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In 2008, hosted by the Norwegian Ministry of Transport, the first international workshop on PTW safety
(Lillehammer, 2008) took place. Following 2 days of discussions with one hundred safety and PTW experts, the
workshop came up with a top-20 list of recommendations to improve PTW safety?, inter alia the critical need to
work together (priority n°20).

In 2010, following the Lillehammer conclusions, the Federation of European Motorcyclists’ Associations (FEMA)
launched the European Motorcyclists' Forum (Brussels, 2010) with the objective of enhancing communications
between EU authorities and PTW stakeholders..

In the meantime, the European Commission has finalized its Communication Towards a European Road Safety area:
Policy Orientations on road safety 2011-2020 following a preparatory consultative phase the 4th EU RSAP 2011-
2020 (2009); and the United Nations has adopted its Declaration for a Decade of Action for Road Safety 2011-2020
(Moscow, 2009). The European Parliament has also joined in, publishing its own initiative Road Safety Report. All of
these documents only partially address the 20 priority actions identified by PTW safety experts in Lillehammer.

The international efforts were rounded off by several national initiatives tackling some of the issues at stake to
improve PTW safety.

In this context, FEMA considered it was high time to compile, review and structure available expertise and
initiatives. With the support of the European Commission (EC), the Motorcycle Industry (ACEM) and the Mutuelle
des Motards (AMDM), it launched the European Scanning Tour for Motorcycle Safety (RIDERSCAN) in 2011.

For three and a half years (November 2011 — April 2015), the project collected existing information on motorcycle
safety in Europe, identified needs for action and established a cross-border knowledge-based network, thereby
creating a lasting European framework for communicating and collecting data on PTW safety.

Riderscan work focus

The OECD/ITF The EU The European Preparation

Lillehammer Communication ~ Parliament Road  of the 4th EU

Workshop on Towards a Safety Report RSAP 2011-

Motorcycle European 2020. Public

Safety Road Safety Consultation
area: policy results

orientations
on road safety
2011-2020

Improving education and
training programmes for
riders and drivers

e
e

Improve awareness:
Getting safety messages
across to riders and
improving other road
users’ awareness of PTW
riders

e
e
el e
el e

Transport and road
infrastructure policy:
roadway design for PTWs
(including crash barriers)

e
e
e
e

1 http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/safety/Lillehammer2008/lillehammer08.html
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http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/safety/Lillehammer2008/lillehammer08.html

The project reports on areas for European action (legislation, standardization, research and political needs), but
also disseminates conclusions to relevant stakeholders at national level. In so doing, the project expects to create
3 new momentum among road safety stakeholders by upgrading knowledge, enhancing communication and
improving cooperation between the various areas related to motorcycle safety.

OBIECTIVES

The main objectives of the project included the identification and comparison of national initiatives on PTWs, and
the identification of best practices. Another important objective was to collect and structure existing knowledge

at European level in order to identify critical gaps for future efforts to focus on. Finally, the project aimed at
identifying the critical needs for policy action, whether at European or national level, with a view to disseminating
them to a wide range of relevant stakeholders in Europe in the coming years.

AcCTIVITIES

The project activities with regard to the 8 safety areas aimed at gaining a better understanding of the topics,
collecting knowledge and best practices, and comparing EU countries and their national approach to PTW-specific
issues.
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Table 2 RIDERSCAN project activities



http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable3_infrastructure.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable5_research.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf

With the objective of gathering as much expertise as possible, the project collected feedback and information
from many different sources, and in many different ways.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The project went through a detailed literature review " MEiRy

of European documentation, including EU and EU Q;J B
stakeholders’ policy papers, EU research project h',"i":" "
outcomes, and the proceedings of stakeholder i Cobepion

meetings and other forums. The total number of
documents collected currently exceeds 920, available
in the project database.

@ Frovid ing tools
for policy making

With the objective of gaining a preliminary overview
of the key safety aspects to be considered in the

PTW safety debate, and of the project safety areas

in particular, the project team undertook a detailed
comparison of the PTW safety policies of key PTW/road
safety stakeholders. This overview is summarized in
Annex 14.

@ Reuparch

Part of the work consisted of identifying and summarising the main outcomes of EU co-financed projects of
relevance to the 8 safety areas covered by the project. This extensive reviewing work is available in Annex 21, and
includes reviews of the outcomes of the following projects:

Adckier repaig

2-BE-SAFE MAIDS ROSYPE SUNFLOWER+6
APROSYS MOSAFIM SAFERIDER SUPREME
CAST MOTORIST SAFERWHEEL TRACE
DaCoTA MYMOSA SAFETYNET TRAIN-ALL
esum PILOTASAFETY SARTRE 1-4 TRAINER
EURORAP | and |l PISA SIM VRUITS
IN-SAFETY PROMISING Smart RRS WATCH-OVER
IRT ROSA STAIRS WHITEROADS

STAKEHOLDERS' FEEDBACK AND PRIORITIES

The project then worked at collecting as much expertise as possible and integrating the views and priority areas
for action of many different PTW safety stakeholders. The project collected input from many different perspectives.
Contributors included: the European Commission, Member States’ National Authorities, Road Safety Agencies and
Research Institutes, the Motorcycling Community (industry/users), and Pan-European stakeholders. The number of
interviewed experts totalled 112.

This feedback collection took several forms, depending on stakeholders’ accessibility and availability, and included
the following activities:


http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_14.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_21.pdf
http://www.2besafe.eu/
http://www.maids-study.eu/
http://rosype.michelin.eu/index.php?lang=en
http://www.20splentyforus.co.uk/UsefulReports/SUNflower%2B6_Final_Report.pdf
http://www.transport-research.info/web/projects/project_details.cfm?ID=35419
http://www.mosafim.eu/
http://www.saferider-eu.org/
http://bookshop.europa.eu/is-bin/INTERSHOP.enfinity/WFS/EU-Bookshop-Site/en_GB/-/EUR/ViewPublication-Start?PublicationKey=MI3110340
http://www.cast-eu.org/
http://www.motorist.eu/
http://www.trace-project.org/
http://www.dacota-project.eu/
http://www.mymosa.eu/
http://erso.swov.nl/index.html
http://www.transport-research.info/Upload/Documents/201208/20120814_161813_84170_TRAIN ALL D8.3 - FINAL REPORT COMPLETE_v3_060910.pdf
http://www.esum.org/
http://pilot4safety.fehrl.org/
http://www.attitudes-roadsafety.eu/home/project/
http://www.trainer.iao.fraunhofer.de/
http://www.eurorap.org/
http://www.pisa-project.eu/
http://www.sim-eu.org/
http://www.vruits.eu/
http://www.insafety-eu.org/
http://www.transport-research.info/web/projects/project_details.cfm?ID=620
http://smartrrs.unizar.es/
http://www.watchover-eu.org/
http://www.initialridertraining.eu/
http://www.whiteroads.eu/index.php/whiteroads-documents.html
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After a first analysis of needs, a set of amplifying questions was prepared to further explore national situations
for each safety topic. A questionnaire (Amplifying Questions) was designed to survey the different categories of
stakeholders directly involved in policymaking (Member States, the European Union, Motorcycling Community
representatives, EU stakeholders).

This questionnaire was reviewed by the following experts from the Expert Group members:

*  Marcellus Kaup from CIECA for Deliverable 1 on training, testing and licencing.

*  Kris Redant, Peter Saleh and Xavier Cocu from FEHRL for Deliverable 3 on infrastructure

+  Bertrand Nelva-Pasqual from Mutuelle des Motards for Deliverable 4 on accident reporting
*  Pierre van Elslande from IFSTTAR for Deliverable 5 on research

+  Gabrielle Cross from MIRA for Deliverable 6 on traffic management and ITS (replaced by Aki Lumiaho in the
course of the project)

* Andy Mayo from Local Transport Projects UK for Deliverable 7 on awareness campaigns

*  Robbert Verweij from the Dutch Ministry for Infrastructure and the Environment for Deliverable 8 on national
strategies.

Answers to the questionnaire were collected via phone interviews, written answers, or face-to-face meetings,
summarized in Annex 4/ Annex 5/ Annex 6/ Annex 7

@

In addition to these semi-structured interviews, the project also undertook 3 pan-European surveys to collect the
views of riders themselves in the fields of licencing and training (Training survey), Intelligent Transport Systems
(ITS Survey), mobility and safety habits (Motorcycling survey):

* The Motorcycling Survey. A survey targeting European riders was designed to
collect information on the motorcycling community around Europe and gain a
better overview of similarities and differences in terms of riding, attitudes and
safety needs.

The Pan-European survey was disseminated at national level via riders’ groups
and the motorcycling press in addition to being disseminated via Internet.

It collected over 17,000 usable answers from 18 European countries. More
details on the survey in Annex 1.

*  The Training, Testing and Licencing User Survey. This public survey, which
collected 442 answers, aimed at gaining a concrete understanding of the
issues riders face in terms of training, testing and recent administrative and
licencing changes, including the new rules contained in the 3rd Driving
Licence Directive since 2013. See Annex 2.

*  The ITS User Survey. This aimed to capture riders’ attitudes towards safety
systems at large. The Pan-European survey was disseminated at national
level via riders’ groups and the motorcycling press in addition to being
disseminated via Internet. It collected over 4,500 usable answers from 18
European countries.

Survey findings can be read in Annex 3.



http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_4.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_5.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_6.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_7.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_1.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_2.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_3.pdf

These surveys were disseminated using the European network of PTW magazines, newly constituted in the context
of the project. The total number of motorcyclists surveyed exceeded 31,000. The surveys were kindly analysed by
the University of Firenze (ITS Survey), Mutuelle des Motards (Motorcycling survey) and FEMA (Training survey).

Input from public workshops and other public events related to the topics covered were also collected and
included in the overall analytical process. Attended events included:

Event

European Motorcyclists Forum

DaCoTA Conference

FEMA Committee Meeting

FEMA Committee Meeting

Slovenian Road Safety Authorities Meeting

IFSTTAR Journées scientifiques Deux-roues motorisés

EC DG MOVE Workshop on National Road Safety Strategies

and Action Plans

FOTNet 10th Stakeholder workshop on Naturalistic Driving

Studies

2013 Annual POLIS Conference - Innovation in Transport for

sustainable cities and regions

Forum for Automobile & Society on Road Safety
FIA Workshop Road Safety & Connected Mobility
European Motorcyclists Forum

ITS Advisory Group

ITS EU Congress

FEMA Committee Meeting

EC Infrastructure Meeting

iMobility Forum VRU WG ERTICO

ifZ Conference

TRB Meeting

iMobility Forum Research & Innovation WG Workshop
5th iMobility Forum Plenary Meeting

European Motorcyclists Forum

3rd EU-US Transportation Research Symposium on "Road
Vehicle Automation"

Place

K6ln (DE)
Athens (GR)
Stockholm (SE)
Brussels (BE)
Ljubljana (SLO)
Paris (FR)
Brussels (BE)

Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)

Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)
Helsinki (FIN)
Helsinki (FIN)
Reykjavik (ISL)
Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)
Koln (DE)
Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)
Brussels (BE)
(BE)

Brussels (BE

Washington (USA)

Date
3/10/2012
22-23/11/2012
1/06/2013
5/10/2013
13-16/10/2013
15-16/10/2013
25/11/2013

26/11/2013

4-5/12/2013

21/02/2014
21/02/2014
5-6/03/2014
16/06/2014
18-19/06/2014
31/05/2014
13/06/2014
23/04/2014
29-30/09/2014
5/11/2014
27/01/2015
28/01/2015
2-3/02/2015
14-15/04/2015
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Table 4 RIDERSCAN project analyses
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http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_11.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_12.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_13.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable3_infrastructure.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable5_research.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_14.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable3_infrastructure.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable5_research.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable9_motocyclingcommunityineurope.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_21.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_19.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_2.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_17.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_20.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_8.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_16.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_20.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf

DRAWING CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Finally, the information collected was compiled, reviewed and structured according to Europe’s main levers for
action, namely Research, Legislation, Standardization or Specific Actions.

Based on this input, the project concludes with a report on Key Challenges and Conclusions for each safety areas,
accompanied by a list of Recommendations and priority actions for European and national levels.

OuTCOMES

Allin all, the project activities have enabled the following outcomes:

Table 5 RIDERSCAN project outcomes



Q:\Research Projects\RIDERSCAN\Deliverables\RiderscanFinalReport.docx#OLE_LINK2_KeyChallenges
Q:\Research Projects\RIDERSCAN\Deliverables\RiderscanFinalReport.docx#OLE_LINK2_Conclusions
Q:\Research Projects\RIDERSCAN\Deliverables\RiderscanFinalReport.docx#OLE_LINK2_Recommandations
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_15.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_3.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_10.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_9.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_18.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_4.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_5.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_6.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_21.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_19.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_1.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_2.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_4.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_5.pdf

An overview of the main accident causation factors based on 7 EU/national Powered
Two Wheelers (PTW) in-depth accident studies

An overview of variables collected per country in public statistics reports on motorcycling
A table of variables recommended by the CADaS protocol

Recommendations for the use of the CADaS protocol and harmonization needs

A summary of accessible data on motorcycle accidents in the EU

A summary of missing data in the EU and recommendations on needs for harmonization
Comparison of police accident report forms and recommendations

A picture of EU riders’ problems with infrastructure and the main geographical differences

A detailed review of existing PTW/Infrastructure guidelines, a list of common problems
throughout Europe and EU standards to be reviewed to address priority issues

An overview of Best Practices throughout Member States (use of guidelines, PTW users
as VRUs, black spot monitoring, “Vision Zero Roads” for PTWs)

A Pan-European Black/White Spot Report Form for use with ICT and involving the
motorcycling community

A dedicated infrastructure website http://www.mc-infrastructure.eu/ addressing

PTWSs and infrastructure problems, along with a dedicated sub-website on guardrails,
specifically focusing on roadside barriers http://www.mc-roadsidebarriers.eu/, including
a Motorcyclist Protection System Database, and Guidelines for road restraint systems

Identification of needs for PTW research at national and European level
An overview of ITS political context, legal frameworks and initiatives

An overview and classification of ITS systems/functions for PTWs in PTW-related safety
areas

A European map of rider acceptance of ITS for PTWs

A primary description of the specificities of the riding tasks and their impact on ITS
development

A picture of EU riders’ perceptions of national campaigns
Motorcycling community evaluation of PTW safety awareness campaigns in Europe

Designing safety messages targeting the motorcycling community: common principles
and rider-specific interventions

Dissemination channels and means to reach the motorcycling community: RIDERSCAN
pan-European surveys lessons

A comparison of national overall road safety strategies and national motorcycling
safety strategies

A first review of the literature on Safety Performance Indicators and a preliminary
analysis of PTW specificities

A summary of key stakeholders’ recommendations for action to improve

* data collection and statistics for PTW safety;

* access to PTWs;

+  PTWs’ surrounding environment (infrastructure, ITS, traffic management)
¢ communication with the riding community

* action plans to tackle the main PTW safety issues
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Annex 17

Deliverable 2
Deliverable 4
Annex 20
Deliverable 2
Deliverable 2
Annex 20
Annex 1

Annex 8

Deliverable 3

Annex 16

Deliverable

Deliverable

Deliverable 6

Annex 3
Annex 15

Annex 1
Annex 10

Annex 6
Annex 13

Annex 1
Annex 2
Annex 3

Annex 9

Annex 18

Annex 4
Annex 5
Annex 6
Annex 12
Annex 13
Annex 14



http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_17.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_20.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_20.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_1.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_8.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_16.pdf
http://www.mc-infrastructure.eu/
http://www.mc-roadsidebarriers.eu/
http://www.mc-roadsidebarriers.eu/search-for-mps/
http://www.fema-online.eu/guidelines/Guidelines.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable5_research.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_3.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_15.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_1.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_10.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_6.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_13.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_1.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_2.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_3.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_9.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_18.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_4.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_5.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_6.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_12
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_13.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/annex_14.pdf

DELIVERABLES

These outcomes were used to address and discuss the 8 safety areas covered by the projectin 9 deliverables, the
content of which was reviewed by the project experts.

1. Training, testing and licencing: Report on existing schemes, problems encountered, good practices, 3rd Driving
Licence Directive (DLD) implementation, recommendations for 4th DLD (Deliverable 1)

2. Data collection and statistics: Report on available and missing data, proposals for harmonizing data collection
related to motorcycling (Deliverable 2)

3. Infrastructure: Report on problems, existing solutions and standardization needs, recommendations for the
development of a European road safety assessment programme for motorcycling (Deliverable 3)

4. Accident reporting: Report on accident reporting methods, recommendations for harmonizing police reporting
(Deliverable 4)

5. Research: Overview of national and EU research on motorcycle safety, identification of duplication and gaps
related to the 8 safety areas (Deliverable 5)

6. Traffic management: Report on existing and best practices (Deliverable 6)

7. Awareness campaigns: Report on means to address rider and driver behaviour, past and current campaigns, best
practices and recommendations, overview of the motorcycle press and motorcyclist groups (Deliverable 7)

8. National strategies: Overview and analysis of existing national strategies in Member States, implementation
and results and recommendations, recommendations for the development of a European Motorcycle Safety
Performance Index (Deliverable 8)

9. Motorcycling Community: Report on motorcycling use and safety characteristics, the motorcycling population
and ways of reaching it (Deliverable 9)



http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable1_trainingtestinglicensing.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable2_datacollection_statistics.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable4_accidentreporting.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable5_research.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable6_trafficmanagement_its.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable7_awarenesscampaigns.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable8_nationalstrategies.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/deliverable9_motocyclingcommunityineurope.pdf

SUPERVISORY GROUP

The project report structure and content were subjected to a final review by the project Expert Group, made up of
representatives from:

INTRODUCTION

+  CIECA for Deliverable 1 on training, testing and licencing;

*  NTUA for Deliverable 2 on data collection, statistics,

*  FEHRL for Deliverable 3 on infrastructure;

* Mutuelle des Motards for Deliverable 4 on accident reporting;

* IFSTTAR for Deliverable 5 on research:

*  VTT for Deliverable 6 on traffic management and ITS,;

* Local Transport Projects UK for Deliverable 7 on awareness campaigns,

*  The Dutch Ministry for Infrastructure and the Environment for Deliverable 8 on national strategies.
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POWERED TWO WHEELER SAFETY TODAY -

WHAT DO WE KNOW?

Powered two-wheelers (PTWs) are a popular form of transport providing mobility to millions of people worldwide.
However, unlike for other forms of motorised transport, PTW users, as with cyclists, remain more vulnerable on the
roads due to the intrinsic characteristics of the vehicle.

Supporting road safety decision-making requires having quantitative information on road users’ attitudes and
behaviour, on road safety measures implemented, rules and programmes (including enforcement), and on their
social costs and benefits.

Over the past decade, collision records highlighted a substantial decrease in PTW casualties (motorcycles and
mopeds). This decrease, albeit less pronounced than for other means of transport, is taking place against a
substantial increase in the number of PTWs.

However, acquisition of additional and better data on PTW accidents, mobility and other issues should therefore
receive top priority at European level because more comparable data is needed to understand the causes of
accidents and find appropriate countermeasures..

With the aim of contributing to the effort to improve data collection and knowledge on PTW safety in Europe, the
RIDERSCAN project focused on:

*  Compiling an overview of EU research work related to PTW safety

+ Identifying missing data at European level

* Making recommendations on data collection harmonisation

* Identifying major research gaps that would require a focus in coming years.

Priority n°3: Research and evaluation: Countermeasures need to be based on
scientific research into driver and rider behaviour and before-and-after evaluations International
should be conducted. Transport Forum

Priority n® 16: Innovation: Where proposed countermeasures are not based on
objective research, but are supported by all stakeholders, policymakers should test
and evaluate the proposal in a pilot scheme.

* EU Research main data and statistics

*  Comparison of 7 EU/National PTW accident in-depth studies on main causation factors
*  Overview of variables collected per country in public statistics on motorcycles

* Data collection priorities according to the Motorcycling Community and Member States
»  Comparison of police accident report forms

*  Recommendations for improvements to the CARE database and CADaS protocol

*  Summary of missing data in the EU and identification of data harmonisation needs

*  Overview of EU Research main outcomes on PTW safety for the last decade

* ldentification of needs for PTW research at national and European level

* Identification of Key Research priorities to improve PTW safety
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Figure 1 PTWs variety park (Source: OECD/ITF report on motorcycle safety, 2015 - to be published)

Figure 2 PTWs circulating park (Source: ACEM)
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EU poLICY AND DOCUMENTATION REVIEW

Data collection and research are not safety measures in themselves, but serve to study the need for and the
effects of such measures.

As underlined by 2BESAFE, accident research incorporates the study of macro and micro accident databases /
studies with respect to the casualty population. Macro studies record and investigate road accidents at a national
and international level, whereas micro studies utilize in-depth and forensic investigation techniques to examine
a much smaller number of crashes, but at a much greater level of detail. With police gathering data on injury
collisions, there is a reasonable amount of recorded data across Europe at macro level, but there is very little in-
depth or micro data collected.

Allin all EU safety experts recognize data and statistics as being a critical element for improving PTW safety.
There is a lack of comprehensive data and research evidence about PTWs from a road safety perspective and
as a sustainable form of transport. This ranges from limitations in crash data reporting and collection, to the
uncertainty about the effectiveness of a range of safety-related activities.

EUROPEAN STATISTICS

While the DACOTA project acknowledges that over the last two decades systematic efforts to gather and harmonise
road accident data at a European level have led to a significant upgrading and enhancement of the CARE database,
now providing very useful results as regards exposure data and safety performance indicators, it unfortunately
concludes that PTW riders have only benefited marginally from these efforts and altogether, the availability,
completeness and level of harmonization of this data vary significantly.

This opinion is shared by the European and International Road Federation (ERF/IRF), which suggests the
development and use of a new statistical tool specifically aimed at gathering information on PTW accidents to
ascertain the different factors which play a role in real-life conditions.
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Table 1 Estimated numbers of PTWs on the roads in Europe in 2013 (Source: ACEM)




Table 2 PTW fatality rates (Source: CARE 10-10-2014)
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EU RESEARCH WORK

%
In terms of available data, the review of these projects provides information related ’ /
to the market, motorcycle types, engine sizes, riding frequency, rider location, gender and S '
age, education, family status, motivations to ride and profiles, fatality rates, road types and ' //
configurations, accident/vehicle types, weather conditions, accident causation factors, vehicle ﬁ
control, common accident types, risk factors, infrastructure, interaction between the rider/ European
drivers/infrastructure, traffic management, accident scenarios, single vehicle accidents, impact P

and injuries, crash test scenarios, protective equipment, and design implication. Research Area

However, most of the information available relates to analyses made on the basis of the CARE database. As noted
by researchers from the 2BESAFE and VRUITs projects, it is important to stress the limits of CARE, and most of the
national data, as all the information in these databases is mainly based on police reports. Moreover, the safety
characteristics of mopeds and scooters bear a resemblance to both motorcyclists and cyclists. There are significant
differences as well, justifying a separate category. Mopeds, scooters and motorcycles are often combined into a
single category: ‘powered two-wheeler’ (PTW's)

Additional data and related information sources have been established at EU level, including in-depth data,
behaviour/attitude data, data on programmes and measures, social cost data etc., mainly within the context of
European research projects. However, these data sources are still not of sufficiently comparable quality, are still
not sufficiently linked, and the aggregate data are not always accessible. Finally, a high amount of national data
remains unexploited at European level.

Of the 153 projects listed on the ERSO
website (last consulted 18/04/15),
only 25 projects relate to PTW safety,
of which three-quarters date back

to 2007 - 2012. Currently, the only
dedicated project, SAFERWHEELS, has
just started and will be investigating
in-depth accident data. UDRIVE is
expected to provide some naturalistic
information, while VRUITS will propose
an assessment of ITS for PTWs based on
the FESTA methodology designed for
cars.

Classifying EU research worlk according
to the motorcycle accident sequence
enables us to highlight the lack of
focus on PTW safety-critical events,

the relationship between vehicle/users/ % g, { :ABF:';:E:E:
infrastructure, and the related measures = ’ai
needed. ™ .,R._,,Ts

The reason for this is clear: the lack of
appropriate data and knowledge about
conditions leading to accidents. For a
more detailed overview of EU research
projects reviewed, see "Overview of EU
research projects on PTWs" (p. 183).



STAKEHOLDERS' VIEWS

Harmonising data collection processes throughout Europe is a difficult subject to tackle. All safety experts, and in
particular those focusing on PTW safety, will agree that this is a critical issue when addressing PTW safety.

BEHAVIOURAL KNOWLEDGE

B There are a lot of differences between countries on PTW behavioural knowledge and MS differ in their focus
on PTWs. What is clear is that, in European projects, there is a major lack of behavioural knowledge on PTWs.
(BAST/FERSI)
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Any solution allowing more comparable data on PTW accidents to be gained at European level begins with the
improvement of accident reporting across Europe. If harmonisation is too complex, we can at least start by finding a
way to make reports less different.

B Thereis a huge need to improve accident reports. For example, in Germany, with the introduction of eBikes,
there was a need to gain objective information on accidents involving them. This took 4 years to achieve.
(BAST/FERSI)

B The CADAS protocol could contain more PTW data, but it needs to be pre-formulated by someone from CARE.
(BAST/FERSI)

B According to FIM, police accident report forms provide us with an enormous potential, but great difficulties.
Education of the police force is essential to convey the importance of gathering accident data. The quality of
completed reports is often poor. A UN Working Party is looking at this issue. (Workshops comments — European
Motorcyclists’ Forum 2012, 2014 and 2015)

B |n France, IFSTTAR has been collecting in-depth accident data for several years, working in cooperation with
police services. The police frequently said that statistics was not their job, which is to protect people. They
completed forms as a secondary task, and frequently entered "unknown" or made confusing statements.
Progress has been made since then, notably with the introduction of control and correction steps, but
every government still has to be persuaded to convey the importance of this task to their police. Notably
when dealing with PTW crashes, insofar as their specific features require specific competences. (Workshops
comments — European Motorcyclists’ Forum 2012, 2014 and 2015)

B With regard to police accident reports: the police fillin a report, which is more or less the same throughout the
EU. These reports provide a lot of information about accident conditions, but not about accident causation. It
would be interesting to have distinct information collected on the road type (motorway, trunk road, secondary
road or urban area); to have more information on accident conditions; and on social and societal factors
(traffic, mileage, usage data and weather conditions). Certain other data cannot be exchanged at EU level due
to data protection legislation. (European Commission)

B One solution regarding fatal accidents would be to have in-depth reports with much more information
collected to be able to establish accident causation. But it is expensive and difficult to make them mandatory.
(European Commission)

B Thereis a lack of a PTW perspective, for example in ITS development. While one talks about Car2Car
communication, C21 communication, one never refers to C2PTW, even though cars share large responsibility in
PTW accidents. (BAST/FERSI)

B According to GDV, further research is needed on the expected benefits of ITS, and it is essential to develop a
PTW-specific impact assessment methodology. (Workshops comments — European Motorcyclists’ Forum 2012,
2014 and 2015)
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For GDV, conventional accident data was insufficient to come up with suitable designs for intelligent systems.
The GDV representative stressed that new tools were needed and that naturalistic riding was one of the tools
in the toolbox. Other necessary tools included simulator studies, in-depth accident research, all of which
needed to be put together. The delegate added that the wheel did not need to be re-invented. Interesting
research had already been done for cars and planes, and some issues were similar. The rider is still a human
being, meaning that one could learn from these other research studies. (Workshops comments — European
Motorcyclists’ Forum 2012, 2014 and 2015)

A good point would be also to cross information about injuries (following the AIS structure) with hospital data.
(European Commission)

In the UK we have never been able to match up hospital data with accident data. For example, it's difficult to
compare the severity of an injury as classified by the police to that classified by the medical team. In Sweden,
from 1 January 2015, all hospitals report injuries from traffic accidents. It's been a law for the police forces
for 10-15 years but they are not medically trained. Now we can get the correct information from the hospital.
(Workshops comments — European Motorcyclists’ Forum 2012, 2014 and 2015)

A good point would be also to cross information about injuries (following the AIS structure) with hospital data.
(European Commission)

Member States are free to use or not use the CADAS structure. Generally speaking, national police accidents
reports have adopted more or less the same structure. And it's up to the European Commission to organise the
information gathered in a homogeneous way to allow comparison. (European Commission)

At EU level

v/ Exchange comparable data at EU level (vehicle fleet, personal injuries, age categories, mileage,
safety equipment, alcohol and drug)

Exchange the results of in-depth studies between EU countries

v

v/ Exchange non-statistical information between EU countries: on infrastructure, roadside barriers,
final position of the vehicle after an accident

v

Exchange hospital data with injury diagnosis between EU countries



At national level

v/ Conduct more in-depth studies on a more regular basis / collect more detailed data on accidents
involving PTWs

v"  Improve the collection of vehicle fleet data
v/ Collect more specific data on the L-category
v/ Collect data on PTW mileage

At EU level

v/ Improve accident statistics comparability across the EU / Have more consistent data collection
standards to gain comparable data across Europe

v/ Improve the collection of vehicle fleet data
v~ Collect and exchange more specific data on the L-category
v

Harmonise alcohol and drugs tests at EU level

COMPARISONS & ANALYSIS

Research needs are so acute that what is needed is a strategic approach to PTW safety research. Without such a
strategic plan, there is a high risk that public money will be spent on already investigated areas, while overlooking
critical fundamental aspects or other specific research needs.

PTW IN-DEPTH STUDIES REVIEW

Few countries undertook
national in-depth accident
causation studies aside from
EU research projects (see table
5), underlining the role of EU
research work in collecting
essential data.
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Table 5 Availability of national in-depth studies




In 2002, the OECD Road Transport Research Programme developed a common methodology to collect in-depth
accident data. Unfortunately, as underlined by numerous research projects investigating EU and national accident
databases, in-depth data collection methodologies still vary widely from one country to another.

The comparison of accident causation factors identified within national in-depth studies, illustrated in the table
below, underlines the critical need to define/use common methodology to guarantee that the public money spent
on such expensive research activities benefits more than one research project. This also underlines the role played
by EU funding in expensive research activities.

Table 6 Overview of PTW accident causation factors - In-depth studies comparison

* MAIDS = France, Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Spain
** 2BESAFE = Finland, France, Greece, Italy, UK

VRUITS = Austria, Finland, Spain, Sweden, UK
For Austria, Norway and Sweden, only fatal PTW accidents were studied

The private iGLAD initiative is an interesting way forward to be considered. Similarly, IRTAD harmonization work is to
be included in the overall effort to guarantee a sustainable approach to data collection in the field of road safety.
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ACCIDENT REPORTING & POLICE ACCIDENT REPORT FORMS

The way the police accident report is filled in also differs from one country to another.

== Austria
Bl Belgium
mm  Bulgaria
4= Finland
BN France
== Cermany
= (reece
| Ireland

An electronic police accident report is currently being tested. It displays a number
of specific questions when the police officer checks the box “"PTW".

In the case of an injury accident, further data is collected.

Included in the police report are some basic facts on the environment: type of road,
road condition, weather, road design (curve, straight line). The cause of the accident
can be assessed at a later date. The new electronic form contains one question

on the cause of the accident. The answer is an educated guess by the responsible
police officer.

Accidents on motorways are recorded by the federal police and all other ones by
the local police.

There are a number of questions concerning cycle paths for cyclists and moped
riders. But there is no specific section on other PTWs.

The investigator has to fill in another report, a registration card (used for statistics
only), and in this there are questions on the infrastructure (bridge, etc.).

When the accident call comes to the police, they first have to secure the scene. The
traffic unit (an auxiliary unit within the police) arrive at the scene of the accident
once it has been secured to fill in the accident report and the registration card used
for statistics. They may subsequently summon a more specialized investigation unit
to collect information for the court case. This is only done in the case of injuries or
fatalities.

The forms are computerized and the police have a connection to Trafi’s vehicle
database. Accident location coordinates come from the police car’'s GPS.

Even if there is no special section on PTWSs, there are a number of PTW-specific
questions: type of vehicle, brand and whether a helmet was worn.

The police accident report can be initially filled in on the spot just after the
accident, though information is missing and the police have to come back to the
spot some days later to complete the report. One of the major problems of accident
reporting is that the person who intervened at the moment of the accident and the
person who completes the report are not the same (different ministries, different
services, etc.).

The accident is registered by the police on site when they are summoned to the
accident. Accident details are registered in the computer system later on at the
police station. But it is also possible for an accident to be registered with the police
some time after it occurred.

There are a couple of questions specific to PTWs (wearing a helmet, seat position).
The police accident report is in electronic form.

There are different investigations in the case of collision. If the collision is minor,
the police just fill in the standard collision report at the scene of the accident to
try to reconstitute the crash. If there is a fatality, a forensic expertise is compiled.
Alongside the police report and the forensic expertise (with information about the
vehicle, driver, i.e. a very detailed report), the National Road Authority (within 7
days) will also compile a report, this time more on the road structure itself.
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— Netherlands  For some crashes the police are present and have to complete an electronic form
collecting all information. This is then passed on to the government. In certain cases,
insurance companies will also conduct further investigations. And in the case of any
lawsuit, there may be more investigations done, but, as the data is not collected by
the police, the government does not receive it.

There is however a second data source: when a person is injured and goes to
hospital, the hospital collects data on his injuries and the vehicle involved. However,
no data on the weather, infrastructure, location, etc. is collected. The two sets of
data are merged by the government.
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Bl Romania The same procedure applies for all accidents. First, at the scene of an accident, the
police officer writes down a report with all data which might otherwise be lost (road
and weather conditions, etc.). After that, a technical examination of the PTW will
follow (all data and details are written in the report). Finally the, personal data of
the accident victims, passengers and witnesses are included in the report, as well as
initial conclusions on the cause of the accident. A few days may be needed to get all
the data.

Today, no European country has a PTW-specific police accident report. In almost every case, there is only one such
report per country, which is used for all road categories and for all vehicles. The one exception is Italy where there
is no harmonised police accident report and where the local police can use a specific form for themselves.

Besides having a specific PTW accident report form, another option would be to improve the existing report by:
+ adding a dedicated section for PTWs (in the case of an electronic form for example);
* adding questions regarding the different MAIDS variables included in the police accident report;

* making a clear distinction between the causes and consequences of the accident, along with including third-
party perspectives even if not “involved” in the accident (a PTW accident can be caused by a dangerous
manoeuvre of a motorist without the PTW actually making contact with the car);

+ identify the dynamics of the accident in order to quickly establish a plausible cause and responsibility

Other stakeholders recommend to at least consult an experienced Garda (Police) motorcyclist for every PTW
accident.

INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES

Infrastructural issues are not taken into account in every police accident report. Demands vary from one country to
another, as does the scope of details collected.

In Austria, Finland, Greece, Luxembourg and Slovenig, the police accident report does not take into account
infrastructural problems. In Austria, if there is a request regarding the infrastructure (for example on road friction),
the information is collected at a later date by another ministry.

In the Czech Republic, Hungary, Ireland, Romania and Spain, reporting on infrastructural problems is part of the
police accident report. For example, the infrastructure section in the Spanish report is quite detailed (information
on road type, road designation and kilometre, type of junction, state of the road surface, road lighting, visibility,
speed limit, number of carriageways, number of lanes, lane width, shoulder width, number and type of safety
barriers, road markings, road margins, etc.). In Ireland and Romania, information related to infrastructure issues is
shared with the competent authority in order to remedy them.

Turning to Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Germany, Latvia, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, infrastructural
issues are taken into account as general accident causes. But this will greatly depend on the police officer’s
evaluation of the situation, meaning that the quality of the police accident report can vary. In France, there is a
list of different road characteristics but without any detailed explanations. For example, there are check-boxes for
“crash-barrier” or “tree” but only to be checked in the case of a collision with another vehicle. If the rider crashed
into the tree because he fell off his motorcycle, it won't be reported.
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CARE pataBase AND THE CADAS proTOCOL

Improving PTW safety not only requires having comparable data at European level through the use of common
headings in police accident reports. It also involves having identical value ranges in all countries. Due to
differences in the collected data variables and values, their definitions, the differences of the accident data
collection forms structures and the relevant data formats among the existing national databases, both accident
data quality and availability are affected. Consequently, lack of accident data uniformity among and within EU
countries hinders the exploitation of CARE potential and limits data analyses and comparisons at EU level.

I Police reports
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The Mutuelle des Motards (project partner) made a comparative analysis of 9 police accident reports (Denmark,
France, Italy, Portugal, Scotland, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom).

Mutuelle des Motards' comparative work revealed differences in the variables found in the data collected, their
values, their definitions, as well as structural differences in the accident report forms and in the formats of the
relevant data in existing national databases. This can make it very difficult to compare data. The lack of harmonised

e
accident data between and within EU Member States represents an obstacle to exploiting such data and limits EU- §
level comparisons. g
w

2
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The following findings and recommendations have been gathered.

74 different headings were found within the various accident reports forms studied.

Example: Spain uses 34 headings while France has 56.

Recommendation 1: Harmonise the format of accident report forms at European level

;f})

Accident reports’ heading content also differs from country to country, making it almost impossible to perform any
comparison.

Example: description of the road: state of the road surface, curve or straight road, upward/downward slope, etc.

Recommendation 2: Harmonise the content of the individual headings at European level

;@‘

In identifying the vehicle(s) involved, the vast majority of accident reports only list their make and/or model.
Within their national accident report forms, a number of countries list the type of vehicle when a PTW is involved.
However, as this heading is not mandatory, any data is collected in a non-harmonised manner. It would be a good
idea to be able to at least find details of the engine size and/or the type of vehicle (sports, basic, off-road, custom,
etc.).

Recommendation 3: Put forward a proposal for the harmonised classification of the vehicles involved

@

The place where the accident happened is not listed in a uniform and precise manner from one country to the
next. For instance, when an accident happens in a built-up area, it would be no problem to list the name of the
street and the nearest street number. By contrast, this is much more difficult when the accident occurs in the open
countryside.

Recommendation 4: Have the police list the GPS coordinates of the place of accident

;ii)

There are different ways of listing the damage to the vehicles in the accident reports. This is a further factor
making it difficult to compare countries.

Recommendation 5: For each vehicle involved, list the following:

+  Point of impact (front left, front right, etc.)

+  Angle of impact (0°, 45°, 90°, 135°...360°)

* Impact severity (light, medium, hard)

Recommendation 6: Make it mandatory to take a photo of the damage to each vehicle involved

;@
With a view to gaining a better understanding of the accidentology of PTW riders, it is seen as a good idea to be

able to access such data as how often the vehicle is used or what the purpose of the last trip was, as is possible in
France and Belgium.

Recommendation 7: Put forward a proposal for European harmonisation of data on vehicle use frequency

Recommendation 8: Put forward a proposal at European level for gathering data on the purpose of the last trip

9



Though police reports constitute a great potential, they are of poor data quality and/or only partially filled out.
In all cases, the police’s primary concern at the scene of an accident is to secure the area to prevent any further
accident happening!

Each state must be made aware of the fact that the quality of the data collected is dependent on the extent to
which the police are involved in accomplishing this task.

To conclude, given the specific features of each Member State, there is little point in having a harmonised police
accident report form at European level. Were we to have such, i.e. taking the specific features of each country
into account, we would end up with a long and tedious data collection process. The proposal is therefore to have
certain headings made mandatory, with these being harmonised for all EU Member States. This would allow
us to gain a much better picture of the accidentology of PTW riders (bikers and trikers) as well as improving our
knowledge of the traumatology of riders and their passengers.

PROJECT SURVEYS OUTCOMES

MoToRcYCLE USE IN EUROPE -
THE RIDERSCAN praN-EUROPEAN
MOTORCYCLING SURVEY

A survey targeting European riders was designed to collect
information on the motorcycling community around Europe and gain
a better overview of similarities and differences in terms of riding,
attitudes and safety needs. The survey gathered 17,556 answers
from 31 countries (more details p. 175). The number and diversity of
answers enables to collect the following information:

@ On vehicle use - number of motorcycle(s) by rider: The
European dataset shows that the vast majority of riders own just one powered two-wheeler. However,
geographical differences can be observed. Motorcyclists from Southern European countries tend to own just
one PTW, as seen in France (68.6%), Spain (68.1%) and Portugal (67.9%). By contrast, riders from Northern
European countries tend to own several bikes. Riders from Norway, Sweden and Switzerland owned the

highest number, with 9.2%, 9.6% and 9.6% of them respectively owning more than 3 powered two-wheelers.

No. % cit.
B None 180 1.0% 11.0%
m 1 10965 63.1% I 63.1 %
2 4263 24.5 % 24.5 %
H 3 1112 6.4% W 6.4 %
I More than 3 870 50% [150%
Total 17 388 100.0 %
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)
/C Engine size: The European dataset shows that the majority of bikes owned have engine sizes exceeding 400
cm3, with a reasonably equal share between bikes above 400 cm3, above 700 cm3, and above 1000 cm3.
However, the analysis of the national datasets shows that:

The Czech Republic is the country with the largest number of PTWs with an engine size below 125 cm3
(16.8%). This smallest engine size is least represented in Switzerland, where such PTWs constitute just
2% of all PTWs owned by respondents.

Greece has the highest number of 125-400 cm3 PTWs (representing 29.2% of all PTWSs).

401-700 cm3 is the most popular engine size in the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Portugal and Spain. In
Portugal, 37.4% of PTWs have this engine size.

701-1000 cm3 is the most popular engine size in Germany, Italy, though the Netherlands has the highest
percentage of this engine size (32.2% of PTWs).

Finally, motorcycles exceeding 1000 cm3 are the most popular in Belgium, Denmark, Finland, the
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. In Belgium, motorcycles exceeding
1000 cm3 represent 45.3% of all PTWs.

% cit.
B Below 125cm? 56% Bl 56%
B 125-400cm? 13.0% N 130 %
Above 1000 cm? 24.8% 24.8 %
B 701-1000 cm3 26.8 % N 26.8 %
401-700 cm? 29.9% 29.9 %
Total 100.0 %

)
p Type of vehicle: The preferred type of vehicle varies greatly from one country to another without any real
geographical trend:

Standard motorcycles are the most popular type of PTW in the Czech Republic, France (33.3%), Germany,
Italy, Portugal and Switzerland.

Sport Touring motorcycles are the most popular type in Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain and the
United Kingdom. In Denmark, they account for 32.7% of all PTWs.

On/off road bikes are the most popular type in Greece and Sweden. In Greece, they represent 30.7% of all
PTWs.

Touring bikes are the most popular type in Belgium, representing 24.1% of PTWs.
Custom bikes are the most popular type in Finland, representing 21.1% of PTWs.

Greece has the highest rate of scooters (27.7%) and electric (0.5%) PTWs declared by survey
respondents.



B Electric

B Tral
Supermotard

B Enduro/Cross
Custom
Touring

B Scooter
Supersport
On/off road
Sport Touring

B Standard

Total

% cit.
0.2 %
1.0 %
2.8 %
4.5%
6.7 %
9.3%
10.4 %
10.6 %
15.3 %
17.6 %
21.6 %
100.0 %

02 %
11.0%
2.8 %
45 %
6.7 %
9.3%

I 10.4 %

10.6 %

15.3 %
17.6 %

P 21.6 %

Brand: Listed below are the top 5 brands in most surveyed countries (Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark,
France, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden). Harley Davidson enters the top 5 in
Finland (10.5% of PTWs owned by respondents) and Switzerland (7.6%). In Greece, Piaggio accounts for 6.5%
of PTWs, as can be expected when we recall that 27.7% of Greek respondents are scooter owners. Italian and
UK riders show a certain national preference in their choices: in Italy, Ducati is the third most popular brand
(11.2%), while in the United Kingdom, Triumph is the fourth brand (12.7%). This preference for national
brands is also confirmed in the German answers, with BMW taking top place (18.1%).

B Honda
B BMW
Yamaha
B Suzuki
KKawasaki
Total

No. % cit.
4331 19.5% [N 19.5 %
3226 14.5% N 145 %
2956 13.3% 13.3 %
2 890 13.0% I 13.0 %
1788 8.1% 8.1 %
22196 100.0%
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/® Transport use - preferred means of transport: The EU sample of answers shows a fairly balanced share
between cars and PTWSs; both are declared by over 40% of respondents as the most used means of transport.
Car and PTW usage is more or less balanced in Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and
the United Kingdom. In the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland car
usage is higher than PTW use, while in Greece, the reverse is true, with car usage at 26.7% and PTW usage
at 66.4%. Cleary, a geographical trend can be seen, with the proportion of PTW usage dropping in Northern
European countries where the weather makes riding throughout the year more difficult.

% cit.

B Car 47.61 %

B Powered two-wheeler 41.05 %

47.61 %

Bicycle 4.73 %

[l Public transport 5.53 %

[ Other 1.09 %

Total 100.0 %




/@ Car use (mileage): The EU sample shows that half of the respondents clock up over 10,000km/year by car,
and close to 30% over 15,000km. However, a country comparison shows that this proportion is quite similar
in every country selected except Greece, Spain and Sweden where respondents drive less than in other
European countries: In Greece, more than 50% of respondents drive less than 5,000 km per year by car. In
Sweden, more than 50% of the respondents drive less than 7,000 km per year by car. In Spain, more than

53% of the respondents drive more than 7,000 km per year by car, though less than 38% drive more than %
10,000 km. z
s
3
g
Drive more than 10,000km/year Drive more than 15,000km/year g
11 Belgium 55,8% 36%
b= Czech Republic 50,3% 32.3%
== Denmark 68.2% 46.2%
4+ Finland 68.5% 48.5%
BE France 50.9% 30.1%
==  Germany 56.2% 34.9%
i=  Greece 21.4% 10.4%
Il Italy 49.5% 29.1%
— Netherlands 50% 34.3%
it= Norway 63.9% 33.9%
Portugal 43.7% 28.3%
=— Spain 37.4% 19.8%
== Sweden 39.4% 24.8%
E3 Switzerland 51.8% 28.5%
Z¥  United Kingdom 46.4% 21.6%

@)
f PTW use (mileage): the EU sample shows that average mileage by PTW is generally between 3,000 and
10,000km/year. A country comparison shows no specific geographical trend:

+ in Sweden, the largest group of riders (24.3% of our respondents) rides between 1,000 to 3,000km a year;

the largest group of riders in the Czech Republic (26.6% of respondents), Germany (22.6%), Portugal
(19.9%) and the United Kingdom (22.3%) ride between 3,001 and 5,000km a year;

+ the largest group of riders in Denmark (20.3% of respondents), Finland (20.8%), Greece (23.1%), Italy
(20.6%), Spain (20.1%) and Switzerland (22.1%) ride between 7,001 and 10,000km a year;

the largest group of riders in Belgium (23.1% of respondents), France (20.7%) and Norway (21.1%) ride
between 10,001 and 15,000km a year;

in the Netherlands, the largest group of riders (22.3% of respondents) rides more than 15,000km a year.



% cit.

B Less than 1000km/600mi 23% N23%

B 1000 to 3000km/601 to 1800mi 11.2% N 112 %
3001 to 5000km/1801 to 3000mi 19.2 % 19.2 %

@ 5001 to 7000km/3001 to 4500mi 17.7% N 17.7 %

[l 7001 to 10000km/4501 to 6000mi 19.9% [ 19.9 %
10001 to 15000km/6001 to 10000mi 17.7 % 17.7 %

B More than 15000km/10000mi 12.1% N 12.1 %

Total 100.0 %

Motorcycle usage (mode share): In almost all selected countries, the primary use of a PTW is for leisure. In
Germany, the Czech Republic, Switzerland, Sweden and Italy, this proportion exceeds 50% of respondents’
total PTW usage. Greece and Portugal are the only countries where PTWs are primarily used for commuting.

% cit.

B Going to work/school/university (commuting) 30.3%
B Leisure/hobby/sport (short rides) 49.1 %
Professional use 2.9%

B Long distance travelling 16.6 %
[ Other 1.3%
Total 100.0 %



% cit.

B Everyday 27.7 % N 27.7 %

M During the summer season 31.9% NN 31.9 %
A few times a week 24.2 % 242 %

I Afewtimes a month 13.4% N 13.4%
A few times a year 2.5% 2.5 %
Never 02% 02%

Total 100.0 %

A national comparison tells us that the countries where riders use their PTW every day - Greece (73.4%), Spain
(37.4%), Portugal (37.2%) and Italy (32.1%) - are all Southern European countries where weather conditions are
mild enough to allow riding throughout the year. This is also in line with the fact that Greece, Portugal and Spain
have the highest rates of PTW commuting. It should also be noted that Greece has the highest percentage of
scooters —a typical urban vehicle — among the PTWs owned by respondents.

Countries where riders use their PTW only during the summer - Norway (80.2%), Denmark (73.0%), Sweden
(70.4%) and Finland (69.1%) - are logically Nordic countries where weather conditions make riding difficult
outside summer.

p‘ Riding habits: The vast majority of riders in Europe generally ride alone (67.8%), while a tiny minority rides in
groups of over 10 riders (1.7%). A country analysis further illustrates that group (>10) riding is more common
in Denmark where 6.6% of riders ride most of the time with many other motorcyclists, followed by Belgium at
4.1%. For the other selected countries, this proportion drops below 3%.

% cit.
Alone 67.8% NI 67.8 9%

B With a pillion passenger /
as a passenger

11.1% N 11.1%

With another motorcyclist 9.2 % 9.2 %

B With a few others motorcyclists

0, o,
(< 10) 10.2% BN 10.2 %

With many other motorcyclists
(groups/clubs/organized rides >10)

Total 100.0 %

1.7 % 1.7 %

Not surprisingly, answers about riding in specific weather conditions were strongly influenced by the respondent’s
country.

Riders have no problem riding in the rain in the Netherlands (65.1%), the United Kingdom (62.2%) and Norway
(61.5%). Conversely, 25.6% of riders in Italy, Portugal (24.9%), in Czech Republic (24.5%) and Greece (24.5%)
avoid riding in the rain. This difference is certainly linked with a country’s rain frequency and whether or not
people are used to dealing with rain.
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Moreover, 68.7% of Greek riders and 62.1% of Portuguese riders have no problem riding in wintry conditions and
only 13.1% of Greeks and 16.3% of Portuguese try to avoid it. By contrast, in Norway 87% of riders try to avoid
riding in wintry conditions, in Finland 86.7% of riders, in Denmark 84.9% of riders, and in Sweden 82% of riders.
Itis easy to see that this is linked to the fact that "wintry conditions” in Southern European countries are less harsh
for motorcyclists than in the Nordics.

Yes, no problem
M Yes, when | have no choice
M No, | try to avoid it

When it rains

During nighttime

Under winter conditions

335% 100 %
o
o

~
;J Accidents - accident involvment: The vast majority of riders in Europe stated not having been involved in any
kind of accident in the twelve months preceding the survey (87.1% of the respondents). A national analysis of
answers shows that there are regional patterns to be considered.

Greece I 16.9 %

Austria I 16.8 %
Italy I 14.1 %
Portugal I 14.0 %

Czech Republic

T 13.8 %

Germany NI 12.8 %
Belgium I 12,3 %
Spain I 11.0 %
United Kingdom I 10.6 % M Yes
Netherlands I 10.1 %
France I 10 %
Sweden [N 8.9 %
Poland I 8.8 %
Switzerland I 8.4 %
Norway [N 7.1 %
Finland N 6.8 %
Denmark N 6.4 %
0.0 % 5.0 % 10.0 % 15.0 % 20.0 %
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@)
/C Accident type (merged) Of the 12.4% of respondents stating they had had an accident in the last twelve
months, somewhat more than 10% declared having had more than one accident.

Crossing these results with the age of the respondents, we can conclude that young riders are more involved

in accidents that older ones. The two age groups more involved in accidents are the under-25s and the 25-34

age group. In every country, under-25s constitute the group most involved in accidents, except in Belgium, the
Netherlands and Spain. The record was held by Portugal where 43.8% of under-25 riders had been involved in an
accident during the last 12 months, followed by the United Kingdom (43.5%) and Switzerland (37.5%). The lowest
numbers were for Belgium (16.7%), the Netherlands (12.5%) and Spain (10%), countries in which the 25-34 age
group had a higher percentage of riders involved in an accident (22.9% for Belgium, 18.5% for the Netherlands
and 18.4 for Spain).
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In almost every country, the most common type of accident stated was a collision with another vehicle (54.9%),
followed by a single accident (29%). Finland was the exception, with the order being reversed: of the 109
accidents declared (during the twelve last months), 44% were single accidents and 33.9% involved a collision
with another vehicle.

Greece in turn had the highest rate of collisions with another vehicle (72.8%).

The highest rates of collisions with road infrastructure are to be found in Finland (19.3%), Spain (12.3%) and
Belgium (11.8%). By contrast, Danish riders declared no accidents with road infrastructure.

% obs.
B Tilting standing still 43% M L4L3%
B Collision with road infrastructure 6.8% M 68 %
Tilting/cornering slow speed 13.5% 13.5 %
W Single 29.0% NN 29.0 %
Collision with another vehicle 54.9 % 54.9 %
Total 100.0 %

To be noted: respondents were allowed to tick more than one answer (for example “tilting standing still” is considered
as a single accident; therefore, both cases could be ticked without being inconsistent).

)
/C Guilty party (merged) : The EU sample of those having been involved in an accident in the last twelve months
comes up with the other road user being responsible for the accident (45.4%), followed by own fault (34.1%).
63.8% of accidents resulted in some form of physical harm with or without hospital treatment.

No. % obs.

B Tilting standing still 1422 67.4% I 67.4 %
B Collision with road 604 28.6 % NN 3.6 %

infrastructure

Tilting/cornering 382 18.1 % 18.1 %

slow speed
B Single 360 17.1% [N 17.1%
Total 2768 100.0 %
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A comparison of national answers showed that the party most likely to be responsible for the accident is the other
road user in Greece, Belgium, France, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom, Italy, Spain, Denmark, Portugal and
the Netherlands; while in Norway, Germany, Finland, Sweden and Switzerland it is the rider himself.

M You
B Other road user

Switzerland
Sweden
Finland
Germany
Norway
Netherlands
Portugal
Denmark

Spain

Italy

United Kingdom
Czech Republic
France

Belgium

Greece

0.0 % 20.0 % 40.0 % 60.0 % 80.0 %

@)
p Near-misses: WWhen asked about near-misses, 27.9% of the EU sample stated not having experienced a
near collision. All others stated having had at least one, due in the vast majority of cases (94.4%) to another
driver's error.

% cit.
B Own error(s) 16.1% N 16.1%
B Infrastructure 20.1% [N 09.1 %
problems
Other driver's 94.4 % 94.4 %
error(s)
Total 100.0 %



/® Infrastructure issues are particularly prevalent in
Greece, Spain, Belgium, Italy and France, cited as
causing more than 30% of the near-miss accidents
experienced by our respondents.

Greece
Spain
Belgium
Italy

France
Finland
Czech Republic
Sweden
Switzerland
Portugal
Germany
Norway
Netherlands
UK

Denmark

40.9%
38.6%
37.7%
36.9%
36.5%
28.4%
21.5%
18.3%
17.6%
15.7%
13.8%
12.9%
11.7%
8.9%

6.2%
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IDENTIFIED NEEDS

As highlighted by DACOTA, aggregate road safety data concern road accident data, risk exposure data and road
safety performance indicators, but also causation indicators (such as those resulting from in-depth data) and
health indicators (such as those resulting from epidemiological data). These indicators, combined with additional
information on other important road safety aspects such as those related to behavioural, social and political
aspects, enable work on an integrated approach.

Supporting road safety decision-making requires having quantitative information on road users’ attitudes and
behaviour, on road safety measures implemented, rules and programmes (including enforcement), and on their
social costs and benefits.

As regards PTW use and safety aspects, none of these data and other statistical elements have yet been properly
designed and accepted at international level to enable proper benchmarking between countries.

Based on the input collected during the project on research, data collection & statistics and accident reporting, the
project recommendations include the following:

RESEARCH NEEDS

B Exposure studies:
+ develop a methodology to collect and analyse mobility data harmonised at EU level

*  mobility data (annual mileage for PTWs) to separate impact of exposure, intrinsic risk and compensatory
behaviour of riders.

B Development of PTW accident prediction models by means of accident simulations and vehicle dynamics to
see which state of the road has which effect on the braking system, the tyres and the rider behaviour, what are
the reactions of different vehicles on the same section of road, at the same speed? Etc.

B Mobility research: understanding PTW use, riding models, etc.

B Naturalistic/simulation studies to identify:
+  skills, attitudes & behaviours; how to influence different types of riders to take safer decisions when
riding;
* riding models, risk patterns and the role of risk awareness
+  safety critical events
* which and how information is processed by the rider
* mental failures

B Road conflict investigations

B Accident data collection (pre-during-post collision) and reconstruction of accident dynamics

B More in-depth investigations will allow a better understanding of fatal and serious injury crash patterns and causes
B Assessment of injuries linked with crash types (link between crash data and hospital data);

B Improvement of crash simulation and crash dummies (taking into account their particular postures to
understand their specific injuries) to better understand

* the consequences of an accident
* how injuries occur and how to prevent them;

B Research into the relationship between weather and accidents should be continued, including more data
allowing additional factors to be considered.

B PTW conspicuity and other perception problems

B Speed: comparative study on speed differences on comparable road types within Europe.

é



B [ffectiveness of safety activities / cost-benefit analyses
B Design a PTW-specific impact assessment methodology
B Compile and expand key existing studies for PTW use.

B Development and introduction of safety equipment adapted to countries with hot weather

STANDARDIZATION

B Need to develop and apply relevant methods, tools and indicators to measure PTWs in traffic flows and
analyse their mobility and behaviour (exposure data).

B Standardize the definition of "seriously injured”.

B Harmonize accident (macro/micro) reporting methodologies

LEGISLATION

B Prepare a legislative proposal which sets up the right framework for data collection in Member States, defining
a common data collection strategy which includes improving accident reporting

* harmonise formats and headings;
» harmonised classification of vehicles involved in an accident
* include GPS coordinates for accident location

+ include the following information for each vehicle involved in the accident:
- Point of impact (front left, front right, etc.)
- Angle of impact (0°, 45°,90°, 135°..360°)
- Impact severity (light, medium, hard)

* include pictures of the scene and damage to each vehicle involved.

and propose
* a3 harmonised way to measure the vehicle fleet
* common categories for the type/frequency /motivation of use for vehicles

SPECIFIC ACTIONS

B Promote the use of the CADaS protocol at national level to have comparable data across Europe

B propose and include in CADaS
* common age categories;
* a3 common classification of the types of PTWs

B complement the CADaS protocol with specific data of relevance to accidents with PTWSs, such as
environmental aspects or vehicle details

B Cross information on injuries between Member States

B Enhance exposure and mobility data collection work between Member States
B Cross/compare existing knowledge between different EU countries

B Setup a strategic approach to PTW research needs

B Use iGLAD as the basis to set up a common European in-depth accident causation database.

9
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The 3rd Driving Licence Directive was implemented by Member States in very diverse ways with regard to
progressive access requirements (age, testing, training, direct access). A comparison of these schemes highlights
several common patterns and differences between Member States with regard to minimum age requirements and
training and testing requirements with or without progressive access.

Of importance is the fact that the training/licencing topic is the only safety area for which the project team found a
significant difference between answers from the motorcycling community (industry/users) and those from Member

States’ experts, with the exception of Ireland and France where all stakeholders seemed to be in agreement over
the benefits of the new access scheme resulting from 3DLD implementation.

As the need to improve motorcycle training and licencing is now recognized among the road safety community, the

RIDERSCAN project focused on:

Gaining a clearer picture of 3DLD implementation, good practices and issues related to its implementation.

Identifying priority areas for action and recommendations to improve the 3rd Driving Licence Directive (3DLD)
and prepare the future 4th Driving Licence Directive (4DLD).

Priority n°1: Training programmes: Countries have different training needs, based on

their vehicle fleet and training resources. Motorcycle training should therefore build International
on existing standards, focus on risk awareness and risk avoidance, and develop an Transport Forum
understanding of the rider/motorcycle capacities and limitations.

"Towards a European Road Safety area: policy orientations on road safety 2011-2020": fale
Strategic objectives: Improve education and training of road users an

European

Commission
—

+  Aliterature review of the main policy documents (Annex 14)

*  Asummary of EU research work and main conclusions for the past decade (Annex 21)

+  Comparison of 3DLD implementation and motorcycle access schemes in Europe (Annex 19)
+ A picture of main geographical differences with regard to EU riders (Annex 1

* Assessment of the 3rd Driving Licence Directive in terms of training, testing and administrative and
licencing changes by riders (Annex 2)

* Improvements, issues and best practices (throughout Member States, evaluation of the Motorcycling
Community and CIECA members) (Annex 4, Annex 5)

* A summary of Recommendations for Action gathered from PTW safety policy priorities - main references
(Annex 14), Amplifying Questions Member States (Annex 4), Motorcycling Community (Annex 5), EU
Stakeholders (Annex 6), EMF2015 discussions (Annex 13)
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EU poLICY AND DOCUMENTATION REVIEW

In 2004, the MAIDS study?, following the US Hurt report, highlighted human factors as the key PTW accident causation
factor to be considered and addressed. According to this in-depth study of over 900 accidents in 5 EU countries,
human factors represented the primary accident contributing factor in approximately 88% of all cases (PTW riders/
OV drivers), among which perception failure on the part of the other vehicle (OV) driver reached 50.5%.

I Perception failure M Comprehension failure = Decision failure  Reaction failure M Other failure

500
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400
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PTW rider QV driver

This need to focus on rider and driver training has been underlined by all key stakeholders for the last decade.
These safety experts have been urging the European Commission and Member States to expand driving licence
worlk to address training content and set up an adequate training framework.

D1 - Training, Testing, Licencing ETSC Lillehm. FEMA EC ACEM ITF
Train every novice rider v v v ; ) v
Moped safety included in school education v : ; . - -
Training content to focus on hazard awareness/ \/ v v \/ _ _

assessment and collision avoidance strategies

Training to focus on rider/motorcycle capacities and
limitations, along with attitudes towards safety ‘/ ‘/ v ‘/

Driver training to include a component on PTW

awareness and acceptance, including perception failures \/ \/ \/ \/ \/ \/
(speed/behaviour) and traffic scanning strategies

1 http://www.maids-study.eu/
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http://www.maids-study.eu/

COMPARISON OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 3DLD
AND MOTORCYCLE ACCESS SCHEMES IN EUROPE

MINIMUM AGE REQUIREMENTS

Two major trends

Access to PTWs at a younger age

Austria Bulgaria
AM 15 or 16 years old Croatia Czech Republic
A1 16 years old Estonia Finland
France Germany
A2 18 yearsold Lithuania Luxembourg
) , . Romania Slovenia
A 20 years old with 2 years’ possession Spain Sweden
of A2 or 24 years old in direct access
Access to PTWs at a older age
AM 16 years old
Belgium Greece
Al 18yearsold Ireland Netherlands
A2 20 yearsold Malta Norway

A 22 years old with 2 years' possession
of A2 or 24 years old in direct access

... with some national specificities

AM from 14 years old France

A1l from 17 years old; A2 from 19 yearsold UK
Northern Ireland

AM from 18 years old Malta

TRAINING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

The 3rd Driving Licence Directive introduced a new concept called Progressive Access to a PTW licence, with the
announced objective to invite candidates to progressively access high- powered vehicles. In practice, Progressive
Access means that it is only possible to gain an A2 licence when the rider already has an A1l licence. Similarly, to

gain an A licence a rider must already have an A2 licence. When this is not the case, the rider would have to take
the full test to gain the licence.



@)
/Q Where Progressive Access is applied: 3 major trends can be found

Training option Finland Ireland Luxembourg

Testing option Estonia Germany Northern Ireland
Lithuania Netherlands Sweden

Training and testing Belgium Bulgaria Croatia
Romania United Kingdom

)
/O Without Progressive Access:

AM A1 A2 A
* Theory courses * Theory courses * Theory courses * Theory courses
» Practical training * Practical training »  Practical training *  Practical training
courses courses courses courses
* Theoretical test * Theoretical test * Theoretical test * Theoretical test
*  Practical test *  Practical test *  Practical test

... though with some national specificities

Access to an A2 licence is possible after holding an A1 licence for at least 2 years (and Austria
the A licence after holding an A2 licence for at least 2 years) and there is the possibility
to choose between a 7-hour training module or to take a practical test.

The graduate option is possible only once. If this option was taken for the A2 licence, it is no Ireland
longer possible for the A licence. In this case a training module and a practical test must be taken.

There is no direct access to the A licence at 24. To gain an A licence, the rider must have  Luxembourg
held an A2 licence for at least 2 years and have completed its training module. Spain

Access to an A2 licence is possible after holding an A1 licence for at least 2 years and Spain
after passing a theoretical and practical test.

Access to an A licence is possible after holding an A1 licence for at least 2 years and
after completion of a 9-hour training module.

/
EU RESEARCH WORK %
EU research work on training and behavioural aspects of PTW training is quite extensive and ///

covers all essential elements needed to further improve access schemes.

Several EU research projects have investigated a number of human factor aspects and their European
potential relation to training and licencing. This includes the work undertaken within the Research Area
2BESAFE? project (2011) which describes the requirements of the riding task every rider has

to tackle, in particular, risk awareness, and concludes that there is a need to improve motorcycling training, with more
specific targeting of new (or returning) leisure riders, but there is also potential for improving the training of car drivers
or developing campaigns that focus on the responsibility of the driver to actively search for motorcyclists.

Projects such as 2BESAFE, IRT or PROMISING provide very useful insights into risk factors, rider segmentation and
hazard perception. There is a need to start working on a common PTW rider/driver training framework.

For more details on the EU research projects scanned, see the section "Overview of EU research projects on PTWs"
(p. 183).

1 http://www.2besafe.eu/
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STAKEHOLDERS' VIEWS

AssessSMENT oF THE 3DLD: ISSUES TO BE SOLVED AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the interviews held with Member State experts, motorcycling community representatives and CIECA
members, the RIDERSCAN project was able to list the major improvements achieved through the 3rd Driving
Licence Directive and the issues still needing to be solved, either at EU or national level.

To be noted: Training/Licencing is the only safety area for which the project team found a significant difference
between answers from the motorcycling community (industry/users) and those from Member State experts, with
the exception of Ireland and France where all stakeholders seemed to be in agreement on the benefits of the new
access scheme resulting from 3DLD implementation.

IDENTIFIED IMPROVEMENTS

Motorcycling Community (industry/users) Member State experts

The increase of power for A2 The new system of progressive access with testing
or training is an improvement / Consolidation of
the progressive part of the licence

Direct access to the A licence at 24 is a good thing  Direct access to the A licence at 24 is a good thing

Improved training and/or testing in some countries  No improvement observed yet (Germany,
(Belgium, Ireland, Italy, Greece) Luxembourg and the Netherlands)

~
;J In the opinion of motorcycling community representatives

One of the main improvements brought about by the 3DLD is the increase of power for A2 motorcycles. The raised
engine power to a comfortable 35 kW for motorcycles is seen as an incentive for novice riders.

The possibility of direct access to the A licence at 24 was also seen as a good aspect of the directive, particularly for
Germany where direct access was previously possible at 25 and for Ireland which did not have any direct access before.

Moreover, the 3DLD was also an occasion for upgrading training and/or testing in some countries (Belgium, Ireland, Greece).

Nevertheless, some countries (Belgium, Netherlands, the UK) do not see any improvement through the 3DLD
compared to their previous licence scheme.

@)
p In the opinion of Member State experts

The main improvement observed concerned the new system of progressive access involving additional testing
and/or training or the consolidation of this progressive part of the licence. However this aspect of the directive is
clearly not seen as an improvement by the motorcycling community (see above).

For Member State experts, the system of progressive access is seen as a boost to road safety, while the possibility
of direct access to the A licence at 24 is also seen as a good measure.

Several Member States (Belgium, Estonia, Austria, Finland) and Norway also highlighted the fact that they had used
the 3DLD as an opportunity to upgrade their training (students’ training, instructors’ training, or the introduction of
training for certain categories).

9



IDENTIFIED PROBLEMS

Motorcycling Community (industry/users) Member State experts
The licence scheme is too complex, too expensive  The licence scheme is too complex, too expensive
for riders for riders
No incentive for young riders: they will wait until Access to 3-wheelers with an A licence instead of a
24 and then go for the full A licence B licence is illogical

The minimum ages for the licence grades are too high

~
}“ In the opinion of motorcycling community representatives

The main issue with 3DLD implementation is the system'’s complexity, which has led to an increase in the cost of
gaining a licence for applicants. On the one hand, with 3DLD implementation, a lot of countries experienced an increase
in the number of mandatory training courses needed before taking the test. This has led to an increase in the total

cost of the licence for applicants in Belgium, Finland, France, Greece, Norway and Romania. On the other hand, with
3DLD implementation, to get a full A-licence going through each step of the graduate licence, an applicant will have

to take more training modules and more tests, resulting in an increase in the total cost in Germany, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Sweden, Portugal and the United Kingdom. However, in Austria, Ireland, Malta and Denmark no changes or
even licence cost reductions were found, proving that cost increase was not a non-avoidable collateral impact.
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The motorcycling community representatives also highlight the fact that there is no incentive for “young riders” to start
motorcycling at an early stage and gain experience. On the contrary, the cost and length of the licencing scheme encourages
young riders to wait until 24 to gain direct access to the full A licence instead of going through the different steps to gain
experience with regard to vehicle handling, but also hazard and safety awareness. The motorcycling community also
expresses concerns about the minimum age for the first licence step being too high and not harmonised at European level.

Allinterviewed Member State experts underlined issues with training and testing requirements and called for
improvements in this area.

Several Member State experts (Austria, Belgium, Germany and Greece) also complained about the issue of access
to 3-wheelers with an A licence instead of a B licence. This is seen as illogical as their physical behaviour and
construction are more like that of a four-wheel car than a powered two-wheeler. Access to trikes with a B licence
seems more logical if it comes along with special training.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Motorcycling Community (industry/users) Member State experts
The priority would be to focus on training. Rider Priority should be given to further harmonising
training should be more oriented towards risk training by implementing a common framework
awareness, with risk prevention and defensive for the training of the instructors, inspectors
riding courses offered. This kind of training should  and testers, along with a definition of minimum
integrate all initial rider training steps standards for the training
Lowering the minimum age for each licence step The licence scheme should not be changed again
and harmonising it throughout the EU and/or an evaluation of 3DLD should be done
before starting work on a 4DLD
Avoid test repetition between stages Greater involvement of stakeholders in the development

of legislation relative to the licence scheme
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ADDITIONAL FEEDBACK

WoRrksHOPS COMMENTS - EUROPEAN MoToRrcycLisTs' ForRum 2012,
2014 AaND 2015

Representatives from Norway and Sweden underlined the need for driving .h*,*
licence and training schemes to be based on precise accident knowledge. In B ————, %
Norway, for instance, in-depth accident investigation has led to a revision of the

training curriculum to better match riders’ needs. This revision led to a review of MOTOR‘CYCL'STS
the licencing access scheme. EUROPEAN FORUM

Sweden emphasised the gender issue inherent to the motorcycle licence. The test bike and test itself make it
difficult for women riders to take the test, and this will get worse after 2019 when the test bike will have 50
kW and weigh around 180 kg.

Several participants also raised the issue that more or improved training would be a good way of enhancing
motorcycle safety. An interesting research project from the Netherlands proved that more training had a
positive impact on riders but that when people thought they were better drivers, they tended to take more
risks, thereby negating the training outcome.

ACEM

Through its wise transposition into Member States’ national legislation, the 3DLD could
contribute to encouraging progressive access and developing training, hence further boosting
the mobility contribution of PTWs, while at the same time improving the safety of the users. ‘

Unfortunately, some Member States have decided to include both training and testing for
progressive access, while other Member States have left this open: testing or training.

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 GCem
equivalence options between various licence categories.

ACEM also see a need to harmonise training curricula across Europe. 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.

FEMA/FIM

Riding a PTW requires technical skills. Novice riders, whatever the
kind of PTW, should be trained. Training should not only focus on
basic manoeuvring skills and mastering traffic situations, but also
address attitudes towards safety, putting a special emphasis on
hazard perception and defensive riding.

It is, however, worth noting that a very restrictive and complicated
motorcycle licencing system can result in illegal behaviour by some riders through unnecessarily complicating

the process.



B The curricula for the training and education of drivers in all other vehicle categories should also focus on risk
awareness when dealing with PTWSs, their vulnerability and crash patterns.

B Aninstructor's competence and attitude towards road safety are critical. There should be minimum
competence requirements for instructors according to the training they provide. The requirements could relate
to the instructors’ own riding competence, and their pedagogical competence e.g. competence in coaching.

It is important for driving instructors’ education to be developed so that they can fulfil the intentions of the
curriculum.

COMPARISONS & ANALYSIS

PROJECT SURVEY OUTCOMES
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THE TRAINING, TESTING AND LICENCING USER
SURVEY: A VIEW IN INITIAL RIDER TRAINING

A survey targeting European riders was designed to collect information
for understanding the issues riders face in terms of training and testing
and recent administrative and licencing changes, including the new

rules contained in the 3rd Driving Licence Directive as of 2013. The
survey gathered 442 detailed answers (more details p. 176). The answers
received revealed the following problems:

B Licence cost/ time

Among the problems raised by respondents about the new driving licence scheme, those of the cost and the time
it takes to gain a full licence were often cited. Indeed, it appears that if someone wants to get a full licence going
through all the stages, he will have to take several courses and tests. Logically, a side effect of this new system
could be that people will just wait until 24 to gain direct access to the A licence, avoiding the interim steps, in
which case the directive's objective to have experienced riders riding powerful motorcycles will not be achieved.
Even worse, the directive could prevent young people from riding a motorcycle at an early age, representing a loss
of experience as people wait until they are 24 to take their licence.

B Licence complexity

Another problem raised was the complexity of the new driving licence scheme. The lack of clarity concerning age
limits across Europe and the power limitation associated with a licence type make the new scheme much more
difficult to understand.

B Driving test format

Another criticism of the new driving licence scheme is about the format of the driving test itself. For 6% of our
respondents, training should be more focused on practice and should allow more hours riding on the road in traffic
situations.

B Discrimination

These problems lead to another important issue: the discriminatory aspect of the 3rd Driving Licence Directive.

A lot of respondents just did not understand why the authorities consider PTW riders and car drivers in different
ways. The logic of going through different stages to gain experience and confidence before being allowed to ride a
powerful vehicle are understandable and defendable; but the fact that inexperienced car drivers are not submitted
to the same process is much more difficult to apprehend for survey respondents.
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Table 15 Survey top-10 comments

Comment: the 10 responses with the most occurrences among a total of 177 answers. A lot of
expressed more than one opinion in their answer.

Legend: positive opinion on the new driving licence scheme
negative opinion on the new driving licence scheme

THE RIDERSCAN pPAN-EUROPEAN MOTORCYCLING SURVEY - A VIEW ON
POST-LICENCE TRAINING

A survey targeting European riders was designed to collect
information on the motorcycling community around Europe and
gain a better overview of similarities and differences in terms of
riding, attitudes and safety needs. The survey gathered 17,556
answers from 31 countries (more details p 175). The number
and diversity of answers enabled us to gain the following
information:




@)
p Geographical trends

The European dataset shows that only a minority of riders have undertaken post-licence training courses once or
more often. A national comparison of the answers shows great national differences. Among the countries with at
least 100 answers, Switzerland (69.5%), Austria (66.1%) and the United Kingdom (57.4%) have the highest rate
of respondents who have at least participated once in voluntary advanced training. Switzerland (47.9%), Austria

(43.8%) and Sweden (43.6%) also have the highest rate of respondents stating having taken advanced training
more than once.

% cit.
B Once 16.8 %
B Several times (several advanced training 17.3 %
modules or to adapt to new riding conditions)
No 65.9 %
Total 100.0 %

There is a clear geographical trend to be observed with regard to participation in voluntary advanced training, with
the highest participation rates found in Western and Northern Europe.

No
M Once
B Several times (several advanced training modules or to adapt to new riding conditions)

The Western Europe 100 %

The Northern Europe 100 %
Southern Europe 100 %

Central and Eastern Europe 100 %
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/® Age influence

While no clear age influence could be identified amongst those stating having taken a voluntary advanced training
course once, the proportion steadily increases with age for those declaring having taken such courses more than
once, most likely illustrating the influence of risk awareness and/or purchasing power. 43.1% of respondents aged
55 or older have taken at least one advance training course, against 18% of our under-25 respondents.

Figure 26 Participation in advanced training by age (EU dataset)

Interesting to note is the proportion of female riders having taken advanced training courses once or more: 45.8%
of female respondents had taken a post-licence training course at least once, against 33.7% of male respondents.

Figure 27 Participation in advanced training by gender (EU dataset)




~ Rider pr