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Awyeipion Odwng Acparewg otny EALGOQ

Hepiinyn

2NV Topovse €PYACi OVOAVETOL 1| TOAUTK 0d0WNG ac@diewng oty EAAGSa, pe Pdon pebodoroyies mov
avamtoyOnkav Kot dgdopéva mov cVALEXONKaV oto TAaico tov gpevuvntikov épyov DaCoTA g Evpomaikig
Emitponng. To gpevvntkd épyo DaCoTA eiye og avieipevo v avaAvon 1@V cuoTHAToV d1oyeiptong 00 g
aoc@aiewg oty Evpdnn pe 6tdyo ™mv mpodincn KoAdV TpoKTkdv Kot 1 BEATIoTonomon tov 5108 IKas1dV.
IMo 10 okomd avtd, to cveTuate dloyeipong 0dwmng acedreng 14 yopov gEetdotnkav yo 0 €tog 2010, ue
Baon otoyeia amd GUVEVTEVEEIS LE OVTUTPOCMTOVS TOV KUPEPVACEOV Kol 0veEAPTNTOVG €101KOVG, 01 0Toiot
CUUTAN POV EVa EKTEVEC EPOTNUATOAOYI0 Y10, TO Babpd 6TOV 0700 TO GLGTAOTO 0G1KNG AGPAAEG TATPOVV
TOL KPUTAPWL KOADV TpakTikdv. Ol epMTAGE ApOPOvLCAV GTOVG 5 Topelc ¢ ToAwKAg 0d1kAg aceaiewg: (i)
Oeopukn opydvoon, (ii) dwpdppwon kot vioOEtnon Toltikng, (iii) epoapuoyn kot ypnUatoddTnor ToAwKng, (iv)
wopakorovdnon kat agordoynon, (V) ertompoviky vroot piEn. Ta otoryeio avaivdnkay pe Tootikég pedddoug
avéilvong o6mov mpaypotoromOnke oe Pabog avéAvon kol EAEYYOG TOV OTAVINCEMV Kol TOV GYOAI®V TOL
epOTN potoAoyiov, dote vo dnpovpyndel pio akpiPng kot a&vmiom suwdva (Tpoeid) g doyeipong 0dwmg
aoparewg. To «mpopid» dtayeipiong odwng acedreng ™ EAMAGdag eietdotke oe oyéon pe éva «mpo@ih
avaQopAc» TO 0Toi0 AVTIGTO el VITOOETIKA GE KATO0 XM pol TOV TANPOL OAC TO. KPUN POl KOADV TPAKTIKOV. Tal
amoteléopata defyvouv 6Tt omv EALGSa, Omwg ko1 e oplopéveg GAAeg YO peg, mpoPAémovial Sopég Kot
dwdwoaoieg dwyelpiong 0d1KNG ACGPOAEWNS, Ol OTOieg ovyva dev eivar evepyés, KoBMG Kol GTPOTNYIKEG Kot
TPOYpappate 08N G aoPareng, ta omoin epappofovior TANpupeldc. Katd cvvémew, dev vrdpy el cuyKekpLév
APNHATOSOTNON Yo TNV TOAIK 0SNG OCQAAEWG, OVTE GUOGTNHATIKY TapoKolovOnon kot a&loAdynon tov
TPOYPOUUATOV KAl TOV UETpOV. Me Bdon ta mopoardve, mpoteivetat pio oepd pétpov v ™ Pertioon g
dayeipong odumg acpareng oty EALGSa.

AEEEIG KAEWOA.: D1ay€ipt 01] 0OIKIS AOPAAEING, KOAES TPOKTIKES.

Abstract
In this paper, the road safety management system in Greece is analysed, on the basis of methodologies
developed and data collected within the DaCoTA research project of the European Commission. More
specifically, the DaCoTA project aimed to investigate the road safety management framework in European
countries in order to help promote “good practice” and optimize management processes. For that purpose, road
safety management systems have been thoroughly investigated in 14 European countries in 2010, by means of
interviews with governmental representatives and independent experts in each country who filled in an extensive
questionnaire on the degree to which the various road safety management systems meet the “good practice”
criteria. The questions related to five main areas of Road Safety Management: (i) Institutional organisation, (ii)
Policy formulation and adoption, (iii) Policy implementation and funding, (iv) Monitoring and evaluation, and
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(v) Scientific support and capacity building. The data was then analyzed by means of qualitative analysis i.e. a
thorough analysis and cross-checking of the questionnaire responses and related comments of the experts, in
order to draw a reliable and accurate picture or “profile” for each country. The country profile of Greece was
examined against a ‘reference’ country profile, which was assumed to meet all the goof practice criteria. The
results reveal that in Greece, as in other European countries, there are road safety management structures and
processes foreseen, which are often not active, and road safety strategies and programmes, which are
implemented scarcely. As a consequence, there is no dedicated budget for road safety, and no regular monitoring
and evaluation of the implementation of road safety policies. Several recommendations for the improvement of
road safety management in Greece are outlined.

Keywords: road safety management, good practice.
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1. Background and objectives

In Muhlrad et al. (2011) a road safety management system is defined as “a complex
institutional structure involving cooperating and interacting bodies which supports the tasks
and processes necessary to the prevention and reduction of road traffic injuries”. By
definition, a road safety management system should meet a number of “good practice” criteria
spanning the entire policy making cycle, from agenda setting to policy formulation, adoption,
implementation and evaluation, and including efficient structure and smooth processes, in
order to enable evidence-based policy making.

A Dbasic assumption is that effective organization of road safety management is one of the
conditions for obtaining good road safety results at country level (OECD, 2008; ERSO,
2008). Moreover, as road safety is becoming more and more integrated into broader scoped
transport or environment policies, and given the effects of the current economic recession on
road safety resources, the need for optimization of road safety management systems becomes
even more pronounced (Bliss & Breen, 2009).

Within this context, the road safety management investigation model proposed by Muhlrad et
al. (2011) within the DaCoTA research project of the European Commission is based on
several “good practice” criteria, defined by an exhaustive literature review, aiming to address
the need for optimized road safety management systems, leading to better road safety
performance, ina changing environment.

The main objective of the DaCoTA project with respect to road safety management systems
was to investigate the road safety management framework in European countries in order to
help promote “good practice” and optimize management processes. More specifically, the
research objectives addressed were as follows:
e To formulate hypotheses of “good practice”, to be validated, and criteria to assess
“good practice” in each country;
e To describe and document the road safety management systems of European countries
in terms of institutions, processes, tasks and outputs;
e To identify patterns and particularities of road safety management systems in Europe
and group countries on the basis of road safety management systems characteristics;
e To investigate the link between road safety management and road safety performance;

For that purpose, road safety management systems have been thoroughly investigated in 14
European countries in 2010, by means of interviews with governmental representatives and
independent experts in each country who filled in an extensive questionnaire on the degree to
which the various road safety management systems meet the “good practice” criteria. The
questions related to five main areas of Road Safety Management:

¢ Institutional organisation, coordination and stakeholders’ involvement
Policy formulation and adoption
Policy implementation and funding
Monitoring and evaluation
Scientific support and information, capacity building

The data was then analyzed by means of qualitative analysis ie. a thorough analysis and
cross-checking of the questionnaire responses and related comments of both the governme ntal
representatives and the independent experts, in order to draw a reliable and accurate picture or
“profile” for each country (Papadimitriou et al., 2012).
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Within this context, the objective of this paper is the analysis of road safety management in
Greece on the basis of the DaCoTA methodology and data, and the drawing of conclusions
and recommendations for the improvement of road safety management in Greece.

2. The road safety management questionnaire

The primary data collection tool for information about Road Safety Management (RSM) was
a questionnaire. A thorough report on how this questionnaire was developed and the theory
behind it can be found in Muhlrad et al (2011).

Given that Road Safety Management is a complex topic, the choice was made to have the
questionnaire filled in on the basis of an interview, either face to face or via the telephone. To
aid understanding, it was also important for these interviews to be conducted in the native
language of the interviewee. Therefore the initial sample of target countries was those where
the DaCoTA partners could converse in the native language. The partners represented 12
countries: Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Greece, Israel, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands,
Poland, Spain, and the United Kingdom and were able to collect data in the native language of
a further 2: Ireland and Switzerland.

Two groups of road safety professionals were targeted in each country:

e Government representatives: Road safety practitioners who are or have been directly
involved in policy and decision making over a long enough period of time for them to
have acquired wide-ranging experience in road safety,

e Independent experts: Road safety researchers or scientists who may contribute to
policy but do not have a decision making role and could offer a non-partisan view of
the Road Safety Management systems in place.

This approach was taken to try and gain as detailed and accurate an overview of each
country’s Road Safety Management system as possible. In a number of cases, the answers
provided by each type of expert seemed to lack consistency. For qualitative analysis however,
the points of disagreement identified provided additional information: interpretation of the
road safety management situation is bound to be different for somebody whose duty is to
defend the system he is a part of, and for an external scientific expert whose job it is to be
critical about what exists with a view to improve the system. Cross-analysing comments from
both sides proved to clarify the final picture ofthe country’s situation.

3. The road safety management investigation model

Qualitative analysis was carried out in two complementary ways: first, country by country to
describe the existing RS management systems in Europe and compare them to a typical “good
practice” system. More specifically, a “country profile” was established for each country
where interviews were conducted (14 countries). Second, on the basis of question by question
comparisons performed for items in the questionnaire concerning specific issues.

The country profiles describe road safety management structures and outputs according to the
policy-making cycle (agenda setting, policy formulation, adoption, implementation and
evaluation) set against the background of a typical hierarchical national government
organization (Figure 1). Because such a typical organization is not suited to managing road
safety policies which involve most government sectors, specific structures have beenset up in
most countries, modifying or short-circuiting the typical hierarchical administration. For each
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country, these structures as well as the working processes were charted to provide a graphic
picture of'the road safety management situation (“country profile””). Focus was on the national
organization and the relations between national and regional/local structures and not on road
safety management at the decentralized level, as it was agreed at an earlier stage of
methodology building that this aspect could not be tackled in the time-frame of the DaCoTA
project. Looking at the various country profiles, it is necessary to bear in mind that some
countries are now undergoing an evolution process, and that the current situation may already
be different from what was described by the experts interviewed before the beginning of
2012.
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Figurel: Government organization background

The most complete RS management system which would be obtained for a country fulfilling
all the “good practice” criteria identified in the methodology was used as a reference (Figure
2). For each country, “good practice” elements, lack of such elements and peculiarities were
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summarised in a ‘diagnosis’ table including structures, processes, policy-making tasks and
outputs according to the investigation model.
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4. Analysis of road safety management in Greece

4.1 Road safety structures, processes and outputs
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Figure 3 summarises “good practice” elements, lack of such elements and peculiarities
concerning structures, processes, policy-making tasks and outputs in Greece. These are based
upon the investigation model developed within DaCoTA, and the related questionnaire
responses of one governmental representative and one independent expert in the country.
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Figure 3: Overview of road safety management good practice elements in Greece - 2010

In Figure 4, road safety management structures, work processes and outputs in Greece are
described according to the policy-making cycle (agenda setting, policy formulation, adoption,
implementation and evaluation). Focus is on the national organization and the relations
between national and regional/local structures.
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Figure 4: Structures, processes and outputs in Greece - 2010

4.2 A good practice ‘diagnosis’

ome sectoral
initial
RS training

The existing road safety management structures and processes in Greece were set against the
“most complete road safety management management system” which would be obtained for a
country fulfilling all the “good practice” criteria. The good practice ‘diagnosis’ for Greece is

presented in Table 1.
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Table 1: Road safety management diagnosis’ for Greece - 2010

Diagnosis: Greece

“Good practice” v The ministry of Health as well as some NGOs are strongly
elements advocating for road safety.

v" An inter-ministerial road safety committee (including
regional authorities).

v Development of a medium-to-long term Strategical plan
based on Safe Systems.

Availability of multi-disciplinary research teams.

Elements needing v Road safety is not a recognized policy area.

improvement . . .
P v The inter-ministerial road safety committee does not have

decision power and cannot really perform inter-sectoral
coordination (under the ministry of Infrastructures rather
than the Prime Minister); it is not currently operational (no
budget).

v" A structure for stakeholder consultation may have existed
but is now inactive.

v No road safety observatory.

v No process to integrate national and regional activities, no
reporting from the regional to the national level.

v The road safety Strategic Plan has never been formally
adopted by the government.

v" No identifiable budget for road safety.

v" Limited use of knowledge in policy-making and the design
of interventions, no benchmarking.

v No evaluation of road safety interventions.

v’ Little national funding for research (European funding
keeps the research teams going).

v No substantial offer of road safety training.

v No training plans for road safety actors.

5. Discussion

In Greece, in spite of several Ministries (including Health) advocating the need for RS action
and a number of road safety NGOs doing the same, road safety is hardly considered an area of
activity of its own. The only management structure ever legally created is the inter-ministerial
Road Safety Committee which has no authority over the other sectors’ administrations as it
has been placed under the Minister of Infrastructure rather than under the authority of the
Prime Minister. In reality, the Committee has no decision making power and no budget of its
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own. In spite of its recently created Secretariat, it does not work effectively, as clearly showed
by the outputs.

Similarly, there may have been a structure for consultations of stakeholders including NGOs
and some experts, but it does not appear to be active.

Although all three administrative levels (national, regional, local) are involved in RS action,
and the regional authorities are represented in the inter-ministerial RS Committee, there is no
process to integrate national and regional RS activities. There is no reporting from the
regional/local levels to the national one.

The main road safety output is a strategic plan, based on a Safe Systems approach and
including a vision and targets for 2015 and 2020, which was developed but never formally
adopted as a national policy. This demonstrates an obvious gap between policy formulation
and policy adoption at a very early level in the decision-making chain. As a consequence, it
seems that no RS programme has even been submitted for policy adoption (although a
medium-term action programme may have been developed).

Without a road safety programme, it is not surprising that there is no identified road safety
budget. However, some RS interventions are implemented from the budget of ministries and
some NGOs coordinate their activities with the government’s. The monitoring process
included in the Strategic plan has not been implemented. It seems that it is not so much
adequate manpower but organization which prevents the implementation of some RS
measures (except perhaps in Health and Education).

The base of knowledge used in policy formulation is limited, which is to be expected as
policy adoption has not taken place. Only police accident data is available on a systematic
basis, benchmarking is not really used (except at the research level) and there is no systematic
evaluation of the measures implemented.

Although the country has some university-based multi-disciplinary scientific teams available,
knowledge production is not in a strong position: research has to rely on funding from
European programmes which are, by nature, non-sustainable. In the present situation, there
can be no substantial offer of road safety training for professionals.

6. Conclusions and recommendations

The analysis of the road safety management country profile of Greece, compared to those of
other countries, reveals a number of critical elements which warrant particular emphasis for
the improvement of road safety management in Greece.

The results of the DaCoTA analyses on road safety management systems suggest that,
although a number of “good practice” elements can be established as regards road safety
management structures, processes and outputs, it is not possible to identify one single “good
practice” model at national level (Muhlrad et al., 2011; Elvik, 2012). One clear finding is that
similar performance in road safety management can be achieved by means of differing
structures and implementation processes (Papadimitriou & Yannis, 2013).

Despite the differences in European road safety management systems, there have been several
elements that emerged as more critical “good practice” criteria, such as the presence of a
strong lead agency, the efficiency of the implementation — monitoring — evaluation part of the
policy making cycle, the embedding of programmes in sustainable and results-focused
structures and processes, and the distribution and coordination of responsibilities between
federal, regional and local levels. Especially the implementation, funding, monitoring and
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evaluation elements showed the lowest level of availability in the European countries and
appear to be the most problematic sections of the road safety management systems.

The results confirm the fact that the existence of an organisation or function does not
necessarily imply that it functions well; indeed, several countries, including Greece, have
structures, lead agencies, strategies and plans, which are very partially if at all implemented,
mainly due to lack of political will and motivation, lack of funding and coordination, lack of
clarity in roles and responsibilities etc. This is the case for Greece and other poor performing
countries, which scored high on institutional organisation and policy formulation, but very
low on policy adoption, implementation, funding, monitoring and evaluation.

Another finding that warrants further discussion concerns the differences observed between
expert’s and government’s responses, in several countries including Greece; governmental
representatives tend to be more positive, especially as regards the role of the government, the
availability of programmes, the resources and funds allocation, the reporting procedures, the
information of citizens etc. It was concluded that expert responses may reflect an independent
and more objective view and that future analysis might better use experts’ opinion as a prime
source.

However, neither the independent experts nor the governmental representatives may have the
exact picture of road safety management. It is very unlikely that there exists a single person in
the country that might know perfectly the situation, and it is strongly suspected that the
discrepancies are due to different visions of the situation.

On the basis of the results of the present research, the following key messages and
recommendations can be outlined for the improvement of road safety management in Greece,
as well as in other European countries:

Develop objective knowledge of RSM within countries
Decentralisation with care

Establishment ofan Independent Lead Agency

Inter-sectoral and vertical coordination

Continuous stakeholders consultation

Vision and strategy is crucial for creating a road safety culture, but implementation is
the critical step towards road safety improvement

Strengthen the link from policy formulation to policy adoption
Regular monitoring and evaluation

Resources and funding

Knowledge-based policies

Capacity building & training

Handle road safety management in times of recession
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