks and international conferences
can help accelerate this knowledge transfer process and
further strengthen country capacity.

Guidelines for the preparation of projects are provided in
section 4.3 and these specifically address capacity build-
ing priorities with the promotion of a learning by doing
model that accelerates knowledge transfer and achieves
quick proven results that can generate benchmark meas-
ures to dimension an investment program to further roll
out successful initiatives.

Recommendation 5

Implement specific actions to prevent road traffic crashes,
minimize injuries and their consequences and evaluate the
impact of these actions.

This recommendation summarizes the range of good
practice interventions that could be considered by all
countries. Specific country-based initiatives should be
based on sound evidence, be culturally appropriate, and
form part of a targeted national road safety strategy. They
should also be evaluated for their effectiveness.

However, a focus on interventions alone has proved to be
ineffective in terms of addressing poor road safety per-
formance at the country level. Attention must be paid to
all elements of the road safety management system, and
in particular to institutional ownership and accountability
for results, if sustainable improvements in road safety per-
formance are to be assured.

Guidelines to assist the preparation of interventions are
provided in section 4.3.4.

Recommendation 6
Support the development of national capacity and interna-
tional cooperation.

This recommendation calls for a substantial scaling up of
international efforts to build a global and regional part-
nership focused on strengthening capacity at the country
level to deal with the growing road safety crisis.

United Nations agencies, development banks, non-
governmental organizations, multinational corporations,
philanthropic foundations and donor countries and agen-
cies all have an important role to play in increasing sup-
port for global road safety just as provided for other
health problems of comparable magnitude.



Leadership, coordination and an ongoing process engag-
ing relevant government ministers and donor agencies
will be required to develop and endorse a global plan of
action that is consistent with other global initiatives such
as plans to achieve the Millennium Development Goals.

A framework for building global, regional and country ca-
pacity and creating the resources necessary to target ini-
tiatives on a scale capable of producing sustainable results
is discussed in section 3.4.

2.2 Implementing the recommendations
The six World Report recommendations address the con-
tinuum of actions required to bring road safety outcomes
within a country under control and must be treated as a
totality to ensure their effective implementation. How-
ever, it cannot be assumed that countries and the interna-
tional community inherently possess the political will and
capacity to act upon them. The reality is far removed from
this as evidenced by the limited increases in road safety
investment at international and country levels since the
World Report was released. It also cannot be assumed that
partial implementation of the recommendations in the
short term will be effective, however appealing signs of
proliferating small-scale initiatives within a country and
region might be. A sustained, systematic and scaled-up
national effort is necessary and purposeful targeted in-
vestment is required for this.

At the country level account must be taken of existing
institutional management arrangements and a staged pro-
cess developed to ensure that institutional strengthening
initiatives are properly sequenced and adjusted to the ab-
sorptive and learning capacity of the country concerned.
For example, as noted with recommendations 3 and 4,
past experience with the preparation of national action
plans in low and middle-income countries has often re-
sulted in ‘paper plans’ which have taken no account of
country ownership and institutional delivery capacity and
consequently have never been implemented. Likewise, as
noted with recommendation 5, institutional ownership of
interventions and accountability for their performance are
vital to sustainable success.

At the global and regional levels account must be taken of
emerging initiatives designed to assist the acceleration of
knowledge transfer to low and middle-income countries
and the scaling up of their road safety investments. It will
be important to harmonize these initiatives and to ac-
tively seek partnership opportunities that can combine
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and leverage the weight and effectiveness of resources
being mobilized to enhance their likelihood of achieving
measurable improvements in road safety performance.

These guidelines present a targeted approach designed
to overcome the institutional capacity barriers impeding
the effective implementation of the World Report recom-
mendations at global, regional and country levels. They
build on the experience gained by the World Bank over
the last thirty years in supporting road safety initiatives in
low and middle-income countries and draw heavily on the
practical lessons learned during this process. The ulti-
mate goal is to improve country road safety performance
rapidly and sustainably.

Successful road safety management systems in high-
income countries are institutionally complex and require
considerable and sustained investment, as evidenced in
the case studies presented in Annexes 2—4 (see Box 2).
The following section distils the lessons learned in high-
income countries. It specifies the key elements of an effec-
tive road safety management system that underpins the
guidelines provided for the comprehensive assessment of
country road safety management capacity and specifica-
tion of related lead agency reforms, long-term country in-
vestment strategies and implementation projects.

Road safety management systems have evolved over the
last fifty years in high-income countries and these guide-
lines promote the Safe System approach (see section
3.1.4). The challenge for low and middle-income coun-
tries will be to benefit from what has been learned and
accelerate their adoption and adaption of good practice
to avoid the unnecessary and unacceptably high level of
deaths and injuries resulting from the evolutionary path-
way taken by high-income countries. The challenge for
high-income countries will be to continue to innovate on
the basis of sound safety principles and go beyond what
is currently known to be effective, to achieve even higher
levels of performance. The guidelines have been pre-
pared to assist this process and they can be applied in any
country, irrespective of its development status or road
safety performance.
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Box 2: Institutional complexity and scale of investment

It is important to reflect on the level of political will and dedi-
cated institutional effort to manage road safety results evident in
high-income countries, as recognition of this was only implicitly
stated in the World Report outside of its recommendations. Sub-
stantial investment in safety management capacity is vital to
success and so far insufficient attention has been paid to the in-
stitutional benchmarks for good performance set by high-income
countries. When considering the strategic policy challenges
faced by low and middle-income countries this omission is criti-
cal and without directly addressing it little sustained success
can be anticipated. Likewise aspirations for higher levels of per-
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formance in high-income countries require ongoing attention to
be paid to the institutional management functions that underpin
and drive the achievement of improved road safety results.

Case studies are provided in Annexes 2—4 to highlight the impor-
tance of the lead agency role in directing the national road
safety effort. The case studies are instructive in their own right
in terms of highlighting the institutional complexity and scale of
investment evident in high-income countries where safety out-
comes are successfully managed and performance shows con-
tinuous improvement.



Managing for Results

he recommendations of the World Report

highlight safety management issues at the

global, regional and country levels, and em-
phasize the building of institutional capacity to
manage for results. In particular the recommen-
dations emphasize the importance of implement-
ing a systematic, sustained and accountable re-
sponse to govern road safety results at the country
level, and place prime importance on the vital role
of the lead agency in this process. These imple-
mentation guidelines focus on strengthening the
road safety management system and place special
emphasis on related lead agency responsibilities in
ensuring institutional efficiency and effectiveness.

3.1 Road safety management system

The road safety management system as depicted in Figure
1 can be viewed as three inter-related elements: institu-
tional management functions, interventions and resulls.
Managing for road safety results requires an integrated and
accountable response to these system elements.

This road safety management system model derives from
New Zealand’s comprehensive 2010 target setting frame-
work which linked desired results with interventions
and related institutional implementation arrangements
(Land Transport Safety Authority, 2000).! The New Zea-
land framework was adopted by the European Transport
Safety Council (Wegman, 2001)? which highlighted its re-
sults management framework, and it was further elabo-
rated by the Sunflower Project (Koornstra et al., 2002)3
which located the institutional implementation arrange-
ments in the broader context of country ‘structure and

culture.” The first World Bank guideline concerning the
implementation of the World Report recommendations
(Bliss, 2004)* further used the framework to introduce
prototype safety management capacity review tools. This
updated guideline refines these tools and further defines
the organizational manifestation of the Sunflower Proj-
ect ‘structure and culture’ in terms of seven institutional
management functions.

As defined the road safety management system has a
number of generic characteristics that allow for its univer-
sal application to all countries, irrespective of their devel-
opment status or road safety performance, as follows:

[ It places an emphasis on the production of road safety
and recognizes that safety is produced just like other
goods and services. The production process is viewed
as a management system with three levels: institutional
management functions which produce interventions,
that in turn produce results. Much of the day-to-day
road safety debate is concerned with interventions
alone and use of the management system opens up the
discussion to the important and often neglected issues
of institutional ownership and accountability for results.

[ It is neutral to country structures and cultures which
shape the way institutions function and goals are set
and achieved. Any country can use this framework and
adapt their road safety initiatives to it.

d It accommodates evolutionary development. This is il-
lustrated by the evolving focus on results that has been
evident in high-income countries through to its ulti-
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Figure 1: Road safety management system
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Source: Bliss and Breen, building on the frameworks of Land Transport Safety Authority, 2000; Wegman, 2001; Koornstra et al, 2002; Bliss, 2004.
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mate expression in the Safe System approach (see sec-
tion 3.1.4). In any particular phase of development the
system can be used to review road safety management
capacity and prepare related strategies and programs.

It applies to any land use/transportation system and
takes as given the current and projected exposure to
risk arising from that system. However, it can also man-
age the land use/transport trade-offs by considering
these as options in the desired focus on results and ad-
dressing them with interventions concerning the plan-
ning, design, operation and use of the road network
and the entry and exit of vehicles and road users to this
network.

It takes the road network as its frame of reference and
locates avoidable deaths and injuries in this network.
The three intervention categories are defined in terms
of the road network and have strong spatial dimen-
sions. This distinguishes the system from earlier frame-
works that emphasized safer roads, safer vehicles, and

safer people, without locating them specifically in the
network contexts where deaths and serious injuries
occur. It focuses safety interventions on where the net-
work fails, or is prone to failure, as is the case with
other transport modes.

Consideration of all elements of the road safety manage-
ment system and the linkages between them becomes
critical for any country seeking to identify and improve its
current performance levels. More specifically, assessing
and strengthening country capacity in terms of these ele-
ments and linkages is critical to the successful implemen-
tation of the World Report recommendations.

3.1.1 Institutional management functions

Seven institutional management functions provide the
foundation on which road safety management systems
are built: they produce the interventions to achieve the
desired long and medium-term road safety results (ex-
pressed as a vision and related performance targets)
which have been agreed across the road safety partner-



ship at national, regional and local levels. Without effec-
tive institutional management across these functions a
country has little chance of implementing successful road
safety interventions and achieving desired results on a
sustainable basis.

The institutional management functions are delivered pri-
marily by the government entities producing interven-
tions, but they are also delivered in government partner-
ships with civil society and business entities to achieve
the desired focus on results (a more detailed description
of these functions is provided in Annex 2).

(i) Results focus

In managing for improved road safety results, the fore-
most and pivotal institutional management function is re-
sults focus. All the other institutional management func-
tions are subordinate to this function and contribute to
its achievement. A country’s results focus can be inter-
preted as a pragmatic specification of its ambition to im-
prove road safety and the means agreed to achieve this
ambition. In the absence of a clear and accountable focus
on results all other institutional functions and related in-
terventions lack cohesion and direction and the efficiency
and effectiveness of safety initiatives can be undermined.

Results focus in its ultimate expression concerns a strate-
gic orientation that links all actual and potential inter-
ventions with results, analyzes what can be achieved over
time, and sets out a performance management frame-
work for the delivery of interventions and their interme-
diate and final outcomes. It defines the level of safety that
a country wishes to achieve expressed in terms of a vi-
sion, goals, objectives and related targets.

(ii) Coordination

Coordination concerns the orchestration and alignment
of the interventions and other related institutional man-
agement functions delivered by government partners and
related community and business partnerships to achieve
the desired focus on results. It is addressed across four
key dimensions:

A horizontally across central government

(A vertically from central to regional and local levels of
government

[ specific delivery partnerships between government,
non-government and business at the central, regional
and local levels
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[ parliamentary relations at central, regional and local
levels

To be effective, coordinating arrangements must allow for
accountable decision-making at senior institutional levels.
These arrangements must be appropriately resourced
and include a dedicated secretariat in the lead agency to
harmonize delivery arrangements across partner agencies
to achieve road safety results and serve as a platform for
mobilizing political will and resources.

(iii) Legislation

Legislation concerns the legal instruments necessary for
governance purposes to specify the legitimate bounds
of institutions, in terms of their responsibilities, account-
abilities, interventions and related institutional manage-
ment functions to achieve the desired focus on results.

This function ensures that legislative instruments for road
safety are well-matched to the road safety task. Road safety
legislation typically addresses land use, road, vehicle, and
user safety standards and rules and compliance with them,
as well as post-crash medical care. A mixture of specialist
legislative and technical expertise is needed within gov-
ernment to develop and consult on legislation promoting
enforceable standards and rules with due consideration to
cost, effectiveness, practicality and public acceptability.

(iv) Funding and resource allocation

Funding and resource allocation concerns the financing
of interventions and related institutional management
functions on a sustainable basis using a rational evalua-
tion and programming framework to allocate resources to
achieve the desired focus on results.

This function seeks to ensure that road safety funding
mechanisms are sufficient and sustainable. As part of
this a rational framework for resource allocation supports
the building of strong business cases for road safety in-
vestments based on cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit
analyses. To achieve more ambitious performance targets
countries may need to establish new funding sources and
mechanisms.

(v) Promotion

Promotion concerns the sustained communication of
road safety as a core business for government and society
and emphasizes the shared societal responsibility to sup-
port the delivery of the interventions required to achieve
the desired focus on results.
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This function goes beyond the understanding of promo-
tion as road safety advertising supporting particular inter-
ventions and addresses the overall level of ambition set by
government and society for road safety performance.

(vi) Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation concerns the systematic and
ongoing measurement of road safety outputs and out-
comes (intermediate and final) and the evaluation of in-
terventions to achieve the desired focus on results.

Periodic monitoring and evaluation of road safety targets
and programs is essential to assess performance and to
allow adjustments to be made. The establishment and
sustainable funding of transport registries for drivers and
vehicles, crash injury databases and periodic survey work
to establish performance and exposure data is typically
the responsibility of several different government agen-
cies—transport, police, and health. In some countries
government insurance departments or organizations and
university departments also share responsibility. The or-
ganization of independent inspection, audit and review is
also part of this function.

(vii) Research and development and knowledge
transfer

Research and development and knowledge transfer con-
cerns the systematic and ongoing creation, codification,
transfer and application of knowledge that contributes
to the improved efficiency and effectiveness of the road
safety management system to achieve the desired focus
on results.

This vital institutional management function has guided
the design and implementation of national strategies that
have sustained reductions in road deaths and injuries,
in the face of growing mobility and exposure to risk. It
aims to produce a cadre of international, national and
local professionals who can contribute research-based ap-
proaches and knowledge to road safety policy, programs
and public debate. Knowledge transfer must be grounded
in practice by a learning by doing process, backed with
sufficient targeted investment to overcome the barriers
presented by the evident capacity weaknesses at the
global, regional and country levels. Strong and sustained
international cooperation will be required to mobilize
knowledge transfer resources and support services to low
and middle-income countries commensurate with the
sheer scale of the global losses arising from escalating
road deaths and serious injuries.
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3.1.2 Interventions

Interventions are shaped to achieve the desired focus on
results. As depicted in Box 3, they address the safe plan-
ning, design, operation and use of the road network, the
conditions under which vehicles and road users can safely
use it, and the safe recovery and rehabilitation of crash vic-
tims; and they set specific standards and rules to achieve
this safety and aim to secure compliance with them.

These guidelines are designed to draw on the compre-
hensive findings on interventions presented in the World
Report which they do not attempt to reproduce. For the
purposes of specifying country investment strategies and
related implementation projects, information on inter-
ventions should be sourced from the World Report and
the comprehensive literature it cites.

3.1.3 Results

The final element of the road safety management system
concerns the specification of the desired results and their
expression as targets in terms of final outcomes, interme-
diate outcomes, and outputs, as shown in Box 4 (Bliss,
2004).4 Targets define the desired safety performance en-
dorsed by governments at all levels, stakeholders and the
community. The level of safety is ultimately determined
by the quality of the delivered interventions, which in
turn are determined by the quality of the country’s insti-
tutional management functions.

Good practice countries set quantitative outcome and in-
termediate outcome targets to achieve their desired re-
sults focus. They can also set related quantitative output
targets in line with the targeted outcomes.

3.1.4 Evolution of results focus

Successive shifts in road safety management thinking and
practices in high-income countries have been evident
over the last fifty years. Rapid motorization and escalating
road deaths and injuries began in many OECD countries
in the 1950s and 1960s and concurrently the ambition to
improve road safety outcomes began to grow.

Since the 1950s there have been four significant phases
of road safety management which have become progres-
sively more ambitious in terms of the results desired.

(i) Results Focus—Phase 1: Focus on driver
interventions.

In the 1950s and 1960s safety management was generally
characterized by dispersed, uncoordinated, and insuffi-



Box 3: Classification of interventions

Intervention types

Standards and rules
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Compliance

Planning, design, operation and use of
the road network.

Standards and rules cover the safe plan-
ning, design, construction, operation and
maintenance of the road network; and gov-
ern how it is to be used safely by setting
speed and alcohol limits, occupant restraint
and helmet requirements, and restrictions
on other unsafe behaviors.

Compliance aims to make road builders
and operators, the vehicle and transport
industry, road users and emergency
medical and rehabilitation services
adhere to safety standards and rules,
using a combination of education,
enforcement and incentives.

Conditions of entry and exit of vehicles
and road users to the road network.
requirements.

Recovery and rehabilitation of crash
victims from the road network.

Standards and rules also address vehicle
safety standards and driver licensing

Standards and rules can also be set for
the delivery of emergency medical and

rehabilitation services to crash victims.

Source: Bliss, 2004.*

Box 4: Safety targets

Final outcomes

Final outcomes can be expressed as a long term vision of the future safety of the road traffic system

(e.g., as in Vision Zero and Sustainable Safety) and as more short to medium-term targets expressed in
terms of social costs, fatalities and serious injuries presented in absolute terms and also in terms of
rates per capita, vehicle and volume of travel.

Intermediate outcomes

Intermediate outcomes are linked to improvements in final outcomes and typical measures include

average traffic speeds, the proportion of drunk drivers in fatal and serious injury crashes, seatbelt-
wearing rates, helmet-wearing rates, the physical condition or safety rating of the road network and
the standard or safety rating of the vehicle fleet.

Outputs

Outputs represent physical deliverables that seek improvements in intermediate and final outcomes and

typical measures include kilometers of engineering safety improvements, the number of police enforce-
ment operations required to reduce average traffic speeds and the number of vehicle safety inspections,
or alternatively they can correspond to milestones showing a specific task has been completed.

Source: Bliss, 2004.*

ciently resourced institutional units performing isolated
single functions (Trinca et al, 1988).> Road safety policies
placed considerable emphasis on the driver by establish-
ing legislative rules and penalties, supported by informa-
tion and publicity, and expecting subsequent changes in
behavior. It was argued that since human error mostly

contributed to crash causation it could be addressed most
effectively by educating and training the road user to be-
have better. Placing the onus of blame on the road traffic
victim acted as a major impediment to the appropriate au-
thorities fully embracing their responsibilities for a safer
road traffic system (Rumar, 1999).°
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The weaknesses inherent in this approach are increas-
ingly evident, but its enduring appeal should not be un-
derestimated and it often dominates and captures the
public and political debate.

(ii) Results Focus—Phase 2: Focus on system-wide
interventions.

In the 1970s and 1980s these earlier approaches gave way
to strategies which recognized the need for a systems ap-
proach to intervention. Dr. William Haddon, an American
epidemiologist, developed a systematic framework for
road safety based on the disease model which encom-
passed infrastructure, vehicles and users in the pre-crash,
in-crash and post crash stages (Haddon, 1968).7 Central
to this framework was the emphasis on effectively manag-
ing the exchange of kinetic energy in a crash which leads
to injury, to ensure that the thresholds of human toler-
ances to injury were not exceeded. The scope of policy
broadened from an emphasis on the driver in the pre-
crash phase to also include in-crash protection (both for
roadsides and vehicles) and post-crash care. This focused
road safety management on a system-wide approach to
interventions and the complex interaction of factors which
influence injury outcomes. It underpinned a major shift in
road safety practice which took several decades to evolve.
However, the focus remained at the level of systematic in-
terventions and did not directly address the institutional
management functions producing these interventions or
the results that were desired from them.

The strengths of this approach mask its inherent weakness
as being viewed as embracing all the essential elements of
the road safety management system, whereas the institu-
tional context is not directly addressed. In many ways
much of the contemporary debate on road safety is still
bounded by the dimensions of the ‘Haddon Matrix’ which
only addresses system-wide inzterventions and for this rea-
son institutional management functions and the related
focus on results still receive limited attention.

(iii) Results Focus—Phase 3: Focus on system-wide
interventions, targeted results and institutional
leadership.

By the early 1990s good practice countries were using in-
tervention focused plans setting numerical outcome tar-
gets to be achieved with packages of system-wide measures
based on the evidence generated from ongoing monitor-
ing and evaluation. It had become clear that growing mo-
torization need not inevitably lead to increases in death
rates but could be reversed by continuous and planned
investment in improving the quality of the traffic system.
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The United Kingdom, for example, halved its death rate
(per 100,000 head of population) between 1972 and 1999
despite a doubling in motorised vehicles. Stronger expres-
sions of political will were evident and institutional man-
agement functions were becoming more effective. Institu-
tional leadership roles were identified, inter-governmental
coordination processes were established and funding and
resource allocation mechanisms and processes were be-
coming better aligned with the results required. Devel-
opments in Australasian jurisdictions (e.g., Victoria and
New Zealand) further enhanced institutional management
functions concerning results focus, multi-sectoral coordi-
nation, delivery partnerships, and funding mechanisms
(WHO, 2004; Bliss, 2004; Wegman et al., 2006; Trinca et al.,
1988).8 4 9.5 Accountability arrangements were enhanced
by the use of target hierarchies linking institutional out-
puts with intermediate and final outcomes to coordinate
and integrate multi-sectoral activities. This phase laid the
foundation for today’s good practice and reflects the state
of development in many higher performing countries
today.

The strengths of this approach can turn into weaknesses
to the extent that the focus on safer people, safer vehi-
cles, safer roads and safer systems diverts attention away
from the road network where the actual deaths and in-
juries are incurred. Successful targeted plans have achieved
large measurable gains in improved road user behavior
and this success helped to reinforce the earlier approach
which focused purely on driver interventions. The sharp-
ened emphasis on setting ambitious but achievable tar-
gets could also inhibit innovation, to the extent that tar-
gets are bounded by what is deemed to be technically
feasible and institutionally manageable, thus blunting the
aspiration to go beyond what existing evidence suggests
is achievable.

(iv) Results Focus—Phase 4: Focus on Safe System
long-term elimination of deaths and serious injuries
and shared responsibility.

By the late 1990s two of the world’s best performing
countries had determined that improving upon the ambi-
tious targets that had already been set would require re-
thinking of interventions and institutional arrangements.
The Dutch Sustainable Safety and Swedish Vision Zero
strategies set a goal to make the road system intrinsically
safe (Wegman et al., 1997; Tingvall, 1995; Committee of
Inquiry into Road Traffic Responsibility, 1999).1% 1112 The
emphasis on effectively managing the exchange of kinetic
energy in a crash to ensure that the thresholds of human
tolerances to injury were not exceeded (as originally pro-



moted in Phase 2) was revitalized and given an ethical un-
derpinning in the sense that road deaths and injuries were
seen as an unacceptable price for mobility. The implica-
tions of this level of ambition are still being worked
through in the countries concerned and elsewhere. These
strategies recognize that speed management is central and
have refocused attention on road and vehicle design and
related protective features. The blame the victim culture is
superseded by blaming the traffic system which throws the
spotlight on the shared responsibility and accountability
for the delivery of a Safe System.

For example, Vision Zero aims for an approach in which
safe vehicle design delivers a protected occupant into
a road system where conflict is minimized by design and
energy transfer in crashes is safely controlled. In this sys-
tem users comply with risk-averse behavioral norms cre-
ated by education, enforcement and incentives. The em-
phasis is on the road users’ right to health in the transport
system and their right to demand safer systems from
decision-makers and road and vehicle providers.

The strengths of this approach are becoming increasingly
evident. What was previously seen as radical and un-
achievable by many road safety practitioners and policy-
makers has quickly become the benchmark and central
debating point for analyses of what constitutes acceptable
road safety results. The tools and accumulated practices
used to support the results management framework for
the Safe System approach are the same as those used in
the past to prepare targeted national plans. Targets are
still set as milestones to be achieved on the path to the
ultimate goal, but the interventions are now shaped by
the level of ambition, rather than vice versa. Innovation
becomes a priority to achieve results that go well beyond
what is currently known to be achievable. In moving for-
ward the Safe System approach reinterprets and revital-
izes what is already known about road safety, and raises
critical issues about the wider adoption of interventions
that have proven to be effective in eliminating deaths and
serious injuries (e.g., median barriers). The question be-
comes one of how to introduce these proven safety inter-
ventions more comprehensively and rapidly, and indeed
this question applies to all elements of the road safety
management system with potential for improvement.

The shift to a Safe System approach is also well attuned to
the high priority global, regional and country develop-
ment goals of sustainability, harmonization and inclusive-
ness. A Safe System is dedicated to the elimination of
deaths and injuries that undermine the sustainability of
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road transport networks and the communities they serve.
Its focus on safer and reduced speeds harmonizes with
other efforts to reduce local air pollution, greenhouse
gases and energy consumption. And its priority to afford
protection to all road users is inclusive of the most vulner-
able at-risk groups such as pedestrians, young and old, cy-
clists and motorcyclists. These co-benefits of shifting to
a Safe System approach further strengthen the business
case for its implementation.

3.1.5 Conducting capacity reviews

Implementing the recommendations of the World Report
requires account to be taken of the management capacity
in the country concerned to ensure that institutional
strengthening initiatives are properly sequenced and ad-
justed to its absorptive and learning capacity. The road
safety management system outlined in section 3.1 provides
the framework for the conduct of a comprehensive coun-
try safety management capacity review, and procedures for
this are detailed in section 4.2. The central issue is how to
accelerate the necessary process of shifting from weak to
strong institutional management capacity to govern the
production of improved road safety results. The conduct of
such a capacity review is a vital first step in the process of a
country taking the necessary actions to tailor the World Re-
port recommendations to its unique circumstances and in
determining its state of readiness to commit to the produc-
tive and sustainable steps necessary to bring its road safety
outcomes under control. Such a review sets out an inte-
grated multi-sectoral framework for dialogue with key part-
ners and stakeholders on potential road safety investments
and it assesses the level of government ownership of road
safety results. It also serves to identify related institutional
responsibilities and accountabilities and provides a plat-
form to reach an official consensus on country capacity
weaknesses and how best to overcome them.

Assessing safety management capacity first requires con-
sideration of a country’s results focus. The other institu-
tional management functions are subordinate to this func-
tion and contribute to its achievement. Results focus can
be interpreted as a pragmatic specification of a country’s
ambition to improve road safety and the means agreed to
achieve this ambition. Without a clear focus on results the
road safety management system lacks cohesion and the ef-
ficiency and effectiveness of related safety programs can be
undermined. The lead agency plays a dominant role in de-
termining the desired level of country safety performance
and mobilizing the necessary investment to achieve it.
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In alignment with the World Report recommendations,
key deliverables of a country capacity review include an
assessment of the lead agency role and related institu-
tional strengthening initiatives, the specification of a long-
term investment strategy to accelerate the process of
shifting from a weak to high capacity safety management
system, and the identification of related implementation
projects.

3.2 Role of the lead agency

The first and crucial recommendation in the World Report
concerned the identification of a lead agency in govern-
ment to guide the national road safety effort, with the
power to make decisions, manage resources and coordi-
nate the efforts of all participating sectors of government.
While implementing this recommendation at one level
seems straightforward many complexities must be ad-
dressed. Road safety management is a multi-sectoral re-
sponsibility with government institutions making the dom-
inant contribution. Civil society and business institutions
also share road safety responsibilities, but these are an-
chored within the results focus set out and agreed in the
national road safety strategy. In this broader context there
is the strong possibility that shared road safety responsibil-
ities will be submerged by competing interests. Hence ef-
fective organization to achieve desired road safety results
requires strong leadership and in good practice countries
this role is played by a lead governmental agency.

The lead agency plays a dominant role in most of the insti-
tutional management functions described in section 3.1.1,
although in some instances it plays more of a guiding, en-
couraging or catalytic role. Details of the lead agency role
are provided in Annex 2. The lead agency takes responsibil-
ity within government for the development of the national
road safety strategy and its results focus—the overarching
institutional management function. It usually also takes re-
sponsibility for horizontal inter-governmental coordination
arrangements; vertical coordination of national, regional
and local activities; coordination of delivery partnerships
between government, professional, non-governmental and
business sectors and parliamentary groups and commit-
tees; ensuring a comprehensive legislative framework; se-
curing sustainable sources of funding and creating a ra-
tional framework for resource allocation; high-level
promotion of road safety strategy across government and
society; periodic monitoring and evaluation of road safety
performance; and the direction of research and develop-
ment and knowledge transfer.
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A key deliverable of a country safety management capac-
ity review is an assessment of the lead agency role and
recommendations for strengthening revealed weak-
nesses. Guidelines for this are provided in section 4.2.6.
While the lead agency role can be clearly defined in terms
of its contribution to the effective delivery of core institu-
tional management functions, organizationally it can take
on varied structural and procedural forms and no single
model for this can be promoted. Good practice examples
are summarized in Annexes 3 & 4.

3.3 Country investment model

The other key deliverables of a country capacity manage-
ment review addressing the World Report recommenda-
tions are the specification of a long-term investment strat-
egy to accelerate the process of shifting from a weak to
high capacity safety management system, and the identifi-
cation of related Safe System implementation projects.

3.3.1 Building management capacity

Safety management capacity weaknesses in low and
middle-income countries present a formidable barrier to
progress and institutional management functions require
strengthening. A clearly defined results focus is often ab-
sent and this reflects the lack of leadership of a targeted
strategy that is owned by the government and relevant
agencies and where responsibilities and accountabilities
for its achievement are clearly specified and accepted. As
a consequence coordination arrangements can be ineffec-
tive, supporting legislation fragmented, funding insuffi-
cient and poorly targeted, promotional efforts narrowly
and sporadically directed to key road user groups, moni-
toring and evaluation systems ill-developed, and knowl-
edge transfer limited. Interventions are fragmented and
often do not reflect good practice. Little is known about
the results they achieve (Bliss, 2004; World Bank Global
Road Safety Facility, 2007).* 13 Building sustainable safety
management capacity in these circumstances requires a
long-term, staged investment strategy that clearly sets
out the sequential priorities that must be addressed to
achieve the desired focus on results.

Likewise safety management capacity weaknesses can also
become evident in high-income countries, as their results
focus shifts to even higher levels of ambition. For example,
a recent review of road safety in Sweden highlighted the
highly advanced nature of its road safety management
system when benchmarked internationally, but still found
that it required considerable strengthening to ensure the



Figure 2: Phases of investment strategy
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achievement of its ambitious goal of death and serious
injury elimination (Breen, Howard & Bliss, 2008). Again a
long-term investment strategy is required to implement
the desired results focus. As with low and middle-income
countries it must be designed to overcome revealed
capacity weaknesses by first building a core capacity to
bring targeted safety outcomes under control, then scaling
up investment to accelerate this capacity strengthening
and achievement of improved results across the national
road network, and finally consolidating it, as depicted in
Figure 2.

This staged approach to investment acknowledges the
barriers imposed by weak safety management capacity
and addresses the challenge of accelerating the necessary
process of institutional strengthening required to effec-
tively govern the production of improved road safety
results. It recognizes the longer-term implications of im-
mediate measures and plans for the necessary scaling up
of investment required to achieve a sustainable path
where safety outcomes are brought under control.

In effect the long-term investment strategy is imple-
mented by a program of successive projects that build on

Growth
Phase

Consolidation
Phase

the results achieved and the management capacity created
in the process. The findings of the capacity review will in-
fluence the scale of funding available and assist the prepa-
ration of business cases for additional funding. Guidelines
to assist the specification of a long-term investment strat-
egy are presented in section 4.2.7.

3.3.2 Learning by doing

Successful implementation of the investment strategy
hinges on designing projects that accelerate the transfer
of road safety knowledge to participants, strengthen the
capacity of participating partners and stakeholders, and
rapidly produce results that provide benchmark measures
to dimension a roll-out program. The focus of these
guidelines is on the preparation of projects that imple-
ment the establishment phase of the investment strategy
and build the institutional capacity and evidence base to
roll out a large program of initiatives in the investment
strategy’s growth phase.

Accelerating the transfer of knowledge and strengthening
capacity must be grounded in practice by a learning by
doing process that is backed with sufficient targeted in-
vestment to overcome the barriers presented by evident
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Figure 3: Targeting the network
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weaknesses at the global, regional and country levels. This
approach is exemplified by the World Bank’s shift to Safe
System road safety projects which aim to anchor country
capacity building efforts in systematic, measurable and ac-
countable investment programs (Bliss, 2004; World Bank
Global Road Safety Facility, 2007).%* 3 This shift in empha-
sis has particular relevance to low and middle-income
countries, but is also pertinent to high-income countries
seeking to break through current good practice perfor-
mance barriers to make more rapid progress towards
achieving the ultimate goal of death and serious injury
elimination (Morsink et al, 2005).1

To produce rapid results projects must target high con-
centrations of death and injuries in the road network
to maximize the scale and visibility of likely benefits and
certainty of achieving them. By way of example, Figure 3
illustrates the situation on New Zealand’s road network
where nearly 90% of the social costs of road crashes are
incurred on just 20% of the total network. This highlights
the reality that the bulk of deaths and injuries are usually
incurred on a small portion of the network and can be tar-
geted accordingly. Similar situations can be found in low
and middle-income countries where crash data are avail-
able and this finding simply reflects the concentration of
traffic on key network corridors and areas where high
speeds are experienced.
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In the absence of quality crash data it is still possible to
identify the most dangerous corridors by identifying high
traffic volume, high speed corridors, where higher densi-
ties of fatal and serious injury crashes can be anticipated.
More comprehensive safety rating measures of a road’s pro-
tective qualities developed by the European Road Assess-
ment Program and the International Road Assessment Pro-
gram (EuroRAP 2005 & 2008; iRAR, 2008) 7> 18 19 and related
project identification and evaluation tools can also be used
to identify high-risk corridors and related investment prior-
ities (see section 4.3.4 (ii)).

Targeting high-risk corridors and areas with specific safety
interventions provides the core Safe System project com-
ponent and this should be supplemented with lead
agency strengthening and related institutional reform ini-
tiatives, national policy reviews if required, and a monitor-
ing and evaluation component. The findings of the coun-
try capacity review will help determine the scale and
detailed nature of the project.

Key project attributes include government ownership,
coverage of all elements of the road safety management
system, adequate funding, agency accountability for re-
sults, and active promotion of the project by participating
agencies with a sustained commitment to achieving its
objectives and its extension beyond the first phase.
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Figure 4: Building global, regional, and country road safety management capacity
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Guidelines to assist the preparation of safety projects are
provided in section 4.3.

3.4 Building global, regional and country
capacity

Implementing the recommendations of the World Report
requires capacity building at the global, regional and
country levels, to create the resources and tools neces-
sary to target initiatives on a scale capable of reducing sig-
nificantly and sustainably the global health losses arising
from escalating road deaths and injuries.

Global and regional safety management systems can be
viewed in functional terms as being analogous to the road
safety management system at the country level (as pre-
sented in section 3.1), just as well designed projects
within countries can be viewed as addressing all elements
of the road safety management system in a microcosm.
Figure 4 depicts the capacity building relationships at the
global, regional, country and project levels. Global and re-
gional support and services flow to countries which in
turn are deployed in programs and projects at the na-
tional and sub-national levels. Reciprocally improved proj-

ect and program performance contributes to country, re-
gional and global results.

Global and regional safety management capacity displays
similar weaknesses to those evident in low and middle-
income countries. In particular, with the exception of some
regional target-setting initiatives there is an absence of
a clear results focus and global and regional institutional
responsibilities and accountabilities lack specification. In
2004 the UN General Assembly Resolution 56/289 as-
signed the World Health Organization the role of coordi-
nating the road safety activities of UN agencies (see Annex
1) and this has resulted in the formation of the UN Global
Road Safety Collaboration which has made progress on
the advocacy front and is currently reviewing its coordina-
tion role. The World Bank Global Road Safety Facility has
been established as a funding mechanism to strengthen
global, regional and country safety management capacity
and it is achieving success in addressing all elements of
the road safety management system at these respective
levels (World Bank, 2007).'> However, its activities will re-
quire scaling up to be fully effective, as recommended by
the Commission for Global Road Safety (Commission for
Global Road Safety, 2006),2° and the call for increased Fa-
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cility funding support from the United Nations General
Assembly Resolution 62/244 adopted on 31 March 2008
(Annex 1). Overall, with the exception of initiatives to har-
monize global vehicle standards and conventions con-
cerning road signs and markings, and the emergence of
vehicle safety and road infrastructure rating tools, global
and regional interventions at the country level are still
small scale and built on an institutional base that requires
considerable strengthening. In this regard the recent ini-
tiatives by the World Bank and regional development
banks to harmonize their infrastructure safety policies
and practices are promising.

3.5 An integrated implementation
framework

The following guidelines provide an integrated framework

for the implementation of the World Report recommenda-

tions. The emphasis is placed on strengthening the insti-

tutional functions that underpin effective road safety man-

agement systems.

Countries wishing to improve their road safety perfor-
mance must be well organized to manage the achieve-
ment of improved results in a systematic way. Institutional
management functions must take the highest priority as
they are the foundation on which road safety manage-
ment systems are built: they produce the interventions
which achieve the desired results. In practice the process
of institutional strengthening must be staged. During the
formative stages the emphasis must be put on improving
the focus on results and related inter-agency coordina-
tion. As these institutional management functions be-
come more effective the remaining management func-

Box 5: Investment and institutional capacity

Sustained long-term investment is the key to improving country
road safety results and these guidelines set out a staged process
to investment that addresses revealed capacity weaknesses by
first building a core capacity to bring targeted safety outcomes
under control, then scaling up investment to accelerate this ca-
pacity strengthening and achievement of improved results across
the national road network. This must be grounded in practice by a
learning by doing process backed with sufficient targeted invest-
ment to overcome the barriers presented by weak institutional ca-
pacity. An example of this approach is provided by the World
Bank's shift to Safe System road safety projects which aim to an-
chor country capacity building efforts in systematic, measurable
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tions are in turn strengthened. Eventually the road safety
management system operates in a continuous improve-
ment mode, driven to ever higher levels of road safety
performance by the findings of the monitoring and evalu-
ation and research and development and knowledge
transfer functions.

The World Report highlights the fundamental role of the
lead agency in ensuring the effective and efficient func-
tioning of the road safety management system. Responsi-
ble and accountable road safety leadership at country,
state, provincial and city levels is vital to success. In the ab-
sence of such leadership efforts aimed at improving, for
example, program coordination, decentralization and pro-
motion will often be illusory and unsustainable. Likewise,
action plans prepared without a designated agency man-
dated to lead their implementation and a realistic and sus-
tainable funding base are likely to remain paper plans
and make no positive impact on results (see Box 5).
Hence these guidelines address as a priority the first rec-
ommendation of the World Report which calls for the es-
tablishment of a lead agency to guide the national road
safety effort, within a framework that integrates the five
other recommendations (see section 2).

The guidelines place their emphasis on the requirements
of low and middle-income countries, because the per-
formance gap between the safety rich and the safety
poor is widening and urgent action is required to close it.
Case studies of the institutional arrangements in a selec-
tion of good practice high-income countries are pre-
sented in Annexes 2-4 to provide institutional bench-
marks for low and middle-income countries seeking to
implement the World Report recommendations. The situ-

and accountable investment programs that simultaneously build
management capacity while achieving rapid improvements in
safety performance in targeted high-risk corridors and areas (see
Box 4, section 4.3). An analogous approach can be found in the re-
cent large scale, evidence-based reform of the Mexican health
sector, where it was recognized that a key requirement was to
bridge the divide between implementing good practice interven-
tions and strengthening the institutional capacity to deliver them.
Success was achieved by designing an investment strategy
where targeted intervention priorities achieving measurable re-
sults were used to drive the health system’s institutional reforms
and strengthen its overall structure and functions (Frenk, 2007).2!



ation in two middle-income countries where progress in
managing road safety is being made is also summarized as
it exemplifies what can be achieved once countries com-
mit to achieving more ambitious results.

It is acknowledged that the institutional arrangements in
high-income countries are complex and every effort has
been made in these guidelines to simplify their presenta-
tion. The institutional management functions described
in section 3.1.1 are generic and relate to all countries, ir-
respective of their development status or road safety per-
formance. Form follows function and the emphasis in the
case studies has been placed on identifying the various in-
stitutional forms that lead agencies can take to address
the identified institutional management functions. The
complexity of institutional arrangements in high-income
countries can be viewed as a surrogate indicator of suc-
cess and commitment to sustained road safety invest-
ment. For low and middle-income countries seeking to
successfully and rapidly go down this development path
the guidelines provide an integrated framework to com-
mence the process, whereas for high-income countries
they can be used to guide ongoing reforms.
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Country Implementation
Guidelines

t the country level implementing the recom-

mendations of the World Report requires an

integrated framework that treats them as a
totality and ensures that institutional strengthen-
ing initiatives are properly sequenced and adjusted
to the absorptive and learning capacity of the coun-
try concerned. Emerging global and regional initia-
tives aiming to assist the acceleration of knowledge
transfer to low and middle-income countries and
the scaling up of their road safety investments
must also be harmonized and opportunities taken
to combine and leverage the weight and effective-
ness of resources being mobilized to improve the
results being achieved.

These guidelines present a pragmatic approach designed
to overcome the institutional capacity barriers impeding
the effective implementation of the World Report rec-
ommendations, with the focus being on sustainably im-
proving country road safety performance. They provide a
framework for effective action and are a revised and ex-
panded version of the guidelines presented in the World
Bank Transport Note TN1, Implementing the Recommen-
dations of the World Report on Road Traffic Injury Pre-
vention, which was first issued in April 2004 (Bliss, 2004).!
Their revision has taken account of the World Bank expe-
rience gained in trialing and evaluating their implemen-
tation in a range of countries (Wegman, Snoeren, 2005;
Lawrence, 2006; Howard, Breen; 2006-2008).2 34

4.1 Implementation stages
Figure 5 illustrates the key steps in a staged, iterative im-
plementation process.

Stage 1: Conduct country capacity review (World Report
recommendation 2):

[ Assess lead agency role (World Report recommenda-
tion 1).

[ Specify investment strategy and identify projects to
launch strategy (World Report recommendations 3 & 4).

Stage 2: Prepare and implement Safe System projects
(World Report recommendations 5 & 0).

On its first iteration this two-stage process culminates in
the preparation of projects designed to launch the invest-
ment strategy and to establish core safety management
capacity and generate quick results in selected high loss
sections of the road network.

Projects in the establishment phase generate the institu-
tional capacity and performance benchmarks required to
dimension a roll-out program for the growth phase of
institutional capacity building. This second accelerated
phase of investment aims to create sufficient capacity to
sustain the third comsolidation phase of investment re-
quired to bring safety outcomes fully under control, in ac-
cordance with the desired longer-term focus on results.
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Figure 5: Implementation stages
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4.2 Stage 1: Conduct country capacity
review

Assessing and strengthening country road safety manage-
ment capacity is critical to the successful implementa-
tion of the World Report recommendations. Country ca-
pacity weaknesses present a formidable barrier to success
and the central issue is how to accelerate the necessary
process of shifting from weak to strong institutional man-
agement capacity to govern the production of improved
road safety results. Account must be taken of existing insti-
tutional management arrangements and a staged process
developed to ensure that institutional strengthening initia-
tives are properly sequenced and adjusted to the absorp-
tive and learning capacity of the country concerned.

The conduct of a capacity review is a vital stage in the
process of a country taking the necessary actions to tailor
the World Report recommendations to its unique circum-
stances and to determine its state of readiness to commit
to the long-term reforms and investments necessary to
bring its road safety outcomes under control.

A country capacity review is conducted through nine dis-
tinctive steps:

Set review objectives

Prepare for review

Appraise results focus at system level

Appraise results focus at interventions level

Appraise results focus at institutional management

functions level

6. Assess lead agency role and identify capacity
strengthening priorities

7. Specify investment strategy and identify Safe System
implementation projects

8. Confirm review findings at high-level workshop

9. Finalize review report

A A

The following guidelines cover each of these steps.

4.2.1 Set review objectives
Generic objectives of a country road safety management
capacity review are to:

4 Set out an integrated multi-sectoral framework for dia-
logue with country partners and stakeholders on po-
tential road safety investments.

COUNTRY IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES

1 Assess government ownership of safety results and
identify related institutional responsibilities and ac-
countabilites.

4 Reach official consensus on road safety management
capacity weaknesses and institutional strengthening
and investment priorities to overcome them.

[ Identify Safe System implementation projects to launch
the investment strategy.

Specific terms of reference can be prepared to address
these objectives in accordance with the capacity review
procedures provided in these guidelines.

4.2.2 Prepare for review

Careful preparation for a country road safety manage-
ment review is critically important to its ultimate success.
Key requirements include:

(i) High-level management commitment

High-level country commitment to the review must be
guaranteed, otherwise the review objectives cannot be
achieved. The review should receive appropriate Ministe-
rial and agency heads’ endorsement, and their agreement
to fully engage in the process and provide the necessary
support required to ensure its success.

(ii) Composition of review team

The review must be conducted by experienced, interna-
tionally recognized road safety specialists with senior man-
agement experience at country and international levels.
Expertise in particular aspects of the road safety manage-
ment system will be important, but the most critical re-
quirement is high-level experience with the overall strate-
gic management and direction of national road safety
programs. These skills are hard to source but they are vi-
tally important to ensure that credible dialogue is achieved
at the levels required to quickly achieve official consensus
on the way ahead.

Experience has shown that a small review team can be ef-
fective and it is recommended that the core team be kept
to 2 maximum of two senior road safety managers, to
keep dialogue with country clients focused and efficient.
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(iii) Pre-review inception report

It is essential that an inception report be prepared by the
client country, prior to the review being conducted, to set
out the basic elements of the road safety management
system as defined and provide available data on road
safety results and trends. This allows the review to get off
to a quick start and avoids dissipating important re-
sources in the collection of basic data and background in-
stitutional information that can be more efficiently pre-
pared and provided by the client country. It also allows
the review team to prepare in advance and sharpen the
focus of their investigations. The inception report should
be presented in an executive summary form and compile
all relevant information that is readily available in accor-
dance with the capacity review checklists.
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(iv) Consultation schedule

A detailed consultation schedule should be prepared and
this should be tightly managed locally to ensure a smooth
flow of meetings and to reschedule them where neces-
sary if availability of key officials and others changes. Ac-
cess to relevant Ministers and Deputy Ministers and top
ranking officials must be secured and given high priority.
Ideally these meetings should be scheduled for the com-
mencement and completion of the review, to ensure that
the review team can gain an appreciation of national con-
cerns and issues and address these in their review activi-
ties and finally report back on them. Transportation and
high-quality interpreting services and other office ameni-
ties should be provided to support the work of the review
team.



4.2.3 Appraise results focus at system level

The road safety management system outlined in section
3.1 provides the framework for the conduct of a country
safety management capacity review. Figure 6 highlights
the appraisal of safety management capacity in terms of
its results focus at the system level. The following Check-
list 1 sets out this level of appraisal aggregated across the
three categories of intervention.

Checklist 1 should be systematically applied and it pro-
vides the basis to further explore all relevant issues in
more detail using Checklists 2—-12. Detailed questions are
not supplied for this first phase of analysis and the review-
ers must use their knowledge and experience to probe is-
sues in depth. For example, in questioning various sources
of road safety performance data it will be important to
explore issues such as the methods of collection, the qual-
ity assurance measures taken, and the fatal and injury crash
reporting rates. These issues can be investigated in more
depth in subsequent steps.

Figure 6: Appraise results focus at system level
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Following appraisal of results focus at the system level,
capacity must then be assessed in terms of the country’s
results focus at the level of interventions, institutional
management functions, and lead agency role, using the
following Checklists 2—12. Ultimately the central issue to
be addressed is how to accelerate the process of shift-
ing from weak to strong institutional management ca-
pacity to govern the production of desired road safety
results.

Checklist findings must be interpreted using expert safety
management judgment. If the answers to questions are
mainly ‘no’ or ‘pending,” country capacity is clearly weak.
With a high number of ‘pending’ or ‘partial’ situations,
again capacity is weak, but signs of capacity strengthening
are evident and should be acknowledged and encouraged.
It is only when there is a predominance of ‘yes’ answers
that capacity can be viewed as strong. It will be important
to seek consensus on the assessment made for any partic-
ular element of the road safety management system being
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Checklist 1: Results focus at system level

Questions

Yes

Partial

Pending

Are estimates of the social costs of crashes available?

Are data on road deaths and injuries readily available?

Have the risks faced by road users been identified?
Drivers?
Passengers?
Motor cyclists?
Pedestrians?
Cyclists?
Children?
Others?

officially set?

Has a national vision for improved road safety performance in the longer-term been

Social cost targets?

Final outcomes targets?
Intermediate outcomes targets?
Intervention output targets?

At risk group targets?

Industry targets?

Other targets?

Have national and regional targets been set for improved safety performance?

focus on results?
Highways?
Police?
Transport?
Planning?
Justice?
Health?
Education?
Others?

Have all agencies responsible for improved safety performance been identified and
are they formally held to account for their performance required to achieve the desired

performance been clearly defined to achieve the desired focus on results?

Have industry, community and business responsibilities for improved roads safety

Are regular performance reviews conducted to assess progress and make
improvements to achieve the desired focus on results?

achieve the desired focus on results?

Has a lead agency been formally established to direct the national road safety effort to

performance agreements to achieve the desired focus on results?

Is the lead agency role defined in legislation and/or policy documents and annual

Notes

It is important to probe the risks faced by different road user groups, assisted by available data from highway agencies, police, hospitals and other
sources. It is also important to locate and rank those sections of the road network with the highest concentrations of deaths and injuries, across the
hierarchy of urban roads and the hierarchy of inter-urban roads. Where data are deficient or simply unavailable extensive consultations with rele-
vant groups may be required to identify user groups most at risk and to locate hazardous sections of the network. The best starting point for these
discussions is within the health sector, particularly with the emergency services staff that attend to crash victims in the pre-hospital phase.

The issue of acceptable and achievable levels of safety and related responsibilities and accountabilities must be addressed at the highest agency
and ministerial levels, especially across the transport and health sectors. In this dialogue it is important to identify and discuss the scale of the na-

tional health loss incurred by road crashes, compared to other causes of death and injury in the country concerned.
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appraised. In workshop contexts this could take the form
of generating a group scorecard to reflect received profes-
sional opinion in the country concerned. Note that an
electronic checklist system to record reviewer responses
is currently under development. This allows for the ready
creation of scorecards and to improve the ranking of ca-
pacity the pilot version has extended the ‘partial’ response
to low, medium and high degrees of partiality.

4.2.4 Appraise results focus at interventions level
Figure 7 highlights the phase of the capacity review
process which appraises safety management capacity in
terms of its results focus at the interventions level. The
following Checklists 25 set out this level of appraisal
across each of the three categories of intervention (see
Box 1 in section 3.1.2).

Figure 7: Appraise results focus at intervention level
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Interventions address the safe planning, design and oper-
ation and use of the road network; the conditions under
which vehicles and road users can safely use it; and the
safe recovery and rehabilitation of crash victims; and they
set specific standards and rules for this safety and aim to
secure compliance with them.

It is important to work through the three broad cate-
gories of intervention and explore the linkages between
the identified interventions and their outputs and their
intended intermediate outcomes and final outcomes.
This is one of the weaknesses of many national road safety
action plans, in that they do not logically track through
and quantify how prescribed interventions will contribute
to improved results. The checklist questions provide for
this level of analysis and should be carefully followed.
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Checklist 2: Planning, design, operation and use of the road network

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Have comprehensive safety standards and rules and associated performance targets
been set for the planning, design, operation and use of roads to achieve the desired
focus on results?

National roads?

Regional roads?

Provincial roads?

City roads?

Are the official speed limits aligned with Safe System design principles to achieve the
desired focus on results?

National roads?

Regional roads?

Provincial roads?

City roads?

For each category of roads (national, regional, provincial, city) are compliance regimes
in place to ensure adherence to specified safety standards and rules to achieve the
desired focus on results?

Road safety impact assessment?

Road safety audit?

Road safety inspection?

Black spot management?

Network safety management?

Speed management?

Alcohol management?

Safety belts management?

Helmets management?

Fatigue management?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes clearly
address the safety priorities of high-risk road user groups to achieve the desired
focus on results?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes compare
favorably with international good practice?

Notes
Each country will have its own defined road hierarchy and the road categories assessed must be adjusted to this. The checklist is indicative of the
network coverage required.

Close attention should be paid to the safety standards that are set for road network design and the extent to which they are clearly defined within a
hierarchy of roads and respond to identified road user risks.

It is also important to review if safety audits are conducted to ensure compliance with these standards and if network surveys and inspections are
regularly carried out for safety maintenance and hazard identification purposes.

Police enforcement of safety standards and rules must be carefully examined. Particular attention should be paid to police operational practices tar-
geting unsafe behaviors like speeding, drink-driving and the non-wearing of safety belts and helmets.

Likewise, police enforcement of the safety of commercial transport operations—both freight and passenger—must be reviewed.
It is most important to assess if the overall scale of police enforcement initiatives are sufficient to ensure effective compliance. Experience in good
practice jurisdictions indicates that up to 20 percent of total police budgets are dedicated to strategic road policing activities, with the emphasis being

on general deterrence operations.

The extent to which road user education and awareness campaigns are designed to support police enforcement initiatives should also be appraised.
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Checklist 3: Entry and exit of vehicles to and from the road network

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Have comprehensive safety standards and rules and associated performance targets
been set to govern the entry and exit of vehicles and related safety equipment to and
from the road network to achieve the desired focus on results?

Private vehicles?

Commercial vehicles?

Public transport vehicles?

Motor cycle helmets?

Cycle helmets?

For each category of vehicles and safety equipment (private, commercial, public,
helmets) are compliance regimes in place to ensure adherence to the specified safety
standards and rules to achieve the desired focus on results?

Vehicle certification?

Vehicle inspection?

Helmet certification?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes and safety
rating surveys clearly address the safety priorities of high-risk road user groups to
achieve the desired focus on results?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes and safety
rating surveys compare favorably with international good practice?

Notes
In the case of entry and exit controls, safety standards and related compliance regimes for vehicles and road users should be thoroughly appraised.

Vehicle safety standards are important for vehicle users and vulnerable road users. Procedures for ensuring compliance with them, as a prerequisite
for entry to the vehicle fleet, should be reviewed. These standards can relate to active safety features (e.g. electronic stability control, lighting and

conspicuity) and passive safety features (e.g., side and frontal impact protection; pedestrian, cyclist and motorcyclist protection; and safety belts).

Standards promulgated by the world's leading vehicle safety jurisdictions—USA, Japan and Europe—provide a useful benchmark for assessing coun-
try policies. Safety ratings of new car performance in crash tests provide a useful reference point for assessing country fleet quality.
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Checklist 4: Entry and exit of road users to and from the road network

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Have comprehensive safety standards and rules and associated performance targets
been set to govern the entry and exit of road users to and from the road network to
achieve the desired focus on results?
Private drivers and passengers?
o Cars?
O Heavy vehicles?
O Mopeds?
o Motor cycles
Commercial drivers?
Public transport drivers?
O Taxis?
O Buses?
o Non-motorized vehicles?

For each category of driver (private, commercial, public) are compliance regimes in
place to ensure adherence to the specified safety standards and rules to achieve the
desired focus on results?

Driver testing?

Roadside checks?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes clearly
address the safety priorities of high-risk road user groups to achieve the desired focus
on results?

Young drivers?

Older drivers?

Commercial drivers?

Public transport drivers?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes compare
favorably with international good practice?

Note

The extent to which driver licensing standards take account of the higher crash risks of novice drivers and older drivers should be carefully
considered.

Checklist 5: Recovery and rehabilitation of crash victims from the road network

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Have comprehensive safety standards and rules and associated performance targets
been set to govern the recovery and rehabilitation of crash victims from the road
network to achieve the desired focus on results?

Pre-hospital?

Hospital?

Long-term care?

For each category of post-crash service (pre-hospital, hospital, and long-term care) are
compliance regimes in place to ensure adherence to the specified safety standards and
rules to achieve the desired focus on results?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes clearly
address the safety priorities of high-risk road user groups to achieve the desired focus
on results?

Do the specified safety standards and rules and related compliance regimes compare
favorably with international good practice?

Note
Post-crash services merit close attention, especially in low and middle-income countries where safety performance is poor and high benefit-cost re-
turns can be anticipated from improved emergency and rehabilitation services.
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4.2.5 Appraise results focus at institutional
management functions level

Figure 8 highlights the phase of the capacity review process
which appraises safety management capacity in terms of its
results focus at the subordinate institutional management
functions level. The following Checklists 611 set out this
level of appraisal which address the crucial contribution of
the subordinate institutional management functions to the

COUNTRY IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES

desired focus on results, as described in section 3.1 and ex-
amined in depth in Annex 2.

It is important to work through each institutional man-
agement function and explore its linkages with the iden-
tified interventions and their desired focus on results.
The checklist questions provide for this level of analysis
and should be carefully followed.

Figure 8: Appraise results focus at institutional management functions level
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Checklist 6: Coordination

Questions

Yes

Partial

Pending

No

Are interventions being coordinated horizontally across agencies to achieve the
desired focus on results?

Are interventions being coordinated vertically between national, regional, provincial
and city agencies to achieve the desired focus on results?

Have robust intervention delivery partnerships between agencies, industry,
communities and the business sector been established to achieve the desired focus
on results?

Have parliamentary committees and procedures supporting the coordination process
been established to achieve the desired focus on results?

Note

National coordinating bodies may exist, but unless their membership includes agencies that are fully accountable and funded for road safety results,
experience suggests they will be ineffective. More specifically, in good practice countries these coordinating bodies are usually the extension of ac-
countable lead agencies that own and use them as platforms for mobilizing resources and coordinating and focusing multi-sectoral partnerships, in

pursuit of agreed results.

Checklist 7: Legislation

Questions

Yes

Partial

Pending

No

Are legislative instruments and procedures supporting interventions and other
institutional management functions sufficient to achieve the desired focus on results?

Are legislative instruments and procedures supporting interventions and other
institutional management functions regularly reviewed and reformed to achieve the
desired focus on results?

Note

Specialist skills will most likely be required to review road safety legislation. This will depend on the complexities of the legal codes and the extent to
which they have been structured or restructured to consolidate previous legislation. Road safety legislation typically addresses road, vehicle and user

safety standards and rules—and related compliance—but it has often evolved over time, without adequate cross-referencing.

Checklist 8: Funding and resource allocation

Questions

Yes

Partial

Pending

Are sustainable funding mechanisms supporting interventions and institutional
management functions in place to achieve the desired focus on results?
Central budget?
Road fund?
Tolls?
Fees?
Other sources?

Are formal resource allocation procedures supporting interventions and institutional
management functions in place to achieve the desired focus on results?

Cost effectiveness?

Cost benefit?

Is there an official Value of Statistical Life and related value for injuries to guide
resource allocation decisions?

Are funding mechanisms and resource allocation procedures supporting interventions
and institutional management functions sufficient to achieve the desired focus
on results?

Note

Identifying and quantifying total funding allocated to agencies for road safety can be difficult, particularly when it is embedded in broader sector
budgets. However, it is important to seek high-level confirmation of budget sources, processes and levels.
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Checklist 9: Promotion

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Is road safety regularly promoted to achieve the desired focus on results?
Overall vision and goals?
Specific interventions?
Specific target groups?

Checklist 10: Monitoring and evaluation

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

For each category of roads (national, regional, provincial, city) are sustainable systems
in place to collect and manage data on road crashes, fatality and injury outcomes,

and all related road environment/vehicle/road user factors to achieve the desired
focus on results?

For each category of roads (national, regional, provincial, city) are sustainable systems
in place to collect and manage data on road network traffic, vehicle speeds, safety belt
and helmet wearing rates, to achieve the desired focus on results?

For each category of roads (national, regional, provincial, city) are systematic and
regular safety rating surveys undertaken to quality-assure adherence to specified
safety standards and rules to achieve the desired focus on results?

Risk ratings?

Road protection scores?

For each category of roads (national, regional, provincial, city) are systems in place to
collect and manage data on the output quantities and qualities of safety interventions
implemented to achieve the desired focus on results?

Safety engineering treatments?

Police operations?

Educational activities?

Promotional activities?

Driver training?

Vehicle testing?

Emergency medical services?

For each category of vehicles and safety equipment (private, commercial, public,
helmets) are systematic and regular safety rating surveys undertaken to quality
assure adherence to the specified safety standards and rules to achieve the
desired focus on results?

Vehicle safety rating?

Helmet testing?

For each category of post-crash service (pre-hospital, hospital, long-term care) are
systematic and regular surveys undertaken to quality-assure adherence to the
specified standards and rules to achieve the desired focus on results?

Are regular surveys taken of road user and community attitudes to road safety
interventions to achieve the desired focus on results?

Are systems in place to monitor and evaluate safety performance against targets
regularly to achieve the desired focus on results?

Do all participating agencies and external partners and stakeholders have open access
to all data collected?
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Checklist 11: Research and development and knowledge transfer

Questions

Yes

Partial

Pending

No

Has a national road safety research and development strategy been established to
achieve the desired focus on results?

Vehicle factors?

Highway factors?

Human factors?

Institutional factors?

Other factors?

Has an independent national road safety research organization been established to
achieve the desired focus on results?

Vehicle factors?

Highway factors?

Human factors?

Institutional factors?

Other factors?

Have demonstration and pilot programs been conducted to achieve the desired focus
on results?

Vehicle factors?

Highway factors?

Human factors?

Institutional factors?

Other factors?

Are mechanisms and media in place to disseminate the findings of national road safety
research and development to achieve the desired focus on results?

Conferences?

Seminars?

Training?

Journals?

Other?
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4.2.6 Assess lead agency role and identify
capacity strengthening priorities

The first and crucial World Report recommendation con-
cerned the identification of a lead agency in government
to guide the national road safety effort, with the authority
to make decisions, manage resources and coordinate the
efforts of all participating sectors of government. The vital
lead agency role in directing and sustaining the produc-
tion of improved road safety results is outlined in section
3.2 and more operational details are provided in Annex 2.

This phase of a country capacity management review re-
quires an assessment of the lead agency role and recom-
mendations for strengthening revealed weaknesses. It is
closely related to the procedures and findings of the previ-
ous steps covered by Checklists 1-11. Checklist 1 pre-
sented in section 4.2.3 establishes whether or not a lead
agency has been formally established to direct the national
road safety effort. It also assesses if its role has been de-
fined in legislation and/or policy documents and annual
performance agreements to achieve the desired focus on
results. To the extent that answers to these questions are
in the affirmative it can be concluded that the country con-
cerned is taking the issue seriously and building a sound
platform for sustainable action. However, it cannot be as-
sumed that the absence of a formal lead agency means that
the lead agency functions are not being addressed. Infor-
mally elements of them may be being delivered and
whether this is the case or not must be closely explored.

Country safety management capacity to deliver the lead
agency role effectively must be reviewed and the follow-
ing Checklist 12 addresses this phase of appraisal. The
questions are directly linked to the detailed lead agency
role as described in Annex 2 and close reference to this
material is advised.

In good practice countries the lead agency (or the informal
lead agency/agencies) plays a pre-eminent role in most in-
stitutional management functions as described in section
3.1.1, though sometimes it can adopt more of a guiding,
encouraging or catalytic role. The lead agency takes re-
sponsibility within government for the development of the
national road safety strategy and its results focus, the over-
arching institutional management function. It also usually
takes responsibility for horizontal inter-governmental co-
ordination arrangements; vertical coordination of national,
regional and local activities; coordination of the necessary
delivery partnerships between government partners and
stakeholders, professional, non-governmental and busi-

COUNTRY IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES

ness sectors and parliamentary groups and committees;
ensuring a comprehensive legislative framework; securing
sustainable sources of annual funding and creating a ra-
tional framework for resource allocation; high-level pro-
motion of the road safety strategy across government and
society; periodic monitoring and evaluation of road safety
performance; and the direction of research and develop-
ment and knowledge transfer.

As previously highlighted in section 4.2.3, checklist find-
ings must be interpreted using expert judgment derived
from extensive road safety management experience at
the national level. If the answers to questions in Check-
lists 1-12 are mainly ‘no’ or ‘pending,” country capacity
is clearly very weak. With a high number of ‘pending’ or
‘partial’ situations, again capacity is weak, but signs of
capacity strengthening are evident and should be ac-
knowledged and encouraged. It is only when there is a
predominance of ‘yes’ answers that capacity can be
viewed as strong.

When specifically assessing lead agency capacity this same
interpretive approach should be used and three broad
levels of capacity can be identified, as follows:

(i) Weak lead agency capacity

If the answers to the lead agency questions in Checklist 1
are ‘no,” ‘pending,” or ‘partial,” and mostly ‘no’ or ‘pend-
ing’ for all of the Checklist 12 questions, it can be said that
a country’s lead agency capacity is weak.

(ii) Basic lead agency capacity

If the answers to the lead agency questions in Checklist 1
are ‘yes,” or ‘yes’ and ‘no,” and mostly ‘pending’ or ‘partial’
for all of the Checklist 12 questions, it can be said that a
country’s lead agency capacity is basic.

Careful judgment will be required here. It may be reason-
able to define a country’s lead agency capacity as ‘basic,’
even if the answers to the lead agency questions in Check-
list 1 are ‘no,’ if it is clear that informally the lead agency
role is partially and effectively being delivered. In reality
this judgment should be easy enough to make, as the
‘weak’ and ‘advanced’ capacity situations reflect extremes
that can be clearly identified, with ‘basic’ falling in be-
tween these states.

(iii) Advanced lead agency capacity

If the answers to the lead agency questions in Check-
list 1 are ‘yes,” and mostly ‘yes’ and ‘partial’ for all of the
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Checklist 12: Lead agency role and institutional management functions

Questions Yes Partial Pending No

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
results focus management function?
Appraising current road safety performance through high-level strategic review?
Adopting a far-reaching road safety vision for the longer term?
Analyzing what could be achieved in the medium term?
Setting quantitative targets by mutual consent across the road safety
partnership?
Establishing mechanisms to ensure partner and stakeholder accountability
for results?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
coordination management function?
Horizontal coordination across central government?

Vertical coordination from central to regional and local levels of government?
Specific delivery partnerships between government, non-government,
community and business at the central, regional and local levels?

Parliamentary relations at central, regional and local levels?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
legislation management function?

Reviewing the scope of the legislative framework?

Developing legislation needed for the road safety strategy?

Consolidating legislation?

Securing legislative resources for road safety?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
funding and resource allocation management function?
Ensuring sustainable funding sources?
Establishing procedures to guide the allocation of resources across safety
programs?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
promotion management function?

Promotion of a far-reaching road safety vision or goal?

Championing and promotion at a high level?

Multi-sectoral promotion of effective interventions and shared responsibility?

Leading by example with in-house road safety policies?

Developing and supporting safety rating programs and the publication of their

results?
Carrying out national advertising?
Encouraging promotion at the local level?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
monitoring and evaluation management function?
Establishing and supporting data systems to set and monitor final and
intermediate outcome and output targets?
Transparent review of the national road safety strategy and its performance?
Making any necessary adjustments to achieve the desired results?

Does the lead agency (or de facto lead agency/agencies) effectively contribute to the
research and development and knowledge transfer management function?
Developing capacity for multi-disciplinary research and knowledge transfer?
Creating a national road safety research strategy and annual program?
Securing sources of sustainable funding for road safety research?
Training and professional exchange?
Establishing good practice guidelines?
Setting up demonstration projects?

Note
Refer to Annex 2 for a detailed description of the role of the lead agency in the identified institutional management functions and related country case
studies.
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Checklist 12 questions, it can be said that a country’s lead
agency capacity is advanced.

It is likely that the findings of the capacity assessment of
the lead agency role will mirror those for the country
road safety management system as a whole. However, it
is possible to envisage a situation where basic lead agency
capacity is emerging in the context of weaker country
safety management capacity, and hence lead agency ca-
pacity is ranked higher than overall country safety man-
agement capacity.

(iv) Identify lead agency strengthening priorities
The assessed capacity level can be used to identify lead
agency strengthening priorities, as set out in Table 2.

The findings of the lead agency role assessment will be
crucial to determining the priorities and scale of the

COUNTRY IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES

country investment strategy and related implementation
projects, as discussed in sections 4.2.7 and 4.3 below.

It is important that any initiatives designed to improve
country road safety performance are centered on the lead
agency role and driven from the fundamental objective
of strengthening national leadership, in accordance with
the priority given to this by the key and overarching World
Report recommendation. Particular attention should be
paid to the leadership required to provide effective pro-
gram and project management and related inter-agency
coordination functions.

The effective delivery of core institutional management
functions can be achieved with varied lead agency struc-
tural and procedural forms and no preferred model for
this can be identified and promoted. Good practice exam-
ples are summarized in Annexes 3 & 4.

Table 2: Lead agency strengthening priorities

Capacity level

Priority steps

Weak

Designate lead agency

Establish and fully resource small lead agency secretariat
Operationalize coordination groups

Confirm national safety investment strategy

Identify project(s) to launch investment strategy
Implement, monitor and evaluate project(s)

Prepare and approve national rollout program

Basic

Strengthen and refocus secretariat

Strengthen and refocus coordination groups
Upgrade national investment strategy

Prepare quantitative performance targets

Sharpen agency responsibilities and accountabilities

Advanced

Review lead agency functions, forms, structures and processes

Reform and restructure lead agency
Upgrade national investment strategy
Set new, more ambitious performance targets
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4.2.7 Specify investment strategy and identify
Safe System implementation projects

This phase of the country capacity review addresses the
third and fourth World Report recommendations which
concern the specification of a long-term investment strat-
egy to accelerate the process of shifting from a weak to
high-capacity safety management system and related im-
plementation options.

Safety management capacity weaknesses in low and
middle-income countries present a formidable barrier to
progress and generally institutional management func-
tions require strengthening. Likewise, safety management
capacity weaknesses can also become evident in high-
income countries as their results focus shifts to even
higher levels of ambition. In both these circumstances an
investment strategy must be designed to overcome inher-
ent capacity weaknesses by first establishing a core capac-
ity to bring safety outcomes under control, then scaling
up investment to accelerate this capacity building across
the entire road network and finally consolidating it on a
sustainable basis (see section 3.3.1).

This staged approach to scaling up investment acknowl-
edges the barriers imposed by weak safety management
capacity and addresses the challenge of accelerating the
necessary process of institutional strengthening required
to effectively govern the production of improved road
safety results. In effect the long-term investment strategy
is implemented by a program of successive projects that
build on the results achieved and the management capac-
ity created in the process.

Accelerating the transfer of knowledge and capacity
strengthening must be grounded in practice by a learning
by doing process backed with sufficient targeted invest-
ment to overcome the barriers presented by evident weak-
nesses at the global, regional and country levels. Success-
ful implementation of the investment strategy hinges on
designing projects that accelerate the transfer of road
safety knowledge to participants, strengthen the capacity
of participating partners and stakeholders, and rapidly
produce results that provide benchmark measures to di-
mension a roll-out program.

(i) Identify funding sources

The focus of these guidelines is on the preparation of Safe
System projects that implement the establishment phase
of the investment strategy and build the institutional ca-
pacity and evidence base to roll out a large program of ini-
tiatives in the investment strategy’s growth phase. This
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presupposes that sufficient funding is available and poten-
tial funding sources must be identified before the invest-
ment strategy is specified in any detailed way. In low and
middle-income countries financing sources will include
the World Bank and regional development banks. In all
countries mainstream budgetary, road fund and fee for
services processes could play a key role. It is important at
the outset to determine the scope of the budget envelope
and to plan future activities within these parameters. Ca-
pacity review findings will help influence the scale of fund-
ing available and assist the preparation of business cases
for additional funding.

(ii) Determine sequencing of investments

Capacity review findings will also influence the sequenc-
ing of the long-term investment strategy required to ac-
celerate the process of shifting from a weak to high capac-
ity road safety management system.

For each element of the road safety management sys-
tem (as described in section 3.1) a pathway from weak
to strong capacity can be shaped in accordance with
the establishment, growth and consolidation phases of
the investment strategy, as described in section 3.3.1 and
Figure 3. A generic framework to guide this phased invest-
ment process is set out in Table 3.

Target-setting tools will underpin the quantification of a
long-term investment strategy and in the absence of high
quality road safety data the estimation process will be
necessarily crude. The suggested approach is to make
strategic estimates of performance targets and investment
needs, using available data, and then commence the
process of their refinement with tactical investments and
related monitoring and evaluation in high-risk demonstra-
tion corridors and urban areas. The evaluation findings
will then provide an evidence base for the setting of more
credible long-term national targets and the refinement of
related investment needs.

In setting out a long-term investment strategy it is impor-
tant to have a vision of where the country concerned aims
to be in performance terms by the end of the planning
horizon and a clear understanding of how this will be
achieved. Such a vision will be shaped by the desire to
bring safety results under control on a sustainable basis.
The time frame for this must be realistic. For planning
purposes it is recommended to consider three successive
phases of around five years each covering the establish-
ment, growth and consolidation of the investment strat-
egy. This should be seen as indicative only as some coun-



Table 3: Sequencing of investments
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Capacity strengthening phase and examples of priority initiatives

System element

Establishment

Growth

Consolidation

Results

Set quantitative performance targets
for high-risk demonstration corridors
and areas (see Table 4).

Set quantitative national targets
(see Box 2).

Devolve national targets to regions,
provinces and districts.

Interventions

Implement comprehensive multi-
sectoral measures in targeted high-
risk demonstration corridors and
urban areas (see Boxes 4-7).

Review and internationally
benchmark national safety policies
and interventions (see Box 1) and
commence implementation of policy
reforms.

Roll-out comprehensive multi-
sectoral measures across remaining
high-risk corridors and urban areas
of total road network.

Implement ongoing reforms of
safety policies and interventions,
and introduce new measures in
accordance with international good
practice.

Sustain comprehensive multi-
sectoral measures across total
road network and extend targeting
to less risky roads.

Review and internationally
benchmark safety policies and
interventions, and implement
reforms.

Institutional
management
functions

Establish lead agency role and
functions and related coordination
arrangements (see Box 8).

Manage, monitor and evaluate
road safety results in high-risk
demonstration corridors and areas.

Review and internationally
benchmark institutional management
functions, and commence
implementation of institutional
reforms.

Commission building or upgrading of
national crash analysis system.

Strengthen and refocus lead agency
role and functions and related
coordination arrangements.

Manage, monitor and evaluate road
safety results across high-risk
corridors and urban areas of total
road network.

Implement ongoing reforms of
institutional management functions.

Disseminate safety performance
data from national crash analysis
system and ensure open access
to system by all partners and
stakeholders.

Review and reform lead agency
role and functions and related
coordination arrangements.

Extend performance monitoring and
evaluation of safety results to less
risky roads in network.

Review and reform institutional
management functions.

Upgrade national crash analysis
system and extend performance
monitoring capabilities.

tries may wish to move faster in the establishment phase
and where capacity is reasonable and able to be quickly
built on this should be encouraged. However, it should be
recognized that a 15 year timeframe to bring road safety
results under control is ambitious and presents consider-
able challenges for low and middle-income countries.

In the establishment phase it is important to take control
of the safety situation in targeted high-risk corridors and
areas to demonstrate what can be achieved and to assem-
ble the evidence base to dimension a roll-out program for
the growth phase. It is also important during the estab-
lishment phase to undertake more detailed reviews of all
areas of revealed capacity weakness and to build the nec-
essary data management systems required to govern the
total network. High priority reforms should also be imple-
mented during this phase, especially those that will take
time to realize their full benefits, such as improved vehi-
cle safety standards.

In the growth phase key priorities are to put in place a ro-
bust performance management framework for all partici-
pating agencies, to roll-out targeted safety programs na-
tionally and systematically across high-risk sections of the
road network, and to implement all the findings of inter-
vention benchmarking and policy reviews.

In the consolidation phase key priorities are to devolve
the performance management framework to regions,
provinces and districts and to take all the necessary mea-
sures to improve management and operational efficiency
and effectiveness and seek opportunities for future safety
innovations.

(iii) Identify Safe System projects to implement
investment strategy

The focus of these guidelines is on the preparation of proj-

ects to implement the establishment phase of the invest-

ment strategy and build the institutional capacity and evi-
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dence base to roll out a large program of initiatives in the
investment strategy’s growth phase.

Details of the projects will be determined by the capacity
review findings. However, core components should be
shaped by the examples provided in Table 3 which high-
lights the appropriate sequencing of investments through
the identified phases required to efficiently and effectively
accelerate the process of shifting a country from a weak
to a high capacity road safety management system.

Guidelines to assist the specification and preparation of
projects are provided in section 4.3 below.

4.2.8 Confirm review findings at high-level
workshop

A workshop should be planned and scheduled as a formal
part of the capacity review process with the objective of
confirming and integrating the review findings from
Checklists 1-12 and addressing any issues that may have
remained unresolved or not been identified during the
review process.

The workshop should seek to bring all parties together in
a multi-sectoral context that allows all relevant elements
of the road safety management system to be addressed in
the spirit of a strategic partnership and shared responsi-
bility that seeks to improve road safety results. In this type
of workshop setting it would be useful to review and seek
confirmation of the review findings and prepare a check-
list scorecard which reflects the professional consensus
view received (see section 4.2.3).

It is important that the workshop complements the broad
objectives of the review as set out in section 4.2.1. It
should put its main emphasis on exploring the role of the
lead agency and the overall dimensions of a country in-
vestment strategy for the short, medium and long term,
rather than creating expectations among key stakeholders
for an early definition of projects that they may have spe-
cific interests in.

(i) Participants

All agencies and other stakeholders and partners con-
sulted during the review process should be represented
at the workshop. This representation should be at a sen-
ior, decision-making level, to ensure that relevant and
binding agreements can be reached on the review find-
ings and issues that may arise.
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Every effort should be made to ensure that the actual of-
ficials and other representatives consulted during the re-
view process agree to attend the workshop. Representa-
tives replacing them must be fully briefed on the process
that has preceded the workshop and the findings and un-
derstandings reached.

(i) Procedures

The workshop should be designed to take the review
process forward by corroborating what has been learned
during this process and building on this to explore in more
depth the institutional strengthening and investment pri-
orities required to overcome identified road safety man-
agement capacity weaknesses.

It is important that the workshop be independently
chaired, to assure all participants that the process is im-
partial and focused on the review objectives rather than
the interests of any single stakeholder or coalition of
stakeholders. For example, with past World Bank spon-
sored reviews it has been effective to have the workshop
chaired by a high-level representative of the World Bank
Country Office.

(iii) Reach official consensus on review findings
Prior to the workshop a first draft of the review findings
should be prepared and a summary made available to par-
ticipants at the workshop. It is envisaged that key findings
would have been discussed with relevant partners and
stakeholders prior to the workshop, as part of the process
of preparing the draft.

In particular the draft review findings should assess the
role of the lead agency and its capacity strengthening, if
required, and outline a proposed investment strategy for
further consideration and finalization to the extent possi-
ble at the workshop.

Every effort must be made at the workshop to reach an of-
ficial consensus on the details of the review findings and
the strategic direction to be taken by the country to im-
prove its road safety results.

In particular it will be important to reach agreement on
related institutional responsibilities and accountabilites,
especially the lead agency role, and the institutional
strengthening and program and project investment prior-
ities to overcome agreed road safety management capac-
ity weaknesses.



4.2.9 Finalize review report

A draft report presenting capacity review findings should
be circulated during the last phase of the review to all
participants and other relevant parties in the government
for comments and approval. A final report can then be
prepared and distributed.

4.3 Stage 2: Prepare and implement
Safe System projects

Following the conduct of the country capacity review the
second step in the process is to prepare safety projects to
launch the identified investment strategy. Successful im-
plementation hinges on designing projects that accelerate
the transfer of road safety knowledge to strengthen the
capacity of participating entities and rapidly produce re-
sults that provide benchmark measures to dimension a
roll-out program.

The focus of these guidelines is on the preparation of proj-
ects that implement the establishment phase of the invest-
ment strategy and build the institutional capacity and evi-
dence base to roll out a larger program of initiatives in the
investment strategy’s growth phase (see previous section
4.2.7 (i), Table 3). As a general principle projects should
have Safe System characteristics (see Box 6). They should
be designed to cover all elements of the road safety man-
agement system, as specified in section 3.1 and Table 3 in
section 4.2.7 (ii), and the design should reflect the shift in

Box 6: Shifting to Safe System road safety projects

The guidelines build on the experience gained by the World Bank
over the last thirty years in supporting road safety initiatives in
low and middle-income countries and draw heavily on the practi-
cal lessons learned during this process. In recent years the World
Bank has been shifting to Safe System road safety projects which
aim to anchor country capacity building efforts in systematic,
measurable and accountable investment programs that simulta-
neously build management capacity while achieving rapid im-
provements in safety performance for all road users.

Past projects were implemented as small components of larger
road infrastructure and urban transport projects and were frag-
mented single sector initiatives with outcomes too small to be
measured in any statistically significant way. While they were
simple to prepare they were often one-off initiatives with no fol-
low-up activities. Safe System projects on the other hand are
preferably stand-alone, multisectoral initiatives targeting high-
risk corridors and areas, with outcomes large enough to be reli-
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results focus to the elimination of death and serious in-
juries, as discussed in section 3.1.4 (iv).

The overall sequencing of the project preparation process
is crucial to successful project implementation. The first
priority is to prepare a project concept based on the
findings of the country capacity review. This should be
sufficiently comprehensive to outline all components,
partnerships and targeted results. The second and third
priorities are to reach consensus on the project manage-
ment arrangements and the monitoring and evaluation
procedures. The preparation of a detailed project design
should only commence once agreement is reached on the
overall project concept, the results it is trying to achieve
and how these will be managed and measured.

Project preparation is conducted through eight distinc-
tive steps:

Set project objectives

Determine scale of project investment

Identify project partnerships

Specify project components

Confirm project management arrangements
Specify project monitoring and evaluation procedures
Prepare detailed project design

Address project implementation priorities

O NS R P

The following guidelines cover each of these steps.

ably measured. A crucial feature of these projects is that their
management arrangements should model the vital lead agency
contribution to directing and sustaining the production of im-
proved road safety results and be designed to maximize the po-
tential for the lead agency to rapidly assert itself in this role
and build its capacity accordingly. Safe System projects are
complex to prepare and represent the first step in a longer pro-
gram of initiatives designed to roll-out successful elements of
the project to the wider road network. They are grounded in
practice using a learning by doing process backed with suffi-
cient targeted investment to overcome the barriers presented by
weak institutional capacity. It was initially thought that the level
of investment required for such projects would dictate a need for
large stand-alone initiatives, but recent experience suggests
that small components of larger road infrastructure and urban
transport projects can be effective, providing they are designed
to meet Safe System project objectives, as presented in these
guidelines.
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4.3.1 Set project objectives

For the establishment phase of the investment strategy
project concepts should address core objectives. Related
objectives can address specific capacity review findings
more specifically where appropriate.

(i) Core objectives
Core project objectives can be broadly specified as follows:

4 To accelerate the transfer of road safety knowledge to
project participants.

1 To rapidly strengthen the capacity of the lead agency
and participating agencies and stakeholders.

A To achieve quick proven results and obtain benchmark
performance measures to dimension a national roll-
out program.

(ii) Related objectives

More specific project objectives concerning reforms of in-
stitutional management functions and interventions will
be shaped by the capacity review findings.

4.3.2 Determine scale of project investment

The project concept should address the scale of the pro-
posed project investment. This will be determined by
available sources of funding, but investment should be
sufficient to guarantee the achievement of at least the
core project objectives.

Capacity review findings will help influence this budget
decision, although normally the capacity review would
not have been undertaken without first being linked to a
funding commitment in principle that offered significant
investment opportunities at a scale conducive to sustain-
able success (see section 4.2.7 (i)).

(i) Stand-alone versus component

Stand-alone road safety projects are preferable as they
require more visible and accountable ownership and
are more likely to ensure a level of investment that can
achieve measurable results on a significant scale.

However, in low and middle-income countries where
funding is scarce it is likely that road safety projects will
often be components of larger road sector investments
or just small stand-alone investments. Recent experience
suggests these small projects can be effective providing
they are properly designed to deliver on the core project
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objectives identified in section 4.3.1 (i) which reflect Safe
System project characteristics (see Box 6).

(i) Set project budgets

During the establishment phase of the investment strat-
egy significant project budgets will be required to com-
mence the process of bringing safety outcomes sustain-
ably under control.

Large-scale stand-alone projects addressing multiple
interventions will generally require budgets of at least
$30 million and go as high as $100 million or more.

Projects on this scale addressing a narrow range of inter-
ventions such as systematic safety engineering programs
targeting network hazards will also be effective, providing
all elements of the safety management system relevant to
their delivery are addressed.

Single multi-sectoral interventions addressing key safety
behaviors such as speeding, motor cycle helmets or drink
driving, or post-crash pre-hospital services, could be ef-
fectively delivered with budgets as low as $1-5 million,
providing they are tightly targeted with their resources
concentrated on small corridors or areas of the road net-
work to ensure that measurable results can be achieved.

4.3.3 Identify project partnerships
It is important that the project is designed to maximize
the opportunities to engage all relevant partners and
stakeholders who share an interest in its outcomes and a
potential to contribute to improving these. Key examples
of possible partners are outlined below.

(i) Global and regional partners

Recommendation six of the World Report called for a scal-
ing up of international efforts to build a global and re-
gional partnership focused on strengthening capacity at
the country level to deal with the growing road safety cri-
sis and projects should be designed to maximize potential
engagement with global and regional partners.

In particular, the FIA Foundation for the Automobile and
Society, the Global Road Safety Partnership, the World
Bank and the World Health Organization have collabo-
rated to produce a series of good practice manuals to pro-
vide guidance to countries wishing to implement interven-
tions recommended by the World Report, and potential
partnerships with these organizations should be explored
(see section 4.3.4 (ii), Improved safety behaviors).



(ii) Local research centers

In high-income countries road safety performance has
been considerably enhanced by the independent contri-
butions made by local research centers which have helped
to guide the design and implementation of national strate-
gies that have sustained reductions in road deaths and in-
juries (see section 4.3.6 (i)).

Opportunities should be sought to engage local research
centers in project preparation and implementation. In
particular, the independent conduct of the project moni-
toring and evaluation activities could be undertaken by a
local research center and this would contribute to their
in-house capacity building objectives as well as transfer-
ring knowledge and skills to participating agencies and
building partnerships with them.

(iii) Community groups and NGOs

Projects should also be designed to maximize opportuni-
ties to engage community groups and NGOs active in the
targeted corridors and areas to ensure that their specific
contributions can be made and their capabilities further
enhanced in the process.

Community groups and NGOs can help intensify com-
munity ownership of the project objectives and they are
capable of achieving this effectively with relatively low
budgets, providing they are well integrated into the proj-
ect from the outset and can engage meaningfully in its on-
going management and implementation.

(iv) Private sector

Likewise projects should be designed to maximize oppor-
tunities to engage private sector organizations who are
seeking to contribute knowledge and resources to im-
prove road safety outcomes in the communities that they
are working in.

Again it is important to find ways to integrate private sec-
tor partners into the project from the outset and to en-
sure their effective engagement in its ongoing manage-
ment and implementation.

4.3.4 Specify project components

The project concept should address three broad compo-
nents which will require clear identification, based on the
findings of the capacity review. These relate to institu-
tional capacity strengthening priorities, targeted interven-
tions in high-risk corridors and areas, and policy reforms
where weaknesses have been identified.
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(i) Capacity strengthening priorities

Lead agency

An essential element of the project concept will be to cre-
ate a central role for the lead agency that enables it to de-
liver effectively on its institutional management functions
and build and strengthen its leadership and partnership
capacity in the process. This role should be tightly de-
fined and operationalized in the project management
arrangements, as discussed in section 4.3.5.

It is important that any initiatives designed to improve
country road safety performance are centered on the lead
agency role and driven from the fundamental objective of
strengthening national leadership, in accordance with the
priority given to this by the key and overarching World Re-
port recommendation.

Particular attention should be paid to the leadership re-
quired to provide effective project management and re-
lated inter-agency coordination functions.

Other institutional reforms

While the high priority concerns strengthening of the
lead agency role, the findings of the capacity review will
identify other priorities for institutional reform. Where
relevant these can be addressed in the project design.

For example, a related project priority is the establish-
ment of a monitoring and evaluation framework and the
specification of baseline and ongoing performance mea-
sures and associated programs for their collection, colla-
tion and interpretation. Emphasis should also be placed
on the development of national crash analysis systems.

Reform of national partnership coordination is also likely
to be a high priority and this can be addressed in the proj-
ect management arrangements (see section 4.3.5 below).

(ii) High-risk corridors and areas to be targeted

The project concept should identify the high-risk corri-
dors and areas to be targeted by the project. To produce
rapid results the project must target high concentrations
of death and injuries in the road network to maximize the
scale and of likely benefits and certainty of achieving them.

The bulk of road deaths and injuries are usually incurred
on a small portion of national and city networks and
can be targeted accordingly. This simply reflects the con-
centration of traffic on key network corridors and areas
where high speeds are experienced (see section 3.3.2).
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In the absence of quality crash data it is still possible to
locate the most dangerous corridors by identifying high
traffic volume, high speed corridors, where higher densi-
ties of fatal and serious injury crashes are known to occur
and can be anticipated.

A summary of interventions that can be considered for
implementation in the high-risk corridors and areas is
provided in the World Report (WHO, 2004).> In accor-
dance with the road safety management framework sys-
tem discussed in section 3.1, the interventions should
address the planning, design, operation and use of the
network, and the recovery and rehabilitation of crash vic-
tims from the road network. The entry and exit of vehicles
and drivers to the road network should be addressed as a
policy reform issue (see section 4.3.4 (iii)).

Hence the focus of interventions in the high-risk corri-
dors should be on improving the safety of infrastructure,
road user behaviors and post-crash responses.

Infrastructure safety improvements

When crash data is limited traditional black spot elimina-
tion approaches to infrastructure safety improvements in
high-risk corridors are ill-advised as it is difficult to assess
their effectiveness in safety terms.

An improved approach is to identify hazardous locations in
terms of the expected number of crashes and using
before-and-after statistical analyses of the related infra-
structure safety improvements (Elvik, 2007).° Over the
last decade traditional black spot management has also
been supplemented with a more systematic network anal-
ysis, called network safety management. However, both

Box 7: The International Road Assessment Programme (iRAP)

iRAP tools and procedures are used to prepare infrastructure
safety programs in a systematic way. In broad terms they specify
the safety of network sections inspected in terms of star ratings
or protection scores which indicate how well in the event of com-
mon types of road crash (e.g., head-on crashes, hitting unforgiv-
ing roadside objects, brutal side impacts at road junctions, run-
ning over pedestrians) they protect road users from death and
serious injury. These ratings are analogous to the safety ratings
which indicate the crashworthiness of vehicles and they range
from 1 star, which reflects poor safety quality, through to 5 star,
which reflects high safety quality. iRAP tools then generate op-
tional infrastructure programs to improve the safety ratings of the
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black spot and network safety methods are reactive and
depend on several years of reliable crash data which can be
difficult to find in low and middle-income countries.

Where reliable crash data are unavailable, a pro-active ap-
proach is recommended to assess the small proportion of
the network where the majority of crash fatalities and se-
rious injuries occur using a mixture of road inspection
and available macro casualty and traffic flow data (see
section 3.3.2). The International Road Assessment Pro-
gram (iRAP, 2007)” 8 provides road safety inspection tools
which systematically rate the safety of roads and identify
related mass action infrastructure investment programs
and likely safety benefits in term of lives saved, injuries
avoided and economic returns (see Box 7).

Improved safety behaviors

General deterrence-based traffic safety enforcement and
education measures in high-risk corridors should be devel-
oped to seek compliance with alcohol limits, seat-belt and
helmet usage, and speed limits in the targeted corridors
and areas (see Box 8). Good practice guidelines to assist
the preparation of these interventions have been produced
in partnership by the FIA Foundation for the Automobile
and Society, the Global Road Safety Partnership, the World
Bank and the World Health Organization, and they can be
used to assist project preparation and implementation
(World Health Organization, 2006; Global Road Safety Part-
nership, 2007 & 2008; FIA Foundation, 2008).% 10- 11, 12

Other safety behaviors such as commercial driver fatigue
and drugged driving may also be an issue in the identified
high-risk corridors and these too should be targeted with
general deterrence-based police operations.

network sections inspected and the associated costs and bene-
fits of doing so. These in turn provide systematic programs of
network safety upgrading and ongoing monitoring and evalua-
tion to ensure that the desired safety improvements are deliv-
ered. In this way the iRAP approach provides a transparent per-
formance management framework that is easily understood by
all parties concerned (road operators, road users, road funders,
donors, politicians and community members) and which unam-
biguously puts the emphasis on assuring the health and safety of
road users and providing objective measures of how well this is
being achieved (iRAP, 2007).78



Box 8: General deterrence-based traffic safety enforcement

With the emergence of targeted safety programs (see section
3.1.4 (iii)) the approach to traffic safety enforcement shifted from
an offender apprehension model to a general deterrence model
where all road users were targeted. Traffic safety enforcement
became focused on injury prevention measures and improved
safety behaviors such as reduced speeds, less drink driving and
increased wearing of safety belts and helmets were promoted as
contributing to reduced deaths and injuries.

Traffic safety enforcement aims at controlling road user behav-
ior by preventative, persuasive and punitive measures designed
to achieve the safe and efficient movement of traffic. It consists
of legislation and related road user penalties to govern the safe
use of the traffic system, and traffic policing and coordinated so-
cial marketing campaigns targeting key safety behaviors aimed
at ensuring road user compliance with safety standards and
rules. Enforcement outcomes depend upon (1) the perceived risk
of detection, (2) the severity of the punishment, and (3) the imme-
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diacy of the punishment. Drivers are deterred from offending to
the extent that they think they will be caught, and then severely
and swiftly punished. Offenders who are caught and punished
may change their behavior as a result of the experience. Where
this occurs, it is known as specific deterrence. But many others
also change their behavior, not because of the punishment expe-
rience, but because of the threat of it. This is known as general
deterrence.

Enforcement begins with observation. The aim is not so much to
catch offenders but to deter them. Observation is of course
costly. It would for instance be prohibitively expensive to ob-
serve all road traffic all the time, though this situation is chang-
ing with improved automated camera technologies. What is
needed in targeted high-risk corridors is to make drivers think
that they are being observed, or might be being observed, even
when they are not. This can only be achieved through the use of
general deterrence measures (Bliss et al., 1998).'3

Box 9: Improved emergency medical and rehabilitation services

Effective post-crash care is characterized by efficient emer-
gency notification, fast transport of qualified medical personnel,
correct diagnosis at the scene, stabilization of the patient,
prompt transport to point of treatment, quality emergency room
and trauma care, and extensive rehabilitation services.

Post-crash care improvement must address the chain of inter-
ventions which can commence with bystanders at the scene of
the crash, through to emergency rescue, care and trauma ser-
vices, on to longer-term rehabilitation. In low and middle-income
countries attention to pre-hospital care is important, especially in
terms of training for first-responders, improving access to the
emergency medical system, and coordinating emergency rescue
services. Basic improvements in the hospital setting are also im-
portant, addressing human resources and trauma-related equip-
ment, some of which is not expensive.

Improved post-crash response

Where existing services are poor significant benefits can ac-
crue to improved pre-hospital and victim recovery services
in the identified high-risk corridors and areas, and targeted
programs should be developed to address this priority (see
Box 9). Guidelines produced by the World Health Organi-

High returns can be expected from these interventions. For ex-
ample, a data analysis of crash risks in India compared to Swe-
den indicated that while crash risks in terms of vehicle kilome-
tres travelled were only 50% higher in India and casualties per
crash 60% higher, the ratio of fatalities to injuries was 3.8 times
higher which indicated that improvements in rescue systems
and emergency medical care in India would be highly beneficial
(Carlsson et al., 1990).'6

Rehabilitation services are also an essential component of com-
prehensive post-hospital care. Related to this, third-party motor
vehicle insurance schemes provide an important mechanism to
fund essential services and reduce poverty impacts.

zation can be used to assist the preparation and implemen-
tation of these services (WHO, 2004 & 2005).1415

It is important that post-crash responses are integrated

with the other preventative measures being taken in the
targeted high-risk corridors and areas, as this will ensure
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Table 4: Road safety performance measures

Category

Examples of possible measures

Risk exposure

* Traffic volumes by vehicle and road user type

Final safety outcomes

¢ Deaths and injuries recorded by police

¢ Hospital data for road deaths and injuries recorded by health authorities
¢ Other sources of death and injury registration

Intermediate safety outcomes

* Average vehicle speeds by road type, summer and winter

* Front and back seat safety belt wearing rates, driver and passengers
* Motor cycle helmet wearing rates, driver and pillion

¢ Drug impairment levels

o Skid resistance of road surfaces

¢ Road infrastructure crash safety ratings (risk and protection scores)
» Vehicle compliance with testing standards

¢ Vehicle crash safety ratings

* Average emergency medical services response times
* Targeted audience groups’ recall and assessed relevance of publicity and awareness campaign

messages

o Community attitudes to road safety

Intervention outputs

* Number of safety engineering treatments per section of road network

* Number of emergency medical services responses to road network crashes

¢ Hours of police enforcement targeting high risk behaviors

* Numbers of police infringement notices issued

¢ Media frequency and reach of publicity and awareness campaigns supporting police enforcement
* Hours of school-based education activities

¢ Volume of driver training, testing and licensing activities

¢ \lolume of vehicles tested

that they are appropriately dimensioned in terms of level
of service required, rather than over-supplying services
where preventative measures are lacking.

Performance targets

Performance targets should be set for the identified high-
risk corridors and areas. These should take the form of
final outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and outputs (see
section 3.1.3). Every effort must be made to get reliable
baseline estimates of current performance in the targeted
corridors and areas and this will require combining avail-
able police and health sector data. Examples of perfor-
mance target measures are presented in Table 4.

It is important that performance targets are ambitious and
it should be recognized that the project aims to determine
what can be achieved with the systematic application of
good practice measures. In this regard lack of achievement
of ambitious targets should not be viewed as a project fail-
ure, as the project should be designed as a learning by
doing exercise (see section 3.3.2) which aims to produce
tangible evidence of what can be achieved under prevail-
ing country conditions. These country conditions may dif-
fer considerably from those experienced in good practice
environments that set the performance expectations.
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(iii) Policy reforms

In parallel with the focus on high risk corridors and areas
the project concept should address national policy re-
form priorities identified by the capacity review. Where
relevant and feasible, addressing these priorities should
be integrated with initiatives in high-risk corridors and
areas to enhance the evidence base for policy reform.

For example, building on the findings of the capacity re-
view, entry and exit requirements for drivers and vehicles
(both private and commercial) may require further bench-
marking against good international practice, to identify
areas for improvement. Information to support this policy
reform process may be provided by enforcement and
monitoring initiatives conducted in the project high-risk
corridors and areas. Other reform initiatives such as re-
viewing funding and resource allocation processes, or leg-
islative reviews, may be conducted separately from high-
risk corridor and area initiatives, but again they could still
benefit from evidence of road safety performance and re-
lated issues gained during the corridor and area programs.

4.3.5 Confirm project management arrangements
Following completion of the project concept in terms of
its objectives, scale, capacity building priorities and re-



sults focus, it becomes important to finalize and confirm
the project management arrangements. The early resolu-
tion of this requirement is vital to ongoing project success
as it is essential that all partners have a shared under-
standing of the project’s objectives and how it will be
managed to achieve them.

(i) Lead agency role

The project management arrangements should model
the vital lead agency contribution to directing and sustain-
ing the production of improved road safety results and
be designed to maximize the potential for the lead agency
to rapidly assert itself in this role and build its capacity
accordingly. This is particularly crucial given the multi-
sectoral nature of projects and the propensity for partic-
ipating agencies in the absence of clear leadership to re-
vert to managing their particular contributions within
their own agency frameworks with little reference to the
shared focus on results and the coordination task re-
quired to maximize project effectiveness.

Considerable effort should be put into ensuring that the
lead agency role is well understood, acknowledged and
accepted by other agencies and external groups partici-
pating in the project, as this will prove crucial to ongoing
project success in terms of building lead agency capacity.

(i) Coordination

Coordination concerns the orchestration and alignment
of the interventions and other related institutional man-
agement functions delivered by government partners and
related community and business partnerships, to achieve
the desired focus on results (see section 3.1.1 (i) and
Annexes 2-4). The emphasis in coordination is upon
building effective working relationships across the road
safety partnership for decision-making and consultative
purposes (see Box 10).

Box 10: Coordination structures and working procedures

Coordination structures should engage project participants on
at least three decision-making and consultative levels: agency
leaders, senior agency managers, and external partners and
stakeholders. This suggests that the basic project management
arrangements should at least include a high-level Steering
Committee which comprises agency heads, a senior managers’
Working Group, and an extended senior managers’ Consultative
Group that includes wider community representation. These
project management arrangements would be supported by ex-
pertise and resources provided by the lead agency.
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The lead agency role is closely aligned and related to
the achievement of effective project coordination (see
Annex 2). National coordinating bodies may exist, but un-
less their membership includes agencies fully accounta-
ble and funded for road safety results, experience sug-
gests they will be ineffective. In good practice countries
these coordinating bodies are usually the extension of ac-
countable lead agencies that own and use them as plat-
forms for mobilizing resources and coordinating and fo-
cusing multi-sectoral partnerships, in pursuit of agreed
results.

Project management arrangements should be integrated
with existing coordination mechanisms. Where these do
not exist the opportunity should be taken to create them
in the context of the project with the design and imple-
mentation of structures and processes that can ultimately
expand to take on the national task to deliver the long-
term investment strategy. Where a national coordination
body already exists this should take the role of the project
Steering Committee. In the absence of such a body the
Steering Committee should be structured as a nascent na-
tional coordination body, with a view to it growing into
this role over the life of the project and becoming more
formalized to oversee the national rollout program recom-
mended on the basis of the results achieved by the project.

Likewise where a lead agency already exists it should take
the role of supporting the coordination structures and
processes with the necessary expertise and resources. It
is essential that a central role is created for the lead
agency that enables it to deliver effectively on its institu-
tional management functions and build and strengthen its
leadership and partnership capacity in the process. In the
absence of a lead agency the opportunity should be taken
by the project to designate the lead agency and to estab-
lish and resource a small lead agency secretariat which

The high-level Steering Committee would need to meet around
four times a year to track project progress and take related de-
cisions and provide guidance where necessary. The senior man-
agers” Working Group would meet on a more regular basis to
guide the day to day management of the project, and the Consul-
tative Group would meet as required to address relevant project
issues which required community input (see Annexes 2—4 for ex-
amples of arrangements in Australia and New Zealand which re-
flect these types of structures and processes).
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can support the project management arrangements. As
with the Steering Committee, the intention should be for
the secretariat to grow in capacity over the life of the proj-
ect and be further strengthened to oversee the recom-
mended national rollout program based on the project’s
findings.

Coordination structures and processes must be adjusted
to reflect the project partnerships that have been created
to enhance project effectiveness. It is important to find
ways to integrate community groups, NGOs and private
sector partners into the project from the outset, to en-
sure their effective engagement in its ongoing manage-
ment and implementation. This could include their core
membership of the project Steering Committee, Working
Group and Consultative Group, where appropriate.

4.3.6 Specify monitoring and evaluation
procedures

Monitoring and evaluation procedures for the targeted

high-risk corridors and areas should be addressed as an

integral element of the project concept.

(i) Procedures

The design and management of monitoring and evalua-
tion procedures should generally be a lead agency re-
sponsibility but the actual data collection may be carried
out by other agencies, as in the case of police crash re-
porting, or consulting firms for seatbelt and cycle helmet
usage surveys. As noted in section 4.3.3 (iii) it may also be
appropriate to have the project monitoring and evalua-
tion programs carried out by a local research center, if
such an entity with sufficient capacity exists to undertake
this function.

Monitoring and evaluation requirements also require
early resolution to ensure that baseline performance
measures in the targeted high-risk corridors and areas
and ongoing measurement programs are implemented in
a timely fashion and contribute to active management of
the project. Control corridors and areas should also be
identified and included in baseline and ongoing measure-
ment programs.

Project monitoring and evaluation procedures should be
designed with a view to rolling them out more systemati-
cally across the network once they have been established
and proven to be operationally efficient and effective.
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(ii) Reporting

Related to the project management and monitoring and
evaluation requirements is the need to reach early agree-
ment on the project performance reporting requirements.
Again it is vital to have consensus across the project part-
ners on the process, content and timing of project report-
ing arrangements.

4.3.7 Prepare detailed project design

Detailed design of the project can commence once agree-
ment has been reached on the project concept and related
management and monitoring and evaluation and report-
ing arrangements for the targeted high-risk corridors and
areas. Successful implementation of the investment strat-
egy hinges on designing projects that accelerate the trans-
fer of road safety knowledge to participants, strengthen
the capacity of participating partners and stakeholders,
and rapidly produce results that provide benchmark mea-
sures to dimension a national roll-out program.

Accelerating the transfer of knowledge and strengthening
capacity must be grounded in practice by a learning by
doing process backed with sufficient targeted investment
to overcome the barriers presented by the revealed capac-
ity weaknesses at the global, regional and country levels
(see section 3.3.2).

The project design should clearly specify all required out-
puts for each component and where relevant their link-
ages with the overall performance targets set for the high-
risk corridors and areas covered by the project.

4.3.8 Address project implementation priorities
To ensure efficient and effective project implementation
and achievement of project objectives the following prior-
ities must be closely addressed:

(i) Role of technical assistance

In situations where road safety management capacity is
weak, strong reliance will be placed on recruiting external
technical assistance support to help guide project imple-
mentation. It is crucial that this assistance is provided
first and foremost in the form of a mentoring role to local
staff who will undertake the tasks concerned, rather than
being seen as external expertise that has been hired to
take responsibility for their delivery. This is particularly
relevant to the overall strategic management of the proj-
ect, but it also relates to more specialized technical tasks.



Recognition of this priority to ensure that local staff are
empowered and challenged to take responsibility for
project implementation will influence the nature and
specification of external technical assistance packages. It
will require a shift from the more common approaches of
the past where external consulting teams would provide
self-contained, expert services, leaving in many cases lim-
ited residual local capacity once the consulting teams de-
parted. This approach has proved to be unsustainable.

A high priority must be placed on providing technical as-
sistance to support the project at a strategic management
level where strong local leadership skills must be devel-
oped and to help guide related institutional reform and
restructuring initiatives. Emphasis should be placed on
providing a more process orientated style of technical
assistance where external experts work alongside local
staff in mentoring roles to help accelerate knowledge
transfer and build institutional capacity on a more sustain-
able basis.

(i) Promotion

Comprehensive promotion of the project is also crucial to
achieving capacity building objectives and engendering a
shared societal responsibility to support the delivery of
the interventions required to achieve the desired focus
on results. This must go beyond the understanding of
promotion as road safety advertising supporting particu-
lar interventions and address the overall level of ambition
set by government and society to improve road safety per-
formance in the longer term in accordance with the long-
term investment strategy.

As a priority the project should include a communications
campaign to launch the long-term investment strategy
and promote its goals by highlighting the tangible project
actions that are implemented to achieve them. In this re-
gard the project should be promoted in the context of the
government’s broader road safety strategy and presented
as a concrete example of the type of the initiatives that
that will be taken in partnership with the wider commu-
nity to benefit them and the nation. The project should
also include more specific public education campaigns
designed to support project activities targeting key safety
behaviors in the corridors and areas concerned and these
should be integrated with the broader strategic promo-
tion of the project.
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(iii) Knowledge transfer and roll-out program

A core project objective is the achievement of quick and
proven safety results in high-risk corridors and areas and
the development of benchmark performance measures to
dimension a national roll-out program of successful initia-
tives to the remaining high-risk corridors and areas. This
places a high priority on ensuring that the monitoring and
evaluation procedures are effective and that the focus on
results to be achieved underpins the leadership and coor-
dination of the project during its implementation. It also
places a high priority on sustaining the emphasis on trans-
ferring good practices into the country concerned and
accepting the challenges of innovation and learning by
doing that this entails.

The aim is to accelerate knowledge transfer and build
country capacity in a targeted process that demonstrates
when good practice measures are taken road safety per-
formance can be dramatically improved. In this way the
business case for higher levels of sustained investment
can be prepared, built on a platform of strengthened
country capacity and proven success.

Above all, it should be clearly understood that the project
is the first step in a longer process. An overarching strate-
gic priority must be placed on ensuring that the project’s
research and development and knowledge transfer poten-
tial is fully realized.

4.4 Conclusions

These guidelines have been prepared to assist the imple-
mentation of the recommendations of the World Report
on Road Traffic Injury Prevention. In keeping with mod-
ern road safety management practice the guidelines pro-
mote a Safe System approach which also contributes to
the achievement of other high priority global, regional
and country development goals of sustainability, harmo-
nization and inclusiveness.

The successful implementation of the World Report rec-
ommendations requires them to be treated as a totality
and the process of doing so will take at least a decade in
low and middle-income countries. Counties must first as-
sess their road safety management capacity and state of
readiness to commit to the long-term reforms and invest-
ments necessary to bring safety outcomes under control.
The guidelines provide diagnostic tools which appraise
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the underlying conditions which determine country suc-
cess or failure and the best way forward. They set out a
two-stage process for generating country investment
which addresses and overcomes the barriers imposed
by weak road safety management capacity. They ensure
that measures taken are properly sequenced and adjusted
to the absorptive and learning capacity of the country
concerned. However, their effective application must be
supported by recognized road safety specialists with suc-
cessful strategic management experience at country and
international levels.

Each country faces unique circumstances and challenges,
but a key conclusion to be drawn from the high-income
country case studies provided in Annexes 2—4 is that road
safety management at the country level is a complex busi-
ness. In this regard the complexity of the institutional
arrangements in high-income countries can be viewed as
a surrogate indicator of success and the commitment to
sustained road safety investment. The case studies are in-
structive in their own right in terms of highlighting the in-
stitutional arrangements and scale of investment evident
in high-income countries where safety outcomes are suc-
cessfully managed and performance shows continuous
improvement. They merit the close attention of low and
middle-income countries seeking to bring their safety
outcomes more rapidly under control.

An important message of the guidelines is that the imple-
mentation of the World Report recommendations must
be grounded in practice by a learning by doing process
backed with sufficient targeted investment to overcome
the barriers presented by weak institutional capacity. In
this regard the guidelines provide useful tools, but their
value is contingent on a country’s willingness to support
and promote their use with strong institutional leadership
and sustained investment on a scale that produces sub-
stantial and measurable results.
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IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WORLD REPORT ON ROAD TRAFFIC INJURY PREVENTION

United Nations A RES/58/289
4 \
VV Q’ istr.: Gener
e )} General Assembly P oy 2004
7N

Fifty-eighth session
Agenda item 160

Resolution adopted by the General Assembly

[without reference to a Main Committee (A/58/L.60/Rev.1 and Add.1)]

58/289. Improving global road safety

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 57/309 of 22 May 2003 and 58/9 of 5 November
2003,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the global road
safety crisis,'

Noting the recommendation contained in the report of the Secretary-General
that a coordinating body be identified within the United Nations system to provide
support in this field® and the recommendation that the United Nations regional
commissions undertake certain activities,’

Convinced that responsibility for road safety rests at the local, municipal and
national levels,

Recognizing that many developing countries and countries with economies in
transition have limited capacities to address these issues, and underlining, in this
context, the importance of international cooperation towards further supporting the
efforts of developing countries, in particular, to build capacities in the field of road
safety, and of providing financial and technical support for their efforts,

Commending the initiative of the Government of France, the World Health
Organization and the World Bank in launching the World Report on Road Traffic
Injury Prevention in Paris on 7 April 2004, in observance of World Health Day, with
the theme “Road safety is no accident”, which contains a number of
recommendations,

Also commending the United Nations regional commissions and their
subsidiary bodies for responding to the above-mentioned resolutions and to the
report of the Secretary-General,

1. Takes note of the recommendations contained in the World report on road
traffic injury prevention;

' A/58/228.
2 Ibid., para. 44 (a).
3 Ibid., para. 44 (k).
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A/RES/58/289

2. Invites the World Health Organization, working in close cooperation with
the United Nations regional commissions, to act as a coordinator on road safety
issues within the United Nations system;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, in submitting his report to the General
Assembly at its sixtieth session in accordance with resolution 58/9, to draw upon the
expertise of the United Nations regional commissions, as well as the World Health
Organization and the World Bank;

4.  Underlines the need for the further strengthening of international
cooperation, taking into account the needs of developing countries, to deal with
issues of road safety.

84th plenary meeting
14 April 2004
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United Nations A RES/60/5

4 \
(‘@) General Assembl eomabor 2003
\{& ‘/}/ y 1 December 2005

~ N

Sixtieth session
Agenda item 60

Resolution adopted by the General Assembly

[without reference to a Main Committee (A/60/L.8 and Add.1)]

60/5. Improving global road safety

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 57/309 of 22 May 2003, 58/9 of 5 November 2003
and 58/289 of 14 April 2004 on improving global road safety,

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the global road
safety crisis,!

Commending the World Health Organization for its role in implementing the
mandate conferred upon it by the General Assembly in its resolution 58/289 to act,
working in close cooperation with the United Nations regional commissions, as a
coordinator on road safety issues within the United Nations system,

Also commending the United Nations regional commissions and their
subsidiary bodies for having responded to the above-mentioned resolutions and to
the report of the Secretary-General by accelerating or expanding their road safety
activities,

Noting with satisfaction the progress made by the United Nations Road Safety
Collaboration as described in the report of the Secretary-General,” as well as the
road safety initiatives undertaken by relevant United Nations agencies and
international partners,

Underlining the importance for Member States to continue using the World
Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention as a framework for road safety efforts and
implementing its recommendations by paying particular attention to the five risk
factors identified, namely, the non-use of safety belts and child restraints; alcohol;
the non-use of helmets; inappropriate and excessive speed; and the lack of
infrastructure,’

Welcoming the proposal of the Economic Commission for Europe to host the
first United Nations Global Road Safety Week, in Geneva in April 2007, targeted at
young road users, including young drivers,

' A/60/181 and Corr.1.
2 Ibid., para. 32.
3 Ibid., para. 37 (f) and ().
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A/RES/60/5

Also welcoming the proposal to designate the third Sunday in November as the
World Day of Remembrance for Road Traffic Victims, in recognition of road traffic
victims and their families’ loss and suffering,4

Convinced that responsibility for road safety rests at the local, municipal and
national levels,

Recognizing that many developing countries and countries with economies in
transition have limited capacities to address these issues, and underlining, in this
context, the importance of international cooperation towards further supporting the
efforts of developing countries, in particular, to build capacities in the field of road
safety and of providing the financial and technical support associated with such
efforts,

1.  Expresses its concern at the continued increase, in particular in
developing countries, in traffic fatalities and injuries worldwide;

2. Reaffirms the importance of addressing global road safety issues and the
need for the further strengthening of international cooperation, taking into account
the needs of developing countries, by building capacities in the ficld of road safety,
and providing financial and technical support for their efforts;

3. Encourages Member States and the international community, including
international and regional financial institutions, to lend financial, technical and
political support, as appropriate, to the United Nations regional commissions, the
World Health Organization and other relevant United Nations agencies for their
efforts to improve road safety;

4. Invites the United Nations regional commissions, relevant United
Nations agencies and international partners to continue the existing road safety
initiatives, and encourages them to take up new ones;

5. Encourages Member States to adhere to the 1949 Convention on Road
Traffic’ and the 1968 Convention on Road Traffic® and Convention on Road Signs
and Signals,” in order to ensure a high level of road safety in their countries, and
also encourages them to strive to reduce road traffic injuries and mortality in order
to achieve the Millennium Development Goals;

6.  Stresses the importance of the improvement in the international legal
road traffic safety norms, and welcomes in this regard the work of the Working
Party on Road Traffic Safety of the Inland Transport Committee of the Economic
Commission for Europe in the elaboration of a substantial package of amendments
to the 1968 Conventions on Road Traffic and Road Signs and Signals;

7. Invites Member States to implement the recommendations of the World
Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention, including those related to the five main
risk factors, namely, the non-use of safety belts and child restraints; the non-use of
helmets; drinking and driving; inappropriate and excessive speed; as well as the lack
of appropriate infrastructure;

* Ibid., para. 37 (i).

3 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 125, No. 1671.
® Ibid., vol. 1042, No. 15705.

" Ibid.. vol. 1091, No. 16743.
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A/RES/60/5

8. Also invites Member States to establish a lead agency, on a national level,
on road safety and to develop a national action plan to reduce road traffic injuries,
by passing and enforcing legislation, conducting necessary awareness-raising
campaigns and putting in place appropriate methods to monitor and evaluate
interventions that are implemented;

9.  Invites the United Nations regional commissions and the World Health
Organization to organize jointly, within their resources as well as with voluntary
financial assistance from concerned stakeholders from government, civil society and
the private sector, the first United Nations Global Road Safety Week to serve as a
platform for global and regional, but mainly national and local, activities to raise
awareness about road safety issues and to stimulate and advance responses as
appropriate for these settings, and to convene a second road safety stakeholders’
forum in Geneva as part of the Global Road Safety Week to continue work begun at
the first forum held at United Nations Headquarters in 2004;

10. Invites Member States and the international community to recognize the
third Sunday in November of every year as the World Day of Remembrance for
Road Traffic Victims as the appropriate acknowledgement for victims of road traffic
crashes and their families;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the General Assembly at its
sixty-second session on the progress made in improving global road safety;

12. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its sixty-second session
the item entitled “Global road safety crisis”.

38th plenary meeting
26 October 2005
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United Nations A RES/62/244
% \QQ Distr.: General
‘(\\l\ 4/}/’ General Assembly 25 oril 2008

Sixty-second session
Agenda item 46

Resolution adopted by the General Assembly

[without reference to a Main Committee (A/62/L.43 and Add.1)]

62/244. Improving global road safety

The General Assembly,

Recalling its resolutions 57/309 of 22 May 2003, 58/9 of 5 November 2003,
58/289 of 14 April 2004 and 60/5 of 26 October 2005 on improving global road
safety,

Having considered the note by the Secretary-General transmitting the report on
improving global road safety,’

Noting with appreciation the adoption on 23 May 2007 of World Health
Assembly resolution 60.22 on emergency care systems,

Underlining the importance for Member States to continue using the World
Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention as a framework for road safety efforts and
implementing its recommendations by paying particular attention to five of the main
risk factors identified, namely, the non-use of safety belts and child restraints, the
non-use of helmets, drinking and driving, inappropriate and excessive speed and the
lack of appropriate infrastructure, and by paying particular attention also to the
needs of vulnerable road users such as pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists, and
users of public transport, and improving post-crash care for victims of road crashes,

Commending the World Health Organization for its role in implementing the
mandate conferred upon it by the General Assembly to work with the United
Nations regional commissions to coordinate road safety issues within the United
Nations system, and the progress of the United Nations Road Safety Collaboration
as a coordination mechanism whose members are providing Governments and civil
society with good-practice guidelines to support action to tackle the major road
safety risk factors,

Recognizing the work of the United Nations regional commissions and their
subsidiary bodies in increasing their road safety activities and advocating for
increased political commitment to road safety, and in this context also recognizing

' A/62/257.

% See World Health Organization, Sixtieth World Health Assembly, Geneva, 14-23 May 2007, Resolutions
and Decisions, Annexes (WHA60/2007/REC/1).
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the continuing commitment of the Economic Commission for Europe to global
action in the elaboration of safety-related global technical vehicle regulations and
amendments to the Convention on Road Traffic’ and the Convention on Road Signs
and Signals, * resolution 63/9 of 23 May 2007 of the Economic and Social
Commission for Asia and the Pacific,” in which the Commission encouraged
members to continue to act upon recommendations contained in the Ministerial
Declaration on Improving Road Safety in Asia and the Pacific, ® the Accra
Declaration of African Ministers responsible for transport and health of 8 February
2007, the Declaration of San José on road safety of 14 September 2006 and
resolution 279 (XXIV) of 11 May 2006 of the Economic and Social Commission
for Western Asia on follow-up to implementation of components of the Integrated
Transport System in the Arab Mashreq, including follow-up on road safety,’

Commending the World Bank for its initiative in establishing the Global Road
Safety Facility, the first funding mechanism designed to support capacity-building
and provide technical support for road safety at the global, regional and country
levels, welcoming the financial assistance given to the Facility by the Governments
of Australia, the Netherlands and Sweden, and by the FIA Foundation for the
Automobile and Society, and encouraging more financial contributions to the
Facility,

Commending also the World Health Organization and the United Nations
regional commissions for organizing, in collaboration with the other members of the
United Nations Road Safety Collaboration, the first United Nations Global Road
Safety Week in April 2007, during which hundreds of events were held all over the
world, including the World Youth Assembly for Road Safety and the second
Stakeholders” Forum for Global Road Safety, in Geneva, which helped to draw
attention to the fact that road traffic crashes have become the leading cause of death
among young people aged between 10 and 24,

Taking note of all national and regional initiatives to improve awareness of
road safety issues, including the second European Road Safety Day, to be observed
on 13 October 2008,

Also taking note of the report of the Commission for Global Road Safety,
Make Roads Safe: A New Priority for Sustainable Development, which links road
safety with sustainable development and which calls for increased resources for
road safety, a new commitment for road infrastructure assessment and a global
ministerial conference on road safety under the auspices of the United Nations,

Expressing its concern at the continued increase in road traffic fatalities and
injuries worldwide, in particular in developing countries,

Reaffirming the need for the further strengthening of international cooperation
and knowledge-sharing in road safety, taking into account the needs of developing
countries,

? United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1042, No. 15705.
4Ibid., vol. 1091, No. 16743.

* See Official Records of the Economic and Social Council, Supplement No. 19 (E/2007/39), chap. IV,
sect. A.

® E/ESCAP/63/13, chap. IV.
7 See Official Records of the Economic and Social Council, Supplement No. 21 (E/2006/41), chap. 1.
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1.  Invites Member States to actively participate in the development of the
global road safety status report being prepared by the World Health Organization;

2. Invites all Member States to participate in the projects to be implemented
by the United Nations regional commissions to assist low- and middle-income
countries in setting their own national road traffic casualty reduction targets, as well
as regional targets;

3. Reaffirms the importance of addressing global road safety issues and the
need for the further strengthening of international cooperation, taking into account
the needs of developing countries by building capacities in the field of road safety
and providing financial and technical support for their efforts;

4. Encourages Member States to continue to strengthen their commitment
to road safety, including by observing the World Day of Remembrance for Road
Traffic Victims on the third Sunday of November every year;

5. Invites the World Health Organization and the United Nations regional
commissions, in cooperation with other partners in the United Nations Road Safety
Collaboration, to promote multisectoral collaboration by organizing, when
appropriate, United Nations Global Road Safety Weeks, including Stakeholders’
Forums for Global Road Safety;

6.  Encourages organizations in both the private and the public sector with
vehicle fleets, including agencies of the United Nations system, to develop and
implement policies and practices that will reduce crash risks for vehicle occupants
and other road users;

7.  Welcomes the offer by the Government of the Russian Federation to host
and provide the necessary financial support for the first global high-level
(ministerial) conference on road safety, to be held in 2009, to bring together
delegations of ministers and representatives dealing with transport, health,
education, safety and related traffic law enforcement issues, to discuss progress in
implementing the recommendations of the World Report on Road Traffic Injury
Prevention and the General Assembly resolutions on improving global road safety,
and provide an opportunity for Member States to exchange information and best
practices;

8. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its sixty-fourth session
the item entitled “Global road safety crisis”, and requests the Secretary-General to
report to the General Assembly at that session on the progress made in improving
global road safety.

87th plenary meeting
31 March 2008
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FIFTY-SEVENTH WORLD HEALTH ASSEMBLY WHAS7.10

Agenda item 12.7 22 May 2004

Road safety and health

The Fifty-seventh World Health Assembly,

Recalling resolution WHA27.59 (1974), which noted that road traffic accidents caused
extensive and serious public health problems, that coordinated international efforts were required, and
that WHO should provide leadership to Member States;

Having considered the report on road safety and health;'
Welcoming United Nations General Assembly resolution 58/9 on the global road-safety crisis;

Noting with appreciation the adoption of resolution 58/289 by the United Nations General
Assembly inviting WHO to act as a coordinator on road safety issues within the United Nations
system, drawing upon expertise from the United Nations regional commissions;

Recognizing the tremendous global burden of mortality resulting from road traffic crashes, 90%
of which occur in low- and middle-income countries;

Acknowledging that every road user must take the responsibility to travel safely and respect
traffic laws and regulations;

Recognizing that road traffic injuries constitute a major but neglected public health problem that
has significant consequences in terms of mortality and morbidity and considerable social and
economic costs, and that in the absence of urgent action this problem is expected to worsen;

Further recognizing that a multisectoral approach is required successfully to address this
problem, and that evidence-based interventions exist for reducing the impact of road traffic injuries;

Noting the large number of activities on the occasion of World Health Day 2004, in particular,
the launch of the first world report on traffic injury prevention,”

I. CONSIDERS that the public health sector and other sectors — government and civil society
alike — should actively participate in programmes for the prevention of road traffic injury through
injury surveillance and data collection, research on risk factors of road traffic injuries, implementation
and evaluation of interventions for reducing road traffic injuries, provision of prehospital and trauma

" Document A57/10.
2 World report on road traffic injury prevention. Geneva, World Health Organization, 2004.
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care and mental-health support for traffic-injury victims, and advocacy for prevention of road traffic
injuries;

2. URGES Member States, particularly those which bear a large proportion of the burden of road
traffic injuries, to mobilize their public-health sectors by appointing focal points for prevention and
mitigation of the adverse consequences of road crashes who would coordinate the public-health
response in terms of epidemiology, prevention and advocacy, and liaise with other sectors;

3. ACCEPTS the invitation by the United Nations General Assembly for WHO to act as a
coordinator on road safety issues within the United Nations system, working in close collaboration
with the United Nations regional commissions;

4. RECOMMENDS Member States:

(1)  to integrate traffic injuries prevention into public health programmes;

(2)  to assess the national situation concerning the burden of road traffic injury, and to assure
that the resources available are commensurate with the extent of the problem;

(3) if they have not yet done so, to prepare and implement a national strategy on prevention
of road traffic injury and appropriate action plans;

(4) to establish government leadership in road safety, including designating a single agency
or focal point for road safety or through another effective mechanism according to the national

context;

(5) to facilitate multisectoral collaboration between different ministries and sectors, including
private transportation companies, communities and civil society;

(6) to strengthen emergency and rehabilitation services;

(7) to raise awareness about risk factors in particular the effects of alcohol abuse,
psychoactive drugs and the use of mobile phones while driving;

(8) to take specific measures to prevent and control mortality and morbidity due to road
traffic crashes, and to evaluate the impact of such measures;

(9) to enforce existing traffic laws and regulations, and to work with schools, employers and
other organizations to promote road-safety education to drivers and pedestrians alike;

(10) to use the forthcoming world report on traffic injury prevention as a tool to plan and
implement appropriate strategies for prevention of road traffic injury;

(11) to ensure that ministries of health are involved in the framing of policy on the prevention
of road traffic injuries;

(12) especially developing countries, to legislate and strictly enforce wearing of crash helmets

by motorcyclists and pillion riders, and to make mandatory both provision of seat belts by
automobile manufacturers and wearing of seat belts by drivers;
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(13) explore the possibilities to increase funding for road safety, including through the creation
of a fund;

5. REQUESTS the Director-General:
(1)  to collaborate with Member States in establishing science-based public health policies
and programmes for implementation of measures to prevent road traffic injuries and mitigate

their consequences;

(2)  to encourage research to support evidence-based approaches for prevention of road traffic
injuries and mitigation of their consequences;

(3) to facilitate the adaptation of effective measures to prevent traffic injury that can be
applied in local communities;

(4) to provide technical support for strengthening systems of prehospital and trauma care for
victims of road traffic crashes;

(5) to collaborate with Member States, organizations of the United Nations system, and
nongovernmental organizations in order to develop capacity for injury prevention;

(6) to maintain and strengthen efforts to raise awareness of the magnitude and prevention of
road traffic injuries;

(7)  to organize regular meetings of experts to exchange information and build capacity;
(8)  to report progress made on the promotion of road safety and traffic injury prevention in

Member States to the Sixtieth World Health Assembly in May 2007.

Eighth plenary meeting, 22 May 2004
AS57/VR/8
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Overview

The seven institutional management functions underpinning
good practice road safety performance summarized in section
3.1.1 of the main report are described in more detail in this Annex,
as follows:

* Results focus

* Coordination

e Legislation

¢ Funding and resource allocation

* Promotion

* Monitoring and evaluation

¢ Research and development and knowledge transfer

The institutional structures and processes which deliver these
management functions are examined, with detailed reference to
the experience in several good practice jurisdictions (New
Zealand, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Sweden, the Australian
States of Victoria and Western Australia). These good practice
jurisdictions present a mix of organizational approaches achiev-
ing differing levels of safety performance as well as differing
strengths or levels of sophistication in their delivery.

Effective road safety management requires shared multi-sec-
toral responsibility for results. The focus of this Annex concerns
the road safety management functions of the responsible gov-
ernment institutions which make the dominant contribution to
improved road safety results. The participation and contribution
of civil society and business entities in achieving the results
sought by the national road safety strategy is addressed within
the context of the government agencies’ responsibilities.

While multi-sectoral activity benefits from an holistic system-
wide approach there is always the possibility that shared road
safety interests will be submerged by competing interests. There-
fore, effective organization to achieve road safety results re-
quires strong leadership and support from a lead governmental
organization to transform multi-sectoral shared responsibility for
road safety into concerted results-based action.

The lead agency plays a pre-eminent role in most of the institu-
tional management functions, though sometimes it can adopt
more of a guiding, encouraging or catalytic role. The lead agency
takes responsibility within government for the development of
the national road safety strategy and its results focus, the over-
arching institutional management function. It also usually takes
responsibility for horizontal inter-governmental coordination
arrangements; vertical coordination of national, regional and
local activities; coordination of the necessary delivery partner-
ships between government partners and stakeholders, the pro-
fessional, non-governmental and business sectors, and parlia-
mentary groups and committees; ensuring a comprehensive
legislative framework; securing sustainable sources of annual
funding and creating a rational framework for resource alloca-
tion; high-level promotion of the road safety strategy across gov-
ernment and society; periodic monitoring and evaluation of road
safety performance; and the direction of research and develop-
ment and knowledge transfer.
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Introduction

Knowledge about road safety management has evolved
over a considerable period of time based on research and
practice in many settings in motorized and motorizing
countries. Experience shows that if countries wish to im-
prove their road safety performance they must be prop-
erly organized to manage the shared responsibility for
safety results in a systematic and planned way.

Road safety organization in countries which have achieved
marked improvements in road safety performance is the
result of years of capacity-building and programs of invest-
ment by government. It is a process of continuing develop-
ment, as road safety arrangements adjust to major political
and economic changes and as further improvements and
efficiencies are identified.

Countries with poor road safety performance cannot ex-
pect to achieve the organizational structures and processes
of good practice countries overnight. Achieving high per-
formance requires a long institutional process supported
by the political will and cohesive approaches within gov-
ernment to provide the necessary frameworks for suc-
cessful management.

As set out in section 3.1.1 of the main report and summa-
rized below, seven institutional management functions
provide the foundation of an effective national road safety
management system:

* Results focus in its ultimate expression concerns a
strategic orientation that links all actual and potential
interventions with results, analyzes what can be
achieved over time, and sets out a performance man-
agement framework for the delivery of interventions
and their intermediate and final outcomes. It defines
the level of safety which a country wishes to achieve
expressed in terms of a vision, goals, objectives and re-
lated targets.

* Coordination concerns the orchestration and align-
ment of the interventions and other related institu-
tional management functions delivered by government
partners and related community and business partner-
ships to achieve the desired focus on results.

* [Legislation concerns the legal instruments necessary
for governance purposes to specify the legitimate
bounds of institutions, in terms of their responsibilities,
accountabilities, interventions and related institutional

management functions to achieve the desired focus on
results.

* Funding and resource allocation concerns the financ-
ing of interventions and related institutional manage-
ment functions on a sustainable basis using a rational
evaluation framework to allocate resources to achieve
the desired focus on results.

e Promotion concerns the sustained communication of
road safety as a core business for government and so-
ciety and emphasizes the shared societal responsibility
to support the delivery of the interventions required to
achieve the desired focus on results.

* Monitoring and evaluation concerns the systematic
and ongoing measurement of road safety outputs and
outcomes (intermediate and final) and the evaluation
of interventions to achieve the desired focus on
results.

* Research and development and knowledge transfer
concerns the systematic and ongoing creation, codifi-
cation, transfer and application of knowledge that con-
tributes to the improved efficiency and effectiveness of
the road safety management system to achieve the de-
sired focus on results.

Effective road safety management requires shared multi-
sectoral responsibility for results and, as highlighted in the
World Report on Road Traffic Injury Prevention,! the es-
tablishment of a lead agency is a prerequisite for effective
country road safety organization. Within government the
lead agency takes on the ownership of road safety and
deals with all seven institutional management functions.

The lead agency plays a pre-eminent role in most of the
institutional management functions; though sometimes it
can adopt more of a guiding, encouraging or catalytic
role. In good practice countries, the lead agency is for-
mally established with its role being invariably defined in
legislation, government policy documents and annual
performance agreements.

Each country needs a lead agency on road safety, with the au-
thority and responsibility to make decisions, control resources
and coordinate efforts by all sectors of government—includ-
ing those of health, transport, education and police. This
agency should have adequate finances to use for road safety,
and should be publicly accountable for its actions.
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The experience from a wide range of countries is that,
whatever the organizational structure, it is important that the
lead governmental organization for road safety should be
clearly defined, with its specific responsibilities and coordi-
nating roles set out (Peden et al., 2004).!

In good practice road safety management, the lead agency
takes responsibility within government for the develop-
ment of the national road safety strategy and its results
focus, the overarching management function. It also usually
takes responsibility for horizontal inter-governmental coor-
dination; arrangements; vertical coordination of national,
regional and local activities; coordination of the necessary
delivery partnerships between government partners and
stakeholders, professional, non-governmental, business
sectors and parliamentary groups and committees; ensur-
ing a comprehensive legislative framework; securing sus-
tainable sources of annual funding and creating a rational
framework for resource allocation; high-level promotion of
the road safety strategy across government and society; pe-
riodic monitoring and evaluation; and the direction of re-
search and development and knowledge transfer.

This Annex describes and discusses the seven institu-
tional management functions and related structures and
processes which provide the foundation for effective road
safety management. Principally the focus is on the road
safety management functions of the responsible govern-
ment institutions which make the dominant contribution
to improved road safety results. The participation and con-
tributions of civil society and business entities in achieving
the results sought by the national road safety strategy are
addressed within the context of the government agencies’
responsibilities. For each identified institutional manage-
ment function the role of the national road safety lead
agency is outlined. Examples of good practice in lead
agency delivery are provided throughout in Boxes.
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The knowledge base supporting this Annex comprises
international reviews and includes in-depth case studies
of lead agency road safety organizations in six jurisdic-
tions—New Zealand, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Swe-
den, and the Australian States of Victoria and Western
Australia. While these jurisdictions have differing levels of
safety performance they have all made significant prog-
ress in reducing road deaths and serious injuries through
improved organization and implementation. The Annex
refers to these as ‘good practice countries.” The case
studies present a mix of organizational approaches as
well as differing strengths or levels of sophistication in
their delivery of the different institutional management
functions. Detailed case study findings are presented in
Annex 4 which summarizes how each case study juris-
diction delivers the institutional management functions
identified in section 3.1.1 of the main report, and de-
scribes the lead agency and related coordination struc-
tures and processes which have been put in place to di-
rect the national effort. Annex 2 as noted summarizes the
lead agency role in delivering each institutional manage-
ment function and provides jurisdictional examples from
the Annex 4 case studies (plus several supporting exam-
ples from elsewhere). Annex 3 summarizes lead agency
structure and processes, again providing jurisdictional ex-
amples from the Annex 4 case studies. In this regard core
information is repeated throughout the Annexes, with
Annexes 2 and 3 highlighting the important perspectives
of the lead agency management role and lead agency
structures and processes respectively.

The emphasis throughout this Annex and the supporting
Annexes 3 and 4 is on creating an awareness and under-
standing of good practice which in its interpretation and
adoption will need to be attuned and adapted to local
conditions, needs and opportunities.



ANNEX 2: INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS AND LEAD AGENCY ROLE

Results focus

Results focus: overview of good practice

Function:

Results focus is the overarching function in institutional man-
agement for road safety. In its ultimate expression results focus
concerns a strategic orientation that links all actual and poten-
tial interventions with results, analyses what can be achieved
over time, and sets out a performance management framework
for the delivery of interventions and their intermediate and final
outcomes. It defines the level of safety that a country wishes to
achieve expressed in terms of a vision, goals, objectives and re-
lated targets.

Results focus

Results focus in its ultimate expression concerns a strate-
gic orientation that links all actual and potential interven-
tions with results, analyses what can be achieved over
time, and sets out a performance management framework
for the delivery of interventions and their intermediate
and final outcomes. It defines the level of safety that a
country wishes to achieve expressed in terms of a vision,
goals, objectives and related targets.

Results focus is the overarching function in institutional
management for road safety. Without a results focus, all
other functions—coordination, legislation, funding and
resource allocation, promotion, monitoring and evalu-
ation, and research and development and knowledge
transfer—will lack cohesion. The results focus process
evolves over time, as monitoring and evaluation produces
more data, from qualitative assessment to one that be-
comes increasingly better informed about country road
safety performance. Ultimately the full range of quantita-
tive targets, their periodic review and arrangements to en-
sure accountability for their delivery will be possible as re-
sults focus gradually becomes more refined.

Results focus is addressed across five dimensions:

1. Appraising current road safety performance
through high-level strategic review.

2. Adopting a far-reaching road safety vision or goal for
the longer term.

3. Analyzing what could be achieved in the medium
term.

Dimensions:

e Appraising current road safety performance through high-level
strategic review.

* Adopting a far-reaching road safety vision for the longer term.

* Analyzing what could be achieved in medium term.

o Setting appropriate quantitative targets by mutual consent
across the road safety partnership.

e Establishing mechanisms to ensure stakeholder accountability
for results.

4. Setting targets by mutual consent across the road
safety partnership.

5. Establishing mechanisms to ensure partner and
stakeholder accountability for results.

Lead Agency Role

The lead agency has the main responsibility within govern-
ment across the identified dimensions of the country results
focus.

1. Appraising current road safety performance
through high-level strategic review

The starting point for results focus is high-level review of
road safety performance to identify the scope for action
and related priorities and develop a consensus across
government around building or improving organizational
capacity to manage for results.

The process of appraising current road safety perfor-
mance requires high-level multi-sectoral strategic exami-
nation of a range of activities and typically involves a sen-
ior working group of officials from the Transport, Health,
Justice and Education sectors. There will be in-house
technical support from the lead agency if this has been
established and outside expert support of experienced
safety managers to provide transparent peer review.

Section 4.2 of the main report presents guidance and
checklists for countries which wish to undertake a safety
management performance review, whether they are start-
ing out in road safety or have been active for some time,
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Box 1: Road safety management capacity reviews in low,
middle and high-income countries

Road safety management capacity reviews have been car-
ried out in a range of low, middle and high-income countries
(e.g., Bangladesh, Vietnam, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia,
Ukraine, Armenia, Montenegro, Argentina and Sweden).

These high-level strategic reviews have been carried out by
experienced safety managers using World Bank checklists to
assess road safety management capacity across the system
to take account of institutional management functions, inter-
ventions and results and their interactions. They have been
carried out by experienced road safety management special-
ists and funded at the country level or by the World Bank
Global Road Safety Facility.

These reviews have provided a useful management tool for
road safety policymakers and managers to assess current
road safety performance and the quality of the road safety
management system. They aim for a constructive dialogue
between key road safety partners and stakeholders about
the acknowledged strengths and weaknesses of current
arrangements to inform the development of an investment
strategy designed to achieve the country’s ambition for im-
proved road safety results.

and outlines the process required to engage partners and
stakeholders and draw conclusions. The aim is to achieve
a clear overview of country capacity to manage road safety
performance—to identify what is working and where
there is room for improvement—and to better specify
challenging but achievable road safety results in the na-
tional road safety strategy (see Box 1).

Lead Agency Role

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

¢ manages the process of governmental review of road safety
performance;

¢ identifies the key governmental partners and stakeholders
who can deliver road safety results;

¢ brings the key partners and stakeholders together;

e initiates road safety management capacity reviews and
chairs governmental reviews of road safety performance;

e prepares background papers on current performance;

¢ achieves consensus on the key problem areas in the road
safety management system;

e follows up on agreed actions.
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2. Adopting a far-reaching road safety vision or

goal for the longer term

Good practice countries are increasingly adopting long
term visions for road safety and setting new frontiers for
road safety performance in the medium to longer term.
Road safety visions range from a desire to be the best in the
world or the region, through to visions that set an end goal
of no deaths and serious injuries. Far-reaching visions of
total road safety promote a level of ambition that goes be-
yond incremental performance gains and the implicit ac-
ceptance of death and injury that will be determined by the
rate of improvement shown by the best performing coun-
tries. A road safety vision is thus a desired longer term re-
sult which, together with interim quantitative targets, un-
derpins the national road safety strategy. If promoted well
and at a high-level, a vision can help to create a sympa-
thetic climate for the introduction of interventions and
help develop and explain the road safety strategy.

The long-term and far-reaching Swedish Vision Zero con-
cept combines ethics, biomechanics, environmental man-
agement and pragmatism in its approach (see Box 2).? Like
the Swedish Vision Zero, the Dutch Sustainable Safety
concept focuses on addressing human limitations—man is
the measure. A sustainable safe traffic system has a road in-
frastructure which is adapted to the limitations of human
capacity through proper design, vehicles that are equipped
with proper tools and constructed to offer as much crash
protection as possible, and users who are adequately in-
formed, educated and, where necessary, controlled.?

Central government and parliament, guided by the lead
agency, are the key players in adopting road safety visions.
Both Sweden and The Netherlands have set out national
visions, policies and targets within legislation. Here parlia-
mentary scrutiny and approval of the road safety concepts
stimulated public debate and prepared the way for future
successful work underpinned by accountable partnerships
in a mutually supportive institutional climate (see Box 3).

Lead Agency Role

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e studies and proposes a far-reaching road safety vision for
the longer term;

e initiates a discussion about the vision with governmental
partners and stakeholders, parliament, and civil society;
¢ identifies the key partnerships needed within and outside

government for promotion of the vision;
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Box 2: The Swedish Vision Zero

Vision Zero is a traffic safety policy developed in Sweden in the
late 1990s and based on four elements: ethics, responsibility, a
philosophy of safety, and creating mechanisms for change. The
Swedish parliament voted in October 1997 to adopt this policy
and since then several other countries have followed suit.

Ethics. Human life and health are paramount. According to Vi-
sion Zero life and health should not be allowed in the long run to
be traded off against the benefits of the road transport system,
such as mobility. Mobility and accessibility are therefore func-
tions of the inherent safety of the system, not vice versa as it is
generally viewed today.

Responsibility. Until recently responsibility for crashes and in-
juries was placed principally on the individual road user. In Vision
Zero responsibility is shared between the providers of the sys-
tem and the road users. The system designers and enforcers—
such as those providing the road infrastructure, the car-making
industry and the police—are responsible for the functioning of
the system. At the same time the road user is responsible for fol-
lowing basic rules, such as obeying speed limits and not driving
while under the influence of alcohol. If road users fail to follow
such rules, the responsibility falls on the system designers to re-
design the system, including rules and regulations.

Safety philosophy. In the past the approach to road safety was
generally to put the onus on the road user. In Vision Zero this is
replaced by an outlook that has been used with success in
other fields. Its two premises are: human beings make errors;
and there is a critical limit beyond which survival and recovery
from an injury are not possible. It is clear that a system that
combines human beings with fast-moving, heavy machines will
be very unstable. It is sufficient for a driver of a vehicle to lose
control for just a fraction of a second for a human tragedy to
occur. The road transport system should therefore be able to
take account of human failings and absorb errors in such a way
as to avoid deaths and serious injuries. Crashes and even minor
injuries, on the other hand, need to be accepted. The important
point is that the chain of events that leads to a death or disabil-
ity must be broken, and in a way that is sustainable, so that over
the longer time period loss of health is eliminated. The limiting
factor of this system is the human tolerance to mechanical
force. The chain of events leading to a death or serious injury
can be broken at any point. However, the inherent safety of the
system—and that of the road user—is determined by people
not being exposed to forces that go beyond human tolerance.
The components of the road transport system, including road in-
frastructure, vehicles and restraint systems, thus need to be de-
signed in such a way that they are interlinked. The amount of

energy in the system must be kept below critical limits by ensur-
ing that speed is restricted.

Driving mechanisms for change. To change the system involves
following the first three elements of the policy. While society as
a whole benefits from a safe road transport system in economic
terms, Vision Zero relates to the citizen as an individual and his
or her right to survive in a complex system. It is therefore the de-
mand from the citizen for survival and health that is the main
driving force. In Vision Zero the providers and enforcers of the
road transport system are responsible to citizens and must guar-
antee their safety in the long term. In so doing they are neces-
sarily required to cooperate with each other, for simply looking
after their own individual components will not produce a safe
system. At the same time the road user has an obligation to
comply with the basic rules of road safety. In Sweden the main
measures undertaken to date include:

setting safety performance goals for various parts of the road
traffic system;

focusing on vehicle crash protection, and support for the con-
sumer information program of the European New Car Assess-
ment Programme (EuroNCAP) and securing higher levels of
seat-belt use and fitting smart, audible seat-belt reminders in
new cars;

installing crash-protective central barriers on single-carriage-
way rural roads and encouraging local authorities to imple-
ment 30 km/h zones;

wider use of speed camera technology; and an increase in the
number of random breath tests;

the promotion of safety as a competitive variable in road trans-
port contracts.

While the Vision Zero does not say that the road safety ambitions
historically have been wrong, the actions that would have to be
taken are partly different. The main differences probably can be
found within how safety is being promoted; there are also some
innovations that will come out as a result of the vision, especially
in infrastructure and speed management.

A tool for all. Vision Zero is relevant to any country that aims to
create a sustainable road transport system, and not just for the
excessively ambitious or wealthy ones. Its basic principles can
be applied to any type of road transport system, at any stage of
development. Adopting Vision Zero means avoiding the usual
costly process of trial and error, and using from the start a
proven and effective method.

Source: Peden et al., 2004.!
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Box 3: Adopting Vision Zero and the role of the lead agency

The Swedish Vision Zero was an initiative of the Swedish Road
Administration (SRA), the lead agency for road safety. In 1995,
the SRA started to express the idea that road safety should fol-
low the same principles that healthcare had followed for many
years, namely that everything possible should be done to prevent
the loss of human life. The Road Safety Director started to formu-
late a number of ethical rules on which road safety work could
be based.

After further development by the SRA, Vision Zero was launched
and vigorously promoted by the lead agency and the Transport
Minister. The introduction of Vision Zero facilitated lead agency
communication with parliamentarians and decision-makers on

¢ identifies the potential for high-level promotion and cham-
pioning of the vision to underpin the safety strategy;

¢ seeks agreement on the vision amongst partners and
stakeholders and ensures it is set out in legislation;

¢ seeks agreement on the shared responsibility which is
implicit in the far-reaching vision and ensures that it is
clearly defined in the national road safety strategy.

3. Analyzing what could be achieved in the

medium term

Analysis of the potential for safety improvements in the
medium term requires the identification and survey of
the most important road casualty problems throughout
the road traffic system, analysis of information on the
effectiveness of different interventions to improve results
and the identification of useful implementation tools to
improve institutional delivery.

Typically, countries starting out in road safety will have
rudimentary data collection systems in place and little ca-
pacity for evaluation. At the same time political conclu-
sions will have been drawn about the need for improved
results and there will be a need to start to organize.

The absence of comprehensive, reliable safety data on
final outcomes (numbers of road traffic deaths, serious in-
juries, and costs) should not impede immediate action.
Following strategic review of road safety performance
countries can take immediate steps to put measurement
systems in place which will provide a starting point for re-
sults focused activity, while they develop national data-
bases for shared access by key governmental partners and
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road safety and changed political attitudes at national, regional
and local levels. The marketing of Vision Zerotowards politicians
proved successful and in 1997 Vision Zero was raised in parlia-
ment and approved, with a 10 year numerical target as a first
step, as the basis for the future road safety work in Sweden.

Vision Zero secured more funding for road safety and rapid ac-
ceptance locally where much road safety work in Sweden is car-
ried out. Another effect of Vision Zerowas to help create demand
amongst the public for action on the part of policymakers. In its
promotional work, the SRA secured cross-government support
for the Vision Zero strategy in national transport policy and se-
cured its role as the main driver for road safety work in Sweden.

stakeholders. For example, they can consider the poten-
tial for setting targets for the outputs of their institutions
for activities which will improve results (e.g., the number
of police patrol hours enforcing key safety behaviors and
ambulance response times). Similarly, they might con-
sider setting targets for intermediate outcomes (e.g., per-
centage reductions in average mean speeds and percent-
age increases in crash helmet and seat belt use). These
can be measured relatively easily to establish the baseline
against which to measure future improvement.

Good practice countries analyse country information as
well as the international knowledge base to ensure under-
standing of the potential scope in all these areas. In recent
years good practice countries have acknowledged the im-
portance of speed management and the need to address
physical and behavioral human limitations as core issues
for the design and operation of a safe road traffic system.
They acknowledge that while total crash prevention is an
over-ambitious objective, road death and serious injury
can be largely avoided by putting to greater effect and im-
plementing more systematically key safety principles and
measures which have been known about for many years.

Typically, working papers analysing the effects of a range of
interventions are developed to inform target-setting and
strategy development and are published at the same time
as the road safety strategy. Examples from New Zealand
and Great Britain indicate what is involved in this pro-
cess. >0 Again this activity usually requires a high-level
multi-sectoral group supported by advisory groups com-
prising in-house, external research expertise including
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technical experts from abroad. Sometimes country road
safety performance and related strategy and targets are
evaluated in formal published independent peer reviews
to achieve impartial, expert and transparent assessment.

Lead Agency Role

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

¢ reviews the key road safety problems and the potential for
further improvements in consultation with governmental
partners and stakeholders and by drawing on country and
international research expertise;

¢ identifies information needs for road safety strategy
development;

¢ identifies the key elements of good practice results man-
agement, system-wide road safety intervention and im-
proved implementation arrangements using country and
international research;

¢ analyzes long-term trends which could affect future road
safety outcomes and carries out scenario planning and
computer modelling to develop road safety strategies;

e carries out reviews of cost-benefits, cost-effectiveness
and public acceptability of strategy interventions;

¢ consults on the multi-sectoral strategy options with key
government partners and the wider group of partners and
stakeholders within the coordination hierarchy.

4. Setting targets by mutual consent across the
road safety partnership

Value of targets

The World Report' stated that setting challenging but
achievable targets—or practiced by an increasing number
of countries—is a sign of responsible management. Tar-
geting and objective measurement of safety performance
through the monitoring and evaluation of final and interme-
diate road safety outcomes is the key to effective road safety
management, programming and use of public resources.

In good practice safety management road safety results
are always expressed in the form of quantitative targets,
increasingly as interim targets in pursuit of a long term
goal or vision. Targets specify the desired safety perfor-
mance endorsed by government at all levels, partners,
stakeholders and the community. Setting quantitative in-
terim targets can lead to better programs, more effective
use of resources and an improvement in road safety per-
formance. To be credible they must be achievable with
cost-effective, publicly acceptable interventions. Their du-

ration should be at least five or ten years with measurable
outcomes and sufficient funding for their development,
implementation management as well as monitoring and
evaluation of actions.”8?

Different types of targets

Several types of target can be set as outlined in Figure 1
and Tables 1-4. Good practice requires the use of all three
kinds of target in the hierarchy—final outcomes, interme-
diate outcomes and outputs. The use of intermediate out-
come measures as targets is not widespread, though they
are more commonly used to monitor performance. Like-
wise output targets are not common and New Zealand
provides the best example of their use.

Final outcome targets. In good practice countries final
outcome targets usually comprise targeted reductions in
deaths and serious injuries. Death and injury rates are
also targeted in some countries but only in addition to
numbers of deaths and serious injuries. A declining rate
such as deaths per numbers of vehicles may mask in-
creases in numbers of deaths and injuries which is why
numbers rather than rates are, in general, found to be
more useful. Top down targets are based on an idealistic
objective with little prior consideration of how the final
outcome target is to be reached. Bottom up targets are
set on the basis of objective data. Most countries have re-
lied upon final outcome targets alone in defining their
safety goals using a combination of these two approaches
to ensure that they are realistic but challenging.!? Estab-
lishing final outcomes will require crash death and injury
databases in the transport and health sectors.

Regional targets. Most final outcome targets are set at na-
tional level, but regional targets are also set as in the case
of the Netherlands and New Zealand (see Box 4). This is
especially important where key aspects of road safety have
been devolved from central to regional and local levels.

Intermediate outcome targets. As shown in Figure 1 and
Table 3, targets can also include intermediate outcomes
consistent with their achievement (e.g., targeting the re-
duction in average mean speeds or the increase in seat
belt use, or improvements in the quality of the vehicle
fleet and the level of protection offered by the road net-
work). Establishing intermediate outcomes will require
the organization of network surveys and the development
or support of arrangements such as vehicle and road in-
frastructure safety rating partnerships and programs.
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Figure 1: New Zealand’s road safety target hierarchy

— The overall target is to reduce the socio-economic costs of
road crashes;
— to be achieved by meeting the second level of targets, re-
quiring specific reductions in the numbers of fatalities and
SOCIAL serious injuries.

COST — A third level of targets consists of intermediate outcomes
(also known as performance indicators) including those re-
lated to speed, drink driving and rates of seat-belt wear-
ing that are consistent with the targeted reductions in final
outcomes; and

FINAL OUTCOMES — a fourth level of targeting is concerned with institutional de-
livery outputs such as the enforcement outputs that are re-
quired to achieve the third-level targets.

INTERMEDIATE OUTCOMES

OUTPUTS

Source: Land Transport Safety Authority (2000, 2003).

Table 1: Social cost and fatality targets in New Zealand

Targets

Base 2004 2010
2001 not exceeding not exceeding

Social Cost (2001 prices*)

$ billion 3.02 2.75 2.1
Deaths
Number 455 400 300
Deaths per billion veh-km 12.6 9.9 6.1
Deaths per 100,000 people 11.8 10.2 7.3
Deaths per 10,000 vehicles 1.7 15 1.1

Table 2: Targeted reductions in deaths and serious injuries in New Zealand

Targets
Base 2004 2010
2001 not exceeding not exceeding
Deaths
Number 455 400 300
Deaths per billion veh-km 12.6 9.9 6.1
Deaths per 100,000 people 11.8 10.2 1.3
Deaths per 10,000 vehicles 1.7 15 1.1
Hospitalizations
Number hospitalized 6,700 5,870 4,500
Hospitalized per billion veh-km 186 140 90
Hospitalized per 100,000 people 174 150 110
Hospitalized per 10,000 vehicles 25 22 16
Number hospitalized for over one day 2,880 2,750 2,200
Number hospitalized for over 3 days 1,794 1,750 1,400
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Table 3: Intermediate outcome targets for speed, excess alcohol and restraint use in New Zealand

Base Target
2001 2004 not exceeding
Speed
Open road mean speed (km/h) 100.2 99
Open road 85th percentile (km/h) 109 107
Urban mean speed (km/h) 55.2 55.2
Urban 85th percentile (km/h) 61.5 61
Alcohol
Percent of driver deaths with excess alcohol 21% 21%
Number of driver deaths with excess alcohol 55 43
Restraints At least
Safety belts—front 92% 92%
Safety belts—rear 70% 75%
Children (under 15) restrained 89% 90%
Table 4: Annual output targets for breath-testing for excess alcohol in New Zealand
2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05
Hours to be delivered 508,785 505,920 543,025 574,140 616,715
Number of Compulsory Breath Tests
(at roadside testing points) to be conducted 1.4-1.6M 1.4-1.6M 1.5-1.7M 1.5-1.7M 1.5-1.7M
Number of Mobile Breath Tests to be conducted 370-410K 370-410K 500-550K 500-550K 800-900K
Offence notices to be issued 26-30,000 23-26,000 23-26,000 23-26,000

Box 4: Regional targets in New Zealand and the Netherlands

New Zealand. The national road safety strategy'? sets out re-
gional targets to reduce the number of deaths and hospital-
izations. In support of the national strategy, local authorities
are expected to develop safety management systems, apply
crash reduction studies and safety audit procedures (which
are a pre-requisite of scheme funding), undertake detailed
analysis to develop implementation strategies to meet targets
and give appropriate priority to funding safety activity.

The Netherlands. In 2005, the Dutch government's Mobility
Memorandum'® stated that the national quantitative target to
reduce deaths was to be split up into 19 regional targets.
Each region would have an equal target, since the conditions
between regions did not differ greatly. Agreements would be
established between central and local government. The re-
gions and provinces would determine their own plans and
measures to reach these targets.

Output targets. Output targets can be set for measures re-
quired to achieve the intermediate results (see Table 4).
These include physical deliverables such as the number of
police patrols or random breath tests or emergency re-
sponse times in the emergency medical system.

In countries which need to improve the quality of na-
tional road traffic crash and injury databases, the use of
intermediate outcomes and output targets provide a use-
ful starting point. Countries which are only targeting final
outcomes can enhance their results focus by targeting
intermediate outcomes and outputs. A range of data
arrangements and partnerships will be required to facili-
tate final and intermediate outcome and output target
setting.

The target-setting process

Target setting is the responsibility of the lead agency and
the coordinating body since the realization of outcome
targets is a shared multi-sectoral responsibility across gov-
ernment. An effective process depends upon governmen-
tal lead agency direction, good in-house support, techni-
cal support from independent experts and consultation
with a wide range of partners and stakeholders.

In good practice countries the interim targets proposed by
the lead agency and/or the coordination body are based on
research and analysis of how targets can be reached. These
are then submitted for Ministerial/Cabinet and parliamen-
tary approval. The activity is driven by the lead agency
which reviews safety performance, identifies priorities, and
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organizes the other key government partners and stake-
holders to consider and approve proposed outcomes.

Lead Agency Role

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e sets up a road safety strategy unit within the lead
agency;

® puts together appropriate groups of experts for technical
support for the target-setting process;

¢ proposes and seeks agreement through its intergovern-
mental coordination arrangements on challenging but
achievable targets for final outcomes, intermediate out-
comes and institutional outputs at the national level (and
later at regional and local levels);

e publishes details of the targets and strategies in which
the accountabilities of the different partners and stake-
holders are also outlined;

* monitors progress at regular intervals and refines inter-
vention output levels accordingly.

As shown in Box 5, good practice countries typically or-
ganize special divisions to prepare analysis for road safety
strategy development and target setting.

Technical support. Effective targeted road safety planning
is a highly technical activity and requires multi-disciplinary
expertise, often including external experts as shown in
Box 6. Targets need to be based on adequate information
about the road safety situation both past and present
and upon reasonable assumptions about the future and
broader factors which may influence road safety results
(such as the state of the economy, population growth or
the national capacity for delivering road safety outputs).
This requires analysis of crash data, data collected in sur-
veys and safety rating information to provide information
about the key road safety problems; assessment of lev-
els of risk for different road user groups necessitating
exposure data such as population numbers, passenger
kilometers, vehicle kilometers and time traveled; and as-
sessment of future long-term casualty, traffic and demo-
graphic trends given that rising or falling traffic volumes
can have a large effect on casualties and demographic
changes may present increases or decreases in high-risk
groups. Additionally, analysis of the effectiveness of in-
terventions in terms of reducing casualty numbers is
needed. The collection of public opinion survey data is
useful to gauge the acceptability of key interventions.510
These different data systems are outlined later in the sec-
tion on Monitoring and Evaluation.
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Box 5: Lead agency road safety strategy units

e New Zealand. The Land Transport Safety Authority’s Strat-
egy Division conducted the target-setting work and pro-
vides road safety research, statistics and economic analy-
sis, all of which aim to ensure that safety interventions
achieve improvements in road trauma levels. It provided
strategic direction for road safety and managed the New
Zealand Road Safety Program.

Victoria. The VicRoads' Road Safety Department has re-
sponsibility for road safety strategy development and dedi-
cates a large part of its road safety department to the Strat-
egies and Programs Section which has five units.

Great Britain. The Road Safety Strategy division of the De-
partment for Transport had responsibilities for strategy and
target development, as well as activity on vulnerable road
users, motorcycling, local authority liaison, demonstration
projects and research.

Before targets are approved consultation with key gov-
ernmental partners, other partners and stakeholders en-
gaged in improving road safety results and the wider
public is essential. Good practice indicates that govern-
mental and professional consultation is usually con-
ducted initially within the coordination hierarchy, fol-
lowed by a public consultation process. As shown in Box
7, the signing off of targets is always carried out at a high
level across government with accountabilities defined
and agreed (see later section on Coordination).

5. Establishing mechanisms to ensure partner and
stakeholder accountability for results

Key changes in road safety accountabilities have devel-
oped as part of public sector service reform over the last
thirty years. Public service targets and agreements are the
means by which governments and agencies specify their
roles and accountability for road safety responsibilities.

Performance-based planning in road safety is advanced in
good practice countries and is most comprehensive in
the State of Victoria and in New Zealand (see Box 8). In
both countries the road safety outcome and output tar-
gets which have to be met by all the key responsible agen-
cies are set out in the road safety strategy and in annual
performance agreements. Performance is reported annu-
ally to Ministers and elected representatives, and to the
public through annual reports. In other good practice ju-
risdictions, there are usually outcome targets but few
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Box 6: Target-setting arrangements in good practice countries

New Zealand—in-house research support and the use of
international experts

The target-setting methodology and modelling activity underpin-
ning the New Zealand Road Safety to 2010 strategy targets was
carried out by review teams comprising government officials and
experts in road safety and independent road safety experts from
Australia and the United Kingdom with substantial experience of
national and regional strategic planning in road safety. Expert
modeling analysis of benefits, costs and funding showed that the
headline target to 2010 could be reached by an appropriate mix
of engineering, enforcement and education interventions. Find-
ings were published in two Working Papers in 2000, which in-
formed the broad partner and stakeholder consultations carried
out subsequently.*®

Great Britain—the role of the STAR group

In Great Britain, the first safety targets were informed by model-
ling, forecasting activity and analysis work which was published
simultaneously with the target announcement.® The Safety Tar-
gets and Accident Reduction Steering (STAR) Group was set up
by the lead agency to provide technical support and advice to
Ministers on the setting of the 2010 targets. Its members were

Box 7: Approving targets across government

Sweden: The decision to aim for a long term target for no deaths
and serious injuries arising from road traffic and the intermedi-
ate target to 2007 was taken by the government and approved
by the parliament based on a proposal from the Swedish Road
Administration.

Victoria: The bottom up target to reduce deaths and serious
injuries by 20% by the year 2007 was proposed by the lead

have output targets. Performance agreements for targets
rarely cover all the main government partners.

Lead Agency Role

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e sets out the responsibility of the lead and other agencies
to achieve specified road safety results (outcomes and
outputs) in annual performance agreements;

e uses Memoranda of Understanding to underline agree-
ment about the way in the members work together in mat-
ters related to road safety;

from local authorities, the Royal Society for the Prevention of Ac-
cidents, the Parliamentary Advisory Council for Transport Safety,
TRL, the Department for Transport and its Regional Offices and
individual experts.!*

Victoria—the role of the Monash University Accident Research
Centre

As part of the bottom-up targeting process, the Monash Univer-
sity Accident Research Centre carried out a road safety impact
analysis of the initiatives in the draft strategy. On the basis of this
and traffic and casualty forecasting, the lead agency proposed
targets and strategy to government which followed broad con-
sultation with the road safety partners and stakeholders.

Netherlands—the role of the AVV—the research arm of the
Ministry of Transport

Setting targets (or revising targets) was conducted by a small
group of Ministry of Transport officials with preparatory work to
support this conducted by the AVV, supported by additional re-
search organizations such as SWOV. A consultative meeting
was carried out with representatives of national, regional and
local authorities and, following approval, the proposed targets
were presented to parliament.

agency and approved by the Ministerial Council and the Victo-
rian parliament.

New Zealand: The 2010 New Zealand target was a bottom up
target based on analysis of cost-effective measures proposed by
the lead agency which could be undertaken during the target
period. The final decision on the target was made by the coordi-
nating body, the National Road Safety Committee, and Cabinet.

¢ includes road safety results as a formal criterion in the
performance-driven employment remuneration package
of agency Chief Executives;

e encourages and monitors outputs and contributions of
a wider group of partners and stakeholders based on
formal and published declarations of intent to carry out
specific interventions which contribute to improved road
safety results.

79



IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WORLD REPORT ON ROAD TRAFFIC INJURY PREVENTION

Box 8: Examples of lead agency annual performance agreements
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Victoria: The roles and responsibilities of VicRoads, Victoria Po-
lice and the Transport Accident Commission are set out in the
road safety strategy, annual plans and performance agreements.
Reducing road crash death and injury is a formal criterion in the
performance-driven employment remuneration package of the
Chief Executive of VicRoads, the lead agency. Reducing road
casualties by 20% by 2007 as targeted in the national strategy
Arrive Alive! was one of four policing performance targets in
Victoria Police’s published plan for 2003/4. Accountability for
local road safety activity is established through a combination of
funding mechanisms and performance indicators. Specifically
allocated funding is made available to Community Road Safety
Councils for targeted road safety activity and VicRoads works to
specific performance targets associated with this program, the
results of which are published annually.

New Zealand: Since 1989 public finance law in New Zealand has
required all government agencies to prepare annual corporate
management information, which includes performance targets,
objectives and scope of activities.!” The road safety targets which
each National Road Safety Committee member has signed up to
and the systematic follow through which is conducted to deter-
mine the success or failure of specific actions are the corner-
stone of New Zealand’s road safety performance management
regime. The lead agency for road safety has to submit an Annual
Performance Agreement with the Ministry of Transport covering
road safety activity for the next twelve months.'8 New Zealand
Police work within a performance management framework cov-
ering both road safety outcomes and enforcement outputs. Final

outcomes include road deaths, serious injuries and crashes and
intermediate outcomes relate to driver behavior (e.g., mean
speeds and the percentage of offenders driving in excess of
10km/h above the limit). Outputs include operational hours deliv-
ered (e.g., for speed, drink driving, and restraints) and these are
intended to maximise the efficiency of enforcement.

Sweden: The Swedish Road Administration’s (SRA) lead agency
responsibilities for road safety are set out every year in perfor-
mance agreements and in its Annual Report. Between 1997-2007,
the SRA's target was to contribute to achieving a reduction in the
number of deaths to a level of no more than 270 by 2007. Annual
goals are also specified in performance agreements. For example
in 2003 a specified goal was to implement cost-effective road
safety measures on the state road network to reduce the number
of deaths. The outputs and contributions of other key partners and
stakeholders are based on formal Declarations of Intent, pub-
lished on the SRA website and monitored.

Great Britain: The Department for Transport’s Public Service
Agreement target has been to reduce the number of people killed
or seriously injured in Great Britain in road accidents by 40%, and
the number of children killed or seriously injured by 50% by 2010,
compared with 1994-98, tackling at the same time the signifi-
cantly higher incidence in disadvantaged communities. The De-
partment’s Highways Agency also has a specific Public Service
Agreement target to reduce road casualties on national roads
and has produced a five year road safety plan.
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Results focus: summary of lead agency role

In good practice countries the lead agency has the main re-
sponsibility within government for managing the country results
focus and ensuring that system-wide interventions are agreed
and implemented by the responsible authorities across gov-
ernment and wider society. The lead agency concerns itself not
only with the development of the national road safety strategy
and targets, but also all the institutional management functions
which contribute to its success.

1. Appraising current road safety performance through high-
level strategic review
In good practice results focus, the lead agency:
* manages the process of governmental review of road
safety performance;
identifies the key governmental partners and stakeholders
who can deliver road safety results;
brings the key partners and stakeholders together;
initiates road safety management capacity reviews and
chairs governmental reviews of road safety performance;
prepares background papers on current performance;
achieves consensus on the key problem areas in the road
safety management system;
* follows up on agreed actions.

2. Adopting a far-reaching road safety vision for the longer term

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e studies and proposes a far-reaching road safety vision for

the longer term;

e initiates a discussion on the vision with governmental part-
ners and stakeholders, parliament, and civil society;
identifies the key partnerships needed within and outside
government for promotion of the vision;
identifies the potential for high-level promotion and cham-
pioning to underpin the safety strategy;
seeks agreement on the vision amongst partners and stake-
holders and ensures it is set out in legislation;

* seeks agreement on the shared responsibility which is
implicit in the far-reaching vision and ensures that it is
clearly defined in the national road safety strategy.

3. Analyzing what could be achieved in the medium term

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

 reviews the key road safety problems and the potential for
further improvements in consultation with governmental
partners and stakeholders and by drawing on country and
international research expertise;

e identifies information needs for road safety strategy
development;

identifies the key elements of good practice results focus,
system-wide safety intervention and improved institutional
arrangements using country and international research;
analyzes long-term trends which could affect future road
safety outcomes and carries out scenario planning and
computer modelling to develop road safety strategies;
carries out reviews of cost-effectiveness and public ac-
ceptability of strategy interventions;

consults on the multi-sectoral strategy options with key
governmental partners and stakeholders and the wider
group of partners and stakeholders within the coordination
hierarchy.

. Setting quantitative targets by mutual consent across the

road safety partnership

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e sets up a road safety strategy unit within the lead agency;

e puts together appropriate groups for technical support for
the target-setting process;

e proposes and seeks agreement through its inter-govern-
mental coordination arrangements on challenging but
achievable targets for final outcomes, intermediate out-
comes and institutional outputs at the national level (and
later at regional and local levels);

e publishes details of the targets and strategies in which the
accountabilities of the different partners and stakeholders
are also outlined;

* monitors progress at regular intervals and refines interven-
tion output levels accordingly.

. Establishing mechanisms to ensure partner and stakeholder

accountability for results

In good practice results focus, the lead agency:

e sets out the responsibility of the lead and other agencies to
achieve specified road safety results (outcomes and out-
puts) in annual performance agreements;

* uses Memoranda of Understanding to underline agreement
about the way in the members work together in matters re-
lated to road safety;

e includes road safety results as a formal criterion in the
performance-driven employment remuneration package of
agency Chief Executives;

e encourages outputs and contributions of a wider group of
partners and stakeholders based on formal and published
declarations of intent to carry out specific interventions
which contribute to improved road safety results.
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Coordination

Coordination: overview of good practice

Function:

Coordination concerns the orchestration and alignment of the in-
terventions and other related institutional management functions
delivered by government partners and related community and
business partnerships to achieve the desired focus on results.

Coordination

Coordination concerns the orchestration and alignment
of the interventions and other related institutional man-
agement functions delivered by government partners and
related community and business partnerships to achieve
the desired focus on results.

Coordination is a working function in good practice
countries which is closely related to the leadership func-
tion. The rationale for coordination is always the country
results focus.

Coordinating arrangements must be authoritative, ac-
countable, require decision-making and be appropriately
funded if they are to help deliver improved road safety re-
sults and serve as platforms for mobilizing resource across
government and civil society.

The coordination function is addressed across four key
dimensions:

1. Horizontal coordination across central government.

2. Vertical coordination from central to regional and
local levels of government.

3. Specific delivery partnerships between govern-
ment, nongovernment, community and business at
the central, regional and local levels.

4. Parliamentary relations at central, regional and local
levels.

Lead Agency Role
In good practice coordination the lead agency plays the piv-
otal management role across the identified dimensions.
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Dimensions:

* Horizontal coordination between central government agencies.

e Vertical coordination between central, regional and local lev-
els of government.

» Specific delivery partnerships between government, non-
government and business at the central, regional and local
levels.

 Parliamentary relations at central, regional and local levels.

1. Horizontal coordination across central government
Country responsibilities for road safety can be spread
over different levels of government with policy being de-
cided at national, regional, local as well as international
levels. There are many institutional partners and stake-
holders in road safety and different government agencies
have separate responsibilities—Transport, Justice, Edu-
cation, Health, Employment, Finance, Industry, Research,
Local and Regional government. In some parts of the
world (e.g., European Union countries) there are interna-
tional governmental road safety functions.

The component problems of road safety are so diverse
that meaningful institutional collaboration between the
main government agencies is essential to ensure efficient
and effective road safety management. Avoiding duplica-
tion of effort and realizing the full potential of individual
sectoral contributions are fraught with difficulty, unless
special institutional arrangements are put in place to ad-
dress accountability, coordination and funding issues. 17

In good practice countries horizontal coordination is car-
ried out across government, by government. High-level
committees, working groups and bi-lateral partnerships
are established to deliver a coordinated delivery of the
road safety strategy. National coordinating arrangements
and structures are an extension of the accountable lead
agency that manages them. They are used as platforms for
agreeing and reviewing national road safety targets, mobi-
lizing resources, coordinating multi-sectoral partnerships
in pursuit of agreed results and consulting with a wider
group of partners and stakeholders. The arrangements
are usually established, serviced and supported by the
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lead agency with a high capacity secretariat and appropri-
ate funding.

Decision-making across government

A clear decision-making hierarchy is established in good
practice coordination (see Boxes 9-10). This addresses
all or most of the following levels to ensure meaningful in-
teraction and decision-making:

* Ministerial Council

* Agency chief executive (or departmental head) level

* Senior manager level

e Safety theme level, including thematic sub-committees
reporting to the above level

¢ Consultation level

The major work is usually directed by senior managers of
the partner agencies with technical support from the lead
agency secretariat and related policy and research teams.
The senior managers seek decisions and direction from

Box 9: Main levels of the coordination hierarchy in Victoria

e Ministerial Road Safety Council
Key agency Ministers
¢ Road Safety Executive Group
Key agency Chief Executives
¢ Road Safety Management Group
Senior road safety management
¢ Road Safety Reference Group
Broad range of stakeholders
e Specific thematic and consultation groups

Box 10: Main levels of the coordination hierarchy in
New Zealand

* National Road Safety Committee
Chief Executives of the main governmental agencies
reporting regularly to Ministers
* National Road Safety Working Group
Senior managers with operational lead
» National Road Safety Program Review Group
Senior managers from the three main governmental
partners
* National Road Safety Advisory Group
Broad consultative group of partners and stakeholders
* Specific thematic and consultation groups

Box 11: National Road Safety Working Group in
New Zealand

The National Road Safety Working Group (NRSWG)—the
equivalent of Victoria’s Road Safety Management Group—is
the coordinating group of senior managers and the most im-
portant, while not the highest level group, in New Zealand’s
decision-making hierarchy. The NRSWG reports to the Na-
tional Road Safety Committee (NRSC) of Chief Executives, but
leads on operational matters. Itis responsible for detailed pol-
icy coordination between the member organizations, prepar-
ing quarterly NRSC meetings as well as setting up working
groups on specific issues. Itis chaired by the lead agency and
is supported by the lead agency secretariat which is situated
in the lead agency road safety strategy division.

their chief executives (see Box 11). Advisory support typ-
ically comes from working and technical groups at lower
levels of government with advisory groups comprising
broad government agency and non-governmental partner
and stakeholder representation and consultative arrange-
ments. Usually the lead agency carries most of the work-
load and the negotiation of partnership agreements with
governmental departments. A good practice model com-
bining all these elements is presented in Figure 2.

Formal specification of the purpose and decision-making
role of coordinating bodies is set out in legislation and/or
a Memorandum of Understanding and in the road safety
strategy (see Boxes 12—-13). Membership of the coordinat-
ing body at the executive and senior manager levels is
usually kept small to promote accountability and con-
fined to key public sector ministries (road/transport, health,
police/justice). The coordinating body reports progress
to the Cabinet or to Ministers, taking their direction and
advice. Experience indicates that one of the requirements
of successful inter-governmental coordination is that it
cannot be too open a process, with confidentiality being
needed at its inner core on budget planning and sensitive
policy issues.

Experience globally indicates that where coordination is
carried out predominantly at Ministerial level without the
driving force of a properly resourced lead agency, such
arrangements provide more a forum for an exchange of
views on the part of senior officials and Ministers than for
effective inter-governmental decision-making and a posi-
tive influence on results.
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Figure 2: Good practice model of national road safety coordination arrangements

ROAD SAFETY EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Secretaries/Chief Executives from Transport, Police,
Roads Authority, Justice, Health, Education Ministries

[

COORDINATION ROAD SAFETY MANAGERS’ WORKING GROUP

SECRETARIAT Senior Managers from Transport, Police, Roads

Provided by the lead Authority, Justice, Health, Education Ministries
agency for road safety and City administrations (for urban issues)

[

ROAD SAFETY ADVISORY GROUP
Experts and organizations

National road safety coordination arrangements provide a decision-making hierarchy and partnership framework for achieving road safety re-
sults through the development and implementation of a coordinated road safety strategy and performance targets which have been agreed
across government. The hierarchy consists of three main management levels:

The Road Safety Executive Committee comprises the Chief Executives (Secretaries/Assistant Ministers) of the key governmental stakeholders
and reports to, supports and receives direction from Ministers. Its role is in communicating, coordinating and agreeing on top-level strategy
between agencies on road safety issues. It monitors and reports progress to the government through its Ministers, who sign off the national
road safety strategy based on detailed plans for the outputs of the key stakeholders to achieve results. The Group meets approximately 4 times
each year and the Chair is occupied by the lead agency for road safety.

The Road Safety Managers’ Working Group is the hub of the road safety co-ordination meeting monthly and comprises senior managers from
government departments with responsibilities for day to day road safety management. The Chair is occupied by the lead agency for road
safety. With the lead agency as the key link, the group coordinates implementation of the road safety strategy, develops and implements pro-
grams and interventions, reviews identified programs, identifies research priorities, and promotes and monitors a coordinated country-wide
program of activities. The Group can set up Technical Working Groups to assist its activity.

The Road Safety Advisory Group is a consultative body comprising all the main road safety stakeholders, including the non-governmental sec-
tor, business and professional sector which meets quarterly and is chaired by the lead agency head of road safety.

The Coordination Secretariat is a dedicated, funded unit which sits within the road safety strategy unit of the road safety department of the
lead agency.

Box 12: National Road Safety Committee (NRSC), New Zealand—Purpose

2.1. The National Road Safety Committee exists so that: 2.2. Working as a whole, the Committee’s focus is on achieving
(a) collectively, the chief executives of agencies with sig- the government's goals for road safety. It is the principal
nificant responsibility for road safety can work together inter-agency forum for communicating and coordinating top
to reduce road trauma and achieve government road level strategy between the agencies on matters related to

safety outcomes; and road safety.

(b) individually, each agency can secure the best possible
road safety outcomes from its resources, leveraging off
the compatible endeavors of partner agencies that also
have a focus on road safety.

Extract from NRSC Memorandum of Understanding, 2005
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Box 13: National Road Safety Committee, New Zealand: the convenor role of lead agency

While all Committee members (including associates) come to-
gether as peers, the lead agency is assigned the role of convener
of the Committee. In the spirit of ‘first among equals’ the lead
agency will:

(a) provide the secretariat to support the Committee;

(b) arrange meetings of the Committee on at least a quarterly
basis with other meetings being arranged as and when
required;

Lead Agency Role

In good practice coordination, the lead agency:

* manages the working processes of inter-governmental
decision-making on the national road safety targets and
strategy;

¢ identifies the key governmental agencies which must be
brought together to deliver road safety results and to
agree a national road safety strategy;

¢ proposes and seeks agreement on an efficient decision-
making hierarchy of governmental agencies and the orga-
nizational structures and processes to support this;

e establishes the working arrangements of the different lev-
els of the coordination hierarchy from the senior decision-
making levels to the consultation and thematic support
levels;

e secures the support of different levels of management
from the key agencies for coordination tasks with special
emphasis on the senior road safety management level
which is at the core of the coordination hierarchy;

¢ convenes and chairs the main committees;

¢ prepares agendas, minutes and documents for meetings of
the different coordination committees.

The coordinating bodies agree long-term visions, goals
and related targets for future safety improvements. In
New Zealand and in some of the Australian States, all
member agencies directly engaged present their specific
road safety initiatives and related work programs to the
coordinating committee for consideration, review and
funding and commit to fully implementing their work pro-
grams and achieving results. Good practice coordination
requires the commitment to the shared responsibility for
delivering final and intermediate outcomes as well as the
different institutional output targets (see Box 14). Coordi-
nation bodies re-assess priorities over time and adjust
funding, policies and measures accordingly.

(c) communicate with all members on matters pertaining to the
agenda, venue and timing of meetings;

(d) arrange for the Committee to regularly meet with Ministers,
as required,;

(e) in general terms, act as a conduit between the Committee
and the Ministers.

Extract from NRSC Memorandum of Understanding, 2005

Box 14: Signing up to the road safety strategy in Victoria

VicRoads (the Victoria Road Corporation), the lead agency
for road safety, shares responsibility with the Transport Acci-
dent Commission, Victoria Police (and the Department of Jus-
tice) for the delivery of the State road safety strategy. Each
agency reports to the Ministerial Council on Road Safety.
Each Agency Minister has formally signed up to the targeted
outcomes of successive road safety strategies.

Lead Agency Role

In good practice coordination, the lead agency:

¢ prepares Memoranda of Understanding to set out the roles
and responsibilities of the key agencies and agreements
about delivery of road safety strategy components;

e identifies and proposes the possible contributions which
might be made by different agencies to the national road
safety strategy with reference to international good
practice;

¢ organizes appropriate follow up to monitor and ensure
delivery.

Integrating road safety into higher level

governmental policies

Country coordination arrangements also provide a valu-
able platform for integrating road safety into higher level
government policies to increase resourcing levels and
coverage. Examples include specifying road safety im-
provements in the national transport policy (e.g., the
Duich Mobility Plan 2005'); addressing road safety
within public health strategies for injury prevention (e.g.,
Saving Lives: Our Healthier Nation White Paper, Great
Britain??); covering work-related road safety in occupa-
tional health and safety strategies; and integrating road
safety with environmental and economic considerations in
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policies on safe and sustainable communities (e.g., Grow-
ing Victoria Together, State of Victoria?!). These good
practice activities would typically complement any existing
road safety strategy and program policy documents.

Mobilizing resources

Resources for road safety originate from a variety of
sources within government, as outlined in Box 15 and
detailed in a later section on Funding and Resource Allo-
cation. In countries without effective lead agency and co-
ordination arrangements road safety efforts are typically
under-resourced and lack technical and political support.

An important function of effective coordination is to
maximize funding possibilities out of different budgets
across government and to prepare the way for final
decision-making in Cabinet. A strong business case needs
to be made to encourage cooperation and collective re-
sponsibility for road safety, especially in governmental
sectors such as health and finance which have most to
gain from safety investment.

Consultation with a wider group of partners

and stakeholders

Good practice countries put in place specific consultation
arrangements with all relevant partners and stakeholders
to achieve societal ownership of the road safety problem
and the championing and delivery of results within the
national road safety strategy (see Box 16). These consul-

Box 15: Multi-sectoral road safety spending in
New Zealand 2003/4

For 2003/04 road safety specific central government expendi-
ture/allocations were estimated at NZ $340 million (excl GST).
This comprises:

NZ Police  $202 million (enforcement)

LTSA $42 million (education and safety management)

Transfund ~ $91 million (small projects, minor safety works,
safety retrofitting)

ACC $5 million (safety promotion)

A further contribution by local government was estimated at
$400 million. Note this tabulation also excludes the substantial
funding of ACC rehabilitation services for road crash victims
which annually exceeds the cost of preventive measures.
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tation and coordination bodies usually sit at the lower lev-
els of the decision-making hierarchy.

Establishing and funding the coordination secretariat

Whatever forms the coordination body or arrangements
may take a dedicated and funded secretariat is established,
usually by the lead agency, to provide multi-disciplinary
technical support to the coordinating body and its sub-
committees (see Box 17). Successful operation hinges on
the intellectual capacity and independence provided by
the secretariat and its responsiveness to the tasks it is set.
The secretariat can include regional and local government
liaison staff to ensure effective nationwide coordination
of the road safety program delivery.

Lead Agency Role

In good practice coordination, the lead agency:

¢ mobilizes resources for the national road safety strategy
from as many sustainable sources as possible using the
coordination platform;

¢ proposes and secures a budget for inter-governmental co-
ordination and ensures that sufficient in-house capacity to
deliver this function is established;

¢ establishes a coordination secretariat within the lead
agency to provide multi-disciplinary technical support to
the coordinating agency and its sub-committees. For ex-
ample, this can be sited within the lead agency road safety
strategy division.

2. Vertical coordination from central to regional and
local levels of government

In the last thirty years there has been a general trend in
many high-income countries for less central governance
and more local and regional decision-making across a
range of public policy issues. In line with the principle of
subsidiarity, decision-making is assigned increasingly to
the lowest and nearest level to the problem and its po-
tential solution. In practice very few organizations have
escaped reorganization in implementing key road safety
functions, whether as a result of macro-societal policy,
changes in public service delivery, or changes in transport
or policing policy.

In good practice countries major responsibility for road
safety rests to an increasing degree with regional, state,
provincial government as well as local authorities and dis-
tricts. In most countries local highway authorities have re-
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Box 16: Stakeholder consultation and coordination bodies in good practice countries

New Zealand: National Road Safety Advisory Group (NRSAG).
Chaired by the lead agency, the NRSAG provides a forum for a
wide range of agencies involved in road safety to express their
views on road safety issues and to provide a base from which
joint projects can be initiated. In 2004 it comprised 19 members
predominantly from the public sector including the Accident
Compensation Corporation (ACC), the Alcohol Advisory Council
of New Zealand, the Crime Prevention Unit of the Ministry of Jus-
tice, Local Government New Zealand, the Ministries of Health,
Justice, Pacific Island Affairs, Transport and Youth Affairs, the
New Zealand School Trustees Association, the New Zealand Au-
tomobile Association (AA), the New Zealand Police, Transit New
Zealand, Transfund New Zealand, Te Puni Kokiri, Road Safety Co-
ordinators Association, Road Safety Coordinators, Energy, Effi-
ciency and Conservation Authority and Cycle Support NZ.

Victoria: Road Safety Reference Group. This brings together the
key agencies, other relevant government departments, agen-
cies, professional and representative bodies. It meets quarterly
and is chaired by the VicRoads General Manager of Road Safety.
The Group develops action and research proposals, sets up
issues-based action groups to tackle major concerns and co-
ordinates the activities of its members.

Box 17: The role of the coordination secretariat in Victoria

The Road Safety Department of VicRoads provides the secre-
tariat for the work of all coordinating committees for road
safety in Victoria. The primary role of the secretariat is to:

e Initiate, develop and deliver road safety strategies and pro-
grams that contribute to the road safety outcomes of
strategies such as the Arrive Alive! Victoria’s Road Safety
Strategy 2002-2007,2 having regard to the trends in road
trauma.

Coordinate and influence the development and implemen-
tation of road safety strategies, provide effective support
and facilitate the management of the road safety manage-
ment and coordination structure.

Work in partnership with national umbrella organizations,
local government and community groups to increase their
involvement, participation and commitment to improving
road safety outcomes.

Improve existing partnerships and establish new external
partnerships to increase their contribution to Victorian road
safety programs.

Great Britain: Road Safety Advisory Panel. In Great Britain, the
Road Safety Advisory Panel at national level brings together 32
stakeholder organizations and acts as a forum for national con-
sultation with other governmental departments and key stake-
holders. Its role is to provide advice to Ministers on road safety
policies and to advise on the three-yearly reviews of progress
towards safety targets. The Road Safety Advisory Panel meets
around three times a year. Various sub-groups have been estab-
lished to provide technical support.

Sweden: National Road Safety Assembly. This was set up in 2002
and brings together representatives from government agencies,
non-governmental organizations and companies affected by
road safety issues. Its aim is to inspire and encourage traffic
stakeholders to share responsibility for road safety. The Assem-
bly comprises a variety of actors who have made declarations of
intent to improve road safety. For example, the taxi and road
haulage sectors have made commitments regarding the in-
creased use of seat belts, better observance of speed limits and
driving without alcohol. Regional and local coalitions have also
been set up.

sponsibility for their own roads but are not always legally
bound to carry out road safety activities. While local au-
thority activity is central to achieving national results,
there is typically unevenness in safety performance from
one authority to the next. At the same time regionally
devolved responsibilities for road traffic policing can lead
to differing priorities for the enforcement of key road
safety rules.

Examples are presented below of how good practice
countries have addressed the challenges of coordinating
road safety activities at regional and local levels. They also
illustrate the importance of establishing and trying to
maintain, wherever possible, a formal framework for co-
ordinated and funded results-based interventions.

Establishing a legal duty for road safety at local and
regional levels

One mechanism which has been used to encourage coor-
dinated road safety activity following public sector reform
is to establish a legal duty for local authority activity and
support this with specific funding mechanisms. An exam-
ple from Great Britain is given in Box 18.
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Box 18: Decentralized road safety engineering in
Great BritainZ24

In 1974 a legal duty was place on local authorities to estab-
lish systematic programs for identifying high-risk crash sites
and developing remedial measures. The legislation also re-
quired local authorities to appoint road safety officers who
were responsible for developing safety education and public-
ity programs for the local authority. Aided by the development
of national road safety guidelines, multi-disciplinary special-
ist safety teams grew up in many local authorities to carry out
programs of road safety engineering and information work.
National good practice guidelines and codes of good prac-
tice were produced on the basis of experience with local au-
thority implementation. Given that Great Britain has a com-
plex devolved crash reporting system, local and national
government and local police forces work closely to achieve
common reporting standards for road crash injuries.

In the 1980s central and local government agreed that local
safety scheme funding should be ring-fenced to ensure that
remedial measures addressing high-risk sites and areas were
given priority. Annual funding rose rapidly and by 1997, com-
prised 6 times the amounts recorded in 1982. In 2001, the
funding system changed and local authorities had to bid for
a single allocation to address transport needs following the
submission of a 5-year Local Transport Plan. All local highway
authorities have adopted national safety targets locally.

Establishing regional and local coordination bodies
Where regional targets have been set, regional and local
government in good practice countries participate either
in the highest levels of the coordination hierarchy or have
been required by law to establish specific regional and
local coordination arrangements (see Boxes 19-20).

Police enforcement plays a key role in the Victorian road
safety strategy. New coordination arrangements were es-
sential