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CONTENT OF WORKING DOCUMENTS REPORT  
FOR UKRAINE 

This Report for UKRAINE contains case study/overviewa of the Project and 22 individual sector reports prepared under 
the EU funded TRACECA Road Safety II Project. Each report is a freestanding report and can be extracted for standalone 
distribution and usage. The reports are preceded by an overview section to place the reports and contents in context.  

 

Preface and overview of project 

1. Benchmarking (reference to downloadable Regional Benchmarking Report) 

2. Road Safety Management 
2.1 Road Safety Management, Coordination and Funding (Country Specific Report) 

2.2 Action planning workshop (Country specific report) 

2.3 National Action Plan (Country Specific Report) 

3. Crash Data System 
3.1 Analysis of Crash Data System (Country Specific Report) 

3.2 Crash Data Benchmarking (Country Specific Report) 

3.3 Comparison with CADAs EU protocol (Country Specific Report) 

3.4 Regional GIS Database outline of possible structure (Regional Report) 

 3.4.1 Crash Data System ς User Manual for TRACECA Countries 

 3.4.2 Crash Data System ς User Manual for Stakeholers 

4. Safety Engineering, Roads 
4.1 RSA-BSM Mission Report (Country Specific Report) 

4.2 Safe Design Mission Report (Country Specific Report) 

4.3 Freight routes/Parking Mission Report (Country Specific Report) 

4.4 Regional Guidelines: 

4.4.1 Regional Road Safety Audit Manual (Regional Report) 

  4.4.2 RSA Policy, Legislation changes and Training Curriculum (Regional Report) 

  4.4.3 Black Spot Management Guidelines (Regional Report) 

  4.4.4 Guidelines for routes for freight/through traffic to avoid residential areas (Regional report) 

4.5 Safety engineering workshops  

4.5.1 RSA/BSM (Regional report) 

4.5.2 Design (Regional report) 

4.5.3 Tunnel Safety Workshop Reports (Regional Report) 

5. Safety Engineering, Vehicles: 
5.1 Technical Inspection & Motor Vehicle Safety Regulations/Standards (Country Specific Report) 

6. UN Conventions and EU Agreements 
6.1 UNECE Conventions (Regional Workshop) 

6.2 AETR Convention (Country Specific Report) 

6.3 UN 1958 Agreement (Country Specific Report) 

6.4 ADR Mission Report (Country Specific Report) ς no country report prepared for the country 

7. Road Safety Implementation, Training and Research 
7.1 Decision makers and academics (Country Specific Report) 

7.2 Academics (Country Specific Report) 

8. Study Tour and motivation (DVD) 

9. DVD with all Reports and Study Tour 

- DVD with all working documents and Technical Notes 

- Film of Study Tour 
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Preface 

The "TRACECA Road Safety II" projectΩǎ main objective is the implementation of the TRACECA 
Regional Road Safety Action Plan, ensuring that the corridor transport system actively 
promotes the safety, security and protection of users, property, general public and the 
environment that might be involved in or affected by this system. 

The project covers the following TRACECA countries1: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, 

Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. The project is aimed at supporting all 

9 countries in their efforts to improve capacity to implement improvements in 6 sectors of road 

safety: 

1. Safe Management 

2. Safer Roads 

3. Safer Vehicles 

4. Safer Road Users 

5. Safer Emergency Services 

6. Changing attitudes 

Activities in the first 3 sectors are being implemented by a consortium led by Safege (and which 

has produced this country report) and focuses more on establishing the institutional structures, 

standards and capacity building to enable sustainable road safety activity. The last 3 sectors are 

being implemented by an international NGO Global Road Safety Partnership (GRSP) and focuses 

more on developing capacity at local level to design and implement interventions aimed at risk 

factors in those sectors. Because management of road safety requires a multidisciplinary approach 

across all sectors the Safege part of the project addressed safety management and coordination 

across all 6 sectors but dealt only with sectors 1-3 in terms of technical issues.  

The first task of the project was to benchmark the current situation in each sector in each country 

to identify the strengths, weaknesses and needs of each country. The next phases were spent in 

undertaking 17 regional, sub regional and national workshops to introduce over 450 local experts 

from the key stakeholders in beneficiary countries to develop country specific road safety action 

plans and to train over 70 local experts in key aspects of safety engineering.  

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ άƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŜέ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ country according 

to its particular needs. This included advice on management, coordination and funding of road 

safety and encouraging establishment of local road safety audit (RSA) courses to be run annually 

by the RSA instructors trained by the project, introduction of safety engineering into final year of 

road engineering degree courses review and guidance on implementation of UNECE Conventions 

/EU Agreements related to road safety, review of vehicle safety and crash data systems, assistance 

in development of road safety research programmes in universities and research institutes, getting 

                                                           
1 Turkmenistan was originally to be included but they did not participate in the project beneficiary countries. Aid with 
agreement/approval of EU was dropped from the schedule of project activities. They were however kept informed of 
events. 
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road safety aspects included into road design standards and approval processes and capacity 

building in key sectors of road safety.  The project has been designed using ǘƘŜ άǎŀŦŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎέ 

approach and is being implemented in accordance with best international practices. 

A number of reports/guidelines and documentation have been produced on various aspects of 

road safety by the Project Team. Some are Regional and some are country specific. The series of 

reports and documents shown diagramically on each back page of this report and are as follows: 

 

A. Contractually required deliverables 
1. Inception report (available on TRACECA website) 
2. Interim reports at 6 monthly intervals (4) (available on TRACECA website) 
3. Final report (available on TRACECA website) 
 

B. Additional deliverables 
1. Benchmarking report (available on TRACECA website) 
2. Country Specific Reports containing working papers, Technical Notes and country visit reports 

distributed directly to key stakeholder in each country. 
 

For more details please visit TRACECA web site: 
http://www.traceca-org.org/en/technical-assistance/traceca-road-safety-ii/  

  

http://www.traceca-org.org/en/technical-assistance/traceca-road-safety-ii/
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CASE STUDY 
 

EU FUNDED REGIONAL APPROACH TO IMPROVING ROAD SAFETY VIA MULTI COUNTRY PROJECT 1 
 

Safege portion of TRACECA Regional road safety Project II 

(Covering10 countries in Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia)  
 
1 BACKGROUND 
 
This 2-year project which commenced mid-January 2014 and which finishes mid-March 2016 is an EU funded 
regional road safety project covering 10 beneficiary countries in TRACECA region. This region covers the countries 
between China and Europe and includes Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan 

Turkmenistan2, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. 
Regional statistics 
Road deaths: 19000/ years Road injuries: 200,000 / year 
Annual losses: US$ 17 billion / year (Approx. 4 % of annual 
regional GDP) 
Regional Ave Deaths / 100000 Population = 15.27 

(EU Average = 6) 
 

These countries over the next 30-50 years are likely to 
experience huge increases in traffic as a result of the 
expected increasing trade links between these 2 major 
economic powers. Even with the current relatively low 
traffic levels, there are around 19,000 road deaths and 
nearly 200,000 persons injured every year and this is now 

 
ŎƻǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ¦{ Ϸмт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ όп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ D5tύ ŀƴŘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ŘŜŀǘƘ ƛƴ ŀ ǊƻŀŘ ŎǊŀǎƘ ƛǎ ŀōout 2 
to 3 times as high as the average of EU countries. The economic losses from road accidents are about 5 times as high 
as the total development aid provided to that region). With increasing traffic levels such human and economic losses 
are certain to increase in future years unless effective action is taken to prevent this. 
The project is aimed at supporting the 10 countries in their efforts to enhance their capacity to implement 
improvements aligned to 6 sectors of road safety; 5 of which are same as the 5 pillars in the UN Decade of Action (safety 
management, safer roads, safer vehicles, safer road users and safer emergency services). In addition, the project also 

includes activities in a 6th ǎŜŎǘƻǊ άŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎέΦ 

The activities in the first 3 sectors are being implemented by a consortium led by Safege3 and focus more on establishing 

the institutional structures, standards and capacity building to enable sustainable road safety activity within individual 
countries and across the region. 

The activities targeting he second three 3 sectors are being implemented by the Global Road Safety Partnership (GRSP)4. 

The objective of this part of the project is to help building the capacity of both government and civil society stakeholders 
to design and implement community-based risk factor interventions, to promote long-term and sustainable multi-
sectorial partnership and knowledge sharing, and to increase collaboration and cooperation within Eastern Europe, 
Caucasus and Central Asia sub-regions. To achieve these objectives, the GRSP is implementing the project through the 
multi-pronged and multi-partnership approach. Their model of partnership involves the collaboration of twelve co-
implementers (Red Cross and Red Crescent societies, civil society organizations) with different level of technical and 
organisational capacity and operations. 
 
1 The contents of this case study are the views of the author only and do not necessarily reflect the views of the EU or other parties 
involved.  
2 Although originally included as part of the regional project, Turkmenistan did not take up the invitations to participate in 
the various workshops and training opportunities. 
3 The consortium led by Safege includes IMC, Grant Thornton and Granturco.  
4 The non-profit Global Road Safety Partnership (GRSP) is hosted by the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies (IFRC) and is dedicated to the sustainable reduction of road-crash death and injury in low- and middle-income 
countries. http://www.grsproadsafety.org/
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However, in order to ensure a holistic approach across all 6 sectors, the 2 consortia are coordinating their efforts and 
collaborating where feasible to maintain a consistent approach and to develop a single unified road safety action plan 
for each country. In addition, since the project led by GRSP focuses primarily on risk factors and community-based 
interventions and does not address the wider structural, organisational and coordination issues in its three sectors, the 
project led by Safege/IMC, because it has to address all sectors in considering management and coordination of road 
safety, will address management aspects of those sectors as part of its overall effort to improve management 
coordination and funding of road safety. 
 
The following section describes how the Safege consortium project developed and then systematically implemented a 
strategy focussed on delivering agreed impacts that will increase the chances of sustainability. In developing and 
implementing the strategy the team drew upon the best practices and guidance available in various World Bank and 

other documents5 6 7. The strategy also took into account the fact that although a similar general approach can be used 

to provide consistency and comparability, the starting position and needs of each country are very different. To be sure 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ άǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳŀǘƛŎ 
way so that country specific solutions could be developed to meet the particular circumstances of each country. The 
EU task managers had also emphasised the need to deliver real impacts though the project and the consultants were 
asked to give particular attention to this aspect in their implementation strategy so that such impact could be 
demonstrated at project end. 
 
In order to place high emphasis and focus on delivering the impacts that will lead to sustainability, the project 

team developed a 4-phase strategy for implementation: 
 
Phase 1: Understanding problems, needs and constraints in each country 
Phase 2: Developing capacity amongst key specialists to be able to apply safe systems approaches 

Phase 3: Developing motivation and aspirations of key decision makers in these countries  
Phase 4: Institutionalising road safety activities to increase likelihood of sustainability 

 
 
2 PHASES 1 AND 2: UNDERSTANDING THE PROBLEMS, NEEDS AND CONSTRAINTS IN EACH COUNTRY 

AND DEVELOPING CAPACITY 
 
The Safege led consortium project focused in its first 2 phases on understanding the general problems across the region, 

identifying the particular problems inhibiting development of road safety within key sectors in each of the 10 individual 

countries and in training of safety engineering and other professionals in key sectors from each country. This was done 

through a number of activities including: 

× Visits to every one of the 10 beneficiary countries during inception period for discussions with experts in each 

country so that current status of safety activities and institutional capacity regarding road safety could be 

άōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪŜŘέ ŀǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ CƻǊ 

example to assess if there is effective capacity to manage and coordinate road safety activity, we can check to what 

extent (0% to 100%) that elements and functions such as the following exist in a country: 
 

 Legislation exists designating responsibilities for road safety   
 A coordination body has been established   
 There is a fully staffed and funded Secretariat to follow up coordination body decisions   
 Reliable sustainable funding is available for safety activities and interventions. 

 
5ŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ άƛƴǎǘƛtutional development indicatorsά exist and are fulfilling 

their function, one can make a rough assessment of the likelihood of there being effective institutional capacity to 

manage and coordinate road safety in that country. The data can be presented in DEE benchmarking spider charts.

 
 
 

5 World report on Injury prevention, WHO/ World Bank, Geneva, 2004 
6 World Bank Road Safety Management Project Guide 
7 Road safety management capacity review and safe systems projects - Guidelines, GRSF, World Bank, May 2013 
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These can show the strengths and weaknesses of each country and within each individual sector (examples below show 

percentage progress in all countries on implementing action plans and an example spider chart from Azerbaijan shows 

Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ ƻƴ ƪŜȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ άƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όƛƴ ǿƘƛǘŜύ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ TRACECA 

countries. Similar DEE8 benchmarking spider charts were prepared for each country and for each sector and subsector 

within each country to provide a definitive overview and record of the position at the project start point. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These aspects benchmarked at commencement can be used during the project to keep everyone focused on what 

has to be delivered by project end and if repeated at project end, provide a very convenient and unambiguous way 

to demonstrate the specific changes and impacts achieved by the project 

× 7 Regional and sub regional workshops and training courses ranging from 2 days to 5 days to do capacity building 

of key experts and potential future trainers from each country and to agree sector specific needs in key sectors in 

each country. This resulted in over 70 persons being trained in safety engineering issues such as, tunnel safety, road 

safety audit and Blackspot management programmes. Over 20 were given an additional 1-week intensive course on 

safety auditing. After further training in following months and submission and marking of their practical projects/ 

assignments, around 15 were certified as Road Safety Audit (RSA) Instructors able to train others in their respective 

countries and the remaining 5 being certified as only as Road Safety Auditors The now constitutes a pool of 20 Road 

safety auditors all trained to a consistent level and able to provide safety auditing services at local prices in each 

country plus a capacity to develop future safety auditors to create a larger pool of road safety auditors to meet the 

growing needs for such services. Draft regional guidelines have been prepared on road safety Audits and Blackspot 

programmes and guidance provided on alternative ways in which mandatory road safety audits can be included into 

legislation. 

× 9x Four day National Action planning workshops for 40 -50 representatives from the key stakeholder agencies 

in each country to develop priority action plans aimed only at removing obstacles and impediments preventing effective 

road safety activity in each sector and to define priorities for action. Over 450 senior persons from key government, private 

sector and NGO stakeholders introduced to international best practices in road safety in key sectors and successful road 

safety programmes in the region and from around the world. Safety experts from each country participated via sector 

specific breakout groups within each workshop to develop the action plans for each sector that were then amalgamated 

into 3 year priority action plans for each country. Where necessary or feasible an interim multisector working group was 

established in each country to liaise with the project team and to provide coordination until appropriate more formal 

coordination mechanisms could be established by government. 

 
8 DEE technique - impacts and outcomes delivery system - see www.deetechnique .com 
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3 PHASE 3 DEVELOPING MOTIVATION AND ASPIRATIONS OF KEY DECISION MAKERS IN THESE COUNTRIES 
 

A Study tour was organised for 24 deputy directors / 2nd highest officials from the 3 most important organisations 

responsible for road safety in each country (traffic police, Ministry of transport and roads administration) to show them 

how other similar countries have improved road safety. Normally such study tours are organised to take senior officials 

to the countries with the best road safety (e.g. Sweden, UK, Netherlands etc.). Although this can be very useful in giving 

participants an overview of what can be achieved in a country, this can sometimes also be counterproductive and 

intimidating as study tour participants can sometimes go away disheartened at the huge gap between their own country 

and the study tour country in terms of road safety, systems and funding. They often return to their own countries 

depressed and disheartened feeling that it would be impossible to reach such high levels of safety in their own countries. 

It was therefore necessary for motivation and aspirational purposes, to identify a role model country which was similar 

to them but which had been very successful in road safety and to which they could relate to better and see as a possible 

aspirational role model. 
 
The ex-Soviet countries that are now in EU all had very similar ex-Soviet systems, standards and constraints that 

currently exist in TRACECA region but overcame them and like other EU countries managed to make dramatic reductions 

of 40-60% in road deaths in the last decade by adopting the safe systems approaches being applied in other EU 

countries. Although they achieved significant reductions and are potential role models for the ex-Soviet TRACECA 

countries, they are, in fact, not the best examples since, as a consequence of being EU members, they had additional 

pressures on them, to comply with EU directives, agreements and legislation affecting road safety and which pushed 

their governments to comply with EU best practices. However, another nearby country, Serbia is NOT an EU member 

so did not have such pressures but also had similar ex-Soviet systems, practices and constraints to those in TRACECA 

countries. Despite this, they also achieved equally impressive reductions in road deaths over the last 10 years as were 

achieved in EU countries. They did this by voluntarily adopting and where appropriate adapting best practices from 

Europe and applying them in their country. 
 
Table 1: Success in ex-Soviet countries implementing EU approaches to road safety. 
 

     Road deaths    %Change   Deaths /100.000 population  
 

     2001   2011    2001-2011   2001   2011  
 

  Bulgaria   1011   755    -34.9   12.4   8.9  
 

  Czech Republic   1334   802    -47.0   13.0   6.7  
 

  Estonia   199   101    -49.2   14.6   7.5  
 

  Hungary   1239   638    -48.5   12.1   6.4  
 

  Latvia   558   179    -67.9   23.6   8.0  
 

  Lithuania   706   297    -57.9   20.2   9.2  
 

  Poland   5534   4189    -24.3   14.5   11.0  
 

  Romania   2461   2018    -18.0   10.9   9.4  
 

  Slovakia   814   324    -47.2   11.6   6.0  
 

  Slovenia   278   141    -49.2   14.0   6.9  
 

  Serbia   1275   728    -42.9%   16.99   10.06  
 

  European Union ((EU)   
54302 

  
30108 

   
-44.6 

  
11.3 

  
6.0 

 
 

               
 

                    
 

 
/ƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ {ŜǊōƛŀ ǿŀǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŀ ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ άǊŜǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ έ ǊƻƭŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǾŜry 

dubious about the merits of going to Serbia for a study tour, went away astonished that a country like them and despite 

its similar ex-Soviet constraints was still able to address its road safety problems effectively and achieve huge reductions 

in road deaths. The study tour participants were given some joint and some sector specific training each morning and 

then taken on site visits each afternoon so they could talk directly to and to question/ interrogate counterpart officials 

in Serbian government organizations who were directly involved in implementing the major reforms in how road safety 

is addressed in Serbia. The participants from TRACECA countries went away highly motivated and enthused feeling that 
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if a country like them which is not in EU or wealthier or smarter or with better educated officials can do this, then there 

is absolutely no reason why their own countries could not also do this. This to them was not only an achievable goal but 

for the richer or larger countries, a little bit shaming that a small, much poorer country had been able to do so much 

more in road safety while they despite their size and wealth had been able to do so little in their own countries. All 

study tour participants went away highly motivated and determined to do something to move road safety forward in 

their own countries. Follow up visits taken to date (e.g. Moldova, Georgia and Kazakhstan) have confirmed that this 

ƳǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ άƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅέ ǿho 

returned enthused from the study tour and there is some evidence that they are pushing harder for action to be taken 

to improve road safety. 
 
In order to encourage regional cooperation, sharing of expertise and exchange of information across the region, the 

opportunity was to create 3 informal regional sector specific working groups (in traffic police, in ministries of Transport 

and in roads agencies) with relevant representatives from each country. These sector-working groups will be 

encouraged to share information, guidelines and to harmonize activities (e.g. police fines and penalties) to develop a 

more consistency in dealing with road safety issues across the region. In addition, the one week of close proximity by 

the 3 key persons from each country (some of whom did not know each other well before the study tour) also enabled 

άōƻƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ о ƪŜȅ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ŎƻǊŜ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ ƪŜȅ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ 

country with a common vision on how road safety can be improved in their country. 
 
 
4 PHASE 4 INSTITUTIONALIZING ROAD SAFETY TO INCREASE LIKELIHOOD OF SUSTAINABLE ACTIVITY 
 
Most of the TRACECA project beneficiary countries are still at an early stage of road safety development and need 

practical assistance /guidance to develop their road safety activities ς especially in management coordination and 

funding of road safety. For road safety to germinate, prosper and grow we need to systematically build road safety into 

the normal activities and practices in selected organizations that can influence road safety in a country and to develop, 

train and motivate key individuals who can then go on to train and motivate other professionals beyond the project 

period. 
 
We need to provide guidance on safety legislation, international conventions and organisational structures and 

mechanisms to manage and stimulate road safety activities. We also need to enable the road safety audit instructors 

developed earlier within the project to train other local safety auditors each year as ƴŜŜŘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊƛƴƎΩ 

activities are being implemented by deploying a number of teams (each typically with 1-3 experts from the project) to 

make 2-day visits to each country with each team focussing on their particular specialist topics or aspects. They will 

work with small groups of 12-15 relevant local experts from that country in round table discussions, site visits and 

practical training sessions. Sometimes two or more teams will be in the same country on the same days because of need 

to have joint sessions, but most of the time each team and members within each team will have their own distinct 

programme of tasks and team specific schedule of visits. Team members will be drawn from our pool of international 

of experts who are all practitioners with extensive practical implementation experience in their areas of expertise. Our 

pool includes many of the same individuals who were the architects and implementers of the major reforms that were 

done in Serbia to convert a country with typical ex-Soviet systems, corruption and constraints, etc. into one with a 

modern EU safe systems approach to road safety. They can share their practical experience with the TRACECA countries. 

Once the initial round of visits to initiate activities have been completed, the core group of experts will be 

redeployed/reconfigured into diffeǊŜƴǘ άǘŜŀƳǎά ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘŀǎƪǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ 

earlier and provide mentoring / support until local experts are confident and able to do the key activities that we are 

trying to institutionalize in each country. 
 
All of the activities are defined in the original work programme in the project inception report but have now been 

developed in more depth so that impacts and sustainable activity can be delivered in each country. The activities are 

designed to initiate, develop or expand safety activity in key institutions or organisations and to create a supportive and 
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conducive environment for road safety to take root so that it can grow and prosper. Trying to create win ς win solutions 

and activities that will institutionalise road safety activity so that it will continue and expand because of local interests 

beyond the project end, will do this. 
 
The teams that are being deployed during the institutionalising phase are as follows: 
 
1 Road safety Audit (RSA) and Blackspot management (BSM) team will make follow up visit to every country to help 

them develop BSM activity and do further training / evaluation of the BSM engineers and the road safety audit (RSA) 

instructors that we trained during phase 1 ς ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǿƘƻƳ ǿŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘέ {ŀŦŜǘȅ !ǳŘƛǘƻǊ 

Instructors. We have provided guidance on alternative ways to draft legislation for mandatory safety audits, have 

developed regional guidelines on safety audit and separate regional guidelines on Blackspot management programmes. 

²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŀƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀǳŘƛǘ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀǘ ŀ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻǊ ǳƴŘŜǊ ŀ ΨǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎΩ ƻǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ 

in each country to develop a regular local safety audit course to develop local safety auditors. The team will make a 

second visit later to check on developments and progress with implementation. 
 
2 Action plan implementation and safety training team will make a visit to every country to implement a 1 day 

workshop / round table discussion with the 12-15 member interim working groups (established from key agencies after 

each action planning workshop and who are developing / finalising the immediate road safety action plans). This team 

will cover action plan implementation and provide practical examples of how to implement safety in each sector in a 

country. On the 2nd ŘŀȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƘƻƭŘ ŀ ѹ-day round table discussion with university professors and assist them to 

introduce modules of road safety lectures inǘƻ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀ ѹ-day round table 

discussion for university professors and local research institutes on road safety research (including crash costing) and 

provide assistance / support and mentoring plus links to overseas university researchers to start implementing and 

encouraging development of road safety research programmes in each country. 
 
After the first round of visits, the team will make further follow up visits to monitor and oversee development / 

integration of safety modules provided for inclusion into local university courses and to provide mentoring for those 

doing safety research (including crash-costing research). They will also establish links with overseas researchers for joint 

research projects and publishing of research papers on road safety issues. 
 
3 UNECE conventions Team. Individual experts on EU Agreements and UNECE Conventions will be deployed to make 2-

day visits to different groups of countries in accordance with the needs identified and specific assistance requested by 

individual countries at the regional UNECE conventions workshop. For example, ADR (dangerous goods) expert will visit 

6 countries, and the AETR (working hours) expert will visit 6 countries and the Vehicle regulations expert will visit 5 

countries. Each expert will have his own programme and schedule of visits but they will occasionally be together for 

joint activity. Each expert will provide advice/practical training as required in their specialist areas. 
 
4 Vehicle Periodic Technical Inspection team will make a 2 day visit to each of the 9 countries to assess the effectiveness 

of current practices in periodic technical inspection of private vehicles, to provide training where needed and advice 

/guidance on how things could be improved. A second follow up visit will be done a couple of months later to review 

progress and to develop road maps for improvement (where a system already exists) or for introducing a periodic 

technical inspection system (where a periodic technical inspection system for private vehicles has been discontinued 

/suspended e.g. Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine and Georgia). Additional visits will be made to assist them to re-establish periodic 

technical inspection of light vehicles. 
 
5 Crash data systems Team will visit police in every country to review existing systems and practices in crash data 

collection, storage, retrieval, analyses and dissemination in relation to best international practices before 

recommending country specific improvements to the crash data system, data analyses and accessibility to data by 

stakeholders in a country. If possible and police agree, we will identify core non-confidential items that could be placed 

on a regional crash database where data could be accessible to all countries for inter-regional comparisons etc. 
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6 freight traffic routes and commercial parking team The expert has already visited several countries in the 

region while providing inputs to the safety engineering work in phase 1 so will make a few more visits before 

preparing the draft guidelines and recommendations. These will then be discussed further with roads 

administrations in each country by the RSA and BSM team and later the Design Standards team. 
 
7 Safety Design Standards team ¢Ƙƛǎ ǘŜŀƳ ǿƛƭƭ Řƻ ŀ άƎŀǇ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎέ ƻŦ ŜȄƛsting (ex-Soviet style) road design 

standards and practices of scheme approvals/ checking in each country to identify the impediments, which are 

preventing application of modern techniques of safety conscious planning and design. They will then develop 

recommendations on how road design standards need to be improved/updated to incorporate safety 

engineering and to permit modern speed reduction interventions such a traffic calming on major roads where 

they pass through small communities. They will also suggest how the road design approval process can be 

improved to remove the current (ex-SƻǾƛŜǘ ǎǘȅƭŜύ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ΨΨŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎέ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

the proposed road scheme is reviewed from a wider safety and operational perspective instead of just 

compliance with (often out-dated or inadequate) design standards. 
 
8 Management, Coordination, Funding and Cost estimation team (variable numbers - drawn from our core 

team and our pool of experts as necessary). This team will provide inputs to the work of other teams as well as 

providing advice/ guidance to beneficiary stakeholder organisations on the 4 key aspects of management, 

coordination, Funding and crash cost estimation plus related issues such as legislation, crash data system etc. 

Different experts will participate in this team as and when needed and each team member will follow up his/her 

specialist areas of activity in that country when the team visit a country. 
 
All of the above teams will be working on a number of integrated tasks where the aggregated activities of all 

teams will influence and affect the final outcomes in a particular sector in a particular country. We expect to 

achieve significantly increased institutional capacity of the beneficiary countries to address road safety issues. 

We will also have developed and motivated a corps of local experts in key sectors who can continue improving 

safety in each country. We will also have initiated key activities such improved crash data analyses and 

accessibility, regular road safety audit courses, road safety research and inclusion of road safety training into 

the curricula of universities producing future road engineers and other key professionals. All of these activities 

will initiate the development of a more conducive environment for road safety to develop and grow in each 

country. 
 
The 3-year priority plans have been finalised for each of the 9 countries and each country has been assisted 

during the first year to remove the most urgent obstacles and impediments inhibiting the development of 

effective road safety activities. The institutionalisation of some safety activities will sow the seeds for more 

effective activity if they can be nurtured and supported, but much will depend on the willingness of countries 

to take road safety more seriously and to see road safety as an investment and not as a cost. Ideally, the 

countries should be assisted to implement the whole of the 3-year priority action plans that would embed road 

safety into all key sectors and make it highly likely that sustainability could be achieved. 
 
 

5 COMPLIANCE WITH BEST INTERNATIONAL PRACTICE IN DESIGNING / IMPLEMENTING ROAD SAFETY 

PROJECTS IN LOW AND MIDDLE INCOME COUNTRIES 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άǎŀŦŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊdance 

with best international practice as outlined below: 
 
1 Lead agency empowerment  
Most of the 10 countries are at an early stage of road safety development and do not yet have effective road 
safety coordination, management and funding of their road safety activities. Relevant technical assistance is 
being provided as needed to each country to strengthen these activities. Country specific priority action plans 
have been finalised to identify and remove obstacles and impediments to improvement of road safety. Interim 
multi-sector working groups are being established in each country to do coordination until more formal 
structures can be established and a lead agency designated. Assistance /guidance is being provided on safety 
legislation and in some countries (e.g. Ukraine) assistance/ support has been being provided to establish and 
support a Parliamentary road safety subcommittee to raise awareness and to promote road safety amongst 
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highest level decision makers. 
 
2 Health Sector Collaboration and Partnership  
The health sector is included in the working groups being established and health sector along with other key 
stakeholders from government private sector and NGOs are being encouraged to work in partnership to 
support and promote the multisector approach advocated via the project. Health sector data will be used 
along with Police crash data and data on insurance compensation claims to estimate the true value of each 
severity of casualty and crash type in each country. This will enable annual losses to the economy to be 
estimated and will permit cost benefit analyses of potential interventions to enable more effective use of the 
limited funds available. 
 
3 Sequencing of World Bank report recommendations  
The project fully endorses the systematic multi sector approach where interventions have to be undertaken in 
key sectors to try to prevent unsafe vehicles, unsafe roads and unsafe road users from using public roads and 
recognises that these should be done in a integrated manner and under an overall action plan being 
implemented and managed by a multi sector coordinating Group with adequate human and financial resources 
to coordinate and manage such activity. The project has been designed and implemented using exactly this 
approach. 
 
4 Strengthening Monitoring and evaluation  
!ǘ ŎƻƳƳŜƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ άŘŜǎƛǊŜŘέ 
situation (i.e. if everything was being done perfectly) to see what percentage of progress had been made 
towards the desired situation in each country. It was also used to compare each country against the average of 
the other countries in the region so that strengths and weakness of each individual country could be assessed. 
This exercise will be repeated at the end of the project tƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ άƛƳǇŀŎǘέ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ Ƙŀǎ 
had in moving road safety forward. In addition, efforts are being made to encourage traffic police to make non 
-confidential items within the crash database available to all stakeholders so that sector specific interventions 
can be devised and monitored more easily by stakeholders in each country to ensure effectiveness of safety 
investments. Efforts are also being made to establish a regional crash database so that countries can make 
comparisons against other countries in the region. Countries are being introduced to and encouraged to use 
intermediate performance indicators (e.g. %age of vehicle occupants wearing seat belts) and institutional 
development indicators (as used in the benchmarking) to monitor development of institutional road safety 
capacity and to monitor the effects of interventions. 
 
5 Integrating Project management arrangements  
The country specific action plans all include actions to establish improved management coordination and 
funding of road safety activity and all plans advocate the designation of a lead agency to coordinate and 
promote road safety activity. Where there is no effective management such as where there is a road safety 
commission but no permanent technical staff to act as a secretariat (e.g. Azerbaijan), establishment of a 
Secretariat is included in the action plan. Where no coordinating mechanism exists, an interim multi sector-
working group has been established to coordinate matters until government can establish suitable structures 
and mechanisms to do such activity. 
 
6 Targeting road policing and communications support  
The importance of ensuring effective enforcement supported by relevant road user awareness /publicity 
campaigns is recognised and the parallel GRSP part of the project will do that as it supports the individual 
interventions in each country. As part of the Safege project, a regional traffic police - working group is being 
established to enable traffic police across the region to share experience and to harmonise legislation, penalties 
and processes. This will facilitate consistency of traffic policing enforcement across the region and contribute 
to better management of road safety in TRACECA countries. In addition, the project has had discussions with 
development banks active in each country to encourage them to include safety components (including 
awareness raising campaigns in communities affected by infrastructure projects) into their lending 
programmes. 
 
7 Engaging all tiers of government, NGOs and the private sector  
The 4 day Action planning workshops in each of the 9 countries have involved around 40 - 50 participants drawn 

from the key government, NGO and private sector stakeholders with responsibilities in or the ability to influence 

road safety (i.e. over 450 persons in total across the region). Sector experts from these different organisations 

worked in sector breakout groups to discuss and develop the specific actions and interventions for each sector 
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in the Action plan. The project team just acing as a facilitator / catalyst to enable such multi sector meetings 

to take place and the plans to be devised. All tiers of government, NGOs and Private sector have collaborated 

to develop the action plans and are represented on the interim working groups that are refining the action 

plan until government establishes appropriate structures to manage, coordinate and finance road safety. 
 
8 Ensuring access to performance data  
Police crash data is still considered confidential in many TRACECA countries and police normally only supply 
data tables to other stakeholders if a specific written request is made. The police crash databases are generally 
not available for further direct analyses by stakeholders. The project is reviewing current police crash data 
systems and making recommendations on improvement of content and analyses procedures and will look at 
ways to enable better access to crash data for other stakeholders. An effort will also be made to establish a 
regional crash database from the non-confidential items of data collected in each country so that inter country 
comparisons can be made. Such improved access to crash data will permit improved performance monitoring 
of interventions. 
 
9 Partnering with Global and Regional service networks  
The 9 countries have been introduced to the willingness of development banks to support road safety, to the 
UN Decade of safety and WHO/UNRSC publications / guidelines on safety issues as well as to the most 
important 7 EU Agreements and UN conventions that are related to road safety. (The countries are being 
assisted to implement such conventions in an effort to encourage consistency and harmonisation of 
international legislation across the region.) They have also been informed about the wide range of safety 
management structures and funding mechanisms that have been used at various times in various countries 
and the particular circumstances where they have been most successful. Examples of successful safety 
programmes in the most safety conscious countries Sweden, UK, Netherlands, Australia and Japan have been 
used to illustrate how other countries have successfully improved their road safety and the organisational 
structures and funding mechanisms they have used to do this. Of particular relevance has been the experience 
of the EU, which consistently, over several decades, has continued improving road safety by 40-50% each 
decade showing that even when all the easy, initial improvements have been done it is still possible to achieve 
further reductions in road deaths. 
 
10 Stimulating South - South dialogue and Action  
A number of ex-Soviet countries who are now EU members also managed to reduce their road deaths by 40-60 
% during the last decade but because they were inside the EU, they had been subject to a number of additional 
pressures, legislation and directives as EU members, which pushed and encouraged their governments to take 
action on road safety. However. Serbia, another country with similar ex-Soviet structures, systems and practices 
but NOT an EU member also managed to make a 50% reduction in road deaths over the same Decade. They 
did this by adapting and voluntarily implementing EU practices. Serbia therefore offered a more suitable role 
model for TRACECA countries to emulate rather than one of the EU countries. Twenty-Four very senior officials 
(deputy directors) from senior police, roads authority and Ministries of Transport from the 9 countries were 
taken to Serbia on a 1 week Study tour so they could meet with counterparts and see and discuss with 
implementers how the reforms had been achieved. Later the same Serbian experts and who designed and 
oversaw implementation of the reforms in each sector in Serbia were taken to each country so that additional 
senior officials and decision makers could be made aware of the Serbian experience / success as motivation to 
them to also to implement such reforms. Thus, in this case the experience of one developing country was 
directly used in motivating and encouraging the 9 TRACECA countries to do more. 
 
11 Accelerating project implementation  
This project covers 9 countries and has been designed on the basis of delivering outcomes and developmental 
impacts that were defined and used in the benchmarking report at project commencement. The first phases 
of the project focussed on understanding both the general deficiencies across the region (which could be dealt 
with via regional initiatives) and country specific needs (that required country specific assistance). The first 
phases also developed technical capacity of key officials who need to be the key providers of the safer systems 
that have to be developed in each country. To motivate senior officials it was necessary to demonstrate to 
them that improvement was possible and that smaller, poorer countries with ex-Soviet systems and constraints 
the same as theirs had nevertheless achieved major improvements. The study tour to Serbia provided that spur 
and encouraged the officials to realise that they too could make similar improvements in their own countries 
by adopting and implementing the EU safe systems approach to road safety as being advocated and being 
implemented by the project team. This helped to accelerated the willingness and ambition of the key influential 
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officials in each country to take action. To further accelerate and strengthen the development of road safety, 
ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ άƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƛƴƎέ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǘƻ ǘǊȅ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ƛƴ Ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ 
activities and to create the right conditions and environment where road safety could grow and develop. This 
was done in part by using the same experts who made the major reforms in Serbia to provide advice and short 
cuts to the TRACECA countries seeking to implement similar reforms as were done in Serbia. The project is on 
target for delivery of agreed outcomes by project end. 
 
12 Adapting to Unique Country Circumstances  
The recommendations of the world report on traffic injury were the basis of the approach adopted in the 
TRACECA regional project. The need for effective management and coordination of road safety, the need for 
sustainable funding, the need for good crash data etc. are all fundamentals of any serious effort to improve 
road safety. The was a clear need in every country to improve the management coordination and funding of 
road safety but how this was to be done, of course, depended on the particular circumstances, existing 
structures and legislative framework in each country. The first 2 phases of the project focused on raising general 
awareness of the scale and urgency of the road safety problem, capacity building in some key sectors such a 
safety engineering and in understanding the sector specific needs in each country. The subsequent phases 
focussed on motivating key officials to action and providing country specific follow up.  
άLƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ άŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ. 
 
 
6 CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
Implementing successful road safety projects in low and middle income countries (LMICs) is difficult because 
so many aspects of the safe systems approach are missing, there can be rivalries and territorial disputes 
between key agencies (e.g. police and engineers) which can inhibit effective collaboration and there is often a 
lack of political will to address the problem as forcefully as needs to be done. Further more there is often 
insufficient understanding about the underlying problems, inadequate numbers of local experts 
knowledgeable about road safety issues and a sense of helplessness in the face of the multitude of aspects 
needing to be addressed with the limited funds available. The implementation strategy adopted for this project 
does appear to have had some success in overcoming such problems and constraints. 
 
The efficacy of this approach was verified by an independent external evaluation undertaken by EU that 
looked at around 30 projects funded by EU in the last 10 years. This EU funded TRACECA project was seen as 
one of the most successful in the region in terms of delivering impacts and effectiveness. That study will be 
published soon but in the meantime, perhaps the best independent vindication of the approach adopted is 
to see what knowledgeable persons who are familiar with the project say about it. 
 
άΧΦΦL ŀƳ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ¢ŀƧƛƪƛǎǘŀƴ ŀǎ ǇŀǊt of an ADB-funded project. In February 

2015, I attended a four-day workshop organised by the TRACECA Road Safety II project in Dushanbe. I was highly impressed 

at the quality of the discussion developed by the workshop ς 40 plus senior officials concerned with road safety in Tajikistan 

spent four days fully engaged in debating and working out the details of what needs to be done to improve road safety in 

¢ŀƧƛƪƛǎǘŀƴΧΧέΦΩ 
 
Anthony Pearce, former Director General of International Road Federation (IRF) and member of EU 

evaluation team reviewing EU projects undertaken in TRACECA region in the last 10 years. 
 
 
ζΧ L ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ Řƻǳōǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŜǇǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ƻǳǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŀ 
principally new level of awareness of the priority of Road Safety components. Training provided by the Project experts 
aroused real interest among specialists of the relevant institutions, and they are willingly and enthusiastically participating 
practically in all Project activities. I would like to hope that the Project staff will continue activity next year in similar positive 
ƳƻƻŘΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ΧέΦ 
 
Mircea Ciopraga, Secretary General of TRACECA Permanent Inter Government Commission Secretariat 
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1. BENCHMARKING 

 

 
 

Benchmarking was undertaken of current status of road 

safety at project commencement for all Beneficiary countries 

and again at the end of the project to assess and demonstrate 

project impact. 

The results for the region and for Ukraine are given in the 

Benchmarking report which can be downloaded from: 
http://www.traceca -org.org/fileadmin/fm-

dam/TAREP/70ta/TRACECA_Documents/Benchmarking_Report_English.pdf 
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The results for the region and for Ukraine are given in the 

Benchmarking report which can be downloaded from: 
http://www.traceca -org.org/fileadmin/fm-

dam/TAREP/70ta/TRACECA_Documents/Benchmarking_Report_English.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



22 
 

  



 

23 
 

 

2. ROAD SAFETY 
MANAGEMENT, 

COORDINATION AND 
FUNDING 

 

 
 
All countries of the region have deficiencies in how road 

safety management, coordination and funding is organized by 

government. This report outlines present practices in Ukraine 

and what needs to be done in this area. 
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        2.1 

 

COUNTRY:  UKRAINE 

TEAM:  ROAD SAFETY MANAGEMENT TEAM 
 
TOPIC:  ROAD SAFETY MANAGEMENT, COORDINATION AND FUNDING 

STRUCTURE IN UKRAINE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY MANAGEMENT TEAM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Team members: 
 
Alan Ross (KE1) 
Mariya Ivchenko (JTE-18) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

November 19th, 2015 
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1. Introduction 
 
Ukraine, like most of the TRACECA project beneficiary countries, is still at an early stage of road safety 
development and does not at present have effective management and funding structures to lead the 
ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ bDh 
sectors.  
 
In accordance with the project ToR for Component 2: "Institutional and Regulatory Reforms" the 
management team has implemented a series of activities to provide practical assistance and guidance 
to the road safety stakeholders and where possible, high-level decision makers in Ukraine, on the key 
aspects of road safety management, coordination and funding.  
 
The main purpose of the inputs and activities was to assist relevant decision makers to explore how 
and in which organisational form management, coordination and funding mechanisms and structures 
can be established in Ukraine in order to institutionalise road safety and increase likelihood of 
sustainability. 
 
A secondary task was to provide follow-up and to oversee the work of the other project teams. 
 
 

2. Activities undertaken 
 

There is clearly a strong need in Ukraine for a comprehensive traffic safety legislation that 
will identify the functions and responsibilities of key government agencies, as well as set up road 
safety management structure and mechanisms for better coordination between them. The project 
has worked closely and provided some advice and guidance to the group of local experts developing 
the draft legislation for Ukraine. In the scope of this work the project experts expressed their concern 
that the legislation is not designed in a way that will be as effective as might be as it will require 
government approval when any change is required. It is recommended that the draft legislation is 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƎƻƻŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ structure ƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴ άumbrellaέ law 
that will require the government agencies to take more responsibility for delivering outcomes in areas 
of responsibility. This proposed alternative approach was also discussed with and supported by the 
EUAM in Ukraine (Mr Schrage, formerly Strategic Traffic Policing Adviser at EUAM).  Mr Igor Didenko, 
the Member of Parliament (MP) and Chairman of the Parliamentary (Verkhovna Rada) road safety 
Subcommittee, confirmed the need for the technical support from an international law drafting 
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expert to address this issue. TRACECA project does not have the possibility to provide such assistance 
within the current project. The project team has provided the copies of Serbian legislation to be 
considered by those drafting the new legislation to be used as a template, if applicable. 

The team has worked closely with the World Bank, European Investment Bank and European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development so that the projects funded by IFIs build upon the 
recommendations of TRACECA project to address safer infrastructure issues and to establish fully 
operational road safety audit system in Ukraine. As a consequence of the project team requests and 
inputs a new 3-year project funded by EIB has been launched in December 2015 to address the 
problem of ex-Soviet technical standards and processes in the design and construction of roads in 
Ukraine. The project team will coordinate their activities and exchange knowledge with the 
consultants appointed to do the EIB project so that they can built on the work and activities already 
done. 

The team has had discussions with and provided some input to World Bank road safety 
management capacity review which agrees with the project view that the focus in Ukraine should be 
placed on developing and strengthening road safety management systems at national and municipal 
level and establishing sustainable funding mechanism to significantly improve the current level of 
road safety in the country. 

Efficient road safety measures start with good crash data system, effective data analyses and 
scientific research to develop and implement evidence-based approach. Given the extraordinary 
pressures and economic constraints that Ukraine is currently facing, only the proven road safety 
measures should be considered in any future road safety programme. In this regard, the project team 
has emphasized on the need for engaging universities and research institutes in doing road safety 
research on two main topics: speeding and seat-belt usage. The team has had  meetings with the 
rectors of two major universities in Ukraine: National Kiev Transport University and Kharkov 
Automobile and Transport Institute to consider the possibilities of such scientific research done by 
the local professors on the following key topics: 

- speeding; 
- seat-belt usage; 
- crash costing. 
Currently there is no road safety research done in Ukraine that could be used by the decision 

makers to implement cost-benefit approach in tackling road safety problems. A separate report will 
discuss this issue.  

 There is an obvious lack of political will to address road safety problems in the systematic 
ǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŀƴ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŎŀǎŜέ Ƙŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ 
for road safety to draw attention both of the political and professional decision makers as well as 
general public and media. The socio-economic cost of road trauma in Ukraine has been estimated at 
ŀōƻǳǘ пϷ ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ оΦп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ D5t ƛƴ нлмпύ and around 5% of the annual 
country budget. In order to get a more precise figure it is recommended that the estimation is done 
by the local research institute with some guidance from the TRACECA project. The feasibility of this 
research done locally has been discussed with a range of local stakeholders.  

 
There have been a number of meetings and consultations with the key road safety 

stakeholders and high-level officials to agree on the measures that should help to improve road safety 
in Ukraine (see Annex 1. List of people met). 
 
The key issues discussed at the meetings: 
 
1. Implementation of the priority road safety action plan developed by 40-50 representatives of key 
stakeholders with assistance of the TRACECA road safety project, ensuring all key agencies do their 
part to improve road safety. 
2. Need to identify a lead agency to be responsible for coordination of national efforts to improve 
road safety. 
2. Changes in road safety legislation required to move safety forward: 
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- to designate a lead agency to be responsible for road safety; 
- to re-establish a high-level National Road Safety Council or Commission (NRSC) to coordinate 
activities; 
- to establish a Permanent Secretariat (5-с ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜύ ǘƻ 
implement NRSC decisions; 
- to do horizontal and vertical coordination and to ensure all key agencies do their part to improve 
road safety and that municipalities start to do safety activities on their road networks. 
3. Improving crash data system and making information available to all the key stakeholders so they 
can do further sector specific analyses and develop interventions in their areas of expertise. 
4. Improving capability to do road safety research and crash data system analyses to develop road 
safety interventions that are based on results of scientific research.  
5. Providing adequate sustainable funding and staffing to enable effective management and 
coordination of road safety. 
 
The key persons with whom these issues have been discussed agreed that the primary need is related 
to the more effective management and funding of road safety. This requires review of safety 
legislation, establishment of more effective structures for coordination, management and financing 
of road safety, making more effective use of the crash data that is being collected and making the 
roads department take more responsibility for developing building and operating a safe road 
network. 

 
3. Current situation (present practice), deficiencies requiring attention and  
 recommendations (suggested way forward) 

 
Discussions with the relevant stakeholders, based on identified performance indicators, give 

an idea of the progress towards the desired situation. Major deficiencies (obstacles and impediments) 
which can prevent road safety happening in Ukraine. Impact indicators will be monitored as a way to 
follow up progress and to assess institutional impact of the project. 
 
Progress towards desired situation: 
 Selected Impact 

indicator 
(ά5ŜǎƛǊŜŘέ 
situation) 

Deficiencies requiring attention 
(Current practice) 

Recommendations  
(suggested way forward) 

1 Multidisciplinary 
Road Safety 
Agency 
1. Legislation exists 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Coordination 
body established  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
1. Draft legislation (2562-1) has been 
prepared by the MoI in consultation with 
the other key road safety stakeholders. 
Project team has provided advice and 
input where possible. The legislation is far 
too detailed and it will be difficult to do 
any small changes once it is approved by 
the Parliament.  
 
2. There is no lead agency nominated by 
Government of Ukraine. The Ministry of 
Interior (MoI) used to perform some 
functions of the road safety lead agency, 
but ongoing reform of traffic police has 
changed the structure of the service and 
there is evidence that the number of its 
road safety functions are being 
substantially reduced. The Ministry of 

 

 

1. It is recommended that the draft 
legislation is reviewed against 
international good practice and its 
structure is rather changed to an 
άǳƳōǊŜƭƭŀέ ƭŀǿ with key ministries 
delegated to take specified 
responsibilities and to make any 
supporting regulations / changes at 
ministerial level. 
2. Whatever the organisational form 
in which it is established the lead 
agency needs to have an effective 
mandate, full time Secretariat and 
sustainable funding to perform the 
role effectively. This does not exist at 
present. 
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3. Fully staffed and 
funded Secretariat 
exists 
 
 
 
 
4. Reliable, 
sustainable safety 
funding 
mechanism in 
place 

Infrastructure carries out responsibility for 
some aspects of road safety, i.e. safety of 
commercial transport, vehicle safety 
standards and national highways. There is 
also an ongoing reform of the State 
Inspection of Ukraine for Land Transport 
Safety that will be looking after safety of 
all types of commercial land transport 
apart from aviation. This Inspection could 
potentially play a role of the lead agency if 
the private transport safety was added to 
ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜsponsibilities. 
3. There is no Secretariat existing at the 
moment. 
 
 
 
 
 
4. There are obvious constraints on road 
safety funding from the Government of 
Ukraine. There is a small potential for 
serious financial recourses to be allocated 
for the road safety activities in the short 
term.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. It is recommended that Secretariat 
is established and experts of the key 
government agencies are seconded 
to guarantee the actual 
implementation of the road safety 
activities. 

4. It is recommended to make the 
road safety problem ŀƴ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 
ŎŀǎŜέ, so it can be seen by the 
decision-ƳŀƪŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀƴ άƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘέΣ 
ƴƻǘ ŀ άŎƻǎǘέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ 
also recommended to consider the 
alternative sources of funding, i.e. 
insurance premiums, road traffic 
enforcement fines and innovative 
funding mechanisms (Development 
Impact Bonds - DIBs) to finance the 
road safety programme.  

2 Implementation of 
National Road 
Safety Strategy 
1. Strategy is 
developed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Stakeholders 

 
 
 
1. In May 2011 (shortly after Ukraine 
joined the UN Decade of Action for Road 
Safety 2011-2020) the National Strategy 
for Improving Road Safety in Ukraine until 
year 2015 was approved by the 
government. The Ministry of Internal 
Affairs and other government agencies 
were delegated by the government to 
develop the road safety action plan and 
this prepared in March 2012. In July of the 
same year the State Target Program 
designed to improve road safety in 
Ukraine until 2016 was adopted by the 
government. The comprehensive road 
safety action plan including the 
implementation dates, budgets, etc. until 
year 2020 was to be finalized shortly by 
the government agencies responsible for 
road safety. The actual document has 
never been sufficiently prepared and no 
money has been allocated in the budget 
to deliver the desired program outcomes. 
 
2. The key stakeholders were officially 
invited to participate/comment on the 

 
 
 
1. It is recommended that a new 
Strategy is prepared with the focus on 
safe system approach, clear targets 
and performance indicators.   
 
In the Interim period the Action plan 
developed by local stakeholders with 
assistance of the TRACECA project 
team can be implemented to 
reduce/eliminate the obstacles and 
impediments preventing effective road 
safety management in Ukraine. 
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consulted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Strategy 
approved by 
Government 
 
 
4. Implementation 
commenced 

Strategy, but since the road safety 
problem has always been seen as a 
ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƻŦ ŘǊƛǾŜǊΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
be addressed only by traffic police 
enforcement measures, there was little 
contribution from the side of the other 
government agencies to the development 
of the actual document.   
 
3. The Strategy was approved by 
Administrative Order dated 25th May 2011  
# 480-r. 
 
4. The implementation of the Strategy was 
suspended mainly due to financial 
constraints.  

3 Realistic and long 
term targets for 
road accident 
reduction 
1. Realistic long 
term targets in 
place 
2. Action plan 
prepared to deliver 
targets 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Action plan 
being implemented 
 
4. Progress 
towards targets 
being monitored 

 
 
 
 
1. There are no long-term targets set. 
 
 
2. There is no approved action plan.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. There is no action plan being 
implemented.  
 
4. There is no monitoring and evaluation 
of the action plan implementation. 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
2. It is recommended that the 3-year 
priority action plan based on the work 
done at the action planning workshop 
in September 2014 is used as an 
interim document specifically designed 
to remove / reduce obstacles and 
impediments currently preventing 
effective road safety action in Ukraine. 
 

4 Long term 
sustainability of 
road safety 
development 
1. Annual losses to 
economy 
quantified 
 
 
 
 
2. Road Safety 
funding 
mechanism exists 
 
 
 
 
3. Budget being 
allocated for road 
safety 

 
 
 
 
1. There is no annual estimation of losses 
to economy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. There are no funding mechanisms. 
 
 
 
 
 
3. There are no funds allocated to road 

safety. 

 
 
 
 
1. Local research on socio-economic 
cost of road trauma in Ukraine should 
be initiated is implemented with some 
guidance from the TRACECA project. It 
should help the high-level decision 
makers recognise the real scale of the 
problem and get the high-end political 
mandate.  
2. It is recommended that the 
alternative sources of funding be 
explored, i.e. insurance premiums, 
road traffic enforcement fines and 
innovative funding mechanisms 
(Development Impact Bonds - DIBs). 
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improvement 
4. Monitoring 
demonstrates 
effectiveness of 
investments in 
road safety 

 
4. There is no monitoring and evaluation. 

 

4. Conclusions 
 

The fundamental problem in Ukraine is the absence of effective management, coordination and 
funding of road safety and the lack of any designated lead to be responsible for road safety. The 
responsibilities are shared between many stakeholders mainly Ministry of Infrastructure and Ministry 
of Interior but there is no one to ensure road safety activities are done. With no lead agency and no 
funding very little road safety is currently being undertaken. 
The establishment of the Parliamentary Road Safety Subcommittee whom the project team have 
been collaborating with and assisting is a positive development and the project team will continue 
assisting it to strengthen road safety activities in Ukraine.  
 
ANNEX: 
 A: Persons met or consulted 
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"Management, coordination and funding of road safety" team 
EU funded TRACECA ROAD SAFETY II project 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
 

No. 
Name and 
Surname 

Institution (Organization)  
and Position 

Contact 
telephone 

E-mail 

1.  
Igor 

Didenko  

The head of the subcommittee 
on road safety, transport 
committee of Verkhovna Rada 
of Ukraine 

XXXX igor.didenko@samopomich.ua 

2.  
Nikolay 

Gorbakha  
Advisor to the Minister of 
Infrastructure  

- MGorbakha@mtu.gov.ua 

3.  
Oksana 
Reiter  

Deputy Minister of 
Infrastructure responsible for 
European Integration 

XXXX  

4.  
Volodymyr 

Koskovetskii  

Director of Transport safety 
Department - Head of traffic 
safety and transport of 
dangerous goods unit 

044 351 40 63 vkosko@mtu.gov.ua 

5.  
Olena 
Sotnyk  

Member of Parliament, Head of 
the subcommittee on the 
approximation of Ukrainian 
legislation to EU law 

044 255 28 60 lenasotnik@samopomich.in.ua 

6.  
Vladimir 

Shulmeister  
First Deputy Minister, Ministry 
of Infrastructure of Ukraine 

044 351 48 09 
044 351 48 52 

shulmeister@mtu.gov.ua 

7.  
Istvan 

Heinczinger  

Senior Sector Specialist, 
Transport Mobility Department 
Projects Directorate 

044 390 80 10 i.heinczinger@eib.org. 

8.  
Yevhen 
Bulakh  

Transport Specialist, World 
Bank 

044 492 39 13 ybulakh@worldbank.org 

9.  
Teodora 
Andreeva  

Sector Manager 
Transport policy  
European Union Delegation to 
Ukraine 

044 390 80 10 Teodora.ANDREEVA@eeas.europa.eu 

10.  
Bogdan 
Aganin  

Head of Traffic Management 
and Road Safety Department of 
the Road Traffic Police Service 

067 220 47 90 Aganin@i.ua 

11.  
Vasiliy 

Bryants ev 

Deputy Head of Road Safety 
Unit under the Department of 
Preventive Measures of Patrol 
Police of Ukraine 

044 272 56 77 vvb@sai.mia.gov.ua 

12.  
Juriy 

Chorniy  

Head of "Ukrainian Medical 
Center for traffic safety and 
information technologies" 
Ministry of Health of Ukraine 

067 411 99 99 director@umcbdr.com.ua 

 

mailto:vkosko@mtu.gov.ua
mailto:lenasotnik@samopomich.in.ua
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2.2 

TRACECA Regional Road Safety Project 
 

Action Planning Workshop 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

REPORT ON 2-W008 
 
 

UKRAINE 
 

ζb!¢Lhb![ ACTION PLANNING WORKSHOPη 
 

2-W008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kiev, 
23-26 September 2014 
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National Action Planning (NAP) 

 

1.1 Ukraine 

The NAP Workshop (2-W008) was held in Kiev, Ukraine during the period 23-26 September 2014. This 
NAP is the first of 10 Action Planning Workshops that will be delivered. It was implemented in the 
Ministry of Infrastructure in Kiev: using the Generic programme presented in the introduction. 

Workshop attendance was 60 participants from all key stakeholders on the first day, and 40-45 
participants on days 2-4, and there was a very active discussion throughout the workshop.  

In close consultation and cooperation with, information was provided to the EU delegation media 
about the EU funded TRACECA Regional Road Safety Project and the scale and urgency of the problem 
in Ukraine so that suitable media coverage could be organized. 

 

1.2 Participants of workshop  

The list of participants attending all or parts of the workshop is presented below. 

No. Name and Surname Institution (Organization)  
and position 

Contact telephone 
e-mail 

1.  Abramova Ludmila 
 

Associate; Kharkiv National Automobile and 
Highway University  

abramova_ls@ukr.net 
057 707 37 06 

2.  Babich Teresia Head of the International Cooperation and 
Investment Department; Ukravtodor 

 

3.  Babiy Oksana Ministry of Infrastructure; Head of Department 
of Advanced Development of priority transport 
networks; Department of Strategic 
Infrastructure Development and Science and 
Technology Policy 

 

4.  Berlin Michael 
 

NGO "Association for Road Safety"; President  office@roadsafety.org.ua 
044 270 54 86 // 067 238 72 88 

5.  Bozhko Olga Ministry of Regional Development of Ukraine; 
Head of Public service Department 

OlgaBozhko@meta.ua 
093 403 03 83 

6.  Bondar Anna  KCA; Head of Department of decoration and 
landscape architecture 

bondar.hanna@gmail.com 
050 353 12 21 

7.  Bondar Tatiana SE "DerzhdorNDI"; Head of the Department of 
Road Safety 

bdrndi@ukr.net 
(044)201-08-55 

8.  Bryantsev Vasily State Autoinspection MIA of Ukraine; Head of 
the legal provision Department 

vvb@sai.mia.gov.ua 
067 232 25 81 // 044 374 10 36 

9.  Budnik Sergiy State Autoinspection MIA of Ukraine; First 
Deputy Head 

 

10.  Buryak Inna ˩.!; Manager of commitees  

11.  Vavrish Andrew KCA; Deputy Director, Chief of urban cadastre 
service 

vavrysh.av@me.com 
067 329 07 88 

12.  Vovk Sergiy Centre for Transport Strategies; Director info@cfts.org.ua 

13.  Garazha Mariya "Scientific-Practical Medical Rehabilitation and 
Diagnostic Centre, Ministry of Health of 
Ukraine; Practical psychologist; scientist 

rdckonst@mail.ru 
06272 2 55 00 

14.  Hasenko Lina 
  

Poltava Technical University; Assistant, 
Graduate Student, Department of roads, 
surveying and architecture of rural buildings  

lin02011@meta.ua 
095 663 21 46 

15.  Holotsvan Alexander Ukrautodor; Head of Road Safety Department; 
Operational road maintenance and road safety 
Administration  

bezpeka@ukravtodor.gov.ua 
067-232-25-67 

mailto:abramova_ls@ukr.net
mailto:OlgaBozhko@meta.ua
mailto:bondar.hanna@gmail.com
mailto:bdrndi@ukr.net
mailto:vvb@sai.mia.gov.ua
mailto:vavrysh.av@me.com
mailto:rdckonst@mail.ru
mailto:lin02011@meta.ua
mailto:bezpeka@ukravtodor.gov.ua
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16.  Horbakha Mykola Ministry of Infrastructure; Director of Safety 
Department 

mgorbakha@mtu.gov.ua 
044 351 48 37 

17.  Horpyniuk Andrew  "DerzhavtotransNDIproekt"; Deputy Director of 
Research 

agorpinuk@insat.org.ua 
(044) 201-08-38 

18.  Guryev Sergiy  Ukrainian Research Center for emergency 
medical care and disaster medicine; Deputy 
Director 

disastermed2@gmail.com 
067 735 15 09 

19.  Deminska Kateryna Ministry of Infrastructure; Lead specialist of 
Department of Advanced Development of 
priority transport networks; Department of 
Strategic Infrastructure Development and 
Science and Technology Policy 

063 374 29 92 

20.  Didkivskyy Vyacheslav Ministry of Infrastructure; Deputy Head of 
Safety Department;  Head of Labour and Social 
Protection 

didkivsky@mtu.gov.ua 
044 351 40 58 

21.  Dovgykh Yuriy State Architectural Inspection of Ukraine; Chief 
State Inspector 

dovgic@i.ua dovgic@dabi.gov.ua 
097 990 55 59// 044 291 69 85 

22.  Drazhenko Alevtina Public Council of Strategic initiative "Dnipro 
Pearl"; Project Manager, Secretary 

alevtina.drazh@gmail.com 
093 634 73 35 

23.  Dudnyk Natalya Ukrautodor; Chief Specialist of Safety 
Department; Operational road maintenance 
and road safety Administration 

nmalush@rambler.ru 
067-225-12-10 

24.  Yefymenko Roman  SE "DerzhdorNDI"; Junior researcher at the 
Department of Road Safety 

bdrndi@ukr.net 
(044)201-08-42 

25.  Zalivan Alexander NGO "Society of road users"; Vice President azalivan@meta.ua 
057 750 88 54 

26.  Zerschykov Alexander    a.zerschikov@gmail.com 

27.  Ivasenko Victoria Poltava Technical University; Graduate Student, 
Department of roads, surveying and 
architecture of rural buildings 

tikhovika@yandex.ru 
095 509 03 43 

28.  Kalashnikov Yegor Road safety assistance fund; chairman of the 
Board 

 

29.  Karina Natalya Red Cross National Committee; Head of the 
department of health and social programs and 
assistance in emergency situations 

guman@redcross.org.ua 
044 279 36 78 

30.  Kvitka Mykola State Emergency Service of Ukraine; Chief 
Specialist of First Aid; Health care for adults 
Administration; Department of Medical aid 

kvitka@moz.gov.ua 
095 495 80 80 
044 253 82 92 

31.  Kyyanovskyy Pavlo State Agency on Emergency Situations kiyanovskiy@mns.gov.ua 
044 247 32 28// 044 247 32 83 

32.  Korchynska Tetyana Galnaftogaz; Project Mamager tkorchynska@kv.gng.com.ua 
067 960 91 92 

33.  Kravchenko Olga Ministry of Infrastructure of Ukraine; Chief 
Specialist of International Cooperation and 
investment Department 

olga@mtu.gov.ua 
044 351 49 72 

34.  Kravchuk Oleksandra Aktive-Safety Ukraine; Director Alexandra.Kravchuk@ezda.kiev.ua 
066 698 75 75 

35.  Kryzhanivsky 
Alexander  

SE "Ukrdiprodor"; Head of engineering 
department 

kaeuad@gmail.com 
099-244-35-58 

36.  Kudrenko Bogdan MoE; Chief Specialist of state and public 
education Administration; Department of 
General, secondary, pre-school education 

044 481 47 62 

37.  Kurenkova Alexandra "3M Ukraine" Ltd.; Marketing Specialist  

38.  Kushnir Vitaliy Ukrainian Research Center for emergency 
medical care and disaster medicine; Head of 
department of emergency medical care 

disastermed2@gmail.com 
050 374 12 42 

mailto:mgorbakha@mtu.gov.ua
mailto:agorpinuk@insat.org.ua
mailto:disastermed2@gmail.com
mailto:didkivsky@mtu.gov.ua
mailto:dovgic@dabi.gov.ua
mailto:alevtina.drazh@gmail.com
mailto:nmalush@rambler.ru
mailto:bdrndi@ukr.net
mailto:azalivan@meta.ua
mailto:a.zerschikov@gmail.com
mailto:tikhovika@yandex.ru
mailto:guman@redcross.org.ua
mailto:kvitka@moz.gov.ua
mailto:kiyanovskiy@mns.gov.ua
mailto:tkorchynska@kv.gng.com.ua
mailto:olga@mtu.gov.ua
mailto:Alexandra.Kravchuk@ezda.kiev.ua
mailto:kaeuad@gmail.com
mailto:disastermed2@gmail.com
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39.  Lagoyko Natalya SE "Ukrdiprodor"; Head of tender - Contract 
Division 

 

40.  Lysak Julia SE "Ukrdiprodor"; Engineer of 3rd Category, 
engineering-technical department  

lusak.julia@mail.ru 
063-867-46-99 

41.  Mikov Dmitry  Ministry of Infrastructure of Ukraine; Chief 
Specialist of Transport of Dangerous Goods and 
Traffic Safety Department 

mikov@mtu.gov.ua 
044 351 48 37 

42.  Morhunskyy Maxim  Club of automobile journalists; President sesame@bigmir.net 
067 403 69 72 

43.  Panchenko Oleg National Medical Academy of Postgraduate  
Education; "Scientific-practical medical 
rehabilitation and diagnostic center", Ministry 
of Health of Ukraine; Professor of Medical 
Informatics Department, Director 

rdckonst@mail.ru 
(06272) 2-55-00, (050) 9000007 

44.  Papirovyy Yuri All-Ukrainian NGO "Committee of  Transport 
Safety"; Head 

gktb@me.com 
0673703020 // F: 044 459 31 10 

45.  Paratsa Andriy {9 ά¦ƪǊŘƴƛǇǊƻŘƻǊέΤ IŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
project management 

 

46.  Peretyazhko Andriy Ukrainian Insurance Federation; President office@ufu.org.ua 
+38 (044) 520-18-94 

47.  Petruk Victor  KCA; Leading specialist monitoring and 
development of engineering and transport 
infrastructure department 

vpetruk@yandex.ru  
067 506 44 92 

48.  Pyna Alexander SE "DerzhdorNDI"; junior research fellow; 
Department of Road Safety 

bdrndi@ukr.net 
(044)201-08-42 

49.  Potapova Tatiana Ministry of Regional Development of Ukraine; 
Head of sector of economic, contractual and 
employment affairs; economic and contractual 
relationships in construction Administration 

PotapovaTV@minregion.gov.ua 
044 284 05 63 

50.  Litvynenko Roman Shell Ukraine; Safety Engineer  

51.  Ryabova Elena "3M Ukraine" Ltd.; Senior Specialist in Relations 
with public institutions 

 

52.  Slavinska Nina Ministry of Regional Development of Ukraine; 
Head Specialist of sector of economic, 
contractual and employment affairs; economic 
and contractual relationships in construction 
Administration 

SlavinskaNI@minregion.gov.ua 

53.  Soroka Roman SE "Ukrdiprodor"; Head of Traffic Department r_soroka@i.ua 
098-088-88-48 

54.  Tarnavskyi Sergiy Media group "Autocentre"; Vice President tarnavskyy@autocentre.ua 
0674660916 

55.  Temirova Aigul "3M Ukraine" Ltd.; Director General  

56.  Terosypov Eugen Ukrautodor;  Deputy Head of the International 
Cooperation and Investment Department 

 

57.  Shapoval Sergiy Active-Safety Ukraine; Chied trainer sergey.shapoval@ezda.kiev.ua 
066 698 42 42 

58.  Tretyakova Galina Ukrainian Insurance Federation; Director 
General 

gnt@ufu.org.ua 
+38 (044) 520-18-94 

59.  Tumarkin Dmitry "3M Ukraine" Ltd.; representative of the 
Department of Road Safety 

 

60.  Fedorenko Oleg Ukrautodor; Head of operational road 
maintenance and safety 

 

61.  Fedorovych Yuriy "Coca-Cola Beverages Ukraine"; Head of 
Department of Road Safety 

yuriy.fedorovych@cchellenic.com 
050 332 60 70 

62.  Habutdinov Arseniy  "DerzhavtotransNDIproekt"; Head of 
Department of Transport Safety 

akhabutdinov@insat.org.ua 
(044) 455-69-76 

mailto:lusak.julia@mail.ru
mailto:mikov@mtu.gov.ua
mailto:sesame@bigmir.net
mailto:rdckonst@mail.ru
mailto:gktb@me.com
mailto:office@ufu.org.ua
mailto:bdrndi@ukr.net
mailto:PotapovaTV@minregion.gov.ua
mailto:r_soroka@i.ua
mailto:tarnavskyy@autocentre.ua
mailto:sergey.shapoval@ezda.kiev.ua
mailto:gnt@ufu.org.ua
mailto:yuriy.fedorovych@cchellenic.com
mailto:akhabutdinov@insat.org.ua
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63.  Khomyn  Vladimir Vinnitsky autokombinat; Director  

64.  Tsynka Anatoly Ukrautodor; Head of the Department of 
Innovation and estimated pricing  

 

65.  Tsyupa  Alina Motor (Transport) Insurance Bureau of Ukraine 
(MTIBU); Chief Officer  

atsupa@mtibu.kiev.ua 
050 332 81 73 

66.  Chernenko Valery Ukrtransinspection; Head  

67.  Chekhet Tatiana Mott MacDonald; Head tanya.chekhet@mottmac.com.ua 
067 447 21 78 

68.  Chorny Yuriy State Enterprise "Ukrainian Medical Center for 
traffic safety and information technologies" 
Ministry of Health of Ukraine; Head 

director@umcbdr.com.ua 
044 254 05 98 

69.  Sheremet Maksym State Emergency Service of Ukraine; Head of 
Department of organization and control of road 
safety in units 

sheremet1975@ukr.net 
sheremet.maksim@mns.gov.ua 
044 247 32 09 
099 239 30 23 

70.  Shpylyovy Ivan  Kyiv City Administration; First Deputy Director 
of transport infrastructure Department 

shpil5@ukr.net 
044 202 63 12 

71.  Shumakov Eugene Ukrainian Insurance Federation; PR specialist zmi@ufu.org.ua 
(044) 520-18-94 

72.  Yudin Andriy  "3M Ukraine" Ltd.; Head of protection means 
and Visual Communications Department 

 

73.  Yarmolenko Ilya EBA; Logistics Committee Coordinator  

 

1.3 Results Achieved  

Results Achieved from the Workshop are shown in the following table. 
 

Expected and achieved objectives and outcomes 
 

 
Expected objectives and  
outcomes 

Objectives and  
outcomes Achieved  

Comments 

Objectives 

1 Discussion of actions needed in each 
sector to  develop a country specific 
action plan to implement the regional 
road safety action plan   

Yes, 
 

40 +  Ukrainian  experts  from each sector 
discussed needs and identified actions 
required in each sector 

Outcomes 

2 Current status of progress in each 
sector verified  

Yes 
 

Sector specific experts checked and where 
necessary, modified benchmarking 
percentages to reflect current progress in 
each sector 

3 Priority actions and interventions 
identified and sector specific draft 
action plans prepared by local sector 
specialists  

Yes 
 

Sector specific specialists identified priority 
actions / interventions needed in each 
sector  to comply with regional road safety 
action plan   

4 Country specific  draft road safety 
action plan prepared in compliance 
with and to enable implementation of 
the regional road safety action plan  

Yes  The 6 sector specific draft action plans can 
be combined to create a draft country 
specific road safety action plan. This is now 
in process of development in consultation 
between the project team and the interim 
working group established in each country 
from the key stakeholders  

 
  

mailto:atsupa@mtibu.kiev.ua
mailto:tanya.chekhet@mottmac.com.ua
mailto:director@umcbdr.com.ua
mailto:sheremet1975@ukr.net
mailto:sheremet.maksim@mns.gov.ua
mailto:shpil5@ukr.net
mailto:zmi@ufu.org.ua
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1.4 Evaluation 

 

An anonymous workshop evaluation form (with 1 as very poor and 5 as excellent) was completed by 
the 20 or so participants on the last day. This covered 5 aspects (see form below) and delivered an 
overall average score of 4.65 out of a maximum 5 indicating the very high satisfaction level of 
participants. 
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 Evaluation results of Action planning Workshop 2-W008              

 21 participants from Ukraine                   

 Kiev, 26 Sept 2014.                     

                         

Main 
Questions 

Participants answers   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 AVG 

1 Organization of WS 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4,8 

2 
Importance of WS 
topics 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4,9 

3 
Quality of 
presentations 5 3 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4,7 

4 
Quality/Expertise of 
lecturers 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4,8 

5 Length of WS 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 3 4,5 2 3 3 5 5 5 4 3 4 4 4 4,1 

6 Location of WS 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 4,7 

AVG 4,8 4,3 4,8 4,5 4,8 5 5 4,8 3,7 4,9 3,7 4,5 4,3 5 5 5 4,8 4 4,8 4,8 4,8 4,65 

Legend: 
Mark 1: Very poor, 2: Poor, 3: Acceptable, 4: Good, 5: Excellent       

 

What did you like most on WS? Is WS useful for your work? Suggestions to the organisers/lecturers 

1 
Communication with experts from different 
sectors 

Yes - 

2 
Learning important problems in RS, 
communication 

Yes - 

2 
Discussion, good facilitation. The most 
important thing is an action plan 

Very important. Now everything needs to be done 
Need to convince government to include this action 
plan into theirs and to get funding from EU banks 

4 Alan Ross World practice in RS management - 

5 RSA, EU directives Yes 
More materials on EU RS norms (e.g. norms of 2-3 
countries on barriers, markings etc.) 

6 
It was interesting to understand how RS works in 
other countries; financing and management 

- - 
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7 
Unique approach to solving various issues; good 
examples of international practice and 
presentations of lecturers 

100% useful; Transport safet, international provision Experts depending on areas 

8 Organisation; approach Yes, very useful More events like this 

9 Atmosphere - creative Yes, very much.  

Some suggestions are used but no potential for future. 
Need to take into consideration the real situation in 
the country. More details on RS management and 
funding sources 

10 Active discussion; different points of view Of course. Differences in RS in different countries - 

11 Draft of the document; range of issues Partly Higher representation of people who make decisions 

12       

13 
Methodology of RS management, international 
practice 

WS's should be in different areas to be more focused and to achieve the 
goal 

There was no analysis of the situation in Ukraine and 
there were no important problems outlined 

14 
Great selection of participants; high level of 
professionalism of the organisers 

    

15 Perfect     

16 Relevance, motivation     

17 Mariya Ivchenko     

18 
Opportunity to to bring public opinion to 
influence government processes 

Yes. Many statistics were shown for Ukraine, interesting international 
practice 

Very short WS, need to organise extra breaks as we 
needed to consult experts 

19 Important issues 
Yes. Would like to know more abou specific norms, standards, 
methodics in RS in international countries (top) 

  

20 
Level of communication, important information 
and international practice 

Useful and important. The data about international practice is very 
important for modernisation and improvement of RS in Ukraine. Special 
thanks for raising questions on EMS.  

Fully involve specialized organisations 

21 
Information  content and importance. It was 
very useful to analyse, compare and develop 
actions for RS improvement 

Yes. It is important to hear about cyclists and their safety Continue on the same level 

 
Workshop organizer response to evaluation: 

1. Overall the workshop was obviously considered by participants to be of high quality, but project team  will make further improvements to the 
presentations and identify more example countries to show successes   

2. Change order of presentations to have impact/ effect  
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3. Present more analyses of greater local problem an what can be done 
1.5 Photo documentation  

 
Plate 1. Instantaneous translations enabled very active dialogue/discussions between participants and lecturers and exchange of experience between all involved in 
WS/TC. 
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Plate 2. Work of sector breakout groups as a part of WS to share the knowledge and experience on current situation of road safety in Ukraine and to plan future actions to 
address road safety issues. 

 
 

Plate 3.  WS participants, project team lecturers and Kiev project office staff at WS/TC in Kiev, 23-26 Sept. 2014 
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2.3 
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WŀƴǳŀǊȅ нлмрπ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмт 

 

 
{ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмп 

 

tǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ōȅ 
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ноπнс {ŜǇǘ нмп 
 

²ƛǘƘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
9¦ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ¢w!/9/! wƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ 

 
5ƻǿƴƭƻŀŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘǘǘǇǎΥκκǿǿǿΦŘǊƻǇōƻȄΦŎƻƳκǎƘκǉмоŘȄсǳƴоƴрŦǇǉпκ!!/уψWƴŦǿǘтƧψнŀLǉлƘ5уŦǎ·ŀΚŘƭҐл 

DRAFT  
Version 1: 26 November 2014 
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