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Road Safety Working Group (RSEG)

1. The RSEG met on May 31 and June 1, 2005, in Washington DC to continue discussions on road traffic safety.  The meeting opened with a greeting and words of welcome from the Chairman (Thailand) and the US delegate.   Also in attendance throughout the meeting were Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Canada, Hong Kong China, Indonesia, Korea, Philippines, Singapore, Chinese Taipei, and other US delegates, including a representative of the General Motors.  The International Motorcycle Manufacturers Association (IMMA) and the European Council of Ministers of Transport (ECMT) were attending as observers.

2. As a first item of discussion, the RSEG adopted the agenda and selected the delegate from the US as a co-chair to assist the Chairman as necessary. The group also briefly discussed the last meeting in Bangkok, Thailand (24th TPT) and availability of the final report from that meeting.   

3. The US delegate gave a brief background on a small initiative to create a web-based directory containing contact information on all agencies with road safety-related responsibilities in the APEC region.  The directory would contain links to websites and appropriate points of contact within the agencies for each economy.  After the initial set up, per suggestion from the Chairman of the Steering Committee for the Safe and Environmentally-friendly Transportation System, this directory may further serve to encompass all transportation sectors in the APEC region, not just road safety.  This directory would be posted on the APEC website.  To date, only five economies have responded to the US request fro information and the Chairman encouraged all economies to respond by the end of the week.  A hard copy of the blank template has been provided.  

4. A delegate from Australia questioned the purpose of the directory.  The US explained that the purpose of this directory is to facilitate the exchange of information.  For example:  If one has questions regarding regulations in Australia, this directory would identify the proper Agency and people to contact.  The delegate from Australia then suggested that this directory is a sort of communication exercise to deal directly with the economy.  The US agreed, but also gave the World Health Day 2005 activities as an example of additional information that could be accessed through the links to individual economies’ websites. 

5. Australia inquired how this project would help in meeting the Bogor goals.  The US responded by saying that the goals focus on the facilitation of trade, but without ensuring safe, secure and efficient transportation system, those goals would be impossible to meet.  The human losses of 450,000 people who die and millions of others who are injured every year in the APEC region coupled with the tremendous economic costs, have a debilitating effect on the economies’ wellbeing.

6. Australia agreed that the directory is a good way to share information.  The US also mentioned that no resources have been requested for this project as it is to be done ‘in-house’.  The U.S. also requested feedback from member economies on how to make the directory more useful.  

7. Chinese Taipei stated that it would indeed be useful to have all the contacts in one place and to be able to share information regarding road safety.  He stated that they have issues with motorcyclists’ behavior on the highway and helmet laws.  He also said that it was very difficult because the regulations are extremely detailed, and it would be helpful to find the contacts in those areas more easily.  

8. The U.S. referred to a request from a few years ago in which economies wanted to access advertisements from Australia, and it would have been helpful to have such a directory at that point.  The delegates from Australia and IMMA stated that those advertisements were a joint venture between the Australian Federal and State Governments.  IMMA suggested establishing a list of topics that each economy is interested in posting, such as drivers licensing issues and advertisements as we mentioned earlier.  He also mentioned the some issues are very detailed and others are already mentioned in the Vienna Conventions of the U.N. and that the provisions of the Convention already provide a framework.  IMMA also suggested looking at the FIA website for links to road safety issues that may be helpful.  IMMA also suggested a regionally harmonized road safety program.

9. A delegate of Chinese Taipei had two issues, the gathering of information on topics and points of contact and specific experts.  The exchange of information through contact points, not individuals would be better, as they would not be overwhelmed by the influx of requests.  The Chairman suggested having 3 or 4 contact persons.  Another concern that Chinese Taipei had was that not all detailed information can be made available to the public.  

10. The U.S. suggested having a clear distinction of topics within the chart.  This will be discussed further at future meetings.  IMMA said that if the strategic interest is in improving overall performance, then it should include advice on how data is used, etc.  Australia suggested including information on harmonization.

11. The Chairman gave a presentation on his economy’s traffic safety situation and programs.  In the presentation, the Chairman brought up that the method of gathering statistics vary as policemen and hospitals interpret injuries and fatalities differently.  The Prime Minister Thaksin established the National Road Safety Committee, which meets every month to tackle the problem.  Enforcement is a major issue for Thailand and the major areas are:  Motorcycles, Helmet Use, Drunk Driving, Safety Belts, Driver Licensing, and Speeding.  The Chairman also mentioned the fatalities incurred in Thailand as a result of national holidays.  For example, there are more than 600 deaths during the week long Songkram festival, caused by among other things drunk drivers, water being spilled on motorcycles passing by, and drivers not wearing helmets.  These factors contribute to the highest crash rate among motorcyclists.  

12. The Chairman also mentioned an interesting approach adopted by his economy.  In order to support Thailand’s efforts to promote safety and good health habits in general, Thailand allocates 2% from the taxes collected from sales of alcohol and tobacco to fund, among other efforts, also road safety programs.  About half of that money goes directly toward road safety programs. 

13. A US delegate representing the Federal Highway Administration of the US (FHWA) made a presentation on road safety programs of his agency.  In his presentation, the delegate described the major safety initiatives deployed by his agency to meet its goals.  He also drew a clear distinction between the mission of his agency, the FHWA, which focuses on the road infrastructure, its maintenance, road marking, signage, etc.  NHTSA, on the other hand, focuses on the human factors, the driver and other road user behavior and on the safety and fuel efficiency of motor vehicles.  The Federal Railroad Administration focuses on road-rail crossings, and the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration is responsible for safe construction and operation of commercial vehicles, including trucks and buses.  

14. A delegate from the Philippines brought up terrorism and ways to prevent the misuses of public vehicles for terrorist attacks.  The US mentioned that there are no formal programs to address this concern in his agency but perhaps the Department of Homeland Security cooperates with the the DOT Office of Transportation Security and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in terms of emergency response to any such incidents.

15. The delegate from the Philippines reserved a right to bring up this subject the next day under agenda item #7 and promised to provide a paper on how to combat terrorism. Chinese Taipei said that “security” in their terms would be more related to theft prevention as high occurrence of stolen vehicles is a problem that they face, not terrorism.     

16. The morning session of the second day continued with Agenda #3: Economies Presentations.  Korea gave a presentation on its ‘Road Safety Improvement Programs’.  At the conclusion of the presentation, which will be posted electronically on the RSEG website, numerous delegates asked questions about the information presented.  For example, the delegates were interested in learning whether or not Korea had a formal recall system.   He said that the Korean government relies on the carmakers to report defects and initiate recalls.  The carmakers are also actively trying to make public understand the recall system.

A delegate from the United States mentioned that the U.S. has a hotline that the public can call to report car problems to his agency (NHTSA). This reporting system identifies potential problems and serves as one of the sources of information on potential defects.  If the government sees a problem, a vehicle may be tested for safety problems by the agency.  We also have the capability to go through police reports and look at vehicle crashes by vehicle. If we see a certain vehicle overrepresented, this may lead to safety testing.  NHTSA also allocates funding in its annual budget to randomly select cars and test them.

The delegate from Korea replied that Korea does not have a similar program.  The Chairman asked about speed limits.  The Korean delegate replied that it depended on road type but the usual speed limits are 70 and 80 and 90 km/hr on national highways.  Other questions regarding the road improvements and median barriers followed.   

17. As the next agenda item on Road Transport Security, the RSEG heard a presentation from a delegate from the Philippines on the need for a discussion about land transport security, just as APEC discusses maritime and aviation security issues.  The need is necessitated by increasing occurrence of terrorism, specifically, the bus bombing in the Philippines earlier in 2005.

18. In the aftermath of the bombing, delegates in Philippines searched the Internet for other economies that might have a security protocol or some other guidelines in place on how to deal with this type of security concern.  Because there is no or minimal information presently available over the internet, the Philippines would like to explore the possibility of developing a protocol for land transport similar to what aviation and maritime security groups have done as part of their efforts.

The delegate from the Philippines have offered up to design a set of terms of reference for the  security of public land transport infrastructure, which will also include bus terminals, and services.  As a next step, the delegate proposed to establish an advocacy campaign to change the culture of public land transport commuters (e.g., public is not careful about packages left on buses).  This would be a more proactive approach that would result in enhanced vigilance and awareness.  Currently, action is only taken when a bombing incident occurs.  The Philippines would like to put together programs to better secure its and APEC land transport systems.

To this end, the Philippines has submitted a proposal to the APEC secretariat to complete environmental scanning and recommend dialogues, consultation and seminar workshops and greater public information dissemination. This could in turn serve as an input to legislative agenda on counter terrorism and input to begin developing and collecting best practices among APEC economies, as nothing has been standardized to this date for the region.  This project would present business and investment opportunities to the economies.

The proposal was initially submitted to APEC Secretariat for $50,000 but now there is a need to increase the amount to $250,000 because other interested economies wanted broader participation from more APEC economies.  According to the Philippines, Australia has expressed its intention to co-sponsor the proposal.  There is need for coordination, if the project gets approved for APEC funding so as to avoid duplication with any other on-going efforts in this area. 

19. As the next agenda item, RSEG discussed the traffic safety data collection and evaluation system project.  The delegate from the United States gave a summary on the project’s background and a status of the project, which has attracted a broad-base and high-level interest.

At the Ministerial in July 2004 in Bali, Ministers underscored the need for an improved data collection and evaluation capabilities of APEC economies.  The Ministers strongly encouraged the RSEG to develop and implement a project to develop a model data system to meet this objective.  An industry delegate representing the General Motors pledged to contribute significant resources toward the implementation of the data project to augment the APEC central funding.  At this point, the US delegate introduced and recognized Mr. Stephen Gehring of the General Motors Washington Office, present at the meeting, along with another distinguished guest, Mr. Jack Short of the European Council of Ministers of Transport, and thanked him for the generous support.

At the APEC 24th TPT in Bangkok, in August 2004, RSEG agreed to take on the project and identified potential interested economies.  The Steering Committee further endorsed the project and encouraged its timely implementation.  Specifically, the Committee urged timely submission of the request for APEC funding to the Budget and Management Committee, which was scheduled to meet at the end of September.

20. The RSEG under the leadership of the Chairman and US, submitted the proposal to BMC.  BMC identified and allocated $55,000 toward the project.  The General Motors contributed to APEC as promised an undisclosed sum toward the implementation of the model data project.  Early in 2005, Thailand expressed its strong interest to be the first volunteer economy for the project.  The idea was circulated to other delegations for comment and, in the absence of views against, Thailand was designated as the volunteer economy.  Recently, the Government of Thailand strongly affirmed its commitment to the project on behalf of APEC.  Indonesia and the Philippines have emerged as the next candidates for the project followed by Korea, Malaysia, and Peru. 

21. The intention of the project is to enhance the data collection and evaluation capabilities of Thailand, as the first step, and continue this effort in the other economies.  All economies and interested parties are encouraged to participate either on the consulting team, which will be led by a US delegate, or as volunteer economy, or both.  In fact, delegate of the US stressed the need for Thailand to participate in the next phases of the project to offer its experiences and ‘lessons learned’ from the project implementation.  An important aspect of the project is to assist the economy identify linkages between data and preparing justifications for funding requests in order to secure funding for their own road safety improvement programs.  As Mr. Short pointed out, the data is a key ingredient for improving road safety but support from the economy’s leadership is absolutely critical.  The Chairman confirmed that the Government of Thailand is committed to the project and improvement of road safety in Thailand and the Asia-Pacific joint effort.  

22. The implementation of the project will begin in earnest in summer 2005 when a team of experts led by US will travel to Thailand to assess the existing traffic safety data system in the Economy.  After the assessment, the consulting team will develop an action plan on specific steps to enhance the system to make it more efficient and reliable.  In the next phase of the project from the US a delegation from Thailand will travel to the United States to learn first hand of the data system employed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.

23. As the next steps, the team will do assessments in Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Peru, Korea and any other economy that has expressed its interest to participate in this project, provided available resources.  The US delegate stressed the need for continuous flow of funding for a timely, uninterrupted, and effective implementation of the project. 

24. After the summary and update from the US delegate, Dr. Joe Carra of NHTSA of US DOT presented an overview of what the United States does in terms of data collection and how will the project contribute toward improvement of data collection capabilities in other economies.

25. After the presentation, the group asked questions about the implementation, for example, how will the U.S. experience play a role in the implementation of a data project in Thailand.  The presenter stressed that each economy has to “own” the system.  It must be its own product that they will be able to operate and maintain in the future.  Economies must develop their own product with their own constituencies. The issues to keep in mind are to ensure to make as many people of the highway safety community make use of the system and ensure that the expertise continues to reside within the economy’s cadre of experts even after the team of experts is long gone.

26. The project is scheduled for completion in 2006.  Following implementation of the Thailand project, the expert team led by US and with participation from the Thai official(s) will go to Indonesia in 2006 or 2007 to help that economy with improving its data system.  After Indonesia, other economies will follow.   The Philippines’ delegate expressed her strong interest in nominating her economy as the next one after Indonesia.  This will contribute to the ability of APEC as a whole to collect and evaluate traffic safety data.

27. The US delegate encouraged other economies to visit the U.S. to learn more about the data systems that are used by NHTSA.  The delegate from ECMT offered to provide information on ECMT’s experience in a similar effort with Russia and Lithuania.  He also stressed again the need for support at the highest level of the decision-makers.  Showing simple comparative data between economies can facilitate getting this support.  

28. The RSEG concluded its meeting by Chairman’s expression of appreciation to all participants.  Presentations and other documents, including this report, will be posted on the APEC RSEG website.

