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Summary of Key Points

Road Infrastructure Safety Management on the Trans-European Network

EuroRAP:
· welcomes the progress on safer drivers and safer vehicles
· supports the objectives of this proposed community action on roads
· calls for action on roads proportionate to the loss of half a million lives in the last decade and the annual loss of 2.5% of European GDP
· believes road casualties should be treated as a serious public health problem  

· believes the roads sector can be mobilised to deliver a major contribution 
· notes that EuroRAP’s performance tracking has shown that road authorities can make rapid progress eradicating high risk roads 
· regrets it is not yet politically feasible to mandate that the roads sector adopts the safety standards expected by citizens in factory, rail, aviation, and vehicles 

· reluctantly accepts the Commission’s option 2 - requiring the adoption of Guidelines - as the only option likely to bring practical progress 
· recognises that assuring the safety quality of new roads is helpful but believes it is not central to reducing large numbers of deaths and crippling injuries
· believes the focus must be on upgrading safety on existing networks with high risk and/or where deaths and serious injuries are concentrated

· believes 2 and 3-star roads on the TERN should be as unacceptable as 2 and 3-star cars. The policy aim of Guidelines should be to make the TERN 4-star.
· believes action on the TERN can set good practice for all European roads

· notes recent success in Australia and believes the Guidelines can help bring widespread adoption of large scale Network Safety Upgrading Programmes

· proposes to assess the TERN’s safety performance as a priority in its EuroRAP III programme to include risk measurement and inspection of crash protection 
· proposes to report where there is no economic or other justification for safety deficiencies on the TERN
· believes legislation must assure transparency in safety performance: independent stakeholders must have access to data in all member states

· would be pleased to contribute to the detailed framework for Guidelines
The Problem
1. Do you agree with the definition and assessment of the problem?

The Commission’s paper defines the problem well but EuroRAP believes the Commission should also focus on the economic cost of the failure to act decisively

The EU loses a staggering 2-3% of its annual GDP in road crashes.
Death and serious injury on the roads is a public health problem that has been under-managed.  In the last decade alone, over 500,000 Europeans have lost their lives on the roads and around 5 million people have been hospitalised.  
The majority of the hundreds of billions lost are in the costs associated with the crippling long term injury to those who are not old and not frail.  The scale of human suffering aside, the reduction of road casualties offers higher economic rates of returns than available in any other field of public policy.  

EuroRAP has found that, on Europe’s main road network, the typical death and serious injury rate exceeds 5 per kilometre per decade.  Thousands of road sections exist where the annual road toll is greater than a major rail crash.

The annual costs of saving casualties on the roads are a fraction of what is spent on air, factory or rail safety where legislation is more stringent.  

Each year, hundreds of thousands of families suffer the consequences of road crashes which are largely unreported as media continues to focus on rare, isolated crashes on rail or air.  The political result of attention on the sensational is a grotesque misallocation of public resources - expenditure of millions of euro to save one life on rail  while simple protection of life on the roads is massively under- resourced.
The economic value of a life is estimated at over €1m but the practical reality is that simple steps to prevent death on the roads are not taken costing a fraction of this amount.  In a recent UK survey, half of local authority engineers said they could save a life for under €75,000 with simple safety engineering measures.  The evidence from blackspot treatments and EuroRAP’s performance tracking shows that saving a life is commonly achieved for little more than the cost of signing, marking and safety fencing.
In Victoria Australia, the business case for investment in large scale improvements in run-off protection and junction layout was justified using the cost of loss of productivity alone.  
In Europe, there is no visibility as to the cost in lives and injury of different levels of roads budget. 

EuroRAP has found that those who set the roads budget in good faith are rarely aware that that how much is spent, and how, will have different consequences in lives lost and injuries.  The roads sector sets few absolute standards for existing roads.  There is no required safety level.   There is no independent executive overseeing standards of public safety as in the factory, rail, or aviation. 

In an era of rising fuel prices, road user groups are increasingly unsettled by finding that hundreds of billions of euro in taxes and charges, often originally introduced to pay for safe and efficient roads, have been redirected to other public programmes that have inferior return in human and economic terms.
EuroRAP believes a safe road system in which routine, predictable deaths occur are designed out of the system can be achieved over a few decades.  This process can start with the TERN.
Policy Options
2. Do you agree with the policy options defined and assessed? 
Option 1 is unacceptable as there is pressing need to drive action.

Option 3 is politically unachievable.

EuroRAP reluctantly accepts the Commission’s Option 2 - requiring the adoption of Guidelines - as the only feasible option likely to assure practical progress now
But Option 2 must be pursued so much greater transparency is required of Member states as to the level of safety performance that is actually being achieved.  EuroRAP can play an important role here in assessing performance independently of governments. 

Measures and Instruments – General Comments
3. What are your opinions on measures and instruments?

Road Safety Impact Assessment and Road Safety Audit
Both of these engineering quality processes apply to new road projects. 
Road safety impact assessment could, if applied like environmental assessment, counter the tendency in new road projects for safety to be marginalised 
Road Safety Audit first emerged in the 1980s to counter the safety flaws apparent shortly after road opening.  Experienced safety engineers and Police can assure design codes are correctly applied or identify problems not covered by them.
EuroRAP recognises that assuring the safety quality of new roads is helpful but believes it is not central to reducing large numbers of deaths and crippling injuries
Network Safety Management and Safety Inspections
EuroRAP systematically maps risk on the road network as measured by the volume of crashes (“risk mapping”).

EuroRAP also inspects road networks physically for the protection a road provides in the event of a crash (“road protection score”) 

EuroRAP is developing a process for generating high return Network Safety Upgrading Schemes based on these measurements.

These two measures focus on existing roads where deaths and serious injuries happen in large numbers and are concentrated.  Action on these roads is central to policy.

Measures and Instruments – Specific Comments

4. Do you have specific comments on the Costs and Benefits of Different Measures?

New Roads. The specifics of Road Safety Impact Assessment and Road Safety Audit are not fertile ground for detailed legislation.  Guidelines are an efficient means of articulating that engineering professionals must assure quality in new roads. 

Existing Roads.  The greatest benefits will be achieved by generating large scale programmes on an efficient scale to upgrade the safety performance of existing roads. 
The challenge with Guidelines is to make this process effective.  It will require the leadership, education and communication skills.

EuroRAP Proposals
5. Is there any other comment you wish to make? 
The preparation of effective legislation requiring Guidelines will need far greater understanding among policy makers, Finance Ministries, road providers and professional engineers as to what is now possible. 
Road safety action on the TERN can demonstrate and set good practice for all European roads. - and the business and human case for wider action.
EuroRAP believes the simple policy goal should be to make the TERN 4-star.

EuroRAP believes that 2 and 3-star roads on the TERN should be seen as unacceptable as 2 and 3-star cars.  Guidelines can embody a process that leads to the eradication of 2 and 3 star TERN roads.  
Currently, while policy makers and public can easily understand the idea of a safety rating for a road as easily as for a car, it is unfamiliar to road engineers.  

Within its 2007-2009 EuroRAP III programme, EuroRAP therefore proposes to assess the TERN’s safety performance as an early priority using both risk measurement and inspection of crash protection standards.
Based on this and other work, EuroRAP proposes to set standards for minimum safety performance on the TERN and report where there is no economic or other justification for deficiencies.

EuroRAP also plans to demonstrate with authorities across Europe how assembling crash data and road inspection data can lead to the generation of high return programmes of engineering countermeasures.

EuroRAP believes that the Commission’s legislation must ensure that the basic instruments of pluralist democracy work in all Member countries.  The Commission must act to assure transparency in safety performance: crash, traffic and network data paid for by the public purse must be made available in a form so independent stakeholders can hold road authorities to account. 

EuroRAP would be pleased to contribute to the detailed framework for the Guidelines.
About EuroRAP
EuroRAP is a sister association to EuroNCAP.  It has approximately 30 members comprising European motoring organisations, leading national and regional road authorities and motor manufacturers.
EuroRAP’s goals are to develop safe roads by ensuring all parts of road transport system – roads, vehicles and drivers – work as a single safe system.  This requires clear responsibilities to be allocated in future to manufacturers, road authorities and drivers.  The regulatory framework has a key role to play.
Details of the work of EuroRAP can be found at www.eurorap.org. 
EuroRAP gains support for its work not only from motoring organisations, road authorities and motor manufacturers, but also the EC, FIA Foundation and others.
EuroRAP is uniquely supported by all stakeholders in a safe roads system and its views are based on research commissioned in-house and from Europe’s leading road safety laboratories such as the Transport Research Laboratory. Road Authority Members and Expert Members also give technical advice to the Association but are not responsible for its public policy views.
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