
Sangjin HAN





Source ITF(2018), Road Safety Annual Report
3



64.66 66.12 69.86 72.70 75.02 77.01 76.17 76.79 76.82 76.54

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

4



3.5 4.7 4.9 5.5 5.6 6.2 6.5 6.7 7.1 8.4
11.0 11.3

13.5 14.5 14.7 15.8
18.4 18.7 19.2

0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

0.9 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5
1.8 1.9 2.0

2.4 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.9

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

5



6



7



ROAD SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM



Management  system to realize the concept of Safe System

as measures that are causally related to road crashes 
or serious injuries, used in addition to a count of accidents 
or injuries to indicate safety performance or 
to understand the process that leads to accidents.

Final outcome

Final outcome and social costs

Intermediate outcome

Intermediate outcome relevant to intervention

Intervention

Education, Enforcement, Promotion, 
Entry and exit vehicles, Road infrastructure

Institutional management

Organization, Cooperation, Legislation, 
Plan, Funding and resource, 
Monitoring and evaluation system 
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The structure of Road Safety Management System

10

-Existence of responsible 
organization and road safety 
officials
-Existence of a coordination 
agency and active cooperation 
between relevant bodies

....

‐Road safety education 
programs
‐Traffic enforcement

....

‐Speeding and drink drive 
‐Usage of Digital Tachograph (DTG)

....

‐The number of road fatalities
‐The number of road casualties

....



ROAD SAFETY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS



Metadata
Analysis

Develop the structure 
of indicators

Select 
candidate indicators

Select indicators
& weight derivation
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1 
Institutional 
management

1‐1‐2 Existence of a coordination agency 
and active cooperation between relevant bodies

1‐1‐1 Existence of responsible organization 
and road safety officials

1‐2‐1 Road safety ordinances

1‐1 Organizational 
Structures 

1‐2 Local ordinances
0.270

0.089
0.072

0.017

0.049 0.049

1‐3‐1 Road safety action plans and implementation1‐3 Plans 0.051 0.051

1‐4‐1 Level of road safety budget1‐4 Funding 0.054 0.054

1‐5‐1 Promotion of local road safety plans 
and monitoring progress of road safety

1‐5 Promotion  0.027 0.027

2
Intervention

2‐1‐3 Media promotion for road safety

2‐1‐1 Road safety education programs

2‐2‐1 Use of digital tachograph (DTG) 
to improve safety of commercial vehicles 

2‐1 Road users

2‐2 Vehicles

0.129

0.053

0.044

0.025 0.025

2‐3‐1 Road infrastructure safety projects2‐3 Road infrastructure 0.036 0.036

0.190

2‐1‐2 Traffic enforcement

0.032
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3 
Intermediate 
Outcome

0.013

3‐1 Road users

3‐2 Vehicles

3‐3 Road infrastructure

3‐1‐1 Speeding and drink drive

3‐2‐1 Upload rate of DTG data

3‐2‐2 Aged cars

3‐3‐1 High risk road sections

4 
Final Outcome

4‐1 Common indicators

4‐2 Specific Indicators

4‐1‐1 The number of road fatalities

4‐1‐2 The number of road casualties 

4‐1‐3 The number of road crashes

4‐1‐4 Goal achievement

4‐2‐1 Road users

4‐2‐2 Vehicles

4‐2‐3 Road infrastructure

0.007

0.081

0.200

0.106

0.028

0.024

0.036

0.040

0.200

0.0390.039

0.020

0.081

0.140

0.400

0.042

0.124
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EVALUATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN KOREA



Incheon
Seoul
Sejong

Average
(82.05)

High Low89.97 75.47
Incheon

Chungnam

Daejeon

Gyeongnam

Gwangju

Jeonnam

Daegu

Gyeonggi

Ulsan

Busan

Top 10%
Top 10% ~ 35%
Top 35% ~ 65%
Top 65% ~ 90%
Top 90% ~ 100%

Seoul

Sejong

Gangwon

Chungbuk

Gyeongbuk

Jeonbuk

Jeju

Gyeongbuk
Jeonnam
Jeonbuk
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Score Average
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Incheon
Daegu
Seoul

Average
(79.26)

High Low93.88 69.16

Gyeongnam
Jeonbuk
Ulsan
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Top 10%
Top 10% ~ 35%
Top 35% ~ 65%
Top 65% ~ 90%
Top 90% ~ 100%

Incheon

Chungnam

Daejeon

Gyeongnam

Gwangju

Jeonnam

Daegu

Gyeonggi

Ulsan

Busan

Seoul

Sejong

Gangwon

Chungbuk

Gyeongbuk

Jeonbuk

Jeju



1. Existence of responsible organization and road safety officials
2. Existence of a coordination agency and active cooperation 

between relevant bodies
3. Road safety ordinances
4. Road safety action plans and implementation
5. Level of road safety budget
6. Promotion of local road safety plans and monitoring progress 

of road safety
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Score Average



Chungnam
Incheon
Jeju

Average
(86.82)

High Low95.51 75.40

Jeonnam
Gyeongbuk

Busan
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Incheon

Chungnam

Daejeon

Gyeongnam

Gwangju

Jeonnam

Daegu

Gyeonggi

Ulsan

Busan

Seoul

Sejong

Gangwon

Chungbuk

Gyeongbuk

Jeonbuk

Jeju

Top 10%
Top 10% ~ 35%
Top 35% ~ 65%
Top 65% ~ 90%
Top 90% ~ 100%
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1. Road safety education programs
2. Traffic enforcement
3. Media promotion for road safety
4. Use of digital tachograph (DTG) to improve safety of

commercial vehicles
5. Road infrastructure safety projects

Score Average



Gyeongnam
Ulsan
Jeju

Average
(83.14)

High Low90.90 72.10

Gyeongbuk
Jeonnam
Gangwon
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Incheon

Chungnam

Daejeon

Gyeongnam

Gwangju

Jeonnam

Daegu

Gyeonggi

Ulsan

Busan

Seoul

Sejong

Gangwon

Chungbuk

Gyeongbuk

Jeonbuk

Jeju

Top 10%
Top 10% ~ 35%
Top 35% ~ 65%
Top 65% ~ 90%
Top 90% ~ 100%



1. Speeding and drink drive 
2. Upload rate of DTG data
3. Aged cars
4. High risk road sections
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Score Average



Seoul
Ulsan
Incheon

Average
(81.29)

High Low88.35 72.15

Chungnam
Gyeongbuk
Jeonnam
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Incheon

Chungnam

Daejeon

Gyeongnam

Gwangju

Jeonnam

Daegu

Gyeonggi

Ulsan

Busan

Seoul

Sejong

Gangwon

Chungbuk

Gyeongbuk

Jeonbuk

Jeju

Top 10%
Top 10% ~ 35%
Top 35% ~ 65%
Top 65% ~ 90%
Top 90% ~ 100%



1. The number of road fatalities
2. The number of road casualties
3. The number of road crashes
4. Goal achievement
5. Traffic offence
6. The proportion of road fatalities of elderly persons
7. The proportion of road fatalities of pedestrians
8. The proportion of road fatalities of commercial vehicles(Trucks)
9. The proportion of road fatalities from roads managed by local 
governments
10. The proportion of road fatalities in minor roads

Score Average
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1. Existence of responsible organization and road safety officials
2. Existence of a coordination agency and active cooperation 

between relevant bodies
3. Road safety ordinances
4. Road safety action plans and implementation
5. Level of road safety budget
6. Promotion of  local road safety plans and monitoring progress 

of  road safety
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1. Road safety education programs
2. Traffic enforcement
3. Media promotion for road safety
4. Use of digital tachograph (DTG) to improve safety of

commercial vehicles
5. Road infrastructure safety projects
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1. Speeding and drink drive 
2. Upload rate of DTG data
3. Aged cars
4. High risk road sections
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1. The number of road fatalities
2. The number of road casualties
3. The number of road crashes
4. Goal achievement
5. Traffic offence
6. The proportion of road fatalities of elderly persons
7. The proportion of road fatalities of pedestrians
8. The proportion of road fatalities of commercial vehicles(Trucks)
9. The proportion of road fatalities from roads managed by local governments
10. The proportion of road fatalities in minor roads





Seoul
(88.86)
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