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Methodological aspects 

The EU Stakeholders Amplifying Questions is one of the ways of collecting information the 

RIDERSCAN project used. 

Relevant EU stakeholders were first identified for each deliverable. They were asked to give 

feedback on the recommendations identified by the RIDERSCAN project. They were also able to 

give key additional information in their field of expertise. 

Summary table of received feedback 

Organisation Respondent Contact details Deliverable Date Method 

ERF 
Konstandinos 

Diamandouros 
Head of Office D3 16/12/2014 Meeting 

ACEM Veneta Vassileva Safety Coordinator 
D1, D2, D3, D4, 

D5, D6, D7, D8 
26/01/2015 Writing 

BAST, FERSI  Horst Schulze 

Head of Department U 

- Behaviour and Safety 

FERSI President  

D5 11/03/2015 
Phone 

interview 

CEDR Steve Phillips Secretary-General D3, D6 19/02/2015 

Key 

elements 

by writing 

EURORAP Steve Lawson 
Partnerships and 

Research Director 
D3 12/03/2015 

Phone 

interview 

CAST 
Werner de 

Dobbeleer 
CAST author D7 17/02/2015 

Phone 

interview 

iGLAD Li Hagstrom 

Accident Investigator, 

Chalmers University of 

Technology 

D2, D4, D5 20/02/2015 
Phone 

interview 

 

In addition to these EU stakeholders, others were also contacted but for diverse reasons did not 

answer our questionnaire. 

EU stakeholders contacted, but failed/declined to answer 

Organisation Respondent Deliverable 

EARPA Margriet Vanschijndel D5, D6 

ECTRI   D5, D6 

TISPOL Jan Morgan Guttormsen D2, D4 

ERTICO Maxime Flament D6 

POLIS Suzanne Hoadley D2, D3, D4, D6, D8 

ETSC Antonio Avenoso D1, D2, D3, D4, D5, D6, D7, D8 
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D1: Training, testing and licencing 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on existing schemes, problems encountered, good practices, 3rd 

Driving Licence Directive implementation, recommendations for 4th Driving Licence Directive. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Veneta Vassileva 

Organisation/Department: ACEM, Safety Coordinator 

Date: 26/01/2015 

 

According to ACEM, the 3DLD could promote the mobility contribution of PTWs, while at the 

same time improving riders’ safety. Through wise transposition into national legislation Member 

States can encourage progressive access to licences, also through the use of equivalence with car 

licences for lower PTW categories; develop training (pre-licence; in progressive access; for 

equivalence), all within a “lifelong learning” approach seeking to improve the attitude of both 

riders and drivers, to the benefit of improved road safety for all road users and in particular 

vulnerable ones. 

Nevertheless, ACEM identified some inconveniences regarding the 3DLD. First, according to a 

strict reading of the text related to progressing from one category to another, Member States have 

to choose between training or testing, and enact their choice in national law. However some 

Member States have decided to integrate both training and testing, while others have left the 

choice open: testing or training. The second inconvenience identified relates to the challenges 

linked to the EU-wide recognition of driving licences. 

For the 4DLD, ACEM recommends working on categories, training and test vehicles. As 

categories, ACEM would like the 4DLD to integrate the new categories of vehicles introduced 

by the new type approval regulation. 

On training, ACEM recommends that Member States introduce mandatory pre-licence training 

for all novice riders; training for progressive access riders; training for riders making use of 

equivalence options between various licence categories. 

It also recommends putting an emphasis on safety awareness and hazard perception within 

riders’ core training. Moreover, ACEM proposes access ages to follow straight from traffic 

safety school education, using the opportunity provided for low-powered PTW categories (AM 

14; A1 16) as a first interaction with motorised traffic and thus enabling the user to acquire 

fundamental knowledge through training and testing. 

ACEM also sees a need to harmonise training curricula across Europe. At present, a wide variety 

of training concepts and content is on offer across Europe. Such training is either freely 
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accessible on a voluntary basis or mandatory prior to taking a driving test. The requirements and 

content of such training are neither harmonised nor legislated by the European Union, as this is a 

national competence and responsibility, hence the diversity (from very extensive and expensive 

to virtually non-existent training; not always resulting in fewer accidents, perhaps due to the type 

of training; or not appropriate). 

Finally, ACEM would like a revision of test vehicles since the mention of a cylinder capacity 

does not add any benefit to the test, but simply artificially restricts the availability of machines. It 

should be removed. 

D2: Data collection and statistics 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on available and missing data, proposals for harmonization of data 

collection related to motorcycling. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Li Hagström 

Organisation/Department: iGLAD 

Date: 20/02/2015 

 

IGLAD is a consortium where data from different 

countries/projects is recoded according to a 

harmonised data scheme and shared between 

members. There is a European membership fee to 

gain the right to access the data. Providers receive a 

fee for providing their data. The only way to have access to the data is to become a member, and 

anyone conducting research will be accepted as a member of iGLAD. If an organisation wants to 

be a member, it can have access to the data and use it for research, but it can’t give the data to 

another organisation. For a project, all participating organisations need to be a member of the 

consortium.  

The data includes all kind of vehicle accidents with at least one injured person. This means that 

motorcycle accidents are included. Within iGLAD, information is available on motorcycles but 

there is no specific section thereon. In the dataset already available, there are 285 PTW records 

and 54 trike records. The next dataset will be released within a couple of months with another 

850 accidents. 

Which methodology? Each organisation collects the data using their own methodology, with the 

data then being merged. There is no link between the CARE database and iGLAD, except that 
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people who worked on CARE and iGLAD have often the same view on what it is important to 

collect.  

Consortium members 

Data provider 2014 (2012-2013 data) Number cases 

TU Graz  Austria 50  

IDIADA CZ  Czech Republic 100  

GIE RE PSA-RENAULT France 100  

BASt Germany 100  

VUFO Germany 100  

JP Research India 100  

UNIFI Italy 100  

NHTSA USA 100 

SHUFO China 100 

 

Members 2014: 

 AIT  

 Autoliv  

 BASt  

 BRSI 

 CASR  

 Chalmers 

 Daimler  

 Fiat  

 Gie Re PSA Renault 

 Idiada SP  

 Nissan  

 SHUFO  

 Toyota Europe  

 TU Graz  

 UniFi  

 VCC 

 VUFO 

 

Any organization interested in becoming an IGLAD member can apply. If no veto is received by 

the Steering Group within six weeks the new organization is approved and a draft Accession to 

the Consortium Agreement is sent for signature. Once the Agreement has been signed, an invoice 

for the membership fee will be sent by the administrator. The 2014 membership fee (including 

access to dataset delivered in March 2015) was €8.000. 

The procedure to gain access to Phase I data (1550 cases delivered in 2014) is as follows:  
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A Privacy Commitment document will be sent for signature. Then an invoice for €8.000 for the 

user right to access the data will be sent by the administrator.  

There has not yet been any analysis on priority actions and statistical needs. But according to Li 

Hagström, a harmonised PTW accident report would be a good way to proceed: see the forms 

developed in the EU DaCoTA project http://dacota-investigation-manual.eu/Main/HomePage 

(forms and documents for both on-scene inspection (all accidents) and vehicle inspection for 

PTWs). 

More information on IGLAD and the data can be found here: www.iglad.net 

D3: Infrastructure 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on problems, existing solutions and standardization needs; 

Recommendations for the development of a European road safety assessment programme for 

motorcycling 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Veneta Vassileva 

Organisation/Department: ACEM, Safety Coordinator 

Date: 26/01/2015 

 

On infrastructure, ACEM would like to see the infrastructure element incorporated into the 

holistic integrated approach for PTW safety improvements and has produced PTW infrastructure 

guidelines. 

 

* 

*  * 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Steve Phillips,  

Organisation/Department: Secretary-General of Conference of European Directors of Roads 

(CEDR) 

Date: 19/02/2015 

 

CEDR members are responsible to their respective Ministries for road standards and operations 

within the member countries. Therefore, notwithstanding the issues of national subsidiarity, if 

the EU Transport Ministers consider that there is a need for a pan-European agency to address 

http://dacota-investigation-manual.eu/Main/HomePage
http://www.iglad.net/
http://www.acem.eu/images/stories/doc/publications/d_ACEMinfrastructurehandbookv2_74670.pdf
http://www.acem.eu/images/stories/doc/publications/d_ACEMinfrastructurehandbookv2_74670.pdf
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road infrastructure standards, then CEDR and its members – the National Road Administrations 

– will adapt accordingly.  

As things stand, CEDR members are already cooperating on the development of asset 

management practices at a European level. The voluntary cooperation between the member 

countries is demonstrating the value. The on-going work of CEDR on Asset Management has 

already delivered a common core system for Asset Management to be deployed by National 

Road Administrations; recommendations and a workable guide for implementing the core system 

within each National Road Administrations; as well as common items and remaining divergences 

in Asset Management between National Road Administrations. 

CEDR cannot compel Member States to follow its guidelines, but the process of consensus 

building between the respective National Road Directors encourages voluntary adoption and 

respects the specificities of the national conditions. 

CEDR continues to strength the cooperation between its member national road agencies as well 

as with other relevant bodies. 

 

* 

*  * 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Konstandinos Diamandouros 

Organisation/Department: ERF 

Date: 16/12/2014 

 

EU actions: Best practices and recommendations 

Infrastructure is the responsibility of the Member States, meaning that the European Commission 

can only make recommendations. Though the European Commission can promote best practices, 

it is very difficult to develop even a lowest common denominator when it comes to 

infrastructure. 

But it is possible to propose a minimum level of understanding amongst Member States to apply 

certain solutions.  

Within the ERF, when we compare motorways in different Member States we see completely 

different infrastructure elements (crash barriers, marking, etc.). Though harmonisation is not 

possible, we can consider making recommendations on a minimum level a country should have 

to enhance motorcycle safety. 
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Possible actions for the European Union would be to promote the use of minimum safety 

requirements (barriers, markings, passive support structures EN 12767), possibly in cooperation 

with CEDR. 

Standards 

 EU standards on crash barriers 

The European Commission is very willing to find a solution. But it is very difficult to make 

Member States accept a common standard when they consider their own standards and devices to 

be the best. It is not a really popular issue because different solutions already exist. And you 

don’t need a harmonised standard to deploy a solution at national level. The problem is to find a 

solution that would be accepted by every Member State. Here are some examples of 

harmonisation possibilities:  

 Manholes 

This is a problem where solutions exist.  

 Road marking 

The issue is the skid resistance for a PTW. The issue is observed with painted markings in a 

curve in wet conditions. Different sorts of markings exist, they ban be painted, but also be made 

of tape, etc. It could be interesting to have studies to understand what kind of marking is a 

problem for motorcycles. A possible suggestion would be to update the standards to make sure 

that the requirements take the specificities of motorcycling into account.  

 Signposting   

For signposting and poles, there are “forgiving” posts, meaning that they will collapse if you hit 

them. But the test is made for cars. What is needed is to adapt these posts and the test to 

motorcycles. This is a really important matter, because if you have forgiving obstacles, in most 

cases, you will not need roadside barriers.  

 

Generally speaking, the RIDERSCAN project covers all the important infrastructural issues for 

PTWs. 

It would be good to reach consensus on testing essential safety equipment for motorcycles, but 

also feasible from an industry point of view. At present, the testing methodology to adapt 

motorcycle equipment would require a huge investment on the part of manufacturers, but the 

demand from Member States is not there to support this investment. Solutions must be affordable 

and feasible in a practical way. 
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Infrastructure guidelines 

The ERF published motorcycles infrastructure guidelines in 2009
1
 but these need to be updated, 

providing more concrete solutions to the problems raised.  

Common infrastructure guidelines for Europe could be possible, but they would need to be 

binding in one way or another. Politically, it is difficult to make Member States accept this. But 

again, minimum requirements are possible.  

Road assessment 

ERF started conducting a survey on roads. EuroRAP tried to adapt the Euro NCAP methodology 

to road assessment but they have not yet been as successful as Euro NCAP. ERF is going to start 

measuring the performance of signs, markings, etc. as a way of putting pressure on national 

authorities to make them do what they should according to their national legislation. It will be 

different to EuroRAP, because EuroRAP, with its star rating methodology, does not insist on 

performance, instead measuring compliance with legal requirements. 

 

* 

*  * 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Steve Lawson, Partnerships and Research Director 

Name of the respondent: Caroline Moore, Senior Research Analyst 

Organisation/Department: EuroRAP 

Date of the phone interview: 12/03/2015 

 

Road assessment and PTW rating 

EuroRAP and iRAP have a shared methodology that already 

provides a star rating for the safety of motorcyclists.  The 

methodology is freely available at http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-

3/methodology.  

This has been used extensively in many countries where motorcycle 

use is common (Vietnam, Malaysia) but also in the 50 or so 

countries where we have done road assessments. 

The map gives the proportion of the TEN-T network already 

surveyed. The dark blue sections are the ones that we have surveyed. 

                                                 
1
 ERF, Road Infrastructure Safety of Powered Two-Wheelers, Discussion paper, February 2009, 

http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/erf_ptw_discusssion_paper_final-2.pdf  

http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology
http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/erf_ptw_discusssion_paper_final-2.pdf
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While the map doesn’t show the full network surveyed you can see all the countries in the EU 

where we have results. 

The Star Rating and Safer Roads Investment Plan components of the RAP protocols could be 

used to complement any Road Safety Audit/Inspection. 

New schemes will legally need to be audited but they should also have a Star Rating assigned, 

showing whether the combination of road characteristics works to reduce the risk for road users. 

EuroRAP made a lot of progress last year, but there is still room for improvement in the field of 

PTW safety. The EuroRAP model is really strong for cars but needs to be improved for other 

road users. This is basically because worldwide research is focused much more on cars than 

other users. Therefore, there are some gaps that we feel that we could fill. 

Typically, when we do the survey work, we rate roads for the 4 main user groups. We now 

possess data which we think could be used for 40 countries.  

For EuroRAP, it would be useful to have data on how a motorcycle reacts on the road, what 

infrastructure issues are really problematic for PTWs and which standards are involved. There is 

currently no specific motorcycle project in EuroRAP. 

Ideally the “vision zero” route in Norway would have been star-rated for all road users to see if it 

scores a minimum of 3 stars (on a scale of 5) each time. The results could then shape further 

research and development into the motorcycle element of the iRAP model. 

The research which underpins the motorcycle star ratings is not as strong as that underpinning 

the vehicle occupants star rating. Where research results were weak in the motorcycle model, 

assumptions based on the vehicle studies were made. It would be great to test the model on a 

“vision zero” road because the number of stars achieved ought to be high. If the raw results have 

any low star ratings we can determine why this is the case and use this to advance the model and 

refine it for motorcyclists. 

There are multiple references in the documents to standards being for roads that do not consider 

motorcyclists’ needs.  It would be useful to evaluate these against the motorcycle star ratings. 

The standards given in the presentations which do not consider motorcycle needs should be 

reviewed by our model to see whether the motorcycle star rating model and vehicle model assign 

different ratings, thereby giving us another chance to review the two models. 

Road safety audits 

The methodology used by EuroRAP to rate roads is a drive-through methodology, i.e. a car is 

driven along a section of road with a video being taken. For each 100-meter stretch, 52 elements 

are recorded with the potential to cause a car accident. It would be interesting to identify 

infrastructure elements related to PTW accidents.  

EuroRAP’s inspections are just part of the work, good to gain a view of potential risks. But 

EuroRAP’s work involves practically exclusively such drive-through inspections and 
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assessments based on the resulting tapes. For the sections assessed, those which seem to be high 

risk need further auditing to check what can’t be seen on the screen.  

Road maintenance 

Besides the design of a road that can be an issue for PTWs, road maintenance is also an 

important aspect of PTW safety. On maintenance, one of the things that EuroRAP does look at is 

the quality of a road and its markings. 

Interesting documents: 

 Development of risk models for the road assessment programme 

 iRAP methodology fact sheet - development history 

 iRAP methodology fact sheet 3 road attributes 

 Facts sheets explaining PTW risk factors: http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-

3/methodology 

 

D5: Research 

Deliverable outcome: Overview of national and EU research on motorcycle safety, 

identification of duplication and gaps related to the 8 safety areas. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Veneta Vassileva 

Organisation/Department: ACEM, Safety Coordinator 

Date: 26/01/2015 

 

According to ACEM, further research should be done on ITS, and naturalistic riding studies and 

in-depth accident studies should also be prioritised at national and European level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/research-and-technical-papers?download=41:development-of-risk-models-for-the-road-assessment-programme
http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology?download=131:irap-methodology-fact-sheet-2-development-history
http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology?download=132:irap-methodology-fact-sheet-3-road-attributes
http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology
http://www.irap.org/en/about-irap-3/methodology
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* 

*  * 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Horst Schulze 

Organisation/Department: Federal Highway Research Institute (BAST), FERSI President 

Date: 11/03/2015 

 

Recommends the reading of: “Towards safer roads in Europe. Nine key challenges for road 

safety research for the next decade”. 

 

Current PTW research issues 

 Lack of a PTW perspective 

One aspect of FERSI is VRU (vulnerable road users: pedestrians, cyclists, PTW riders), and they 

have a working group on VRU. But they recognise that overall there is not enough involvement 

of users and user perspectives within research. 

There is also a lack of a PTW perspective. In ITS development, PTWs are seldom taken into 

account. For example, you talk about Car 2 Car communication, C2I communication, but never 

C2PTW, even though cars share a large responsibility in PTW accidents. 

 

 Lack of behavioural knowledge 

There are a lot of differences between countries on PTW rider behavioural knowledge, as well as 

an overall difference between MS on the focus on PTWs. 

In European projects, there is clearly a big lack of behavioural knowledge on PTW riders, as 

with   cyclists: a lot of people think the latter are riding unsafely when sometimes it is the only 

way for them to survive in the road traffic. 

The research focus varies from one country to another, and is dependent on each country’s PTW 

mobility pattern. 

Future potential improvements 

 Improved research into PTW safety 

There are some practical problems about RIDERSCAN’s recommendation. Generally speaking, 

it’s a bit optimistic. 

For an in-depth analysis, not enough accidents have been analysed, and less again for PTWs. It is 

impossible from a legal perspective to exchange in-depth analyses because of data protection 

http://www.google.be/url?url=http://www.fersi.org/Portals/0/FERSI/FERSI_Documents/140512%2520Towards%2520safer%2520roads%2520in%2520Europe_final.pdf&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=G2oAVZuWLtXxaMKLgYgI&ved=0CBMQFjAA&sig2=xQZjAW8MmkBRBMGJFXwo2Q&usg=AFQjCNE8Tce7BGe0
http://www.google.be/url?url=http://www.fersi.org/Portals/0/FERSI/FERSI_Documents/140512%2520Towards%2520safer%2520roads%2520in%2520Europe_final.pdf&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=G2oAVZuWLtXxaMKLgYgI&ved=0CBMQFjAA&sig2=xQZjAW8MmkBRBMGJFXwo2Q&usg=AFQjCNE8Tce7BGe0
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legislation. The only thing that can be exchanged is aggregated data. Moreover, PTW use varies 

from country to country.  

Furthermore, any national research focus depends on the PTW mobility pattern of the country in 

question, meaning that a comparison between studies may not have general relevance. 

Moreover, for an in-depth analysis to be efficient, you need to focus on only one aspect: 

behaviour or infrastructure or vehicle. It is not possible to have a single in-depth analysis per 

country covering all PTW safety aspects. 

But there is clearly room for improvement when it comes to data collection and data exchange: 

 Need to exchange more data 

 Need for a harmonised data collection strategy enabling exchange. This is currently 

difficult at EU level as CARE is still quite recent. 

 User perspective should be taken into account 

 Major need to improve accident reporting. For example, in Germany, with the 

introduction of e-bikes, we needed objective information on accidents involving them. 

This took 4 years to achieve. 

 The CADAS protocol could be more complete regarding PTW data, but it needs to be 

pre-formulated by someone from CARE. 

 Need for interdisciplinary work 

At BAST (Germany), there are different departments (road engineering, behaviour, etc.) but 

there is a lack of interdisciplinary work on road safety. 

According to FERSI, the priority for research into PTW safety involves 3 aspects: the 

behavioural aspect, the vehicle-oriented aspect and the infrastructure aspect. 

Whatever research you do on road safety, you have to come back to these 3 pillars: human, 

infrastructure and vehicle. And all research should be done in an interdisciplinary way, always 

addressing these 3 pillars. 

In Germany, the road safety action plan constituted a very positive step forwards. Looking at the 

results, safety potential can still be seen: PTW riders and car occupants. Together with VRUs 

(pedestrians, cyclists), they represent 68% of fatalities in Germany. 

To come up with recommendations for increasing PTW safety, the decision was taken to focus 

on an interdisciplinary perspective covering the 3 pillars. 

EU research should similarly be done from an interdisciplinary perspective, using an integrated 

approach. How can technical solutions be successful if they don’t relate to behavioural aspects 

and limits of motorcyclists? They have to be understood in connection with the human 

(behavioural) element, otherwise they are useless. The behavioural aspect is one the most 
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neglected aspects in PTW research.  

 Need for broader research 

Stand-alone research projects mean nothing if they are not at some stage linked to road safety 

targets and measures. 

You need to order appropriate research aligned to your road safety targets, while the 

implementation of countermeasures needs to be based on research outcomes. This is a necessary 

virtuous circle.  

We also need a broader approach to road safety, integrating it into a society approach. For 

example, we don’t have any research on ageing populations and their impact on motorcycling, 

which is a far more key issue when it comes to ageing riders than drivers. On the other side, the 

industrial approach is more about research focused on technology, automotive systems, etc.  

D6: Traffic management and ITS 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on existing best practices. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Steve Phillips,  

Organisation/Department: Secretary-General of Conference of European Directors of Roads 

(CEDR) 

Date: 19/02/2015 

 

CEDR’s wide range of activities concerns many issues relevant for road users – including the 

motorcycle community. These include safety, winter maintenance, ITS, congestion as well as 

research and innovation. Safety will be a topic for the 2016 CEDR research programme. 
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D7: Awareness campaigns 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on means to address rider and driver behaviour, past and current 

campaigns, best practices and recommendations, motorcycle press and motorcyclists groups 

overview. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Werner De Dobbeleer 

Organisation/Department: CAST project 

Date: 17/02/2015 

 

The idea of this interview is to gain the CAST perspective on member state recommendations for 

awareness campaigns. 

Main member state recommendations:  

1. To bring together all stakeholders, including riders 

Sure, that’s one of the first recommendations of the CAST project. The first step of the CAST 

guidelines is to analyse the problem and then look for partners and stakeholders and get them 

involved. It is very important to have as many stakeholders from among the motorcycling 

community as possible. This would allow us to pre-test any messages for example.  

2. Short and popular messages; surprising and creative messages 

This is part of the content to be discussed, whereby it makes sense to have a message as clear, 

short and intelligible as possible. A vague or unintelligible message can on the other hand 

provoke confusion.  

Another way is to have a creative and surprising message to attract attention. Again it should be 

very clear, though very general, not specific to PTWs and not only for the safety campaign.  

3. Focus the campaign on solutions: it is more convincing to show which behaviour helps 

avoid accidents. 

It is again something general for safety campaigns. You need to focus on solutions, otherwise 

you will only create fear. It is very important to give the audience specific instructions on how to 

reduce the risk. And it is also necessary for the solutions to be feasible.   

4. Target the right media: for a campaign to be successful, the audience needs to be targeted 

in the right way. The main difficulty is to identify the right media for a particular 

audience. 
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This is again very general. For PTW riders, it will perhaps be more difficult to target a specific 

cohort, as it can be assumed that not everybody reads the specialised press (MC magazines or a 

PTW website). This means you have to also target general media.  

5. Focus on broadcasting to large audience. Specialized magazines target riders already 

aware of safety concerns; the best place to broadcast campaigns are cinemas (100% 

attention) with a wide variety of audiences. 

It is OK to broadcast to large audiences, as you need to use more general channels like television 

or newspapers. But I don’t agree that riders who read MC magazines are always aware of safety 

concerns. You might still need specific media to reach these people.  

And I don’t agree at all that the best place to broadcast campaigns is a cinema, because the 

audience there are not really that broad. Audiences consist above all of young people. A lot 

depends on the audience you want to reach.  

6. It is important to alternate campaign themes and styles (shocking, humorous, etc.) 

constantly in order to keep people mindful of road safety topics 

This again is a general statement. But the choice of the tone of voice in any message depends on 

the audience you want to reach. A best practice would be to always pre-test your message on 

your audience. It should be analysed and tested. You don’t necessarily need to alternate; you 

above all have to test your message first.  

7. Precisely identify the problem to be targeted 

That’s obvious. 

8. Address other road users’ behaviour and make them aware of PTW characteristics 

This is not PTW specific, but maybe specific to road safety. There is never only one cause of 

accident. So in my view it is OK to address other road users, for example in the case of accidents 

where the car driver did not see the motorcyclist. But it depends on the nature of the problem. If 

the problem you want to address is PTW speed, other road users’ behaviour should not be 

addressed in the campaign. It all depends on the pre-analysis of the problem you are targeting.  

9. Complement awareness campaigns with prevention activities in the field (practical 

workshops/screening at the beginning of the motorcycling season). 

I very much agree with that. Campaigns combined with field activities have proven to be more 

effective that stand-alone campaigns.  

10. Apply the CAST elements 

Of course.  
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Negative aspects to be avoided by member states:  

11. The biggest problem with awareness campaigns is that they usually aren’t evidence 

based. In the rare case that a campaign is evaluated, it usually only describes “reach” (did 

people see and understand the message). We should measure if behaviour actually 

changes because of the campaign, observing pre- and post-campaign behaviour (not by 

measuring self-reported behaviour). 

The researcher found that not many awareness campaigns are fully evaluated. Often it is only the 

“reach” that is evaluated. We should also evaluate the effect of the campaign on the target 

audience in terms of knowledge change, attitude change, intended behaviour, self-reported 

behaviour and if possible actual change. It is a CAST recommendation to evaluate a campaign 

not only on reach. Of course, the reach element is important, because if your campaign does not 

reach your audience, you need to change it to make it effective. But often you only talk about 

actual change. It is important, but sometimes campaigns target intermediate changes, changes in 

knowledge or attitude. So there are many more variables to be measured than just actual 

behaviour, because actual behaviour is sometimes hard to evaluate.  

12. Avoid sending too negative messages; a campaign should not show the result of an 

accident (death, etc.). Shocking pictures/videos do not change behaviour in the long run. 

We come back to the need to present solutions. Fear is not effective in the long term. But if you 

do use fear appeals, don’t let them interfere with any change in attitude or behaviour you want to 

have. If your message is too shocking, people will just turn a deaf ear to it and you will have no 

effect.  

13. Avoid stigmatizing the rider as the message won’t be accepted. So you have to choose a 

message that the motorcycling community can accept. Avoid targeting specific and 

extreme behaviour because it is not the “normal” behaviour of the majority of the riders. 

If you want to target extreme behaviour as such, that is different.  

It is not something specific to PTW users, but general to road safety campaign. If you start 

stigmatizing road users or people who display the wrong behaviour, you use a negative tone of 

voice. And that is not the best way to address people.  

If you start moralizing, there is a kind of rejection in the message.  

Maybe PTW riders have more problems with this kind of message because they are sometimes 

more stigmatized than car drivers for example.  

Therefore, it is very important to involve the motorcycling community in the design of your 

campaign.  

14. Avoid developing long and unintelligible messages which road users do not recognize 

Very general.  

15. Targeting the wrong population, with the wrong tools, and the wrong messages 
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This is obvious.  

 

Main motorcycling community recommendations:  

16. Raise the awareness of other road users to the presence of riders and convey a positive 

message to riders 

This depends on the problem you’re targeting. If it’s a single vehicle accident you don’t care 

about other road users.  

 

On research needs:  

What should be done? Analyse your problem, your audience and your media channel. It is 

important also to report on which element you used, etc. And then evaluate what worked and 

what did not work. This would allow comparing best practice between countries.  

What the CAST project would like to see is for EU-funded campaigns to be based on CAST 

principles. These provide guidelines for designing and implementing a campaign, it, but above 

all on how to evaluate it. It is crucial to assess the impact, and decide what needs to be addressed 

in the next campaign, etc.  

With regard to an EU-wide campaign, I am not sure about its effectiveness and its pertinence, as 

there are a lot of differences between countries. PTW use differs from one country to another, 

with different types of riders. So I am not sure whether you can reach all riders in Europe with 

one and the same message. To conduct an EU campaign, you would need an analysis of common 

accident patterns. Without such an analysis, national or regional campaigns are better, as 

otherwise the message would certainly be too wide to be effective. It is not yet the time to 

conduct a pan-EU campaign. What would make sense is to have a general European baseline, 

adaptable to country issues. 

 

The most important things are:  

1. To have a good analysis of the problem you want to address 

2. To have a good analysis of your audience 

3. To involve stakeholders 
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D8: National strategies 

 

Deliverable outcome: Overview and analysis of existing national strategies in Member States, 

implementation and results, recommendations; Recommendations for the development of a 

European Motorcycle Safety Performance Index 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Veneta Vassileva 

Organisation/Department: ACEM, Safety Coordinator 

Date: 26/01/2015 

 

According to ACEM, to enhance their safety, PTWs should be more integrated in transport 

policies at European, national and local level. 

The European Union could provide an added value if it were able to stimulate positive national 

debates on PTW safety. 

 


