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	Document Abstract:

	Each year people die in accidents involving road vehicles colliding with trains at level crossings. 95% of these fatalities are attributed to faults by the road vehicle driver. 
The UIC’s safety database highlights this in considerable detail. 
Clearly this is a significant risk area for the rail sector which is unbalanced by the road statistics - of all the road deaths in Europe (approximately 41,300 in 2007), only 2% occurred at level crossings.
So a significant risk to the safe operation of the rail network is in fact only a small element of the overall road safety issue. 
Despite this, society continues to label most fatal accidents at level crossings as a rail problem.
The criticality of the need to achieve improved road-user awareness of the road/rail interface and reduced safety risk to rail employees, rail passengers and the community has been highlighted by a number of recent major level crossing accidents all caused by the driver of the road vehicle involved.
This uneven balance must be redressed in order to provide a more level playing field. The rail sector cannot however do this alone.
The purpose of this paper is to communicate some ideas as to how the work that is being undertaken in the various areas associated with identifying and controlling the risk at the road/rail interface can be harnessed and provide a strategic overview for a range of actions and initiatives to be taken in relation to identifying and reducing those risks.
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1. Introduction

Each year people die in accidents involving road vehicles colliding with trains at level crossings. 97% of these fatalities are attributed to faults by the road vehicle driver (see figure 1). 
Breakdown of accidents 
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	At least 97% of people killed in LC accidents are road users, mainly in private cars and pedestrians


Figure 1

Despite this, society labels most fatal accidents at level crossings as a rail problem. In fact properly described, the interface is that between road and rail systems and so would be better described as the road/rail interface.

The rail community regards this level of severity as a particular problem largely because it is not possible to anticipate the actions of individual road vehicle drivers and pedestrians at the road/rail interface despite the existence of a range of risk control measures. The actions and misuse by members of the public at the road/rail interface throughout Europe disproportionately account for very nearly 30% of ALL accidents recorded in the UIC’s safety database for the year 2006 (see figure 2)
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	LC accidents represent 28% of the total accidents

	Figure 2 - Level crossing accidents in 2006 – source UIC Safety Database


Clearly this is a significant risk to operational safety for the rail sector. 

At the same time of all the road deaths in Europe (approximately 41,300 - Source – Eurostat Transport Panorama – June 2007) only 2% occurred at level crossings.
So a significant risk to the safe operation of the rail network is in fact only a small element of the overall road safety issue. 

The criticality of the need to achieve improved road-user awareness at the road/rail interface and thereby reducing the overall safety risk to rail employees, rail passengers and the community has been highlighted by a number of recent major level crossing accidents (UK – 2004 and 2006, Israel and Australia – 2006 and 2007, Poland and France 2007, France 2008) all caused by the driver of the road vehicle involved.
2. About this paper
This uneven balance must be redressed in order to provide something more akin to a level playing field. However, this is not something that the rail sector can or indeed should do alone.

There are a range of other players that are involved in the road/rail interface; the relationships between these are discussed later.

Of prime importance is that this issue must now be handled at a European level in order to get benefits from joined up thinking and economies of scale; it’s here that we find the first hurdle. Whilst there is a European Rail Agency (ERA) that is mandated by the European Commission (EC) to develop recommendations for the implementation of the interoperability and safety directive, its scope is limited to rail. 
There is however no European Roads Agency to counteract this imbalance and so the dialogue needs to be with the European Commission (with its range of diverse subjects) to determine where this matter can be best considered and to join road and rail policy issues together.

The purpose of this paper is to communicate some of the ideas already being undertaken in the various areas associated with identifying and controlling the risk at the road/rail interface in other parts of the world and how this thinking can be harnessed to provide a strategic overview for a range of actions and initiatives to be taken in relation to identifying and reducing those risks at a European level.

3. Building the relationships and getting “buy-in”
Whilst recent steep increases in oil prices will put a dent in the figures, projected levels of growth of both road and rail traffic is substantial. This supposes therefore that the risk potential at the road/rail interface will also grow and whilst grade separation should without any doubt be the long term aspiration, it cannot be the only solution. It is therefore only a matter of time before the key players (road, rail, enforcement, EC, state governments…) must come together to address the risk control options in a joined up way before any more headline-grabbing accidents occur to dampen public enthusiasm and slow down market growth for rail.

The only way it is believed that this coming together can be achieved and offer a significant contribution to the development of controlling this risk, is through partnerships at sector, community and international levels. At a European level, the rail sector has seen this as the essential step to take and has encouraged the development of a high-level cross-sector strategy for the road/rail interface.

Such a strategy would facilitate greater visibility of the challenges that the rail sector is facing and promote a greater understanding of the roles and responsibilities that it would be helpful for the various actors to manage and how these can be brought together for mutual advantage.

Such partnerships would involve the rail sector, state governments, the EC, roads authorities, local/town and highways planning agencies, the enforcement and regulatory agencies/police, manufacturers of road and rail vehicles, the insurance sector and the media.
This is a model that has been successfully exploited at national level in, amongst others, Sweden, the UK, USA, Canada and Australia and is seen as the way that momentum around this problem area can and indeed must be generated at European level.
Development of these strategic alliances would:

· Enable a “European Road/Rail Interface Strategy” to be created and implemented
· Be stakeholder led but with a strong input from the rail sector and with the individual stakeholders managing those aspects best suited to their competencies 

· Engage road authorities and a range of other key players in all jurisdictions to actively contribute
· Be under the patronage of the European Commission 
4. The Strategy in detail
The key players

An outline draft of the proposed strategy has been prepared and has been presented to the European Commission, the partners in the SELCAT project (www.levelcrossing.net) as well as to the European Level Crossing Research Forum (ELCRF - www.levelcrossing.org/elcf).
It takes account of:

· the recommendations that were outlined in the European Commission’s (DGTREN – Roads Unit) High Level “Level Crossing Safety Report” published in December 2003

· the proposals emerging from the SELCAT project that concluded its work in June 2008
· a number of national and international models, a number of which are set out below
The next steps are now being considered in a series of meetings between the EC, the UIC (www.uic.asso.fr), CER (www.cer.be) and ELCRF and there is a proposal to use the ELCRF as a think tank to further develop the strategy.
But as stated previously, the sector is not able to undertake this as a single mode project and needs to engage with other players to move this to a bi-modal issue.

Existing national models in Europe
There have been a number of excellent national campaigns that have had some success and upon which the European strategy will lean for input. This paper only mentions two of them – there are others. The key is to take the best element of these and develop them to a European level so as to control the risks as a joined-up initiative.
In the United Kingdom the “Don’t Run the Risk” programme was led and funded by the rail sector (Network Rail) and used the media as a key partner by which to communicate the message to users. Other players were involved but this was a largely rail-based approach. Current feedback has highlighted this programme as being strongly influential in reducing current trends in level crossing incidents.
In Sweden the road (Vågverket) and rail (Banverket) administrations agreed in late 2005 that the road/rail interface is an area of responsibility that concerns both rail and road managers. Many issues require multi-lateral collaboration so as to ensure that this interface is made as safe as possible. This is a concept that has worked exceptionally well and is certainly worth developing to a European dimension. 

These are campaigns that could be harnessed and extended to an international level and gain economies of scale and benefits of impact through working together. They focus not only on the user of the road/rail interface but serve also to highlight the risks to agencies such as the police – enforcing road traffic laws at this critical interface that something needs strengthening in these areas.
National models outside Europe
In the USA and Canada, Operation Lifesaver (USA - www.oli.org  Canada - www.operationlifesaver.ca) has been in existence since the early 1970s as a “not for profit” public education program and has seen a remarkable amount of success in reducing the level of collisions, deaths and injuries at road/rail crossings and on railway rights-of-way.
Operation Lifesaver programs are supported by a wide variety of partners, including federal, state, and local government agencies, highway safety organisations, law enforcement, the nation’s railroads and their suppliers.

Operation Lifesaver promotes the 3 ‘E’s:

· Education
· increase public awareness about the dangers around the rails

· educate both drivers and pedestrians to make safe decisions at crossings and around rail lines
It has produced a number of educational publications and posters designed to reach the maximum audience with maximum impact

· Enforcement
active enforcement of traffic laws relating to crossing signs and signals and private property laws related to trespassing
· Engineering
encourage continued engineering research and innovation to improve the safety of the road/rail interface
In Australia a major trend has recently emerged involving heavy vehicles (trucks) colliding with trains and causing catastrophic damage to those trains and the people on board. In the past 2 years there were 11 level crossing crashes involving heavy vehicles. Tragically, 17 lives were lost. More than $100 million in damages resulted. These major incidents include the Kerang crash, where 11 lives were lost, and the Lismore crash, where there was one fatality and more than $25 million in damages resulted. 

This has led to the creation of the National Level Crossing Action Plan overseen by a Australian Rail Crossing Strategy Implementation Group involving key players across all the core sectors. A key aspect of this strategy is understanding why people do what they do at level crossings and how they can be educated to not do them again.
The key elements of the proposed European strategy
Building on all these successes around the world, the European strategy would:

·  Encourage society to recognise the bi-modality of the road/rail interface and work closely with the road and rail sectors, governmental and other agencies to help reduce risk levels at level crossings

· Foster the continued development of joint research into safety at level crossings from both interfaces, building on the work of SELCAT and the ELCRF
· Promote the development of links with the law enforcement agencies to cultivate a systematic approach to code of the route violations
· Address Road User Behaviour through introduction of safety increasing measures (education, campaigns, etc.) on European level - informative campaigns on the risks at the “at grade road/rail” interface
Actions to develop under this point could take the example of “Operation Lifesaver”, particularly from the first of the 3 “E”s promoted by the program: Education, Enforcement and Engineering.

· Promotion of a European-wide campaign to ensure a more active media participation and reach as wide a population as possible 

Following the lead of the “Operation Lifesaver” in USA and Canada, Europe should find an appropriate “Look, Listen and Live” slogan and develop an educational campaign around it. 

· Seek to harmonise the legislative background applicable to level crossings (signage, operational rules, responsibilities, maintenance, etc.)

· Propose a range of risk assessment techniques so as to support a harmonised definition of safety requirements for level crossing technology

· Seek to develop guidance on managing safety at level crossings that is appropriate to the road and rail sectors and reflects current good practice
· Highlight the need to systematically collect LC accident data through reporting and evaluation. Ensure that any improvements proposed are targeted at those level crossings with the highest safety risk and the greatest opportunity for improvement
· Develop links with the work of those agencies, authorities and other bodies whose actions and decisions affect the use of level crossings. Influence their work so as to support their collaboration with rail companies in reducing risk at level crossings. (Car manufacturers, GPS developers…)
· Develop links with areas such as the insurance sector. The cost of accidents at level crossings caused by road users has a serious impact on rail company insurance premiums. Improvement programmes that demonstrate significant risk reduction and jointly developed with the insurance sector will make the risk of occurrence (and therefore pay out) much lower. The sector could well stand to gain in reduced insurance premiums to reflect this state
· Evaluate proposals for the technological research & development for reduction of risk at level crossings
5. Benefits

Such an international approach may not easily win friends but working together will bring a range of benefits that can only in the long term be of added value to society in general, the road and rail sectors particularly and support the EC objective of interoperability.
While simple economics tend to be the main reason why the wholesale arrival at total grade separation of road and rail traffic is not possible, the development of an agreed regional strategy for Europe would certainly facilitate the attribution of roles and responsibilities and the definition of the actions and initiatives to be taken.

Benefits of a strategy at European level would:

· improve safety at all railway level crossings 

· bring value for money  (by pooling resources)

· provide economies of scale

· have a greater impact of the messages to society
· see the emergence of programs based on better research as a result of this cooperative approach (using the existing ELCRF structure as a think tank to generate input) 

· be better targeted, resulting in the most cost effective outcomes.

6. Next Steps
Development of the proposals and the strategic approach outlined in this paper will take time and energy. 

The rail community is willing to play a very strong part in this activity but it cannot do it alone. Supported by the UIC, the rail operators have been developing their role in this arena over the past couple of years and are prepared to engage with a range of players from other sectors, under the patronage of the EC, to ensure that this significant risk area to safe rail operation is managed in a coordinated and joined up way. 

To enable a series of next steps to be identified, an outline action plan has been prepared. The early draft that accompanies this paper needs to be developed by a joint working party, possibly led at least in the beginning by ELCRF.
The involvement of the ERA in this activity is also strongly encouraged. Recognising that there is not an equivalent agency working within the roads sector, we would encourage the EC (DGTREN) to assume this role at least in the short term.
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The Road/Rail Interface - a joined-up strategic initiative for Europe
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