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Executive Summary
Safety CaUsation, Benefits and Efficiency (SafetyCube) is a European Commission supported Horizon 2020 project
with the objective of developing an innovative road safety Decision Support System (DSS) that will enable policymakers and stakeholders to select and implement the most appropriate strategies, measures and cost-effective
approaches to reduce casualties of all road user types and all severities.
This report describes the presentation of project outputs to stakeholders at the project midterm workshop. A one day
workshop with 38 stakeholders was held on September 27, 2016 in Brussels. Feedback was given in the areas of data
collection and coding methodologies, DSS structure and operation, and applications of the DSS. In all areas there
were concrete suggestions from the stakeholders. Ensuring that the stakeholders shape the tool will ensure that it
will be used.
The SafetyCube DSS allows the user to query a database of road safety information based on crash risk factors,
safety measures, and crash scenarios. The tool was still at the prototype level and features for cost benefit analysis
and information on serious injuries will be incorporated into the DSS in the second half of the. It is important to note
that the DSS is not planned to be a hub for statistical database searches regarding crash statistics.
The users expressed positive expectations for the tool and identified enhancements and improvements to the system
and underlying data. There were no comments that questioned the basic approach and no needs to radically shift the
development activities were identified.
The audience suggested that the most critical audience for the DSS is the technical advisor or individuals undertaking
technical analyses for decision makers. It is important to provide high level information to the user so even nontechnical stakeholders are able to gain from the tool. The use of synopses to provide summary information is a useful
compromise but the strength of the SafetyCube Decision Support is in technical data collected in the coded studies.
These coded studies allow for faster referencing of important data.
The level of details needed in a DSS that would satisfy all potential stakeholders is a challenge for the SafetyCube
team but good progress is being made. The use of synopses – summary reports of general topics in the gathered data
- was one approach developed by the group to facilitate the knowledge transfer without overloading the user with
text heavy documents.
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1 Introduction
This introduction will describe the project SafetyCube and its aims. It also intends to give an
overview of the purpose of this deliverable.
1.1

SAFETYCUBE

Safety CaUsation, Benefits and Efficiency (SafetyCube) is a European Commission supported Horizon 2020 project
with the objective of developing an innovative road safety Decision Support System (DSS) that will enable policymakers and stakeholders to select and implement the most appropriate strategies, measures and cost-effective
approaches to reduce casualties of all road user types and all severities.
SafetyCube aims to:
1. develop new analysis methods for (a) Priority setting, (b) Evaluating the effectiveness of measures (c) Monitoring
serious injuries and assessing their socio-economic costs (d) Cost-benefit analysis taking account of human and
material costs
2. apply these methods to safety data to identify the key accident causation mechanisms, risk factors and the most
cost-effective measures for fatally and seriously injured casualties
3. develop an operational framework to ensure the project facilities can be accessed and updated beyond the
completion of SafetyCube
4. enhance the European Road Safety Observatory and work with road safety stakeholders to ensure the results of
the project can be implemented as widely as possible
The core of the project is a comprehensive analysis of accident risks and the effectiveness and cost-benefit of safety
measures focusing on road users, infrastructure, vehicles and injuries framed within a systems approach with road
safety stakeholders at the national level, EU and beyond having involvement at all stages.
1.1.1

Work Package 2

Work Package 2 is focused on dissemination and implementation of SafetyCube results. It also has the goal to create
an efficient network of stakeholders whose consultation will help identify user needs for the European road safety
Decision Support System as well as priorities for road safety or “hot topics” to be used to focus research activities.
Throughout the project, the stakeholders will provide data, knowledge, and experiences to assist in identifying road
accident risk factors in addition to directing the project’s research priorities.

1.2

PURPOSE OF THIS DELIVERABLE

The purpose of this report is to document and analyse the input from stakeholders present at the MidTerm
Workshop. The workshop was held in September 2016, month 17 of a 36 month project. There were 38 attendees
representing industry, nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), government institutions, and the research
community.
The overall objective of the meeting was to present the project findings at the time of the workshop and to ensure
the project is achieving the needs of the stakeholders. Three activities for the workshop were identified:
1. Present the developments in the SafetyCube project that are the foundation for a Decision Support System
(DSS).
2. Present the proposed structure and interface of the DSS.
3. Provide specific examples of the application of the DSS
These main presentation activities led to stakeholder interactions that could then be analysed by the SafetyCube
team to plan further activities in the project.
The report describes the workshop structure in Chapter 2, and then gives a review of discussion topics. The
comments could be grouped into project methodology (Chapter 3), DSS implementation (Chapter 4), and potential
applications of the DSS (Chapter 5). A general discussion of the workshop results is given in Chapter 6. The results of
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the workshop described in this deliverable are important inputs to the technical work packages (WP3-Wp8) of the
project.
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2 Workshop Implementation
This chapter describes the structure of the first SafetyCube midterm workshop and first
presentation of the Decision Support System. The day was planned to introduce the results of
the first half of the project and allow stakeholders to provide their input on the prototype of a new
analysis tool for road safety.
The workshop took place on September 27th 2016 in Brussels. The SafetyCube project had already identified a core
group of stakeholders from government, industry, research, and consumer organizations covering the three road
safety pillars: vehicle, infrastructure, road user. This core group was contacted early to identify the most convenient
date for the workshop. The SafetyCube mailing list (approximately 400 users) and partner networks were used to
invite a wide range of stakeholders and potential users of the SafetyCube outputs. The final participant list can be
found in Appendix A. There were 38 participants from the original 39 registered delegates. The agenda for the
meeting is provided in Appendix B.
The stakeholders were given an introduction to the project objectives and structure by the coordinator, Pete Thomas
(Appendix C). The vision of the DSS was exemplified by the presentation of Rune Elvik (Appendix D), where he
demonstrated how evidence of road safety risk - and how it is presented - is important for political decisions. The
subsequent presentations from Heike Martensen (Appendix E) and George Yannis (Appendix F) then provided the
scientific basis and computer implementation of the SafetyCube research. These presentations described how the
studies on road safety were identified and coded in a relational database. This database created the library of
information that can be dynamically searched in the DSS. The concept of the DSS was presented to the audience as a
tool that can be queried using risk factors, road safety measures, and crash scenarios as possible “entry points” to the
tool. A planned feature for the DSS, a Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) tool, was presented by Heike Martensen as a future
module being developed for the DSS (Appendix G). Walter Niewöhner (Appendix H) described the structure of the
crash scenarios that were used in the DSS. Eva Aigner-Breuss and Eleonora Papadimitriou started the practical
demonstrations and group discussions by discussing how road user behaviour and infrastructure elements were
analysed in the project (Appendix I).
The practical demonstrations were conducted in two groups, focussing on either road user behaviour or
infrastructure, where the DSS was presented and stakeholders could pose general or topic specific questions. The
prototype DSS could not fully demonstrate all the features of the final system and the stakeholders had “guided
tours” to show how different query strategies could be used to identify road safety risks and how the data was
presented. These “guided tours” were static implementations of the DSS outside its final web based
implementation.
The workshop was summarized in a final plenary session where a summary of the group activities and open
discussion of the project plans and stakeholder comments was held.
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3 SafetyCube Methodology
This chapter describes the comments from the stakeholders reflecting the methodological
foundation for SafetyCube.
SafetyCube is built on the basic desire to connect road safety risk factors with potential measures (or solutions). The
core activity is to collect and store the data in an accessible format. The stakeholders raised questions regarding the
basic methodology throughout the workshop. The presentation explained how studies were gathered and coded in
three domains: road user behaviour, infrastructure, and vehicle. The discussion questions, comments, and responses
are reported in Appendix J. The main type of question was related to the source of the reference material. The
audience was concerned about the age and source of the technical data. The SafetyCube team explained that the
most reliable sources, peer reviewed journal articles, were the preferred source of data. More recent studies were the
focus and English language publications led to a bias to European and US studies. National reports were difficult to
include if they were not in English but often these larger reports are also documented in journals. Future
development of the DSS could contain other languages. There was a concern that the DSS may introduce biased
impressions of some measures if one domain has 10 studies on a countermeasure but only 1 is found in another
domain. This could lead to a conclusion that the domain with more solutions is the only one to investigate further.
The DSS will contain synopses which can provide more information than may be contained in the coded studies. The
SafetyCube team also identified the goal to have the DSS lead the stakeholder to all possible countermeasures
addressing the three pillars (or domains) for a road safety risk factor.
The Cost Benefit Analysis was a concern for the stakeholders. The disparity in costs among the countries reporting
CBA studies makes it difficult to generalize actual costs in Europe. The tool is being developed to allow user specific
data to be entered to address national differences. The CBA is still under development and was not the focus of the h
The SafetyCube described how it is possible to use particular crash configurations as a way to investigate a road
safety problem. There may be a reoccurring crash type that a stakeholder wishes to address but the specific risk
factors may be numerous or even unknown to the stakeholder. The concept of accident scenarios are used by
SafetyCube to allow the user to query the system and begin exploring the risks and measures related to specific crash
types. The accident scenarios used in SafetyCube are not copied directly from other well known national systems
like NHTSA (US) or GIDAS (Germany) data collection programs. SafetyCube created a subset of the existing
scenarios, grouping as many topics into main headings. The goal was to reduce the complexity of the tool and guide
the user to the appropriate studies as quickly as possible.
The DSS will use keywords reported by the coding staff in the SafetyCube project. The stakeholders were concerned
about alternative spellings and variations of words for similar concepts. Text based searches will be limited to terms
coded by the SafetyCube researchers.
An interesting feature of the DSS is that the objective facts available in a central registry can reduce the use of
“mantra” where specific problems and measures are addressed using previous experience. The availability of
scientific evidence will reduce the occurrence of “we always did it like this” approaches.
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4 Decision Support System Structure
The stakeholder impressions and suggestions for enhancing the SafetyCube DSS are presented in
this chapter.
There was a significant amount of time assigned to the presentation of the DSS design and function during the
workshop. The DSS is the main output from the project and its successful implementation after the project is based
on how the stakeholder can successfully interact with it. There was considerable discussion on the design and
function of the DSS system. The software is web-based which reduces the need to download and install programs on
local computers. The central webserver also assures that the latest results are available to all users. The discussion
topics at the workshop are summarised in Appendix K.
The points raised by the stakeholders focused on the areas of text based search and on the presentation of
information. There were questions raised about the search possibility of specific words like “truck” and “pedelec”.
These terms are sensitive to the coders keyword choice (see Chapter 3) and on the SafetyCube glossary. There will be
a full glossary developed in SafetyCube and all variations that are foreseen will be addressed. It is also dependent on
where the terms are reported, as “truck” may appear in both measures and risks for example. The development team
cautioned that free text searches can lead to inappropriate results if implemented incorrectly and this was not
intended as the main use of the DSS.
The stakeholders were interested in how the filters could be applied to the search terms such as time of day. There
are filters already anticipated to sort search results by road user or road use type. Additional filters will be difficult to
apply but the glossary should help in selecting appropriate keywords. The way the user progresses through the filter
process was also of interest as the software allows the user to reduce the risk factors to a certain grouping and then
safety measures could automatically be selected that address these risks. SafetyCube received feedback on how it
would be useful for the system to save intermediate results could be stored for the user during the process. For
example as crashes related to heavy trucks are investigated, the search may be refined to address time of day and
road type. The ability to review how the search results change between steps can be important to the user.
Suggestions for how the result tables are presented by the DSS were offered by the stakeholders. There was interest
in how the results could be prioritised in the tables and the team will investigate how year of study or effectiveness of
a countermeasure could be used to rank and present results. Other suggestions included “mouse over” possibilities
like providing links to PDF documents or pop-up windows.
There was a discussion on the type and access to statistical data in the DSS. The system will use “synopses” as a
method to summarize an overview of a topic with numerous references. These synopses could contain figures that
present the information to the user and provide overviews of the information without the need to read all the text.
The SafetyCube team will investigate different presentation and table structures that can assist the stakeholders
when reviewing the query results. It is recognized that SafetyCube can provide the basis for presentations to
stakeholders and decision makers. The use of standard figures for crashes per year, road type, etc. should be readily
available to a DSS user.
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5 Application of SafetyCube Results
The stakeholders discussed topics related to how the DSS would be used by themselves or other users. The general
discussion points are provided in Appendix L.
There were questions and comments regarding who the tool would be most useful for. While the tool is intended to
be useful for all stakeholders, the audience suggested that very high level stakeholders (such and politicians and
advisory board members) would not likely be hands-on users. The main users were likely to be the technical advisers
to the decision makers as they are the ones collecting and analysing the information and making recommendations
to their superiors. There was a comment that the tool developers should resist making the tool too specific as this
may create too much detail for high level decision makers.
There was a comment that the tool is too biased towards the researcher and not necessarily for the decision maker.
This comment was most likely directed to the quantitative details available in the database. This seemed to reflect
that a “text heavy” output describing complex statistical results output would be difficult for senior managers to
quickly process if it is not well structured. Informative graphics would be a good support to the text. The available
resources in SafetyCube were limited and it may not be possible to incorporate graphic presentations in all cases.
Presentation of the results is a key feature for the users and it is good that results are summarized in tables that can
be explored further by the user, but not all information needs to be presented at once. The SafetyCube synopsis
structure was developed in a way to introduce different layers of information for the user. The initial summary of the
topic addressed in the synopses should cue the reader to continue further in the document if they need more details,
otherwise they may be satisfied with the information and not need to read further. Synopses are “summaries of
summaries” and should be sufficient for high level decision makers while reviewing individual coded studies may be
the goal of most technical advisors, engineers, and researchers.
The role of the DSS with regards to different application types raised an important point. There were questions
regarding the use of SafetyCube results when governments are considering larger programs. The group pointed out
that SafetyCube is focused on the results of individual studies of risks and measures and broad programs could not be
addressed by the DSS. The SafetyCube team indicated that other tools, like ERSO, would be better choices for
analysis of broader scope.
One stakeholder indicated that the CBA tool may be the most useful part of the SafetyCube DSS.
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6 Summary
The SafetyCube methodology and Decision Support System were presented in a workshop to 38 stakeholders
spanning a range of stakeholders. The workshop included guided tours of the first DSS prototype for infrastructure
and road user behaviour applications. One stakeholder was pleased that the scientific knowledge in the European
transport sector could be shared with stakeholders outside the project group. There was some concern that the
abundance of American studies suggested a lack of European competence. The concern was not shared by all in the
room and may reflect the publication culture of the different continents. The language issue also favoured American
studies over the multilingual publishing traditions in Europe.
The approach of SafetyCube will need some time to penetrate into the population of potential users. The concept of
studies and synopses is good for disseminating and educating stakeholders, however the challenge is creating
enough synopses and identifying enough studies for coding so that the DSS is well populated with topics for all
potential users. The information need to fully populate the DSS with all foreseeable information is beyond the scope
of the current project and highlighted the aspect of maintaining and hosting after the project ends. The ambition is to
provide a tool with open access to all possible users following project completion. Ensuring the quality of the data
(uniform coding and synopsis submissions) is not trivial and it is not desirable to allow unrestricted uploads of data.
The group is investigating possibilities for funding upgrades and maintenance after the project is completed.
Discussions are underway with potential sponsors and all options are being explored. One proposal was to provide
free access to the tool but a user profile to save and recall previous search results would require some type of
subscription.
Language used in the tool was one minor discussion point. Although the tool is based on English language articles,
other languages could foreseeably be entered into a future system with financial support. English language
summaries and synopses of diverse language reports are possible if the quality of the reviewer is assured access to
the original report may not be applicable for every stakeholder. There was also a recommendation to avoid the use of
“accident” and use “crash”. There are some that would say the term “accident” implies the event could not be
avoided and results in an implicit acceptance of the problem. Crash is more neutral and is one outcome of a safety
critical event.
The group favoured releasing the tool as soon as possible to get the stakeholder feedback. There was also
anticipation of the Cost Benefit Analysis in future releases. The customisation of the CBA to local inputs was
considered a prerequisite for acceptance of the tool.
The feedback from the stakeholders confirmed the message in Rune Elvik’s presentation (Appendix D). The decision
makers have the opportunity to make better decisions when information on road safety risks are available as
objective facts. These facts also make the public acceptance of the decision easier when there is evidence supporting
the decision and the solution is justified for a documented problem.
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7 Application to the Project
The results of the SafetyCube midterm workshop provide a useful framework for further developing the DSS. The
feedback was very positive and there are anticipated users for the system as soon as it can be released. The
SafetyCube DSS development team will be working on the system during 2017 and will release the system when
finished with internal quality assurance and a sufficient database of information has been developed.
Feedback was given in the area of data collection and coding methodologies, DSS structure and operation, and
applications of the DSS system. In all areas, there were concrete suggestions from the stakeholders. Ensuring that
the stakeholders needs are addressed when designing the user interface will ensure that it will be used outside the
project group. The approach taken in SafetyCube - continuous consultation with the stakeholders - will hopefully
avoid the potential problem of the project outputs being ignored once the project is completed.
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Appendix B. Agenda

Road Safety Workshop:
First Viewing of the
SafetyCube Decision Support System
Venue: BRSI
Chaussée de Haecht 1405
1130 Brussels,
September 27, 2016
9 a.m. – 16:00 pm
Purpose: Illustrate how existing road safety knowledge can be collected, structured and distilled into the SafetyCube
Decision Support System (DSS) that can be queried in terms of safety risk factors and potential countermeasures,
including crash scenarios. Key road safety stakeholders will have the opportunity to watch the methodology followed
and test the SafetyCube DSS prototype, allowing vivid discussion for its further improvement.
Agenda
9:00-10:00
10:00-10:30
10:30-11:00
11:00-11:30
11:30-11:45
11:45-12:30
12:30-13:15
13:15-14:00
14:00-15:30

15:30-16:00
16:00

Registration
Session Chair: Robert Thomson, SAFER
Overview of SafetyCube Project: Pete Thomas, Univ. Loughborough
The European Commission Road Safety Vision
William Bird, DG-Research
“Inspiration and Implementation” How SafetyCube DSS will lift road safety
Rune Elvik, TOI
The scientific basis of the SafetyCube Decision Support System
Heike Martensen, BRSI
Coffee Break
The SafetyCube Decision Support System prototype: George Yannis, NTUA
Lunch Break
Cost-benefit Information in the DSS, Heike Martensen, BRSI
Accident Scenaria – Walter Niewöhner, DEKRA
Overview of afternoon session
SafetyCube DSS parameters and examples: Behaviour - Eva Aigner-Breuss, KFV;
Infrastructure – Eleonora Papadimitriou, NTUA
SafetyCube DSS Stakeholder Feedback: All Participants
Closing Comments, European Commission: Maria-Teresa Sanz-Villegas, DG Move
Road Map for DSS development / Regrouping and Summary
Klaus Machata, KFV, Pete Thomas, Univ. Loughborough
Adjourn
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Appendix C. SafetyCube project
overview – Pete Thomas
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Appendix D. Inspiration and
Implementation” How SafetyCube DSS
will lift road safety – Rune Elvik
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Appendix E. The scientific basis of the
SafetyCube Decision Support System –
Heike Martensen
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Appendix F. The SafetyCube Decision
Support System prototype – George
Yannis
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Appendix G. Cost-benefit Information
in the DSS – Heike Martensen
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Appendix H. Accident Scenaria – Walter
Niewöhner
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Appendix I. SafetyCube DSS
parameters and examples:
Road User Behaviour - Eva Aigner-Breuss
Infrastructure – Eleonora Papadimitriou
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Appendix J. Discussion/Responses
SafetyCube DSS Methodology
Question/feedback/suggestion

Answer given (if applicable)

The DSS contains a lot of studies often meta-analysis
that have to have similar methods, do you take this
into account? Did you code studies which contain
quoted results from other studies?

In the analysis of the studies we focus
on empirical data. We chose only
studies with data analysis, we do not
code reviews of studies. Sometimes
we find quoted results but we try to
look beyond this. We do consider the
data analysis in a paper to see if it does
support the conclusion. We focus on
the data analysed to avoid bias. In the
DSS there is also the link to the
original material so you will be able to
link to the actual study and read it in
context with the expert’s opinion.
The date/year can be easily made
more visible, we could also add it in
the results table, this information is
already in the reference fields of the
study. We could also put it on the left
so you can filter by recent studies.
We are collecting information and
examples from several countries but
we will not say how much the cost of
crashes is in Europe. There are too
many differences among European
countries. We will present our results
for each country but it will be
impossible to generalise at a European
level.
How much people are willing to spend
– willingness to pay for accident
prevention varies between countries.
The basic rule is you have to match the
crash cost and measure cost being
considered from the same country.
The vote is for “Risk factors and
measures”.

In the results list of studies would be good to see the
year when the studies have been published and the
years which the data of the studies refers to.

What is your current thought on how to do CBA?

The cost is different between countries – how do you
deal with this?

Do you prefer that SafetyCube DSS refers to “risk
factors and measures” or “problems and solutions”?
Why did you not use existing scenarios?

How you define risk factors and how do you classify
them by colours?
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Suggested implementation for DSS

Add year at the filtering parameters.

Set up a tool to put in your country’s
costs.

Use “Risk factors and measures”.

SafetyCube new scenaria integrate
infrastructure, behaviour and vehicle
whereas the existing ones are mainly
referring to infrastructure. Data
coming from different “in-depth crash”
databases should be able to be
transferred into SafetyCube scenaria.
We also wanted definitions to be
broad so that end users can easily find
what they want.
We use risk more broadly as a term
(see P. Thomas’ presentation). ‘Risky’
means that there is enough research
demonstrating that there is a risk.
‘Probably risky’ indicates that there is
tendency it looks like it is going that
way that it is going to be risky – you
need to read more about it. ‘Unclear’ is
used when you are not likely to find
the answer at the moment – there are
too few studies or they are not good
quality, or they are completely 50/50
on the findings.
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What is text search based on?

The colour code could be further differentiated for
those risk factors that are influenced by other
variables (i.e. a risk can be more or less risky if there is
more or less traffic).
Why did you not include major national studies?

Do you integrate in the DSS other European projects
reports?

The free text search is based on all the
keywords highlighted in the coded
studies. There will be an auto
complete then you have to choose
from this. The synonyms are also
considered with the search term.
Within each study’s result there is a
table where you can find the effects of
other variables on the risk factor.

Because we chose a common
language and mainly because the
highest quality studies are in English.
For historic projects the reports and
papers will have been included as
searchable. But for current projects
this is harder as they do not have
outputs yet.

Someday include studies in other
languages.

Appendix K. Discussion/Responses
SafetyCube DSS Design and User
Interface
Question/feedback/suggestion

Answer given (if applicable)

Suggested implementation for DSS

It would be useful to include in the results of measures the type of
institution who should implement the measure e.g. industry,
national or local authority.

It would be possible to include
“type of user profile” as a
label/filter– e.g. I am a local
authority or industry.

Add user profile (Authority, industry,
citizens, NGO, etc.), at the filtering
parameters.

What results would I get if I search only for “truck”?

If truck is a keyword you will find
risks and measures results. If it is
not you may want to search in the
Glossary for the correct synonym
to use within the DSS.

Publish the Glossary in the search
webpage of the DSS.

If I put in the search engine “blind side truck” but I don't know that
the actual term is nearside?

You need to use the Glossary for
“blind side” and then filter for road
user group “truck”.

Investigate if there is a way for the
DSS to do this automatically.

If I enter the DSS through the Accident scenaria, will I get the
information regarding the causes of a type of accident?

The scenaria will link to the risks
as well as measures – so you will
be directed to the risks that could
lead to this type of accident.

How do I search for accident scenaria that involve motorcycles?

You could go into Powered Two
Wheelers as a road user group and
here you would see a list of all the
risks and measures that concern
motorcycles. For further
information we want to link our
information to the existing
information like ERSO where
scientific texts and statistical
information using CARE data are
available. The DSS is not a stats
information tool to give you
figures but we want it to be a
system which integrates with
other databases.
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Consider if there is any way to make it
easier to get information related to
different users groups
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When moving between the risks and measures results page.Since
the DSS links to an intermediate page when a risk is connected to
several measures, in order to standardise the system, could we
have the intermediate page also when a risk in connected to only
one measure?

When moving from a risk factor to the
related measures, always include an
intermediate page which lists the
different types of measures, even if
there is only one measure.

Would it be possible to extract in pdf both the list of results and
the webpage which includes the details about studies (level 3)?

Make the table of results printable as
well as the study’s details webpage.

When you look for specific results in a text search e.g. roundabout
– do you get a synopsis for this?

The DSS will give the following
results: (i) all the synopsis linked to
the studies that have
“roundabout” as keyword so the
synopsis might be partially related
to “roundabout”; (ii) all the studies
coded that mention roundabout.
Time of day is not a filter but it
could be a filter. But this is quite
specific. The DSS is not an
accident prediction model, it is
doing something different.

Identify some popular topics and see if
maybe we could create a synopsis for
them.

Where do I find the list of keywords to search in the free text
search bar?

In each study the researchers
have highlighted the keywords.
We do not have a complete list
yet.

Publish the list of keywords or use the
list as an entry point to the DSS.

How does different wording influence research results, e.g.
"pedestrian crash" vs. "pedestrian accident" or "bike" vs "bicycle"
vs "pedelec" etc.?

The Glossary will provide synonym
and a list of the correct words to
use (i.e. bike/cyclist).

It is desirable to have a powerful free text search engine.

Text search is a dangerous tool
that can lead far away from the
SafetyCube approach
Risk/Measures.

Would it be possible to add some filters? i.e I would like to look for
workzone but only at night

Maybe add time of the day as a filter.
The search may be done for 2
keywords with OR and AND.

It would be useful to see the title of the studies at the first glimpse
to facilitate decision on which one to open

Implement a new column in the
results table with the study’s title.

The list of results may be sorted by the prioritisation in terms of
effects and it would be nice to see in a further column effect types,
effect size, etc.

The list of results may be sorted by
the prioritisation in terms of effects.
Add a column with information on
effects.

Would it be possible to see a preview of the study/synopsis (pdf) if
you move cursor over the pdf icon?

Show a preview of the study/synopsis
(pdf) if you put the cursor over the pdf
icon.
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Appendix L. Workshop Discussions:
SafetyCube Applications
Question/feedback/suggestion

Answer given (if applicable)

How can a government be supported by the DSS if, for instance, they
want to introduce a target for serious injuries?

SafetyCube addresses specific
measures not general
programmes and policies. ERSO
database may be useful for this
purpose.
SC has a broader scope than the
hand book. There is overlap, the
studies in the handbook will be
coded in DSS. The hand book
doesn’t give advice in the way the
DSS does: set priority and choose
measures.
We are EC funded but we want to
promote our work and have it
available to all. The website will
be available for at least 5 years if
not forever. Maintaining a
website is not an issue, updating
it needs more work and more
funding. The easiest thing is that
the EC link to an external
SafetyCube website. However, it
is not just information it is a
structured system so this is not
easily transferable from one web
site to another. We would have to
discuss with EC how this might
work – and within SC group.
The SafetyCube approach is to
try to code all studies available
without leaving topics behind.
For certain topics there are not
sufficient studies and these are
from different countries so it may
be difficult to transfer findings.
We are limited by the availability
of studies . We mainly focus on
European studies if they are
available because the ensure
quality in research and studies.
For expert user we assume they
know that results might not be
transferable completely to their
situation. In the synopsis we
comment on transferability to
help non-expert users understand
the limitations.
We will.

What is the added value of the DSS – particularly because road safety
handbook already exists?

What is the plan to keep the website live after the end of the project?
Would you put this in the EC website (ERSO)?

It is not clear who will be the end users, they could be from western
countries which have already “safe” roads, but if someone from a
developing country had a look they might end up with solutions for
countries who are already at a higher base line than them.

Can you put a question list on the SC website – what issues we would
like Stakeholders’ opinion on?
The DSS is too research centered. It does not look very useful for
policy makers. You could integrate the synopsis with graphs and
tables.
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Suggested implementation for DSS

Publish on SafetyCube website the
questions we want the stakeholders to
answer.

SafetyCube partners do not have
enough time to produce info
graphics, it is too time consuming
since we starts from a knowledge
text.
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The DSS is a tool for mid lower level people who advise policy
makers, but not for policy makers themselves. A synopsis is not a
tool for a minister. There is a lack of superficial analysis, the
approach is too scientific.
The Cost Benefit Analysis may be the most interesting tool for policy
makers.
The Cost Benefit Analysis is a very important outcome for us because
the EC is asking more and more to provide costs on proposals.

I don’t see top policy makers going into this tool as users, but I do see
those who inform the “political masters” using this. Let’s keep the
DSS at the level appropriate for people who do have some
understanding of this so they can be informed when they advise
prime ministers.

We want to make this an
appropriate tool so need to make
sure it is the right tool for the job
and the users.

Do not go further with stakeholders’
requests.

Appendix M. Discussion/Responses:
General Comments
Question/feedback/suggestion

Answer given (if applicable)

Suggested implementation for DSS

It is preferable to use the word “collision or crashes”, like already
widespread in the US, to avoid the underlying suggestion that
‘accidents’ couldn’t have been prevented.

In the writing of the
Glossary it will be taken into
account.

Concerning the keyword search take
care of synonyms and American / British
English language issues.

From your presentations, it is not clear which are the final tools/results
of the DSS.

Studies and Synopsis.

Insert in SafetyCube presentations slides
concerning DSS practical outputs.

There is a risk that the DSS will end up as a nice literature search tool
but not providing practical benefit.
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