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New Zealand and Republic of Korea

New Zealand Republic of Korea
Population 4.2 million 48.4 millionPopulation 4.2 million 48.4 million
Land Area 268,689 km² 91,190 km²
Latitude 41° 29’ S 37° 32’ NLatitude 41 29  S 

Wellington
37 32  N
Seoul

Roads 93 459 km 103 029 kmRoads 93,459 km 103,029 km
History Recent Ancient
W ld C R b 2011 S 2002World Cups Rugby 2011 Soccer 2002



Outline of Presentation

• Describe RISA
• Component parts

Real outputs• Real outputs
• Validation



What is RISA?

• Performance Measure 
• Tool to help Road Authorities
• Evidence-basedEvidence based
• Rural Networks

A i k i f t t• Assess risks – infrastructure
• Strategic advice



Basis of RISA

• Research Data
• Risk Model
• SamplingSampling
• Assessment

P f M• Performance Measure



Research Data

• World-wide
• Austroads Research 
• Use in the Risk ModelUse in the Risk Model
• Example

Add Edgelines crash rates reduce by 10%– Add Edgelines, crash rates reduce by 10%



Risk Model

• Benchmark Road
• Comparison
• Risk FactorsRisk Factors
• Combine



Sampling

• Based on VKT by volume band
• Stratified Random Sample
• Confidence in scaling up to Network levelConfidence in scaling up to Network level
• Target sample 100km.



Assessment

• 3 Assessors 
• Midblock

– Cross Section
– Alignment
– Surface & MiscellaneousSurface & Miscellaneous

• Intersections



R ltResults – Mid-block Personal Risk
Midblock Personal Risk by Feature Theme (  18/03/2009 )
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P l d C ll ti Ri k SPersonal and Collective Risk Scores
HENWOOD ROAD

MANUTAHI ROAD

CARRINGTON ROAD (2)

CARRINGTON ROAD (3)

EGMONT ROAD (2)

EGMONT ROAD (3)

MAUDE ROAD

MANGOREI ROAD

CARRINGTON ROAD (1)

FRANKLEY ROAD

Personal Risk

TARATA ROAD (3)

LEPPER ROAD UPPER

UPLAND ROAD 

EGMONT ROAD (1) Collective Risk

PUKEARUHE ROAD

RALEIGH STREET (WAITARA)

RICHMOND ROAD 

TARATA ROAD (1)

TARATA ROAD (2)

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

OKAU ROAD

PUKEARUHE ROAD



Network Risk Number (NRN)

P f• Performance measure
• Scale up sample to network
• Contribution of infrastructure
• Scenario testingScenario testing
• Repeat for improvements



What if an authority planned to:
1 improve shoulder widths1. improve shoulder widths
2. Realign Severe Curves
3 protect point hazards (trees & poles)3. protect point hazards (trees & poles)
4. provide warning for all ‘out-of-context’ 

curves 
5. widen ‘very narrow’ lanes 
6. fix the delineation and road marking defects

What difference would these make?



R d ti i N t k Ri kReduction in Network Risk
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I t ti Si ht Di t A tIntersection Sight Distance Assessment

FAIL
68%

PASS
32%32%



Safety Related Design Assessment
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Safety Related Maintenance Assessment
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Ri k S C h R tRisk Scores .v. Crash Rates
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Network Risk Number .v. Crash Numbers
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RISA Summary

• Practical tool
E id b d• Evidence based

• Credible results
• Performance Measure
• ImprovementsImprovements





E l f S FExample of Survey Form


