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2007 Local government road safety
survey

* 4" in a series of Saferoads surveys

* Previous surveys by MUARC & Hennessy
Services — 1998, 2001, 2004

 Mark Hennessy designhed guestionnaire,
entered and analysed data, conducted
Interviews and prepared report

o Survey conducted April — June 2007



T e Method

Questionnaire
emailed to all 79
councils

61 responses (=
/7% response
rate)

Follow up
Interviews with
selected Councils
(11 face-to-face,
1 by telephone)

— 5 metro

— 7 rural




2007 Saferoads survey

Survey response rate, by VicRoads region
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2008 Status of road safety planning

Plan expired, not developing new plan h 3

Most recent plan adopted but implementation not proceeding 5

Council has never adopted a road safety strategic plan 2

What stage is Council at now in its planning for road safety?

Plan expired, developing new plan [ 26

Most recent plan adopted and implementation proceeding [ 05

'@

a1

10 15 20 25

Number of responses (total=61)




Achievabllity

How do you rate your current road safety plan in terms of

achievability?
Not ambitious enough - 3

Appropriately targeted
& achievable

24

Difficult to implement

fully 22

Well beyond our
capability
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Number of responses (total=55)

30




Achievabllity

Achievability of road safety plan - metro compared to rural

Not ambitious enough

Appropriately targeted
& achievable

Difficult to implement
fully

Well beyond our
capability

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

% of responses from each area

m Rural (n=29)
@ Metro (n=27




2008 Links to other plans of Councll

In which of Council's strategic plans is road safety explicitly mentioned?

Other strategic plan(s) 12
Environmental sustainability strategy 3
Community Safety Plan 25
Municipal Public Health Plan 18
Municipal Strategic Statement 9
Council Plan 34

Long term plan (eg 2030 plan) 3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Number of responses (N=61, multiple responses permitted)

40




s COmmMmittee overseeing road safety

Does Council have a committee that actively oversees road safety?

Yes, 27, 46%

No, 32, 54%




26 Committee overseeing road safety

How often does the committee responsible for road safety meet?

D e ——

Bimonthly [ 6
Quartery [ 10
4-monthly 11

Half yearly 1

Annually _ 1

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Number of responses (n=26)




w08 COmmMmittee overseeing road safety

Who does the committee responible for road safety reportto?

S E———————— T

Manager [T 7
Director [ 6
Executive Management Team [ 6

Another committee of Council [ ]1

No formal reporting channels [""""""""""16

Other _ 2

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Number of responses (total = 27, multiple responses permitted)




Reporting on road safety

No, 30

Is there aregular procedure in place for documenting progress
with implementation of road safety efforts?

Yes, 30




Reporting on road safety

How often are written progress reports made /updated?

Weekly h 1

Half yearly _ 2

2 4 6 8 10 12
‘ Number of responses (n=26) |

o



Reporting on road safety

Manager

Executive Management Team
Director

Council

Chief Executive Officer
Another committee

Other

What is the highest level in the organisation to which these reports

are sent?
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Number of responses (total = 31 for this item)

16




Reporting on road safety

Is progress on implementing road safety plans and actions a
formal part of your departmental or team accountability
procedures?

No, 23




Councillor responsibility

Is there a particular Councillor who has been nominated by
Council to oversee road safety plan development and/or
implementation?

Don't know, 5

Yes, 24

-




Officer time — road safety

How many days per week is the person with day to day
responsiblility for road safety expected to spend on road safety
work?

Number of responses
|_\
o
|
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‘ Days per week (total responses to this item = 48) |



Rural vs metro comparison

Councils' level of involvement with Road Safe
Usually sends a representative to RoadSafe
meetings

Usually sends more than one representative to
RoadSafe meetings

Council representative fills a leadership position
with RoadSafe

Rarely or never sends a representative to
RoadSafe meetings

Frequently involved in implementing RoadSafe

O 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Number of responses

m Rural
o Metro




RoadSafe as a partner

RoadSafe as a partner helping councils implement road safety programs

m 2007 surwey (n=60)
@ 2004 surwey (n=57)

Limited involvement

Occasionally helpful

Often very helpful

Essential part of implementing programs

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

% of respondents from each survey




Rural vs metro comparison

RoadSafe as a partner

Limited support

Occasionally helpful

Often very helpful

Essential partner

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

% of respondents

m Rural
O Metro




Regional comparison - RoadSafe as a partner
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Responses as a % of all LGAs in each area

Ratings of RoadSafe as a partner, by RoadSafe area,

120%
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April 2007

O Limited support
0O Occasionally helpful
m Often very helpful

@ Essential partner




RoadSafe as a partner - score as a % of
possible
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RoadSafe activity

Level of RoadSafe activity in municipality

m 2007 surwey (n=60)
@ 2004 surwey (n=57)

Very little activity

Occasional activity

Frequent activity

High level of activity

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0%

% of respondents to each survey




Ratings of RoadSafe activity level, by RoadSafe Area, April 2007
O Very little activity

0O Occasional activty

m Frequent activty
120% -

@ High level of activity

100% 4 A - — - - -

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

0%

Responses as a % of all LGAs in each area




BIBWIWIAN
spue|ybiH [enuad
BINPJIA

10L1SIQ UIBISOMN
uomieg

Je|0D

BLOIJIA [eJIUBD
Aeuny renua)d
A9|fe A uingnoo
1se3 yuoN
puejsddio yinos

meg meg

pue|sddio 1se3
agoure
ula1ses Jauu|

uad uoibuluIo 7 uoisyuel

[
>
Q
=
=
=
-
O
qv)
D
€l
M
p)
O
®
@
Ad

1se3 yinos JsinQ
sabuey ulsise]
1se3 Yinos Jauu|
ulalse3 YUON OJ1IvIN

arebisapn

RoadSafe activity level - % of possible score

uI91Sa\ YUON
UIayUoN Jauu|

auInogjaN Jauuj

R R

o O O O O O O o o o o

m o 00 I~ © n < oM N —
3|gissod wnuwixew Jo 9 e Se 3109S




Police as a partner

Police as a partner in local road safety programs

Limited involvement

Occasionally helpful

Often very helpful

Essential part of implementing programs

m 2007 surwey (n=60)
@ 2004 suney (n=57)

0%
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10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

% of responses from each survey

45%




VicRoads Regional staff as partners in helping Council to develop and
implement road safety programs

m 2007 suney (n=60)

@ 2004 suney (n=57)
Limited involvement

Often very helpful
Essential part of
implementing programs
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

% of responses from each survey




Programs that have been implemented within your municipality In the past 3

Community Festivals

Community Safety Month

Looking Out For Pedestrians

Looking Out For Pedestrians -Walk With Care
Looking Out For Pedestrians -WalkSafe
TravelSMART

Walking School Bus

Looking Out For Pedestrians - Safe Routes to Schools
Starting Out Safely

Getting It Right

Make Motorcycling Safer

Party Safe

Looking After Our Mates

Fit to Drive

Keys Please

Enhancing the Safety of Young Drivers
Keeping Older Drivers Safe and Mobile
Safer Urban Environments

Safer Driving Kit

Roads and Roadsides

Is Your Council at Risk?

Not So Fast

years
17

20

9
10
22
47
26
19
20
22
27
33
20
45
13
46
24
9
48
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Number of responses (total = 61, multiples permitted)




Usefulness of the data that internet CrashStats can
provide for your municipality

Underpins all important decisions about
road safety

Very useful for planning

Sl
-
A good starting point for planning | 24
Of little or no use :5
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

| Number of responses (out of possible 61)|




Suggested improvements to CrashStats - comparison with
previous survey

Other improvements _—| m 2007 suney (n=61)

. . : h @ 2004 suney (n=57)
Better compatibility with Council's IT

Better compatibility with Council's firewall

More up-to-date data

Which municipality drivers reside in h
Easier ways to export crash maps into reports _

Easier ways to export tables to spreadsheets

Better on-screen direction and help h

Generally good, minor refinements

No changes needed b

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

% of respondents




Parts of the road network that Councils are auditing - comparison
with previous survey

New roadworks after

m 2007 surwey (n=61)
@ 2004 surwey (n=57)

opening for traffic

New roadworks at the
pre-opening stage.

New roadworks at the
design stage.

Existing local road
network.

Existing arterial
network.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

% of responses

60%




s Road safety in land use planning

Resspondents agreeing that road safety is adequately
incorporated - comparison with previous survey

m 2007 surwey (n=61)

: : @ 2004 Suney (n=57)
Regional planning
Outline development plan/local structure plan
Subdivision plan

Arterial transport corridor plan

Commercial/infill development proposal -

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

‘ % of all respondents to each survey |




Have elements of the package "Safer Urban Environments" been
formally incorporated into Council's land use planning instruments
and processes?

40 -

61)

35 -

Number of responses (total

Don't know No Yes




We would like access to training on these topics

Media skills
Community safety promotion 24
Interpreting statistics and research reports 7
Evaluation skills 13
Safety training for Council vehicle drivers 21
Fleet safety and risk management 14
Road Safety Risk Assessment 31
Crash investigation and analysis 26
Advanced skills in CrashStats 22
Introduction to CrashStats 13
Road safety in land use planning 29
Road safety for Councillors 21

Deeloping/delivering effective programs

Introduction to road safety 29

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Number of responses (out of 61)




'@_g— Safety features on Council cars

Safety features on new car fleet vehicles

m 2007 surwey (n=61)
@ 2004 suney (n=57)

No specific requirement
Daytime running headlights
Cargo barrier for station wagons
Electronic stability control
Side airbags

Passenger’s front airbag
Driver’s front airbag
Adequate vehicle mass
Crash protection rating
Cruise control

Anti-lock Braking system
Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

% of respondents to each survey




Communications

Communicating road safety messages to the community
m 2007 surwey

@ 2004 suney

Documented communication plan

Media staff frequently attend RS meetings.
Media staff rarely or never attend RS meetings.
Regular articles in the local press

Road safety in newsletters to residents.

Has developed brochures.

Communicates in languages other than English.
Emails information to local newsletters

Road safety section/ link on web site

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

% of respondents from each survey




How do you obtain informatio

n about road safety programs and

their rationale?

Other print or electronic sources of information
Short courses

RoadSafe statewide conference / forum
Saferoads conference (every two years)
Saferoads Newsletter

MAV website.

TAC website.

RoadSafe website.

Saferoads website.

VicRoads website.

Information sent to me by VicRoads regional office staff

Saferoads packages

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Number of responses (out of 61)




Current priorities

o Speed / supporting 50 kph
» Traffic safety around schools
 Young drivers / Fit To Drive / 120 hours supervised practice

 Run off road / single vehicle / roadsides / road widening / shoulder
sealing / guard rail / tree removal

 Pedestrian safety general

« Blackspots, grey spots

 Review / develop / implement Road Safety Strategy
e Local area traffic management (LATM)

e “Hoon” driver programs

 Motorcycle safety

« Walking/riding school bus, walk to school



x0s  Barriers to road safety improvement

e By far the most common response was
limited resources — human and/or
financial:

— For implementing road safety strategies and
programs.

— For road improvements.

— Most of the responsibility for additional
resources was seen as a state government
responsibility.




Level of Council activity in early 2007 compared to early 2004

)

Linkages with partner organisations who promote
rod safety #
Publicity promoting road safety to the local
oty P

Productive partnerships with police, VicRoads and
RoadSafe

Unified vision across Council chamber and
administration

Lobbying state / federal gouvts on road safety

issues
Integration of road safety into non-engineerin
J Y gineering P O More
roles
B Same
Council officers’ road safety knowledge & skills o Less

Using crash statistics in decisions

Non-engineering road safety measures

Engineering measures explicitly related to safety P

Road safety promotions beyond engineering role

Commitment from Council chamber

0O 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

Number of responses




==

Looking

New land developments will be safer

Fatal crashes will have reduced by 20%
Safety in PD of at least one non-engineer
Safety in PD of all traffic engineers

Council will be achieving less in road safety
Council will be achieving about the same
Council will be achieving more in road safety
Rd Safety will be a line item in Annual Budget
Rd Safety will be line item in Corporate Plan
Rd Safety will be a heading in Annual Report
Council will employ a part time RSO

Council will employ a full time RSO

Cl will implement >1/2 actions in plan
Council will have adopted new plan

Council support will be same or greater

forward three years

| 26
| ] 10
7 | 15
| ] 20
-
| 118
7 | 30
7 | 26
| | 15
7
7 | 12
| —
| 123
| | 38
7 | 42
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
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Conclusion

 The level of activity in road safety in local
government has been sustained, and has
Improved In some ways onh previous
surveys.

 However, the efforts of some councils
appear to be approaching the maximum
capacity achievable with their current level
of resources.



Conclusion

* There Is road safety activity occurring, to some
extent, in almost all of the councils who
responded to the survey.

» Some of the smaller and more remote councils
are struggling to find resources to allocate to
road safety.

 The metropolitan and larger rural councils are
generally quite active in road safety promotion,
Including both infrastructure improvements and
community based road safety promotion
programs.



Conclusion

A major challenge for the Saferoads
partners is to develop more effective ways
of working with remote rural councils to
Improve road safety programs, taking into
account the limited size of these
organisations, and the time it takes for
staff to travel to Conferences, training
sessions and RoadSafe meetings.
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