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1 INTRODUCTION

At conference after conference statistics are
tabled which confirm that things are not going
well inroad traffic safety. Reporting concentrates A Joint Public - Private Responsibility !
excessively on statistics and is at times so
technical and distant from the human element
and emotional dimension that the statistics seem
to be an end unto themselves. But road traffic safety is not about statistics! It’s about people and
changing people’ s road use attitudes and behaviour. As such, it impacts on everyone and it covers a
multitude of issues ranging from pedestrian traffic to motorized traffic to road use behaviour and
attitudes and to technical standards.

ROAD SAFETY: A Public Interest !

A Comprehensive Appropriation !

If road traffic safety touches everybody’ s livesin a potentially wide-ranging way, then surely should
everybody not also be involved in setting policy goals and translating these into tangible action and
strategy that really makes areal difference at grassroot level ?

Virtualy everybody would say yes! Yet, in spite of this recognition and all the good intentions and
efforts of governments things are not improving, particularly in developing countries. Most of these
countriespersist inleaving decision making to elite academically-driven institutionswhich are detached
from the general public act and, at times, keep them at bay from decision making. This means that
decision makers very seldom have the complete picture of what is needed and how to best respond.
Programmes are therefore seldom spot-on.

Changing the statisticsfirst requires changing culture, attitudes and mindsets. To do so, requiresanew
approach anchored in an environment receptive and conducive to improved service delivery. But what
must this environment look like ?

The proposal for anew approach put forward in this paper merely confirms conventional wisdom. It
is not earth-shattering in nature but based on common sense. It confirmsthat everybody should be part
of decision making and should appropriate institutions and processes and that decision makers must
havethefull pictureat all timesin order to take effective decisions. It al so acknowledgesthat involving
everyone and ensuring that every relevant issue is considered before taking a decision can be
cumbersome and complex. The approach therefore also calls for an institutional response conducive
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to supporting and accommodating the new approach.

Accordingly, this paper is structured as follows: in Part 2 a cursory overview is provided of inherent
weaknesses in current approaches; in Part 3 the salient features of anew approach are outlined; Part 4
contains a proposed institutional response to accommaodate the new approach; and Part 5 containsfinal
remarks.

2. SNAPSHOT OF CURRENT APPROACHES

A cursory scan of the position in some African
countries shows that they have generally been
active in the area of road traffic safety, although
in differing degrees, even in spite of fairly
prevalent funding shortages in some cases.

South Africa is currently planning to implement bold reforms
by way of the establishment of the Road Traffic Management
Corporation (RTMC) established in terms of Act 20 of 1999.
The RTMC is an arms-length  independent statutory
partnership between  national, provincial and local
government and the business sector with a view to entrenching
co-operative government in respect of road traffic in general
and road traffic safety in particular.

Virtualy every country has road traffic safety-
related legislation in place. Most of them have
statutory institutions dedicated to road traffic safety intheform of either councilsor boards. Road traffic
safety-related research abounds. There are numerous examples of published strategies and national
plans. There isamultitude of specially designed programmes.

All theseinitiativesviewedinisolation seemto

make sense and appear technically sound. Y et,
most countries arelow on sufficient impact as
far asroad deaths and seriousinjury and user
behaviour improvements are concerned. This
can be pulled through to anumber of inherent
weaknesses in ingtitutional environment.

Road accident fatalities in Africa went up by over 350 percent
from 1968 to 1990..... Along with human suffering, road
accidents have economic costs equivalent to approximately 2
percent of GNP for developing countries.

Dhliwayo M.E “A review of the road safety situation in
Afrrica” Third African Road Safety Congress Pretoria South
Africa, April 1997

Examples of such weaknesses include the following:

The general public is not adequately involved in setting goals and mandates. Thegenerd public
does not have asustainablerolein setting goals. General public input to the preparation of legidative
mandates is very limited. The processis generally dictated by public sector inputs and atop-down
approach is predominantly followed.

Legislation is not sufficiently goal-oriented. Generally, the objects of the statutory institutionsare
defined in broad, vague terms, for example, to “ promote road safety”. Failureto clearly define the
Parliamentary vision resultsin most institutions |acking sufficient direction, which filtersthrough to
unfocussed road traffic safety programmes. L egislation should be drafted to be more goal-oriented.
This, for example, isthe general trend in roads| egid ation where maintenance obj ectivesareexpressy
defined. All roads-related institutions, mechanisms and processes are geared to translating the
maintenance objectives into service delivery. If this can be done for roads why can it not also be
donefor road traffic safety ?



Figure 1 illustrates the generalized current institutional framework.
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FIGURE 1:

Institutional frameworks focus primarily on policy formulation. Institutional frameworks are
generaly not designed from aservice delivery angle. The emphasisison policy formulation and not
on policy direction and delivery. As such, they do not provide adequate mechanisms to ensure
sustai nabl e stakehol der involvement in policy delivery and review processes. Furthermore, sincethe
legidationisgenerally not goal -oriented, current councils/ boardstend to concentrate on devel oping
broad goals and objectives which distracts them from concentrating on interpreting policy and
trandating it into appropriate programmes.

Stakeholder representation is inadequate. All councils / boards fail to represent a sufficiently
broad range of public and private stakeholder interests. Most are majority public-sector bodieswith
representatives from the national ministries of transport, communications, public works, education,
health, home affairsand police, with the exception of the Zimbabwean Traffic Safety Board and the
Zambian National Road Safety Council. Universities are generally well represented. Private sector



representation isusually confined to representatives of the insurance and motor transport industries.
Users are generally not represented at all.

Stakeholder representation is not sufficiently high-profile. Membership of current councils/
boardsis predominantly limited to civil servantswho represent Ministersex officio and academics
who are supposed to represent the general public. Neither of these groups has sufficient political and
business credibility to be able to garner the human and financial resources required to make a
difference on the ground.

Stakeholder co-ordination is weak. Current approachesprovidevery few sustainable mechanisms
to co-ordinate the functioning of the few stakeholders that are involved. Developments are co-
incidental and are very often driven by particular individuals who have adesire to make an impact.
Very often, it is not possible for these individualsto “beat” the system on a sustainable basis.

The income base is very narrow. Failure to involve the private sector reduces the chances of
accessing private sector funds. Reliance therefore has to be placed amost exclusively on public
funding which isnever enough. Private funds which, with some focussed effort could be channelled
to road traffic safety, are currently going to sportsand, to alesser degree, culture, only because those
sectors are making the effort to involve the private sector more meaningfully in decision making.

Decision-makers do not have the full picture when taking decisions. Decisionsare often limited
to aparticular focuswhichisrelevant at aparticular point in time, without considering theimpact of
thetotal picture. Thereisatendency to overreact intimesof crisis. Public pressure creates panic with
authorities. Over time, Governments have developed predictable menus of ‘quick-fix’ short-to-
medium term reactive measures to soothe public outcry. These measuresinclude, for example -

constructing new or upgrading existing road infrastructure;

amending and improving road traffic and related legidation;

intensifying law enforcement;

reducing speed limits;

boosting roadworthiness and driver behaviour campaigns;

strictly regulating maximum driving hours;

prescribing compulsory installation of automatic equipment to monitor speed and driving
hours,

reviewing regulatory standards relating to drivers and professional drivers;
intensifying driver training programmes; and

< intensifying communication and education programmes.
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Whilst these measures may be technically relevant in agiven situation, they generally do not lead
to sustainable improvements in user behaviour.

Programming does not respond adequately to needs. | nadequate user participation and weak
co-ordination amongst stakeholdersin policy delivery processes, weakens the needs assessment
process. Needs are assessed at alevel too remote from the level where impact isrequired. Asa
result, programmes often do not respond spot-on to needs.

Private sector involvement in service delivery is virtually non-existent. Service delivery is
predominantly driven at the central level by €litist narrowly-focussed institutions in which the
genera public haslittle or no say. These institutions decide what the needs are, how these must
be addressed and who must deliver services. The private sector is seldom involved in actualy



delivering services. There are some examples of outsourcing service delivery to the private sector
but these are generally limited to education / awareness campaigns. As such, the potentially
beneficial role of the private sector is still overlooked.

Impact monitoring is inadequate. Current legislation generally does not provide for
implementation of clear monitoring mechanisms. Thereisno system by which everyone checks
up on everyone else. For example, some countries do not even provide for basics such as
submitting annual reportsto Parliament. Monitoring isgenerally co-incidental and sporadic. For
example, feedback to the general public on road traffic safety conditions usually only occurs
during and at the end of a festive season such as Christmas and Easter. At these times, we are
provided with statistics that usually end up telling us that more people died than in the previous
year over the same period. Little information is provided in between as to whether there are
behavioural attributional changesunderway, what arethelessonslearnt and what should bedone
to accelerate or improve the pace of change. Furthermore, where any road traffic related data
exigts, thisis often unreliable.

Mechanisms to reinforce accountability

. Corruption is a widespread problem that also affects road
and transparency are ma_dequate. safety. Nothing much is possible in a corrupt system, and
Becausevery few of usare checki ngupon corruption is difficult to root out - especially with poor
anybody €else, there is ample opportunity ~ ™Management.
for mismanagement. LegISIGIIOI'] also does Assum T “Road safety in Africa: appraisal of road safety
not entrench clear mechanismsto support initiatives in five African countries” World Bank SSATP
accountability or transparency. Thisfeeds  "Vorking Paper No 33 1998
into an overall perception that there is a
“free-for-all” at the level of governance and management of road traffic safety.

Ifleadership in governance and management of road traffic safety is lacking, how can road
users be inspired to be accountable and responsible for their own actions ?

3. A PROPOSED NEW APPROACH

Thisis atime for leadership and vision. We need to create new enabling environments which
hinge on:

< first: enhancing general public appropriation and providing clear mandates;
< second: expanding general public participation in real decision-making by:
C involving high profile members of the public sector and

business; and

C targeting service delivery at the level closest to where impact
must be felt; and

< third: entrenching inclusive and effective monitoring.



31 General public appropriation and mandate

The general public must be involved in the full cycle of activities to ensure that its needs are
captured in legidlative mandates and that mandates are translated into practical service delivery.
The general public’sfirst involvement isin setting goals and devel oping mandates. This entails
entering into consultations that lead to the drafting of the legislation. There are numerous
innovative ways to do so, for example through public competitions, radio and television phone-
ins, community meetings, interactive websites, interviews and the completion of questionnaires.

Once draft legislation has been prepared, it should be published for general comment and public
input should be taken into account. Significant deviations from public input should be debated
with those making the input and they should be notified of final decisions which deviate from
such input.

Parliament provides the ultimate overall legislative mandate and must approve the enabling
legidlation which entrenchesthe new approach. Thelegislation must be goal-oriented and capture
the goals and objectives which best respond to the needs of the general public as expressed
through the input of the general public to the policy formulation process.

After promulgation of the legidation, the general public still has an interest in ensuring that the
Parliamentary mandate remains valid and conducive to meeting needs. The general public is
therefore free at any time to propose arevision or sharpening up of the mandate. The general
public is free to access the policy formulation process at any time and at any point of entry, for
example, through a member of Parliament or through a petition to a particular Minister or any
technical official. Once again, this process could also befacilitated by canvassing public opinion
through innovative means such as those referred to earlier.

Cabinet’s roleisto trandate the Parliamentary mandate from aGovernment / political perspective
and to provide broad policy guidancetoindividual ministriesthrough Cabinet guidelinesto ensure
that further implementation is needs-oriented.

TheMinister responsible for transport isresponsiblefor further refinement and interpretation
of the Parliamentary mandate and Cabinet guidelinesin order to facilitate further implementation
and service delivery. As such, the Minister exercises this function interactively with the general
public, Parliament and Cabinet. The Minister must canvass the opinion of the general public
through ongoing interaction. The new institutional approach does not replace but supplements
the general public’s democratic right of accessto the Minister.

32 Expanding general public participation in real decision-making

Elevating profile, role and status of road traffic safety through involvement of high profile
members of the public sector and business

High-profile politicians and captains of industry must pull together as equalsin agroup of “wise
persons’ and use their influence, status, authority, credibility and expertise to co-manage road
traffic safety, unleash human and financial resourcesand put these at the disposal of communities
so that such communities will do what needs to be done (In Figure 2 below it is proposed that
the group of “wise persons’ beinstitutionally organized as a statutory board).



The high-profile politicians will bring to the partnership their authority to create enabling
environments, to de-burden regulatory systems and to stimulate conditions for technology
transfer and innovation, but they often lack funds and skillsto apply new technologies efficiently.
The captains of industry, in turn, bring business acumen and skills, access to pools of expertise
and funds and capacity to sustain implementation at levels where impact is required.

Co-management will entail:

< ensuring more effective strategic planning through, for example, the development of
anational road traffic safety strategy detailing what needs to be done and who is best
suited to do it given the available funds; and

< broadening the income base through exploitation of new and creative funding
sources other than public funding and generating a more stable flow of funds for
road traffic safety. Co-ordination among politicians will ensure a consolidated flow of
funds from the National Treasury, while the private sector will be encouraged to alocate
more grants, donations or pledges for road traffic safety. Many private sector industries
for example, the insurance and alcohol industries dispose over large amounts of money
which areoften earmarked for sportsand culture. Theseindustriesarereluctant to allocate
similar levels of fundsfor road traffic safety probably because they are not meaningfully
involved in decision-making and the benefits of such involvement are therefore not clear
to them.

The proposed board whilst bringing status, influence, authority and credibility to thetableisstill
too removed from thelevel at which service delivery must be executed and will not have thetime
to become sufficiently intimately involved at thislevel. Therefore in order to ensurethat strategic
plans respond to the real needs of communities, they will haveto be assisted by usersand service
providers.

The proposed board will have to advise the Minister responsible for transport to invite
representatives of usersand categories of services providersto serve on astatutory representative
body (For example, see the proposed service delivery committee - or SDC - inFigure 2 below).

The proposed SDC'’s primary role is to open up and co-ordinate service delivery at the lowest
possible level. The SDC as such will not be delivering services. Their task is to ensure that as
many accredited service providers as possible enter the service delivery market (see discussion
on accreditation below). Their mindset should be to open up and release opportunities at
community level.

The proposed SDC will assist the proposed board to keep a finger on the pulse on what
community needs are and what appropriate responses should be. At the same time, the proposed
SDC must also keep users and service providers sensitized asto the realities of the overall picture
which will be conveyed to them interactively by the proposed board. The strength of this
interaction will liein the cross-pollination of ideas. The interactive output coupled with service
providers willingnessto get things done, will be powerful driving forcestoward effective service
delivery.



Targeting service delivery at the level closest to where impact must be felt
Selecting appropriate service providers. accreditation

As indicated earlier, the SDC will not actually deliver services but merely co-ordinate service
delivery. Essentialy, any service provider who can demonstrate impact should have access to
opportunitiesto deliver road traffic safety-related services. But only service providers who can
demonstrate real impact through service delivery which adequately targets user needs at impact
level should beinvolved. To ensurethis, thereisaneed for quality control or pre-qualification by
way of accreditation.

This callsfor introduction of an accreditation procedurewhichisimpartial, fair and devoid of red
tape. Such aprocedurewould entail that any service provider interested in delivering road traffic
safety-related services may apply to an accrediting body (preferably the Minister responsiblefor
transport) to obtain an approval which confirms that:

< such service provider is suitable to provide a specified type of service(s) country-wide or
in particular locations over a specified period of time; and

< continued involvement by such service provider will remain accredited for as long as
service delivery meets negotiated performance targets.

Theaccrediting body executes its function on anon-discretionary basis. It must only verify that
an applicant meets certain pre-determined standards. If standards are complied with, the
accrediting body must accredit the applicant in writing. An unsuccessful applicant will be ableto
appea. The Ministry responsible for transport must periodically submit to the proposed board
lists of the accredited service providers and notify them of any cancellations in accreditation.

Appropriately focussed programmes
If impact isto be felt at community level, then programmes must effectively target:

< the users or groups of users who have a particular need and there must be a clear
understanding of who the usersare. For example, thiswill entail consideration of social/
demographic factors such as age group, culture, language, vocation, gender, ability
differentiation and levels of literacy;

< thespatial areas in which such usersare located, for example, asuburb, municipal area,
regional areas, province or development corridor; and

< the actual needs, such as those relating to pedestrians in rural areas; transportation of
farmlabourers; drunkendriving; speeding; overloading control; cell phoneusage; seat-belt
usage; etc.

Accredited service providers must be free to pro-actively design creative and innovative
programmes and apply for funding to implement them from the proposed SDC. The proposed
SDC should also be able to prompt service providers to design needs-based programmes where
such aneed exists.



In designing such programmes, categories of service providers may voluntarily associate or be
encouraged to associate by the proposed SDC in any combination or permutation which best
suits service delivery. For example, the trucking industry active in a particular development
corridor could partner road managers, law enforcers, vehicle manufacturers and the insurance
industry to implement a vehicle overloading awareness and enforcement campaign. Route
management groups as contemplated in Article 5.6 of the SADC Protocol on Transport,
Communications and Meteorology could qualify as service providers.

Theproposed SDC must consider the appropriateness and validity of any proposal submitted to
it and, inthisregard, pay particular attention to for example:

eliminating duplication in service delivery;

promoting economies of scale;

ensuring that design responds to particular cultural, language and spatial needs; and
ensuring that the service provider hasthe ability and the capacity to make an impact and
provide value for money.
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After applying its mind, the proposed SDC must recommend to the proposed board:

< to approve a programme unconditionally;
< to approve a programme subject to specified conditions; or
< to reject a programme.

Theimplication of a programme being approved is that the service provider who submits the
proposal will receivefunding from the pooled public-privatefundsto deliver the approved service.

The proposed board’ s decision must be reduced to writing and the service providers concerned
must be notified of such decision. Unsuccessful service providers will have an opportunity to
lodge appeal s against unfavourable decisions.

Successful service providers will be required to conclude contracts with the proposed board or
their delegatee (which would probably be the proposed chief executive officer. See Figure 2
below). The contracts should attribute to the service provider the highest possible level of
executive freedom. For example, the service provider should be freeto procure goods or services
from any source and to subcontract. The contracts should also, for example, set out performance
targets and modalities concerning funding and the nature, frequency and format of data
submission.

If aservice provider failsto meet contractual performancetargets, the proposed SDC must notify
theproposed board who woul d then decide whether to suspend or cancel the contract. Inthecase
of cancellation, the Minister responsible for transport would be requested to withdraw
accreditation. Service providers whose accreditation is withdrawn could be blacklisted and
prevented from providing road traffic safety servicespermanently or for specified periodsof time.
To this end, the Minister would be tasked to develop and maintain an appropriate register of
blacklisted service providers.



3.3  Inclusive and effective impact monitoring

Implementation is premised on the
following:
ROAT TRAFVIC SAVETY IMPACT MIINTTORING TRENTY
< dl stakeholders at all levels miIC
must be included in the
monitoring process,

< everybody must be in a
positionto monitor everybody
else

< the output of everyone's

monitoring activity must be
fed to decison makers at
appropriatelevelssothat it can
be used to inform further —— S(akcholdor Monitoring
decision making; and

Pulilic Interest Maniloringe
SDC: Service Tiglivery Committee
ASE: Accredited Service Provider

< the optional use of innovative
monitoring mechanismswhich
promote comparability of information must be pursued.

Overall public interest monitoring

Thegeneral public continuously monitors activities at all levelsto ensure that needs are captured
in mandates and met at service delivery levels. For example, the general public can monitor how
Parliament develops and puts into place the mandate by being involved in the process of
legidative development and subsequent revision, for example, through participation in
workshops, consultations and pro-active submission of commentsto the Ministry on published
draft legislation. The general public aso monitors Cabinet’'s and individual Ministries
interpretation of themandate and thetransl ation of Cabinet and Ministerial guidelinesor directives
by the proposed board and proposed SDC. Complaints procedures, petitions and submission of
information to the media could al serve aschannelsfor inputsin thisregard. The general public’'s
perception of the effectivenessof road traffic safety servicesisal so avaluablemonitoring tool and
may be tapped through, for example, user participation in the proposed SDC, organized user
conferences, snap telephone surveys or call-ins and interactive websites which invite members
of the public to comment or provide inputs as well as the use of questionnaires and interviews.

Parliament constantly monitors how Cabinet and the responsible Minister give effect to their
mandate. Apart from constitutional mechanisms such as compulsory Ministerial participationin
Parliamentary debates, Parliament’ smonitoringrol eisfacilitated through submission of anannual
report from the proposed board which provides a comprehensive overview of the state of road
traffic safety as well as any independent performance audit report submitted by the Auditor-
Generd.

Cabinet monitorsthe Minister responsiblefor transport to determine whether he or sheisgiving
full effect to the mandate through periodic Ministerial inputs to Cabinet.



Stakeholder monitoring

The Minister responsible for transport monitors the proposed board through its submission
of annual or periodic reports. The Minister is empowered to request performance-related
information from the proposed board. The Minister may provide guidelines or directives on the
financial controlsto be applied by the proposed board and is a so empowered to conduct external
audits.

The proposed board needsto monitor overal levels of road traffic safety and service delivery.
They too should have the power to request information or initiate an independent audit in respect
of the proposed SDC or any accredited service provider. The proposed board may also undertake
independent audits or surveys to canvas user satisfaction and perceptions as an input to its
strategic planning activity.

The proposed SDC monitors the proposed board through feedback provided by the chief
executive officer and through, for example, a mechanism to compel the proposed board to give
reasons where it rejects a service delivery-related recommendation of the proposed SDC.

At service delivery level, peer monitoring isapowerful tool. Thisentails service providerswith
similar backgroundsand business goal s checking up on each other’ sperformance. Theproposed
SDC monitors service providers through periodic on-site inspections and the submission of
periodic reports. The proposed SDC must develop guidelines on the nature, types and level of
datato be submitted or gathered from service providers and reporting formats and these may be
incorporated in service delivery contacts. The proposed SDC must also monitor user satisfaction
and may, subject to approval of the proposed board, conduct independent audits or surveys. The
proposed SDC will develop and manage an appropriate database incorporating information
received from users and service providers.

In terms of the new approach, service providers must also be encouraged to undertake peer and
impact monitoring through the exchange of information on an informal basis.



4, A PROPOSED INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE

Figure 2 illustrates at a glance the proposed new institutional framework
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Institutional Pointers
The new agency
Thebest way to institutionalize the new approach discussed in Part 3 above isthrough the creation

of a financially independent but accountable agency at arms-length of Government which
comprises of:

< apredominantly high-profile private sector board;

< aservice delivery committee (SDC) representing users and categories of service providers
accredited by the Ministry responsible for transport; and

< achief executive officer who is adequately skilled in management, financing and road

traffic safety matters appointed in terms of a performance contract.
Board

Theboard servesastheinterface between Government and serviceproviders. It should preferably
have amajority private sector membership and a private sector chairperson and comprise:

< Ministers with aninterest in road traffic safety (such astransport, education, public works,
health, home affairs, local government, justice, police and finance);

< captains of industry (such as chairpersons/ managing directors/ presidents of breweries
and acohol industries, vehicle manufacturers, insurance industries, road freight and
passenger industries, hospitality industries); and

< representatives from second and third spheres of government.

Theboard must appoint achief executive officer, who should be supported by asmall Secretariat
possibly funded by the private sector, to deal with day-to-day administrative matters. The board
must hold regular meetings, but will be free to define its own meeting procedures.

Service Delivery Committee (SDC)

The SDC is established to serve asthe operational engine room and consolidate service delivery.
The SDC comprises:

< the chief executive officer as facilitatory chairperson;
< representatives of categories of service providers accredited as such by the Ministry
responsible for transport which could include:

the road freight transport industry;
the road passenger transport industry;
the driver training industry;
motoring associations;

vehicle manufacturers;

the alcohol and hospitality industry;
the insurance industry;

road managers,

vehicle manufacturers;

the media;

the education sector;
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the agricultural sector;

the medical and healthcare profession;

the emergency services sector;

local authorities; and

any other sector with ademonstrated interest in and innovative approach to road

traffic safety;

< appropriate representation of individual road users; e.g. pedestrians, cyclists, motoristsand
the road freight and passenger industry, as well as special interests such as those of
children, the elderly, and differently abled persons; and

< labour.

O O O O O

The SDC should maintain a high degree of operational flexibility and should be empowered to
organize itself in the manner it best seesfit through, for example, the establishment of issue- or
geographically-based sub committees.

Chief executive officer

Thechief executive officer is appointed by the board in terms of aperformance contract and must
be skilled in management, financing and road traffic safety matters. The chief executive officer will
be responsible for the day-to-day administration relating to the board and will serve as accounting
officer of pooled public-private funds. He or she also facilitates discussions at SDC meetings as
chairperson.

5. A FINAL REMINDER

It we want to turn the statistics around, In 1990 road traffic accidents were rated ninth in the top ten
ComprehenSive holistic road traffic Safety causes of death and disability in the world. By 2020, it is
reforms will have to be adopted and  predicted that they will be rated third.

implemented urgently. Getting to effective
implementation requires as a first step
putting into place enabling legidative
frameworks which provide the right balance of empowerments, guidelines and directive
provisions. Inthemeantime, however, nothing preventsexisting statutory institutions (road traffic
safety councils/ boards) from drawingin stakehol ders more meaningfully into servicedelivery and
establishing*“ shadow” SDCson avoluntary basiswhich could serveastheunofficial predecessors
of the proposed statutory SDCs.

Harvard School Of Public Health Projections

In conclusion, our challengeis:

< to change road use culture to improve statistics !

< to implement aholistic road traffic safety management approach which integrates general
public participation and enables informed decision making against the background of the
full picture of road traffic safety in support of effective delivery to change road use culture!

< to establish aresponsive and streamlined institutional framework in order to implement
aholistic road traffic safety management approach !
< to catalyse stakeholder buy-in!

How are we going to respond to this challenge ?
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