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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Deployment of any product onto the market requires detailed strategic
planning. Some aspects for consideration would be whether there was a
market need for the product; whether those who would purchase the product
need to be educated, whether critical mass could be achieved to enable those
investing in the creation of the product to gain a return on their investment; the
sequencing of the phasing of deployment; both geographically and by service
type; and, crucially, the potential barriers to deployment. These are all
complex issues in any event, still more so for co-operative vehicle systems
where there are a wide-range of actors involved and a web of dependencies,
both technical and legal.
The European Commission is committed to reducing the number of fatalities
on Europe’s roads and sees systems such as the Safespot system as critical
to achieving this objective. Providing the driver with detailed information
about his driving environment enables him to be more aware and to make
more informed decisions about his driving to avoid a potential accident. A
market-driven approach has been proposed, allowing market forces to provide
the impetus to validate the business case for the Safespot system. There is
always the possibility that deployment will not proceed as swiftly or as
smoothly as planned on a voluntary basis and, in this context, proactive
government support or intervention may be necessary.
Deliverable D.6.4.5 “Preliminary recommendations dealing with risks and legal
aspects” is the culmination of the work the SP6 BLADE team has undertaken
to identify and characterise the risks that could create barriers to the
successful deployment of the Safespot system, using the RAID methodology
(FRAME project D 03 Version 4 (RAID Project)) and then defining a process
solution for the mitigation of the risks identified.
The report is divided into two parts: Part 1 takes the reader through the
activities relating to the process for defining the rules by which the arenas (or
discussion groups) will work and the role of the chair of each arena. Using the
results of the legal analysis; the work on risk mitigation; and the stakeholder
consultation which took place in Stuttgart in January 2008, it describes what
decisions need to be made and the processes for each arena, including
Community of Interest, Legal, Deployment, Technical and Business Planning,
are described and a number of strategies defined, for example, a strategy
dealing with stakeholder persuasion and a strategy dealing with
performance/quality, key areas to be addressed and decided before the
system can be deployed.
The Steering Committee is a small group at the top of the hierarchy of
decision making, having as its members at least one representative from each
arena and itself headed by a person or entity, best equipped to represent
SAFESPOT cause for the implementation of safety systems on our roads. To
make effective decisions, arenas have not been established as silo entities
but discussion groups which will communicate with each other to understand
the issues behind the decisions that need to be made and ensure that they
are made.
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The second part of the report (Part 2) is focused on what work needs to be
done to effect a successful deployment of the Safespot system. Using the
results of the legal analysis; the work on risk mitigation; and the stakeholder
consultation which took place in Stuttgart in January 2008, preliminary
recommendations have been made in each arena.
The work that has been undertaken in this deliverable forms a firm basis for
the Deployment Plan (WP 6.7) which will identify the sequencing and timing of
the activities, including running and future work of Organisational Architecture,
Business Modelling and “Assessment & Evaluation” to support a smooth
deployment of the Safespot system.
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1. Introduction
This report concludes the analysis of risks and legal aspects concerning the
deployment of a future Safespot system. The report is based on the research
effort in the following tasks:
•

T6.2.1 preliminary analysis

•

T6.4.1 risk analysis

•

T6.4.2 legal analysis

•

T6.4.3 mitigation of risks

•

T6.4.4 stakeholder consultation

A preliminary set of recommendations are proposed for a smooth and swift
European-wide deployment of the Safespot system. Although a significant
one, this is only one step in reaching the main goal of BLADE (Business
models, Legal Aspects and Deployment, SP 6), which is to prove the
architecture feasibility from a business perspective. Due to the particular
subject, cooperative systems, and the complexity of this subject, the business
sustainability has to be proven involving many aspects (organizational, legal
and economical aspects and responsibilities & regulations) and the risk
evaluation of these aspects. This evaluation will ultimately result in a set of
guidelines and suggestions for the different actors.
In order to make final recommendations and create a deployment programme,
we shall draw on our previous work in the BLADE sub-project and the
knowledge we will gain during the rest of the SAFESPOT project. This
deliverable, therefore, gives an initial insight into the final SAFESPOT project
results.

1.1. Innovation and Contribution to the SAFESPOT
Objectives
The final goal of BLADE is to write a deployment programme, which will
consist of guidelines for the realisation of a cooperative safety system for
deployment within the EU.
This deliverable serves as a compendium of the work that needs to be done to
ensure proper deployment of the Safespot system. It translates the mitigation
measures (defined in D6.4.3), to overcome the previously identified
deployment risks (identified in D6.4.1), into recommendations. These
recommendations address both the process that is required to reduce risks
and elaborate on the content of the mitigation measures. This deliverable is
therefore structured in a process part and a content part. The process
organisation is an innovative contribution to the SAFESPOT objectives, and
moreover to scientific traffic and safety related projects in general. As
described in D6.2.1 Preliminary Analysis, the reference projects indicate that
very little is know about the organisational architecture and the business and
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services models. The process approach that is recommended in this
deliverable contributes to solving this knowledge gap.
At the end of the SAFESPOT project this compendium will be reviewed and all
the remaining risks will accordingly be addressed. Part of the
recommendations can also be used directly in other SAFESPOT work
packages. Figure 1.1 shows the relation with the previous work in BLADE.
The blue blocks indicate the contribution of this deliverable. The methodology
that was used to define the actions and recommendations is explained below
in section 1.4 Methodology.

Risk identifcation
D6.4.1

Problem owners
and problem
solvers
D6.4.3

Strategies
D6.4.3

Arenas
D6.4.4
Recommendations
(process & content)

D6.4.5
Mitigation measures
D6.4.3

Actions
D6.4.5

FIGURE 1.1: Definition of the decision making arenas and relation to previous work

The contribution of this work towards innovation in this field or research
consists of two parts: using the RAID-methodology on cooperative systems
and defining a process solution for the mitigation of risks. The result of the
RAID-methodology is shown in the manner in which the recommendations are
represented (in subject order). The usage of process management has
created insight into the manner in which the deployment of the Safespot
system could take place. This process approach focuses on the stakeholders
and different arenas and identifies cooperation, where needed. This is besides
the content where agreement is needed as well.
In the following two sections the process management approach and the
project management approach are discussed. First the process management
approach is discussed below, focusing on the decision making process.

1.2.

Need for a decision making process

The Safespot system is highly complex. This complexity is caused by the
cutting edge technology, the large number of actors involved, the dynamics
due to fast technological developments and interdependencies between legal,
technical, organisational and business aspects of cooperative systems. This
requires a combined approach of project and process management. This
approach requires the definition of a decision making process, which will be
described in this deliverable.
The goal of the decision-making process is to agree on solutions that are
acceptable for all stakeholders. Naturally the decision-making to get to an
extensive system like the Safespot system takes place in different smaller
settings. These setting are called arenas. The structuring of the decision
making process into arenas has already been done in D6.4.3. In this
deliverable (D6.4.5), the ‘tables’ were renamed as ‘arenas’, which better
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describes the process management terminology. In figure 1.1 the generation
of the tables/arenas is shown.
In this report the content is about reducing risks, the issues that are on the
agenda of the arenas. The setting of the arenas, which consist of the actors
and the topics that are discussed, are maintained throughout the process and
are part of the process management.
The arenas determine the structure of the decision-making process. The
identified arenas are:
-

‘Steering committee’ arena

-

Community of Interest arena

-

Technical arena

-

Business Planning arena

-

Legal arena

-

Deployment arena

IMPORTANT NOTICE: Issues on the agenda can only be recommended. It is
not possible to determine objectively the importance of these issues, this
depends on the perspective of the stakeholders. Therefore, the final agenda is
the result of a discussion between the stakeholders, based on the suggestions
from this document.

1.3.

Project management

There are 4 phases in deployment that can be identified (as shown by the
arrows at the top in figure 1.2):
preparation

3.
2.

Start

Growt

Maturi

POLITICAL CHOICES
OTHER TASKS

1. SAFESPOT TASKS
now

Jan 2010

market introduction

FIGURE 1.2: Three types of recommendations in the context of four phases in the deployment

The first phase covers the time within the SAFESPOT project which has been
devoted to the preparation for deployment; and will continue with a follow-up
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project. It is expected that several follow-ups are needed before actual
deployment can take place.
At the end of phase 1 (preparation) various issues need to be arranged before
actual deployment of the Safespot system can start. Please note that this
phase sets a number of requirements for actual deployment. The timing
however is not necessarily after phase 1, but can be performed in parallel.
The second phase is the actual start-up phase in which the deployment of the
Safespot system is started and where maturity of the system will be shown. In
this phase the Safespot system is only limited available at certain ‘spots’.
The third phase is the scaling up of the Safespot system towards a full-scale
system which is widely available in Europe. To reach this last and final stage
other issues, in addition to the start-up phase, need to be resolved.
The last phase is maturity; this indicates a full-grown Safespot system
available for everyone in many different locations.

1.4.

Methodology

The methodologies that were used to obtain the results mentioned above
include the RAID-methodology used to derive the mitigation strategies. For
the decision-making process the theory of process management by De Bruijn
et al. (Process management 2002) was used. Different arenas had been
defined in the Mitigation of risks (D 6.4.3) under the name of ‘tables’. The
decision-making process in these arenas is supported by a process manager.
The actors in the arena have to decide on the rules of the decision-making
process. This approach requires that the actors acknowledge their
involvement in a certain topic and accept their place in the arena.
This deliverable is a result of different parallel processes that took place in the
past two years of SAFESPOT. Firstly, research on risk identification was
performed; secondly an analysis of legal issues was performed. The risks
analysis was further expanded with measures which formed the mitigation
strategies. These results (both from the legal analysis and the risk analysis)
were placed in perspective in cooperation with actors at a stakeholder
consultation.
The stakeholder consultation led to the formulation of recommendations in
terms of processes to follow and possible alternative solutions. An important
result of this process was the identification of issues to be addressed in the
next steps of the BLADE process. In this process coordination with
representatives of SP4 SCOVA and SP5 COSSIB has taken place about,
amongst other things, the Safespot applications.
The results that are described in this deliverable are:
1. Recommendations for how to deal with mitigation strategies which
were defined earlier.
2. Recommendations for the decision-making process in SAFESPOT in
terms of responsibilities for the different identified arenas.
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3. Identification of the ‘political’ choices and knowledge gaps, which are
both within and outside the scope of SAFESPOT (including the
consequences).
In this report actions are suggested on how to implement the measures
proposed in 6.4.3 ‘Mitigation of risks’. Three kinds of actions are identified,
decisions, tasks and communication.
The first type of actions, the decisions are political choices that stakeholders
have to agree on. There is no possibility of gathering more information by
additional research because of limited time, limited funds or because research
results cannot objectively solve the matter. These decisions are subject to a
negotiation process between the stakeholders.
The second type of action is to organise a search for more information. This
could be a research project or the argumentation of a decision. The research
results of the actions resulting from the plan are input for new political
decisions to bring the deployment closer to realisation.
The third type of actions is a message that needs to be exchanged between
the different arenas. The communication of the requirements of a status
indicator would be an example of such a message that needs to be
communicated from the deployment arena to the technical arena.
1. Task - search for more information -> project approach
2. Decision - political choice -> process approach
3. Communication – interaction with other arenas
The tasks are identified in part II of the deliverable, since these are strongly
content related. The decision-making and political choices are included in part
I of the deliverable, since these are part of the process management (i.e.
which decisions are taken in which arena and how they impact other arenas).
The actions are a result of a complex process which was undertaken after the
delivery of D6.4.3. The resulting actions are a combination of several sources
from work package 6.4, as explained below.
First of all the results of the legal analysis were incorporated in the deliverable
and second, the results of the interviews conducted as part of D6.4.4 were
reformulated into either tasks or recommendations on the contents. Finally,
the results of the stakeholder consultation workshop in Stuttgart were also
incorporated. Besides the different input from different sources, part of the
recommendations were reformulated after D6.4.3 since the SAFESPOT
project progressed and further distinctions could be made.
The actions are derived according to the process as is described in figure 1.3
below. The first step is the choice of a set of measures (based on the results
of D6.4.3). The second step is to determine which decisions have to be made
for this action to be completed. The third step is to decide whether the
decision is a political choice, about which the actors have to negotiate, or
whether more information is required in order to make the right choice. If more
information is required the results of the ‘research’ will be brought back into
the arena before a decision is be made.
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Step 1

Which set of
measures is
determined?

Step 2

Step 3

What decisions are
to be taken for each
measure?

Is this a ‘political
choice’ or is more
information required?

Step 4
Decide on the
political choice
Describe the
required
information

Feedback into the
process with results

FIGURE 1.3: Steps in the decision making process

1.5.

Deliverable structure

The deliverable is divided into two parts: the
process regarding deployment, the second
recommendations. The reason to separate
recommendations is to clarify the difference
content.

first part is concerned with the
part with the content of the
the process and the content
between the process and the

In the first part the different decisions that need to be made in the different
arenas are described as well as the communication between the arenas.
The second part is concerned with the content of the arenas, where tasks as
result of FIGURE 1.3 are discussed and formulated as recommendations
stimulating deployment.
Both parts I and II are structured according to process structure of arenas.
Process recommendations, regarding legal issues for instance, can be found
in part one (chapter 2) in the legal section (chapter 2.4). Content
recommendations regarding the legal issues can be found part II in the legal
section (chapter 4.4).
An overview of the communication issues between the arenas, which can be
used to monitor the process of interaction between arenas, is contained in
Annex A.
An overview of the coherence between the decisions, the tasks and the
communication can be found in Annex B.
The Risk register crated in the tasks “Identification of risks” (T6.4.1) and
“Mitigation Strategies” (T6.4.3) has been completed with the actions defined in
this deliverable. The complete Risk register is included as a result in a
separate Excel table (D6.4.5 risk register v2.xls).
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Part 1: Deployment process
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2. Recommendations on the deployment process
2.1.

Introduction

In part one the process management section of deployment is discussed,
consisting of the decisions that need to be made in the different arenas and
communication between the arenas (in chapter 3). In this chapter the process
is focused on creating the rules of the game, the role of the chair and the
criteria of the chairs for the different arenas will be described.
Step 1: The first step for the actors in this arena is to agree on the set of
measures as a suitable strategy to deal with the defined risks. All Measures
contribute to the reduction of the risks. All risks are addressed; therefore no
other measures need to be added. More important is the fact that the actors
need to agree on this set of measures.
Step 2: The second step describes which actions are to be taken to implement
each measure. This is described in Table 2.1. to 7.6 in Annex 2.
Step 3: Either the defined action is a political choice that the actors have to
make, or it is a search for more information defined as a task. For every action
the nature is determined. This is also described in the tables in Annex 2.
Step 4: The following political choices are suggested, based on the risks and
measures that are part of the strategy. The tables in Annex 2 describe these
decisions in greater detail and the sequence is compared to other decisions.
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2.2.

Community of interest

2.2.1. Strategy 1: Technical
This strategy deals with the technical risks that are a threat to the deployment
process. The decisions made in this arena need to be made by all
stakeholders as identified in D6.4.3. Important decisions that need to be taken
are about standardisation. The standardisation bodies that will develop
standards for V2V communication and information presentation need to
receive a mandate to develop standards. The European Commission has the
power to make this decision and will be one of the important stakeholders for
this decision. Besides the important issue of standardisation, a choice on a
form of restoration fund has to be taken as well. The decisions are formulated
as follows:
It is recommended to decide on the total amount of the “without prejudice”
restoration fund and contributions of the actors. This is a political choice that can
be made based on rough estimates of costs. Therefore this decision does not
require further research.
It is recommended to decide on who determines the standards and or certification
procedures for the technical specifications.
It is recommended to decide on who determines the standards on the presentation
of information.
2.2.2. Strategy.2: Legal
This strategy deals with the legal aspects that are a threat to the deployment
process. The final strategy will depend on preferred deployment scenarios
(V2V based versus V2I based, market driven versus government intervention,
evolutionary development versus need for geographic coverage and vehicle
fleet penetration, etc). A preferred deployment scenario, however, will be
based on a synergy of the results from the different activities within SP6.
The first issue is the lack of a harmonised legal framework, and as a result a
liability problem. The most important decision is who has access to which
data. An important consideration is whether an in-car electronic data recorder
(EDR) will be implemented. The second issue is about access and use of data
with respect to privacy concerns.
It is recommended to decide on the type of institutional arrangements (laws,
contracts, self regulation) needed to create an efficient organisational architecture.
It is recommended to decide on conditions for data communication/
processing/storage from a data protection law perspective.
It is recommended to decide on feasible allocation of risks and the legal
framework to formalize this.
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2.2.3. Strategy 3: Deployment
For the strategy 3 Deployment within the community of interest there are no
specific decisions addressed. Decisions and tasks concerning the deployment
are addressed in the Deployment Arena (strategy 13). However, the progress
in the deployment arena needs to be discussed in the community of interest
with all the stakeholders.
2.2.4. Strategy 4: Business planning
The main issues for this strategy are the distribution of responsibilities and
risks between the stakeholders and the preservation of confidence of users,
public and private partners.
Based on the results, a coherent Business Model has to be defined. In
particular, the amount of investment necessary to implement the Safespot
system, the Return on Investment of the SAFESPOT system and the
Business Drivers for each of the stakeholders involved. Furthermore, an
appropriate publicity/promotion campaign, based on the benefits of the system
(to ensure deployment can be successful on a voluntary basis), has to be
defined.
It is recommended to decide on an independent platform (like SAFESPOT) to
mediate between the stakeholders.
It is recommended to decide on long-term support from governments.
It is recommended to decide on investing at an early stage.
It is recommended to decide on amount and contributions to a ‘without prejudice’
restoration fund’.
It is recommended to decide on the suitable types of institutional arrangements
between the providers of the Safespot systems to overcome the lack of legislative
backing (laws, contracts, self regulation).
It is recommended to decide whether and how such investments risks should be
compensated (or covered).
It is recommended to decide who is responsible for what in case of system failure

2.3.

Technical arena process

2.3.1. Strategy 5: Standardisation
First of all, from the technological perspective the Safespot system design has
to be a modular scheme that can be revised and updated with new
technologies and/or other components or applications. A modular design also
provides the flexibility for the Safespot system to grow from a few applications
to a platform of many applications. Another important issue to discuss is to
develop and maintain a (European) data acquisition protocol to ensure that
information provided to the driver is up-to-date and of sufficient quality.
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The second group of aspects that have to be discussed among OEM’s,
suppliers and governments is related to organisational topics. Standardisation
and harmonisation at technical and non-technical levels have to be promoted
through task forces/working groups (with a mandate from the European
Commission). Secondly, the content and service providers, together with
OEM’s and suppliers, have to ensure that road users can move from one
European geographical area to another and, in doing so, have access to all
available ITS services.
It is recommended to decide on which radiation standard will be used for the
communication equipment. Possibly this is an existing standard.
It is recommended to decide on an architecture that is able to cope with a range of
applications from technically simple to technically complex. This architecture
should be able to cope with the transition from a few simple to many complex
applications during the growth phase of the Safespot system deployment.
It is recommended to decide on which simple applications should be deployed
first.
It is recommended to decide on a standard for the data acquisition. This standard
should contain a clear specification of the accuracy and reliability of the detected
information. The knowledge that received data meets a standard will simplify the
merging of data from different sources.
It is recommended to decide on which task groups are needed to prevent a lack or
absence of policy guidelines and legislation on a functional level. It should be
defined who should be in the different task groups
It is recommended to decide on which parties should be in a task group that looks
at standardisation for the services needed for this system. This should prevent a
fragmented service providers’ market.
It is recommended to decide an information standard to ensure that information is
kept up-to-date. This standard can then be used to quantify agreements between
infrastructure providers and service providers.

2.3.2. Strategy 6: Performance/quality
There are a number of design steps that need to be discussed between
OEM’s and suppliers. These steps concern the HMI design and especially the
prioritisation of warnings and situations when a specific warning occurs. The
second set of steps that should to be discussed regards the design of the
systems and involves not only OEM’s and suppliers, but also road authorities.
These issues are related to the self-diagnostics of the system and the
implementation of switch-off functionality. The last issue related to design
concerns the updating of the system, which needs to be dealt with by
suppliers and OEMs.
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The second set of steps is related to the deployment of the Safespot system.
Before deploying the actual system, a number of simulation runs and pilot
studies need to be performed in order to create public confidence and to show
the benefits of the system. All the stakeholders that have an interest in
deploying the system should be involved.
Agreement has to be reached also on the responsibilities for the updating and
the maintenance of the system. An indication has to be given about the
systems’ maintenance costs and about who is liable for these costs.
It is recommended to decide on a way to quantify the quality level of the
information. This can then be used to determine the level at which a system is
operating. If the level is too low this could mean that the system is not useful.
It is recommended to decide if there is a consensus on a common HMI approach
that would incorporate the possibility that a warning might be wrong.
It is recommended to decide on which warning obtains which priority. This should
incorporate the actual state of the user, environment and vehicle.
It is recommended to decide on how to diagnose system performance. This
diagnosis is needed in case of malfunctioning of the system, but could intervene
with privacy legislation due to backup of driver behaviour.
It is recommended to decide on which radiation standard will be used for the
communication equipment. Possibly this is an existing standard. (comparable with
decision D1 from S5).
It is recommended to decide on a general architecture that is generic enough to
cope with a range of applications from technically simple to technically complex.
This architecture should be able to cope with the transition from simple to
complex applications over time. (comparable with decision D2 from S5).
It is recommended to decide on a general architecture. This architecture should be
able to cope with future technologies, software updates and compatibility.
It is recommended to decide on the phasing sequence for modules user groups and
road types. The trends in technology developments should be taken into account in
the definition of the phasing.
It is recommended to decide on what level of driver education is foreseen and
acceptable. In addition, a decision has to be made as to how this education should
be planned.
It is recommended to decide on a general architecture. This architecture should
make it possible for implementation at acceptable costs. This architecture should
enable updates of newer technologies.

2.3.3. Strategy 7: User/HMI
There are a number of steps that are related to HMI topics that need to be
discussed among OEM’s, suppliers and service providers. These steps
concern the necessity to design a system that is easy to use.
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The second group of aspects that have to be discussed among OEM’s,
suppliers and governments are related to the organisational topic.
Standardisation and harmonisation, at technical and non-technical levels,
have to be promoted through task forces and working groups (with the
support of European Commission).

It is recommended to decide if there is consensus on a common HMI approach
that will prevent user HMI problems.
It is recommended to decide on which task groups for standardisation are needed
to prevent a fragmented service provider market.

2.4.

Legal arena process

2.4.1 Chair
The suggested Chair of this arena would be the OEMs or car manufacturers,
who would have to form an alliance or a representative group with an
elected champion or leader to ensure that all the legal recommendations will
be fulfilled. The OEMs are particularly useful as they have vast experience
of marketing added-value components in the cars they manufacture and sell
and may well have had to address potential legal constraints to smooth
deployment. On the other hand an independent chair with knowledge in this
field of expertise, such as an insurer, has advantages regarding the
protection of the interests of the stakeholders involved.
2.4.2 Strategy 8: Legislation
The issues in this arena are related to organizational and business planning
topics. First of all issues relate to legal barriers and conditions to build an
efficient organisational architecture/business model for SAFESPOTapplications. This may include the need to set up legal entities (Mr.
SAFESPOT), contractual agreements between actors in the chain of
production and operation, legal obligations for actors to provide relevant
data or to provide infrastructure support, tax incentives or the mandated use
of SAFESPOT systems.
The second group of aspects involves the legal specification of the
responsibilities of the actors and the allocation of risks. This relates to
formulation pre-agreed performance standards for systems and services (in
terms of design and test procedures, data accuracy and reliability standards,
operation and maintenance standards, etc) and to contractual and noncontractual liability exposure of the different actors.
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It is recommended to decide as to the parties who will (preferably) be involved in
the operation of SAFESPOT systems in order to identify and address legal barriers
and conditions to build an efficient organisational architecture/business model for
SAFESPOT-applications
It is recommended to decide on the roles and responsibilities of the involved
stakeholders and the need for (and specifications of) pre-agreed performance
standards for systems and services.
It is recommended to decide which Actors in the project will join together to
create the lead in developing a business from which the Safespot system will be
launched and ran.
It is recommended to decide if insurers/reinsurers need to be included in the
business model.

2.4.1. Strategy 9: Privacy/data storage
The data recording and storage issues need to be discussed with the
following group of stakeholders: governments, OEMs, suppliers and service
providers.
It is recommended to decide on the technical side regarding which data need to be
communicated and processed; where and for how long it will be stored;
It is recommended to decide who may access the data need to be legally evaluated.

Data collected by the system will probably have to be made available to the
legal authorities when there is an accident or in civil liability situations to, for
example, insurers. The SMA will essentially be a “spy in the cab”. For the
purposes of marketing, however, the benefits of collecting the data to improve
driver behaviour and decision-making should outweigh the potential
disadvantages the driver may perceive in having his driving expertise
monitored on an ongoing basis. It will be crucial that this selling proposition is
clarified with the advantages of the system overriding the initial perceived
disadvantages from the perspective of the driver.

2.5.

Business planning arena process

2.5.1. Strategy 10: Stakeholder persuasion
Within this strategy the decisions cover a wide spectrum of subjects, ranging
from the organizational structure needed to operate the service, to
maintenance issues and component costs to new entities (public or private
companies) which need to be integrated into the Safespot system. The last
issue, however, has the biggest focus. Most decisions are centred on the
identification of actors’/stakeholders’ responsibilities, aimed to allowing an
efficient deployment of the service in all scenarios.
There are several aspects that need to be discussed between service
providers and government. The service and the content provider together with
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the road operator have to clearly assign the activities related to the system
maintenance (monitoring, effectiveness/level of service, periodical checks)
among the stakeholders.
While the first groups of issues detailed above concerns organizational topics,
the following are related to deployment arguments. The first set of steps that
needs to be discussed, regarding the proper development of a CBA of the
systems, involves OEMs and suppliers, road authorities and system providers.
The other important aspects for deployment, in which the service provider with
the cooperation of OEM and suppliers are involved, are related to the
development of an emergency scenario.
It is recommended to decide on building the organizational scheme of the service
(system/application) in accordance with the SAFESPOT standard
It is recommended to decide on licensing the operational and maintenance aspects
to commercial organisations which will make it cheaper
It is recommended to decide if commercial organisations are unable to reduce
sensor costs, and to agree on a request for financial incentives from the Public
Authorities
It is recommended to decide on mapping the activities related to the system static
data update (e.g. maps) onto the responsible entities.
It is recommended to decide on which public entities propose the integration with
the Safespot system based on the benefits identified for both parts (local
authorities, drivers’ associations, police, emergency services, etc.). It is necessary
to formulate a proposal of collaboration.

2.5.2. Strategy 11: PR/Communication
The decisions for this strategy are heavily centred on the communication
strategies to be adopted in order to mitigate possible system shortcomings or
lack of information. Cooperative systems are not yet a reality, therefore
unexpected or underestimated difficulties by the user may lead to an
unjustified lack of confidence in the service. On the other hand, it is important
that the system guarantees a minimum level of performance or, where not
possible, to switch itself in a safe state and promptly inform the driver about its
state.

It is recommended to decide on actions to ensure proper and updated system usage
(user manuals, communication dealer-purchaser, training, involvement of external
entities such as car driver associations, helpdesk service, etc.).
It is recommended to decide on the type and amount of compensation in case of an
accident.
It is recommended to decide on an awareness campaign in order to provide the
most possible detailed and transparent information.
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2.5.3. Strategy 12: Business model
There are a number of economic topics that need to be discussed among
OEMs, suppliers, road operators and system providers which focus on a
competitive analysis. The second group of steps, concerning the necessity to
use “cost-effective” technologies/materials/components, involves system
providers, OEMs and suppliers.
The third group of issues regards deployment topics that have to be discussed
among OEMs, suppliers and governments. Deployment strategies on V2V
and V2I scenarios need to be defined.
The fourth group of issues relate more to organizational aspects and involves
OEMs and suppliers, road operators and service providers. Maintenance
plans have to be defined.
Finally, there is a fifth group of issues that have to be discussed among
OEMs, suppliers and service providers, regarding technical topics. Other
market developments/competitors have to be canvassed in order to avoid the
redundancy or the absence of important requirements.

It is recommended to decide on setting up periodical investigations among users to
collect possible additional requirements and identify the entity in charge of such
research.
It is recommended to decide on planning periodical benchmarking in order to
monitor the competitors’ innovations.
It is recommended to decide on how to ensure Safespot applications can be
deployed even with less than 100% equipped cars.
It is recommended to decide on adopting a marketing strategy including:
raising awareness on the service limits when less than 100% vehicles are
equipped
incentives such as tax reductions during the initial deployment phase.
It is recommended to decide at an early stage in the project on some determination
of the initial cost, agreed and continuously monitored (market research).
It is recommended to decide on actions to push legislation or system providers to
provide financial contribution (as a loss leader) and local authorities to provide
monitoring/maintenance costs.
It is recommended to decide on a strategy to enable manufacturers to reduce the
purchase, installation and operating costs of the new infrastructures.

A consistent part of the decisions regarding this strategy are related to the
system costs, trying to reduce them or find alternative sources of financial
contribution. Another important issue is to focus on keeping the system
updated according to the users’ expectations and to the new technological
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solutions available on the market. Also the important issue of managing the
system with less than 100% penetration rate is addressed.

2.6.

Deployment arena process

2.6.1. Strategy 13: Deployment
Regarding the decisions below, it is important to understand why they have to
be taken. The decision on who takes the role of service provider and who
takes the role of content provider is important because it enables the process
of making agreements between these parties to ensure that the content
provider(s) can live up to the expectations of the service providers to deliver
up-to-date information. This information is crucial to the proper functioning of
the Safespot system and therefore a smooth cooperation between the content
provider(s) and service providers is necessary.
In order to deal correctly with possible system breakdowns, either minor or
major, due to software failure, malicious damage, external damage, obsolete
technology, etc., it is important to have emergency or back-up scenarios. To
allow these scenarios to function it is important to decide on the requirements
for a system functionality indicator to ensure that the status of the system is
unambiguously determined and, if necessary, proper emergency or back-up
scenarios can be deployed. In order to formulate and deploy these scenarios
it is crucial that the relevant stakeholders decide who takes on what
responsibility and that all responsibilities are taken.
To tackle the possible problem of interoperability when moving between
different areas such as highways, rural areas and urban areas, and even
when crossing country borders, it is important to determine requirements for
the technical standards and legal standards of the Safespot system.
Finally, decisions have to be taken regarding the contribution of infrastructure
operators in order to minimize areas with a lack of infrastructure and therefore
Safespot functionality. Different scenarios can be formulated and various time
scales can apply, but in order to maximize the area in Europe where Safespot
functionality can be ensured eventually, it is important to know where
infrastructure will be deployed.
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It is recommended to decide on who takes the role of service provider and content
provider.
It is recommended to decide on the requirements for a system functionality
indicator.
It is recommended to decide on the responsibilities for taking action within the
emergency scenario.
It is recommended to decide on the requirements for technical standards and legal
standards.
It is recommended to decide on the contribution of infrastructure operators with
respect to the geographical roll-out.
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2.7.

Roles of the chairs of the arenas

The chair has two roles in the process. The first is the role of stakeholder with
its own agenda and interests just like any other stakeholder. The second role
is the role of process manager. As a process manager the chair has to invite
the right stakeholders in the arena, ensure that there is progress in the
decision making process and ensure that the outcome is reasonable. Another
important task is to keep track of the communication with the other arenas.
This means that if information or decisions from the arena influences other
arenas (as identified in the next chapter) the chair is responsible for this
information being sent to this arena. This process however is two-sided,
because the chair is also responsible for keeping track of decisions on other
tables that could influence his or her arena.
These different tasks as described above create the need for a multi purpose
person who is very communicative. Besides this the chair needs to be aware
of different political influences on the decisions.
These different tasks as described above require a specific organisation with
specific characteristics and relation to other actors in the arena. However, the
ideal chair in one arena might not be the ideal chair in another. This depends
on the type of decisions that need to be made and the type of organisations
participating in the decision making process. A number of criteria to find the
most suitable organisation to chair an arena have been proposed the BLADE
progress meeting of April 9 and 10, 2008.
1. Strong interests or objectivity
The chair can have strong interest in the topics that will be dealt with, or he
can be more objective.
2. Strong or weak ties with other stakeholders
The chair can have either a strong relation with the other stakeholders with
many interdependencies, or he may have little interdependencies with the
other stakeholders.
3. Accepted by other stakeholders
The other stakeholders may accept the chair as the natural leader of the
decision making process. This acceptance can be explicit or implicit.
Stakeholders can choose to join the arena to influence the decision
making but rebel against the authority of the chair.
4. Expertise
The chair may have more or less expertise. A chair with expertise is more
important in more content related arenas such as the technical arena. In
more political oriented arenas other qualifications are more important.
5. Decision power
The chair should have sufficient of decision power. This is the same for
other stakeholders in the arena. The representatives of the organizations
should have comparable authority to make decisions. The chair should be
able to organize that.
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6. Network lobby capabilities
The chair should be able to invite the stakeholders to the table that are
required to solve the issues in that arena. The importance of this
qualification depends on the interest of the required stakeholders and
whether they need to be persuaded to joint the arena.
This list of criteria can be used to determine the profile of a suitable chair for
the different arenas. By analysing the involved stakeholders, the stakeholder
that fits the profile best could be asked to take the role of chair of the specific
arena.
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2.8.

Role of the Steering committee

The steering committee should consist of at least one representative per
arena and led by one “champion”. This Mr. or Mrs. SAFESPOT should come
from one of the defined arenas. Thus, the steering committee basically
consists of the chairs of the different arenas. Specific persons can be added
to this committee if their influence on the deployment of the Safespot system
can be considered very positive. The SAFESPOT champion is the chair of the
steering committee.
The agenda of the steering committee consists of the decisions that will be
made in the different arenas which influence the other arenas. These relations
need to be monitored and if necessary adjusted by the steering committee in
order to ensure that all communication is correct.
The steering committee also has a role in matters where two different arenas
are deciding on the same issues. If this is the case, the steering committee
will support the decision that seems the most relevant for the deployment of
the Safespot system.
In addition to ensuring that all communication between the arenas is correct,
increasing awareness of the Safespot system and its functionalities is also a
task of the steering committee.
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3. Communication between arenas
This chapter presents the communication that results from the breakdown of
the mitigation measures in decisions, task and communication required to
implement these measures. The communication between the arenas enables
the steering committee and the chairs to keep track of, control and steer the
deployment and roll-out of the Safespot system. This is achieved by providing
a better understanding of the progress and identifying the exchange of
required information between the arenas.
The interactions are requests from one arena to another to adopt their
requirements or to supply information. For example the request from the legal
arena to the technical arena to create a modular technical design that enables
the actor responsible for failure to be traced.
This communication scheme however creates interdependencies and these
interdependencies are very complex. Therefore it is important that the
requests are identified at an early stage and that different processes are run
parallel to each other. The communication between the different arenas will
then form an iterative process which ensures progress for the deployment of
the Safespot system. In section 3.6 a number of priorities are given for which
decisions need to be made in order to allow swift progress in the design and
building of the final Safespot system. The main conclusion is that this iterative
process is important and therefore flexibility and frequent communication
between arenas is necessary.

3.1. Communication from the community of interest
arena
The goal of the community of interest arena is to discuss issues that require
involvement of all parties. Because it does not discuss specific topics, all the
topics discussed in the community of interest relate to one of the other arenas,
and interaction with those other arenas will be frequent.
Communication with the technical architecture mainly involves requirements
for this architecture to improve, interoperability and adaptability for new
technologies, and to clarify legal responsibilities.
Communication with the legal arena mainly consists of the functional
requirements for a legal framework.
Communication with the business arena is the suggestion to make a without
prejudice restoration fund and to increase the confidence of the end users
with respect to privacy.
There are three conclusions derived from the communication in the
community of interest. First, there are many requirements of the technical
architecture to provide a solution to business and legal risks. Second, the
business planning arena is the suitable arena to deal with issues of
confidence, both of users and providers. Third, the formulation of legal
requirements is still on an abstract level. They should be specified further.
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3.2.

Communication from the technical arena

Based on the identified technical risks and associated measures, the technical
arena will have a strong and logical interaction with the deployment arena.
The contribution of the technical arena will be partially based on the
development and communication of different kind of standards. All these
standards aim to obtain a Safespot system that is independent of a single
supplier, compatible, scalable, interoperable, safe, repeatable and of high
quality. Using these standards within the start-up phase of deployment is
therefore vital.
The general architecture of the Safespot system must take into account the
range from technologically simple applications towards technologically
complex applications, but also make sure that the system remains operational
in the future. This means that the system should enable software updates and
be compatible with new technology developments. The technology arena
should come up with a sound system architecture and advise the deployment
arena on the phasing of the different Safespot services in the coming years.
The HMI can be distinguished as a main issue that needs special attention
before and during the start-up of the deployment phase.
Communication with the business arena is focused on showing the benefits of
standardization for the business partners involved. In addition, the technical
arena could give indications of system costs which would be needed for
business modelling in the business arena. Although it might be expected that
input from the business arena towards the technology arena would be needed
in relation to the technology required for business that had already been
identified, this action is not part of the defined measures in this arena.
A vital link towards the legal arena is on the diagnostics of the system which
directly relates to the liability of the different stakeholders of the system and
the privacy of the involved users.

3.3.

Communication from the legal arena

As noted in D6.4.2 Legal Aspects of SAFESPOT systems: “In order to be able
to make a really useful analysis of liability issues, it is necessary to have a
clear picture of the functionality and the technical and organizational
embedding of the SMA applications. What is the exact functionality of the
system and, more important, what are the inherent limitations (for example:
influence of performance due to bad weather, implications of a mix of
equipped and non-equipped cars, etc.)? What will be the technical and
organisational embedding in terms of infrastructure support, division of
intelligence between cars and/or the infrastructure? Which parties are
involved in the collection and processing of data (governments, road
authorities, service providers, etc.) and how is this process organized”. All
these questions need to be answered before a useful analysis of the legal
issues can be undertaken.
In addition, transparency of the technical development of the system will be
useful for insurers and will also provide the auditable trail in the event of a
claim. Decisions have to be made on the technical side regarding which data
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needs to be communicated and processed; where and for how long it will be
stored; and who may access the data as these decisions have an impact on
the legal work that has to be completed.
The business planning arena will have to make a number of decisions in
respect of, for example, how the SAFESPOT system will be brought to
market.
Furthermore, a clear understanding of what the system can and cannot do on
a technical and functional basis is of prime importance to the understanding of
actor responsibilities and legal liability exposure. What is clear, however, is
that there has to be a front door on which the public may knock when they
have a claim against the system and that actors who join together to deliver
the system to market may be jointly and severely liable for breakdowns in the
system and for arranging a system to provide third-party compensation.
The requirements of the community of interest arena relating to a “without
prejudice” restoration fund need more in-depth analysis from the technical
arena relating to what might be the maximum possible loss if the system were
to go down which would give some indication as to the level of contributions
necessary from the participant Actors.

3.4.

Communication from the business planning arena

The Business Planning strategies mainly require interaction with the technical
arena. A considerable number of requests to this arena are related to the
provision of detailed information about the system maintenance requirements.
It is clear that, as a road safety service, the reliability of the Safespot system,
in terms of system uptime, will be a central issue. This aspect will be
addressed in a detailed analysis. As this will require the interaction of more
entities; it will be important to build and maintain all the required tools and
procedures to ensure good cooperation between all actors and thus
guarantee a high level of service quality (maintenance plans, calibration plans,
static information update programs and easy software updates).
Other requests for information from the technical arena will include a precise
specification of the technical requirements for Communication Providers in
order to facilitate the identification of new suppliers when expanding the
Safespot system implementation into new areas; a detailed picture of the
radiation emission parameters involved with the V2V and V2I wireless
communications in order to allow an assessment on possible implications on
users’ health.
On the system operation side, the most relevant request of the technical
arena is about ensuring that Safespot applications will be able to be deployed
with a minimum of performance rate, and even with less than 100% equipped
cars. From the business point of view this last point is essential, since an
intermediate deployment stage with low penetration rate is needed in order to
start-up the service in a reasonable timeframe.
A specific technical request is to consider the implementation of a handy
system to allow the driver to easily switch off the on-board Safespot system if
needed.
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As for the requests of other arenas, the legal group is called to action in order
to produce contractual forms to commit the suppliers involved in the
maintenance plan. As widely shown by the Legal Aspect working group, and
confirmed also in the organizational analysis, the contracts definition is crucial
for a system involving such a high number of actors.
One request relates to the deployment arena which will have to decide, in
collaboration with the technical arena, a minimum performance rate for the
systems required to introduce the service.

3.5.

Communication from the deployment arena

The deployment arena is mainly concerned with a proper roll-out of the
Safespot system and the involvement of different actors in different phases. In
addition to the deployment of the system the requirements for technical and
legal standards need to be communicated to the technical and legal arenas to
check possibilities and to identify the needs for proper deployment. The
specific concern with emergency and back-up scenarios is important,
especially since this involves different responsibilities and therefore liabilities.
To ensure that this process runs smoothly, it is crucial that functional
requirements of the Safespot system are properly and unambiguously
documented and communicated in service level agreements. Based on these
service level agreements the responsibilities for every stakeholder involved
should be clear.

3.6.

Priorities

The topics discussed in the different arenas are interrelated. Decisions on the
system architecture need to be based on legal consequences, but without this
specific system architecture the legal consequences cannot be determined.
Due to this dilemma of interdependencies an iterative process is required.
Decisions have to be taken to proceed towards the deployment of cooperative
safety system, even based on assumptions. The assumed services in SP6 are
an example of such assumptions.
Decisions that are based on assumptions start to be preliminary decisions.
Over time more and more assumptions prove to be true or false and therefore
the decisions become more final, or have to be adjusted. Based on the
communication described in this chapter a prioritisation for these preliminary
decisions is proposed here.
The four most important decisions that have been identified which influence
different arenas besides their own are the following:
1) Phasing in /roll-out of the Safespot system needs to be decided/planned.
Important decisions regarding the roll-out are the growth scenario (big bang or
up scaling of ‘safe spots’). Scaling requirements have a major impact on the
technical architecture.
2) Decide whether new stakeholders need to be included in the business
model.
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The decision about which stakeholders play a role in the business model is
very important for the liability, but also to prove the business case. Insurance
and lease companies and telecommunication providers could contribute to a
viable business case.
3) Standardisation needs to be arranged
The decision about who determines standards for information presentation,
communication and service quality is important for the system architecture.
4) Related to data storage and access to the data.
The most important decision in relation to data storage is the application of an
in-car data recorder. This has major consequences for the liability of the driver
and the system providers.
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Part 2: The content
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4. Recommendations on the content
4.1.

Introduction

Part 2 presents recommendations on the content. As opposed to the process
recommendations, these recommendations describe what needs to done,
rather then how. In the textual explanation the content is specified as much as
possible based on the expertise of the contributors.
The recommendations are derived from three sources, being the legal
analysis (D6.4.2), the risk mitigation (D6.4.3) and the Stakeholder consultation
(D6.4.4). Most of the recommendations are reformulated from the mitigation
measures. As explained in section 1.3, proposed measures have been divided
into decisions, tasks and communication actions. The tasks have been
formulated as content recommendations with the “It is recommended that …” formulation. The recommendations from the stakeholder consultation
(including the interviews) and the legal analysis have been added.
preparation

3.
2.

Start

Growt

Maturi

POLITICAL CHOICES
OTHER TASKS

1. SAFESPOT TASKS
now

Jan 2010

market introduction

FIGURE 4.1: Deployment phases of the Safespot system

The structure of part 2 is the same as the structure of part 1, where the
strategies are leading for the recommendations, furthermore each strategy is
concluded with a list of clear recommendations. It is important to understand
that these recommendations indicate what specified information needs to be
acquired to facilitate the recommended decisions.
Note that the recommendations in the community of interest (section 4.2) are
formulated in generic terms. Due to the involvement of all actors in these
topics, there are many viewpoints to these recommendations. Specific
recommendations are highly dependent on these viewpoints and therefore
specific recommendations cannot always be formulated.
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4.2.

Recommendations: Community of interest

The recommendations for the community of interest need to be discussed with
all stakeholders.
4.2.1. Strategy 1: Technical
In this section the technical related recommendations are formulated which
need to be solved by the community of interest, more specific technical
recommendations can be found in the technical arena (section 4.3).
There is a risk that, if cooperative systems emerge from different
implementation trajectories and local ‘safe spots’, the different systems might
not be compatible. Different services might not be provided on certain brands
of in-car equipment. A related risk is that systems developed in other
European projects such as CVIS and COOPERS are not compatible with
Safespot services.
To reduce these risks it is recommended that at least two different standards
are developed. The first is a standard for information presentation to ensure
interoperability between countries, as is described in the section below. The
second is a standard for the V2V and V2I communication which specifies the
communication interface (including allocation of frequencies) and the
performance specifications for the in-car platform. Therefore the impact of
safety critical and non-safety services on the required bandwidth for different
frequencies has to be analysed and assigned to the anticipated services. A
prioritisation for the use of the communication channels with higher priority for
safety services (eCall) and lower priority for traffic information or commercial
information services is suggested. This requires an analysis of the
communication requirements of the anticipated services which are then
matched to the available communication channels.
These standardization recommendations enable modularity and therefore
compatibility between hardware from different manufacturers and services
from different service providers.
Both standards should be based on existing standards from existing
standardisation organisations as much as possible. These standards are to be
determined in close cooperation with the C2C-consortium and the eSafety
working group on spectrum allocation (Com eSafety, www.comesafety.org).
Another recommendation to prevent a lack of standardization is to explicitly
anticipate on the integration of cooperative systems like the Safespot system
in the deployment plan.
It is recommended to define standards for V2V and V2I communication to enable European roll-out.
It is recommended that the deployment plan focuses on the integration of the Safespot system and
other systems.
It is recommended to determine the impact of safety critical and non-safety services on the required
bandwidth and frequencies.
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An important technical risk is that the system does not guarantee a sufficient
level of service and is therefore legally not ‘fit for purpose’. A safety system
provides functionality that one must be able to rely on, and must therefore
have quality control. This requires the definition of quality standards for
cooperative safety services in terms of hardware quality, quality of information
and notification when the system malfunctions.
Both from the legal analysis and from the risk mitigation it is recommended
that quality control procedures be put in place and even the establishment of
enabling administrative structures be developed. It is recommended that this
quality control procedure be defined in SP7 and administrative structures in
T6.3.3.
It is recommended to define certification procedures to enforce quality standards.
It is recommended to define enabling administrative structures to ensure quality control procedures in
order to minimize legal liability.

The inability to create an easily understandable human machine interface on a
European level due to national differences was identified as an important risk.
A European standard for information presentation is obliged for Dynamic
Route Information Panels, the NEN-EN 12966 (NM magazine June 2007, p.
21). It is recommended from the risk mitigation analysis that there should be a
contribution to this development of a uniform European standard for
information presentation and a uniform European user interface. A second
recommendation is to test the developed interface elaborately with road users
from different countries over a longer period. The longer period should also
allow identifying potential ‘getting used’ to the system.
It is recommended to define European standards for presentation of traffic information for
cooperative systems.

4.2.2. Strategy 2: Legal
The recommendations, formulated for this strategy, are legal related and need
to be solved with all stakeholders, more specific legal recommendations can
be found in section 4.4.
The laws are often complex and open to interpretation, and therefore legal
consequences cannot always be anticipated easily. There is a risk that
designers of the system architecture and the design decisions are unaware of
the legal consequences of their design choices. To prevent unforeseen legal
consequences, it is recommended to have legal reflection on important design
decisions. This requires an analysis of potential conflicts with national
regulation. Important choices on which the system architecture and the
system design are based should be reflected on from a legal point of view.
Legal implications can have enormous consequences. These consequences
should be realized and considered making these important choices. Therefore
it is recommended to the parties performing WP4.6 and WP6.5 to identify their
important decisions and verify determine the legal implications from
deliverable 6.4.2.
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Furthermore, complexity is enlarged due to various law-regimes in the
different European countries. This often calls for a European regulatory
approach.
An important question, and one that also relates to the preferred
organisational architecture and business model, is whether the required
commitment of stakeholders can be assured without legislative backing. In
principle commitment can be formalized on the basis of bilateral contracts (as
was done in VII initiative in the United States where OEMs could only get
commitment from public authorities if they drew up contracts binding the local
authorities into the system). Commitment of the end users can be achieved by
emphasizing the reliability of the system in a marketing plan. However, given
the assumed pivotal role of road operators and public authorities, some legal
interventions are likely to be needed, especially if uniform geographical
coverage is essential.
A fundamental responsibility/liability issue that results from both the risk
analysis and the legal analysis is the expected status of the safety advice. Is
the average driver expected, entitled or even supposed to more or less
‘blindly’ follow the indicators of the system? Under English and Dutch law it is
expected that legally the road user is liable for failure of in-car equipment. This
refers to the risk of lack of clarity of legal liability exposure for SAFESPOT
partners.
The liability issue is strongly related to issues of evidence. Without some form
of data or performance logging the system will leave little evidence to
determine liability. This may complicate legal procedures and may even affect
stakeholder acceptance. Implementation of system performance logging
mechanisms will be a solution to the risk of poor liability tracing, however, this
must be done within the boundaries set in the domain of data protection laws
and should take pubic privacy concerns into account
From the perspective of the system and service provider, a modular design
and pre-agreed performance standards and test procedures are
recommended to reduce the risk of liability cases. In addition a decision for a
without prejudice restoration fund is recommended in part 1 of this document
as well, because this could cover potential damages, and determine the
different contributions from different participants in the SAFESPOT-system.
The basis of the modular design is the following. Actors will provide offerings
to the system. Those offerings will be the result of a number of people joining
together to make a network and one actor will probably be in charge of that
offering. The lead actor will probably take responsibility if anything goes wrong
with his offering and deal with the root cause if that came from one of his
participants but that would not affect the SAFESPOT system – that would be
something the lead actor would deal with. The modular approach is also a
way in which new service providers will know that they have to do if they want
to provide a service through the SAFESPOT system. The modular approach,
if styled in this way, could make the liability allocation more apparent.
In the risk analyses the risk of users refusing to use the system because of
anxieties about how personal data will be utilized, is considered to be a
potential showstopper. For this reason it is not only crucial that data
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processing and logging is done within the boundaries set in the domain of
data protection laws, but it is evenly important that it takes pubic privacy
concerns about privacy into account System providers have the sales task of
persuading the buyer that the benefits outweigh the surveillance that it
inevitable entails. Relevant in this respect is the survey conducted as part of
the legal analysis described in D6.4.2 showed a development towards a
growing use of EDRs in private motor vehicles. Based on this conclusion it is
recommended to determine whether a legal obligation to use an EDR will
contribute to the deployment of cooperative safety systems.
It is recommended to verify legal implications of system architecture and design in parallel and in
interaction with other sub-projects in BLADE..
It is recommended to define design and performance standards as well as test procedures to validate
conformity with these standards
It is recommended to develop institutional arrangements/legal framework that’s supports an
efficient/preferred organizational architecture
It is recommended to determine whether a legal obligation (e.g. law) to store data in-car will
contribute to a faster deployment
It is recommended to define requirements for a modular technical architecture.
It is recommended to define testing goals from a liability perspective
It is recommended to define requirements for auditable trail in the technical design, e.g. by using a
modular architecture
It is recommended to define requirements for auditable trail in the technical design

4.2.3. Strategy 3: Deployment
This strategy discusses deployment scenarios and the organisation of an
interest group for cooperative systems, more specific deployment orientated
recommendations can be found in section 4.6.
An important risk is that the technology used in the Safespot system will be
obsolete by the time it is implemented. It is recommended from the risk
analysis that deployment scenarios should be defined. It should contain the
definition of phases in the deployment with different services, service levels,
road types, user groups and geographical scale. It results in requirements for
scalability and standardization, and helps to prevent showstoppers such as
interoperability of different sub systems in different countries and prevent
technology becoming obsolete.
Ideally, the need for the Safespot system should be driven by the market. If
deployment is slow or barriers to deployment cannot be broken down,
legislation may need to be brought in to mandate the use of the system. It is
recommended that the benefits of the system be recorded in detail, as
demonstrated in the trials, not only to validate the added value to drivers of
the system in reducing the number of road fatalities, but also for the purposes
of insurance.

SF_D6.4.5_Preliminary Recommendations_v1.2.doc

Page 40 of 89

BLADE

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Dissemination Level (PU)

Copyright SAFESPOT
Contract N. IST-4-026963-IP

It is recommended to define requirements for a modular technical design.
It is recommended to determine interoperability standards for the technical specifications. These
standards can be based on scenarios.
It is recommended to define road types, user groups and phases that the deployment is likely to
follow. Different scenarios need to be defined.
It is recommended to record in detail the benefits of the system, as demonstrated in the trials.

It is recommended that a Mr. Safespot is appointed. This ‘Mr. Safespot’ could
be one person with the authority to lead the process or a high level steering
group. The role of ‘Mr. Safespot’ is to lead the deployment process, to bring
professional stakeholders together in the community of interest, and to exploit
the information generated in projects like SAFESPOT.
It is recommended to appoint a ‘Mr. Safespot’, or a high level Supervisory Board
to create awareness among professional stakeholders.

4.2.4. Strategy 4: Business planning
This strategy discusses recommendations related to business planning that
need all stakeholders. More specific business planning recommendations can
be found in section 4.5.
Many of the risks originate from uncertainty. There is uncertainty for
governments because the benefits of the system cannot be perceived in the
short term. This results in uncertainty for private partners about the
continuation of public funds and support which creates high investment risks.
These risks can be reduced by reducing the uncertainties, and analysing the
perceived benefits for the different stakeholders. These perceived benefits
can be analysed in terms of willingness to pay or be monitored. From the road
operator perspective a minimum level of road safety could be analysed (per
road type, per accident category).
It is recommended to determine cost-effectiveness to ground government investments
It is recommended to analyse users’ willingness to pay.
It is recommended to analyse the willingness of end users to be monitored by the system.
It is recommended to develop an incident management plan.
It is recommended to show safety effects or statistics on in-car display, on-trip of post-trip.

The safety effects of the Safespot system cannot always be experienced by
the end user, in other words “How do you experience not having an accident?”
The risk is that users do not experience the added value of a safety system
and therefore do not want to pay for it, although for eCall this has been proven
to be otherwise. It is therefore recommended that the effects of safety
systems should be emphasised in a marketing plan and to show the individual
safety effects or statistics on the in-car display.
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It is recommended to emphasise the effects of safety systems in a marketing plan
It is recommended to show individual safety effects or statistics on in-car display, on-trip or post-trip.

An important risk is that there is no viable business case for service providers.
This assumes a business model where the Safespot services (e-Call, traffic
information, speed alert) are provided by several competing service providers.
In order to create competition between service providers, they need to create
a competitive advantage and therefore they need possibility to differentiate
from competitors. Standardization (for instance of the human machine
interface) limits the freedom of the service providers to differentiate their
offerings. It is recommended that, if a business case with competing
commercial service providers is intended, to maximize freedom for service
providers opportunities should be available for them to differentiate
themselves.
To distribute the benefits, costs and risk in an acceptable way, it is
recommended that other commercial stakeholders should be included in the
business case (insurers, lease companies, telecom operators), and determine
their conditions for participation.

It is recommended to provide the opportunity for service provider to create a competitive advantage.
It is recommended to include other stakeholders in the business case (insurers, lease companies,
telecom operators) and determine their conditions for participation.

4.3.

Recommendations for the Technical arena

The recommendations for the community of interest need to be discussed with
the following group of stakeholders: Government, Road operators, Service
providers, System producers.
4.3.1. Strategy 5: Standardisation
To avoid brand specific solutions a common level for recognizing the accident
scenarios and/or the warning message generation is required. The
SAFESPOT consortium has many members and different OEMs involved.
Due to IPR and other standardisation related issues there is a major change
that different standards, protocols and warning message generation strategies
will be implemented. These discrepancies will influence the success of the
overall Safespot system in many ways. To prevent this, it is recommended
that a common level for recognizing the accident scenarios and/or the warning
message generation is established.
A small technical risk with big consequences is that the radiation caused by
the V2V and V2I communication could cause health problems. It has to be
evaluated whether the Safespot system complies with current standards or
newly defined radiation standards.
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Encourage standardisation and harmonisation at technical and non-technical
levels (functional, legal) by setting up task forces/working groups with the
support of European Commission. This reduces the risk of a fragmented
market for service providers, which prevents the use of different services on
the same in-car hardware.
To prevent trouble with supply of services in extensions, ITS products that use
technologies which enable services to cover all geographic areas more easily
should be developed, ensuring that road users can move from one geographic
area of Europe to another without losing access to ITS services.
It is recommended to develop a common standard for recognizing the accident scenarios and/or the
warning message generation to avoid brand specific solutions.
It is recommended that an evaluation be made as to whether the SAFESPOT system complies with
health standards concerning radiation.
It is recommended that task groups are set up to develop standards on a functional level.
It is recommended that research activities should focus on interoperability issues involving road
operators from different countries.

4.3.2. Strategy 6: Performance / quality
To ensure a good performance of the Safespot system, it will be tested and
evaluated during the project. Nevertheless, in the early stage of deployment
the users will learn and gain insight into the system. This critical and noncritical user-feedback is useful input to update the Safespot system software.
To make it possible to update a system with newer technologies requiring
minimal resources, it is recommended that a structured and fully configurable
design be developed. To this end, a general architecture suited to different
levels of implementation concerning costs and enabling updates of newer
technologies has to be found, that is that easily updateable technology should
be used. Therefore it is recommended that on-line system updates in the
design of the system should be permitted.
Decide on a standard on how to keep track of system performance with the
aim of diagnosing the system’s behaviour. Decide on what level of diagnosis
and system monitoring is required. Then investigate, based on the defined
diagnostic standard, whether the different system implementations can be
diagnosed.
The system shall also be able to implement both an adaptive and adaptable
interface for the near future. Either or both will be requested from a business
case perspective. Currently the Safespot system is envisaged as a single
system. However, there are distinctive functionalities that create improved
benefits for different user groups, e.g. youngsters and the elderly. Drivers
(users and user groups) have different needs and preferences regarding the
user interface. Therefore, one design for all is not optimal, in other words not
one interface design fits all. Integrated and adaptive interfaces are important
for a safe and efficient interaction between driver and in-car systems. An
effective system improves the acceptance by the user and it is known that on
safety level profit can be gained by adapting a system to the individual user
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and its circumstances. Such systems will be available in the near future. A
distinction herein can be made on how to tailor a system: adaptive tailoring is
done automatically, e.g., an automatic change of the following distance,
adaptable tailoring is done by the user, e.g., type of earcon1. For all settings
the quality of performance should remain the same. At the introduction of a
system it is not necessary to use an adaptable and an adaptive HMI.
However, for the near future it is recommended that adaptive and adaptable
interfaces be installed.
The success of a system depends on the acceptance by the user. The
acceptance can be increased by minimizing the number of missed and false
warnings. Particularly for the Safespot system, it is a challenge to identify all
road users and estimate in an accurate way their intended behaviour. One
way to handle this uncertainty is to determine the quality/robustness of the
data and find the quality of an estimate. Besides these measures, other
measures might be available to determine an indication to inform the user on
which level the system is properly functioning. This extra information helps to
increase the acceptance of the systems and improves the increase in safety.
Therefore it is recommended that the driver be informed if the system
operates outside the specified performance limits.
During the development of the Safespot system many so-called use-cases are
addressed, which describe situations where the Safespot system could
increase the safety of involved road users. The innovative character,
robustness and inherent complexity vary between the final implementations
addressing these use-cases. To improve the deployment of the Safespot
system it is recommended firstly, to introduce simple, robust and innovative
modules. To this end, a selection of different modules/functionalities is
recommended in which the system will be used on a daily basis.
It is recommended to allow on-line system updates in the design of the system.
It is recommended to allow hardware updates in the design of the system.
It is recommended to investigate whether and how the different system implementations can be
diagnosed.
It is recommended that the system shall be able to implement both an adaptive and adaptable
interface for the near future
It is recommended to test the developed interface with road users from different regions.
It is recommended to determine, on the base of a quality standard, at which quality level different
services operate in different circumstances and to inform the driver promptly in case the SF system
operates outside the specified quality/performance limits.
It is recommended to determine the minimal system functionality needed for 'daily use' of the
system.

1



An earcon is a brief, structured sound pattern used to represent a specific item or
event but is not to be confused with an Auditory Icon. The term was coined in 1989.
Retrieved from "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Earcon"
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4.3.3. Strategy 7: User/HMI
The European statement of principles (ESoP) on in-vehicle HMI contains
Principles on Human Machine Interaction for in-vehicle information and
communication systems. This includes the total system, not only the interface
(use of colours) but also for example which information should get priority. For
each principle, a definition, elaboration and rationale are provided. The
principles are developed to design a proper system HMI where the principles
should be applied as a rule-of-thumb. The principles are generally accepted
and are global. It is recommended that the Safespot system design be
assessed against these ESoP, for instance to verify that all important aspects
regarding the HMI are taken into account.
User tests are foreseen in the SAFESPOT project. User tests in a controlled
virtual environment, for example in a driving simulator, and field test in an
instrumented vehicle will be conducted to gain insight into the user
acceptance, work load, driving performance etc. Generally, the participants
drive about 1 to 4 hours in these studies. Therefore, long-term effects such as
user adaptation and other use of the system than intended are not found. In
order to obtain the long term effects of the Safespot system a Field
Operational Test (FOT) is recommended. In order to investigate the long-term
effects of the Safespot system concept between different regions, it is
recommended that a Field Operational Test (FOT) be carried out in different
regions.
In critical situations a novel system like the Safespot system might overload or
constrain inexperienced and uneducated drivers in their behaviour; although
the aim is to prevent this particular situation from a human factors perspective.
As implied, the education of drivers may prevent a system being turned off, if
turning off is possible. A system that always operates properly needs no ability
to switch it off, for instance an ABS. For other functionalities a system may
irritate the user in some situations, e.g. heavy traffic, and a deactivation option
could be appreciated by the user. Furthermore, often the OEM prefers an on
and off switch for a system. In conclusion, it is recommended that an on and
off switch be provided to leave the choice to the user to deactivate and
activate a system. Moreover, by providing incentives to the user, he might be
more willing to enable the system.
A driver compensates his inabilities to perceive and process exact information
with experience. This experience is built up over years and decades of driving.
Consequently, drivers adapt their behaviour to regional conditions. They are
influenced by a wide variety of facts, like typical traffic densities – resulting
from population density –, from regional mentality, more passive or more
active, and many others. All this leads to the well-known differences in driving
styles all over Europe. In order to investigate the effects of the Safespot
system concept between different regions, it is recommended that the
developed interface be tested with road users from different regions.
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It is recommended to assess the Safespot Human Machine Interaction (HMI) design against HMI
design principles.
It is recommended to develop a test plan for the Safespot system concept using real end-users on a
large scale for a long term period (FOT) and in different regions.
It is recommended to include a "switch-off functionality" for the user and consider incentives for
switching back on (consider user acceptance and legal reasons).
It is recommended to test the developed interface with road users from different regions.

4.4.

Recommendations for the Legal arena

The recommendations for the legal arena need to be discussed with the
following group of stakeholders: Government, Road operators, Service
providers, System producers.
4.4.1. Strategy 8: Legislation
Decisions in the arenas identified demonstrate the need to maintain the
momentum in reducing or eliminating the barriers to the successful
deployment of the Safespot system and to initiate work on important issues
such as the creation of a code of practice and model agreements; ensuring
the commitment of the parties who will bring the system to market; and
encouraging the interest in the project development of insurers and reinsurers
so as to enable them to understand how the technology works and the need
to provide bespoke insurance to cover both the Actors and the system itself.
It is recommended that a code of practice for ITS services be prepared,
including model agreements with service providers. Develop public-private
partnership schemes. Prepare an organisational code of practice to
encompass processes and procedures to identify and trace the forensic trail in
respect of accidents, in addition to or as an extension of the technical code of
practice. The organisational code of practice should also encompass how
third parties damaged by the system will be compensated and the liability
allocation as between the actors contractually bound to deliver the system to
market.
Parties have to be identified within the automotive industry, including
manufacturers and service providers to develop a technical code of practice,
using collaborative methods as in the development of the Code of Practice for
the Design and Evaluation of ADAS under the RESPONSE 3 project. Instruct
legal advisers to draw up model contracts as between the different Actors and
to progress the work already undertaken in the project by including
consideration of all legal regimes in Member States in which the system will
initially be deployed. Clarify the legal liability exposure of the Actors using
incident scenarios involving the different applications used by the system.
Explore risk financing solutions which can be used to provide the
compensation fund for those damaged by the system, including different types
of insurance, where applicable.
Research requirements centre on the need to undertake ongoing consistent
testing of the system to ensure it is as robust as possible and that it lives up to
the objectives against which it was developed. This research will enable the
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benefits of the system to be identified and confirmed and provide the
necessary comfort to potential users in the sales process. If the market
drivers for the success of the Safespot system are not strong enough for the
system to become a market success, then the information on the benefits,
how they have helped to improve driver behaviour and reduce the number of
fatalities on the road can perhaps provide the necessary corroboration to
government to decide whether or not to legally mandate the use of the
system. It is recommended that research be carried out on the level of
regulatory and legal harmonisation that currently exists in Member States and
how it may be improved, particularly in the Member States in which initial
deployment is planned.
It is recommended to create a Code of Practice for co-operative systems to include their minimal
functional requirement and to set standards of quality and service.
It is recommended to extend the Code of Practice for the organization aspects in the operational
phase
It is recommended current regulation and laws in the member states be harmonised.

Actors delivering the system may be liable, either jointly or severally, for
system breakdown. Measures to deal with those eventualities and to deal
with how third parties damaged by the system will be compensated need to be
determined and the use and availability of insurance understood. It is
recommended that insurers/reinsurers who would be interested in providing
insurance to actors and for the system itself be identified.
The Code of Practice for the Design and Evaluation of ADAS was welcomed
by the ITS industry and was used to develop advanced driver assistance
systems. It created a technical checklist for manufacturers of such systems to
ensure that they were developed correctly and, from a liability perspective,
control always remained with the driver. This Code of Practice will be
extended to incorporate co-operative vehicle infrastructure systems, such as
the Safespot system to give the parties involved in creating the overall system
a template of how to design and evaluate their individual offerings to the
system as a whole.
As pivotal players in the overall structure of the Safespot system, Road
operators will have to equip their roadside infrastructure with the Safespot
system components, so that essentially vehicles will be able to “talk” to the
infrastructure on a two-way basis. This is seen as the preliminary stage in the
deployment op the Safespot system when the number of equipped vehicles
will not be sufficient for drivers to derive the added value of the system. As
the number of equipped vehicles grows then drivers will derive greater benefit
from the system.
Road operators will be responsible for ensuring that the system components
are maintained and always in working condition and for updating the system,
when required. These conditions will be factored into the contracts between
the road operators and the Safespot system providers. In putting the sensors
on their infrastructure, road operators will be legally responsible for their
failure and, as such, will attract increased liability which may create a
deterrent to their acceptance of the Safespot system. These issues need to

SF_D6.4.5_Preliminary Recommendations_v1.2.doc

Page 47 of 89

BLADE

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Dissemination Level (PU)

Copyright SAFESPOT
Contract N. IST-4-026963-IP

be discussed with road operators and a determination made as to what
benefits, financial or otherwise, they want to derive from the Safespot system
which will offset their liability exposure. Each road operator will have different
drivers that will induce them to adopt the Safespot system; these individual
drivers need to be investigated.
It is recommended to identify insurers/reinsurers who would be interested in providing insurance to
actors and for the system itself.
It is recommended to record in detail the benefits of the system, as demonstrated in the trials for the
purposes of insurers.
It is recommended to define the key drivers for road operators to agree to install the SAFESPOT
system onto their infrastructure.

4.4.2. Strategy 9: Privacy/ data storage
In the risk analyses the risk of users refusing to use the system because of
confusion over ownership data and anxieties about how personal data will be
utilized, is considered to be a potential showstopper. Data protection
legislation will not prevent disclosure of data recorded in an EDR. Unless or
until the EDR becomes mandatory, the system providers have the sales task
of persuading the buyer that the benefits outweigh the surveillance that it
inevitable entails. Based on this conclusion it is recommended to determine
whether a legal obligation to use an EDR will contribute to the deployment of
cooperative safety systems.
Those creating the Safespot system must ensure that its development
conforms to data privacy legislation. Data storage, use, and ownership, for
example, will need to be clarified. Close collaboration as between the legal
team and the technical team on these issues is recommended.
Collaborative work as between the legal and technical teams to determine
how data will be gathered, who owns it, how it will be processed and whether
it will be stored will need to be undertaken. The legal implications of data
access will need to be identified, as will the fact that road operators can afford
to update and maintain the system cost-effectively. Conditions to that effect
should be included in the contract between road operators and Safespot
system providers.
It is recommended to develop Safespot systems to conform to European data privacy regulation.
It is recommended to collaborate closely as between the legal team and the technical team to ensure
that the Safespot development conforms to data privacy legislation.
It is recommended to determine whether a legal obligation to use an electronic data recorder (EDR)
will contribute to the deployment of cooperative safety systems.

4.5.

Recommendations for the Business planning arena

The recommendations for the business planning arena need to be discussed
with the following group of stakeholders: Government, Road operators,
Service providers, System producers.
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4.5.1. Strategy 10: Stakeholder persuasion
The unexplored world of cooperative road safety will bring implications that
are difficult to foresee, also from the business point of view. As to the
customers’ willingness to pay, for instance, it is not known whether it will be
possible for the Safespot system user to clearly and immediately associate a
benefit in using the system for its own safety, especially if compared to wellestablished autonomous active or passive safety devices like ABS, safety
belts or airbags. This may result, at least in the early development stages of
the system, in reluctance by the OEM to believe in a potential market for such
a system which may result in an unwillingness to invest. On the other hand,
the benefits brought by the implementation of an efficient road safety system
involve not only the single users, but, through the impacts on the social
expense savings, the entire community and therefore the budgets of public
bodies. The recommendation is to include into the business case these social
benefits (which, on a large scale, may also be of a considerable size), with the
final objective of convincing public bodies to invest in the Safespot system.
High operational and maintenance costs of the infrastructure (especially the
sensors) are an investment risk. If commercial organisations are unable to
reduce sensor costs, public authorities could provide financial incentives. It is
recommended to continuously monitor operation and maintenance costs.
If a systems’ breakdown occurs, this will have major impacts for the return on
investment. Not only because repairing the system will increase the cost, but it
will scare off users and reduce income. To reduce the chance of a system
breakdown, it is suggested that possible "breakdown scenarios" should be
listed and actions identified for every single possible breakdown in order to
bring the system to a safe state.
In a complex system like the Safespot system, the stakeholders that need to
invest are not necessarily the ones that receive the benefits. These investors
need to be compensated. It is recommended that stakeholders who benefit
from the Safespot system and their possible role in the business case to
compensate others should be identified. Examples of these stakeholders are
emergency services, insurance companies, lease companies, local
governments or driver associations.
Another risk in the business arena is that services will not be extended to
areas in which the added value of a Safespot system is less. This could for
instance be a rural area with a lower penetration of vehicles and less safety
risks. It is recommended to develop a business model for the extension of the
Safespot system service into the new covered areas, based on quantification
of the costs and benefits for the new potential suppliers (especially
communication providers). In particular, consideration should be given to
integration with other services and incentives from local institutions.
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It is recommended to incorporate the benefits of public bodies into the business case of OEMs.
It is recommended to continuously monitor operational and maintenance costs.
It is recommended to list possible "breakdown scenarios" and identify actions for every single
possible breakdown in order to bring the system to a safe state.
It is recommended to identify the role in the business model of other stakeholders who might benefit
from Safespot systems.
It is recommended to develop a business model for the extension of the Safespot system service into
the new covered areas.

4.5.2. Strategy 11: PR/Communication
The marketing strategy towards the end-user is very important especially in
the start-up phase of the system implementation. A proper promotion plan
would focus on one side on informing the drivers about the product
availability, on the other on overcoming the initial reluctance of the potential
customers due for instance to the lack of evidence of a real benefit for the
driver’s safety, the perception of system constraints on driver’s behaviour,
difficulties of understanding the usage modalities of the system, perception of
risk/danger from a health and safety perspective linked to the use of wireless
networks, and so on. The communication plan should possibly be completed
by setting up a customer support service able to provide both promotional
information and on-line helpdesk on the system usage. To conclude, it is
recommended that a communication and promotion plan be developed for
communication with the end-user.
It is recommended to evaluate a system usage training module within the
business case, at least for the most critical applications. It should be
established with competent public bodies whether such training should be set
as mandatory (for instance as part of the driving licence training programs) or
simply as an initiative of the single drivers should be considered..
Users may not experience the effects of the system because of the low
change for individuals to have an (almost) accident or a near miss. Because it
might be difficult make users experience the effect of the system, the added
value should be experienced in another way. This can be achieved for
instance by combining the safety service with information services, by making
it a status symbol or by putting the systems in the market as a comfort
system. It is therefore recommended to develop a communication strategy for
the positioning of the SF system in the market.
The public bodies involvement that was suggested within strategy number 10,
in relation to the commitment of these institutions to invest, can be efficiently
pushed by a proper communication plan, that should be put in place possibly
starting from the early stages of the Safespot system deployment. This plan
should be focused on the demonstration and quantification of the benefits of
investing in such systems. The benefits brought by the integration with other
Safespot-compliant cooperative systems (CVIS, COOPERS, etc) would bring
an important contribution to the active involvement of the political entities.
Also, in order to create commitment, the Safespot system needs to be well
tested (proof of concept) and the costs of the system need to be clear. In
short, it is recommended to focus on the effects of the Safespot system in
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terms of efficiency, safety and environmental impacts, in the early stages of
deployment to create the required political commitment.
A small technical risk with big consequences is that the radiation caused by
the V2V and V2I communication causes health problems. It has to be
evaluated whether the Safespot system complies with current standards or
newly defined radiation standards. It is recommended to acquire information
on the levels of exposure to radiation, to be able to communicate that all
safety precautions are being taken.
To ensure that end users have a good understanding of how to use the
Safespot system a helpdesk could be organised. This is a channel to receive
feedback on the performance and is a source for diagnosing the system, and
therefore it is recommended to evaluate costs of a helpdesk service. It is
suggested to make use of feedback from users during the initial deployment
phase. Feedback may be collected actively and passively. A dedicated
consortium, as opposed to a single industrial or non industrial partner, could
have the ownership for feedback collection and market research.
It is recommended to develop a communication and promotion plan for communication towards the
end-user.
It is recommended to evaluate a system usage training module within the business case for the most
critical applications
It is recommended to develop a communication strategy for the positioning of the SF system in the
market
It is recommended to focus on the effects of the Safespot system to create the required political
commitment.
It is recommended to acquire information on the levels of exposure to radiation.
It is recommended to evaluate costs of a helpdesk service.

4.5.3. Strategy 12: Business model
The following recommendations are about the roles of stakeholders in the
business model.
The willingness to pay is an important factor in the business planning arena.
In line with the recommendation to include other commercial stakeholders
such as insurance companies and lease companies, it is recommended to
analyse the willingness to pay of these stakeholders.
As was concluded from the legal analysis, the local road authorities have such
autonomous legal positions that they cannot be forced in any way to
cooperate with the realization of a Safespot system. This means that the
benefits for individual local road operators to participate, for instance to
facilitate roadside infrastructure, should exceed the costs for these local road
operators. It is therefore recommended to determine under which conditions
and in which business model the local road operators are willing to participate.
It is important for road safety systems to be able to deal with situations where
a failure prevents the system of functioning correctly. A complete case study
should be worked out where actions to be performed in case of system failure
and the financial consequences for different actors are assessed. These
actions should be addressed in order to bring the system to a safe state. It is
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therefore recommended to decide on roles and responsibilities of actors in
case of a major failure in order to avoid hampering the deployment process.
As stated in the risk analysis, the system might become too expensive and
profit margins might become too small for commercial service providers to
provide safety services. Apart from reducing the system cost, another way to
create a business case for commercial service providers is to enable them to
create added value. This requires that they will be able to differentiate
themselves from competitors, for instance by making a more user-friendly
interface or by combining different services. Far-reaching standardization
could limit this freedom for commercial service providers to create a
competitive advantage. Therefore it is recommended to standardize on a
functional level and to leave room for service provider differentiation.
For future developments of the Safespot system, it might be interesting from a
business point of view to foresee the possibility of customising the SAFEPOT
service on specific user groups. This may allow the generation of extra
income, although a careful evaluation of the extra costs of such an offer
should be performed. This customisation could range from developing specific
applications, specific HMI to optimise the interaction between driver and in-car
systems, or, in a simpler version, to sell packages made of different
application collections according to different user profiles. For instance,
people travelling frequently in an urban environment may be interested in
applications for crossings, while people driving predominantly on motorways
or rural roads may be interested in other applications, such as speed advice,
incident warning and so on. Proper research should be conducted with
different customer groups in order to understand how to tailor the Safespot
services to their needs.
Additional services (safety- and non safety-related, such as traffic information,
alcohol-lock or communication services) may be proposed to specific groups
as a further customisation and incentive to buy the system. The concept
should enable the system to be tailored to target groups (youth, elderly,
drunken drivers, professional drivers).
Road safety might be perceived as a government responsibility, and therefore
road users may not be willing to pay for it. In order to increase market
penetration, the system therefore could be combined with “added value”
services or systems which, making use of data or technologies implemented
for the Safespot service, provide extra information to the drivers. These
services would include for example traffic-related route information, location
based services, entertainment and leisure or other safety services. It is
recommended to determine if packaging of safety services with other services
on traffic efficiency, comfort and infotainment or pure safety, increases the
commercial viability of safety services.
Different services in different geographical areas, for instance a different
country, may be offered by different commercial service providers. The goal is
that a European standard is developed that enables the use of all available
Safespot services in all geographical areas. It is recommended to investigate
how service providers get paid for vehicles from a different geographical area,
using their service.
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To prevent logistics and supply-chain problems for furnishing and replacing
components and information it is recommended to identify "key components"
in relation to their vital importance for the system operation and their
availability on the market. This contains the identification of suppliers and the
time to supply. Related to this it is recommended to define a procedure for
system updates in operational phase, and assess possible financial
consequences for the business case
It is recommended to determine the willingness to pay of potential customers such as end-user, lease
companies, insurers.
It is recommended to determine the willingness to pay considering the deployment goal and path of
the end-users, lease companies, insurance companies.
It is recommended to determine under which conditions/in which business model the local road
operators are willing to participate.
It is recommended to standardize on a functional level and to leave room for service providers to
differentiate from competitors.
It is recommended to decide on roles and responsibilities of actors in case of a major failure.
It is recommended to design the system in such a way that is can be tailored to target groups.
It is recommended to determine if packaging of safety services increases the commercial viability of
these safety services.
It is recommended to investigate how service providers get paid for vehicles from a different
geographical area, using their service.
It is recommended to identify "key components" in relation to their vital importance for the system
operation and their availability on the market.
It is recommended to define a procedure for system updates in operational phase, and assess possible
financial consequences for the Business case.

4.6.

Recommendations for the deployment arena

The recommendations for the deployment arena need to be discussed with
the following group of stakeholders: Service providers, System producers.
4.6.1. Strategy 13: Deployment
From the deployment arena only four tasks are formulated, from which two
are identical.
T1: Define the degrees of system failure and develop an emergency scenario.
T2: Determine the phases in range of available services to create a proper
geographical coverage of the Safespot services.
T3 & T4: Determine the phases in geographical roll-out.
In order to successfully deploy the Safespot system and its functionalities it is
important to address several issues. These issues deal with the scope of the
system roll-out and the risk management plan.
The scope of the Safespot system deployment can be defined in terms of
geographical location (where), time (when), functionalities (what), users
(whom) and penetration (users per km2). To determine when and where to
start with the deployment of the system it is recommendable to look at certain
locations (spots) with a high potential for several Safespot functionalities. High
potential in this context means unsafe (reduction of accidents is possible) and
efficient (it is relatively easy to reduce accidents). Such a location could be an
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urban environment where many accidents with VRUs could be reduced. To
decide on what functionalities should be deployed first it is recommended to
look for a so-called “killer application”, an application that many users perceive
to be very desirable. One of the aspects of such functionality should be the
fact that it is experienced by the user on a daily basis under various
conditions. When looking for specific groups of users to start deployment it is
recommendable to look for professional fleets because certain necessary
components of the Safespot system are already available and thus it is cost
effective to start here. Regarding the so-called early adopters who will drive a
“standard” Safespot system equipped vehicle in general and with probe
functionalities in particular, special attention should be given to create
advantages (in terms of functionality) for these drivers. This is important to
stimulate rapid deployment
Regarding the risk management plan it is important to create emergency and
back-up scenarios for the operational phase to ensure that all users know
what to expect from the system under what conditions. This extends also to
the maintenance of the system and not only when components break down
due to various reasons.
It is recommended to determine the phases in range of available services to create a proper
geographical coverage of the Safespot services.
It is recommended to determine the phases in geographical roll-out.
It is recommended to initially deploy the Safespot system in urban areas.
It is recommended to create advantages for early adopters to stimulate rapid deployment.
It is recommended to start implementing the Safespot system within professional fleets from e.g.
lease companies.
It is recommended to define the degrees of system failure and develop an emergency scenario.
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5. Conclusions
Below the conclusions of the preliminary recommendations are given in four
different sections. First, the conclusions about the process are described;
secondly the conclusions about the content are described. The last section
gives a short reflection on the risk analysis process and how to deal with the
reduction of risks within the deployment of cooperative systems.

5.1.

Conclusions for process

This section presents the conclusions about the process recommendations
presented in part 1. In order to get focus on a common goal and to facilitate a
coordinated deployment of the Safespot system it is recommended that a Mr.
Safespot is appointed. This ‘Mr. Safespot’ could be one person or a high level
steering group, with the authority to lead the process. The role of ‘Mr.
Safespot’ is to lead the deployment process, to bring professional
stakeholders together in the community of interest and specific arenas, and to
exploit the information generated in projects like SAFESPOT.
This means that chairs (‘champions’) have to be appointed for these different
arenas and they have to keep on creating awareness of the Safespot system
among all stakeholders and commit the important partners to the deployment
process.
The ‘champions’ of the arenas will be responsible for the decision-making
process at their arena. Participants at the arenas will need to have a mandate
in order to make progress within the arenas and to allow decision making to
go smoothly.
Five crucial decisions have been researched in this task. These decisions are
important because they have a major impact on the decision making process
in the other arenas. The importance of these four issues has been confirmed
via the stakeholder consultation process and the interviews (Task 6.4.4):
1) Related to data storage and access to the data
The most important decision in relation to data storage is the application of an
in-car data recorder or Electronic Data Recorder (EDR). This has major
consequences for the liability of the driver and the system providers.
2) A deployment plan for SAFESPOT using scenarios needs to be thought
through and decided
Important decisions regarding the roll-out are the growth scenario (big bang or
up scaling of ‘safe spots’). Scaling requirements have a major impact on the
technical architecture.
3) Stakeholders in the business model need to be examined
The decision about which stakeholders play a role in the business model
influences the deployment of the Safespot system to a large extend. Insurers
who are currently not included could give a financial incentive to car users.
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Other stakeholders who own large fleets of vehicles could play a role as
launching customers.
4) Standardisation needs to be arranged
The decision about who determines standards for information presentation,
communication and service quality is important for the system architecture.
5) Human machine interaction (HMI)
Two decisions on the HMI are recommended. The first decision is whether to
indicate the performance level of the system. Especially when the system
performs below a minimal quality level, the user should be warned. A second
decision is whether the user should be able to switch off the system.
Furthermore it was found that the legal analysis contributed strongly to the
decisions that need to be made with respect to the system design and
potential consequences. Deployment issues on the other hand were mostly
content related and mostly a receiving party for information.

5.2.

Conclusions on the content

In part 2 a total of 81 recommendations were formulated to stimulate the
deployment of the Safespot system. These recommendations were divided
over the different arenas as defined in D6.4.3. Firstly, although some of the
recommendations are seen as “open doors” they are still worthwhile
mentioning and it was found that the boundaries of the recommendations
were defined.
These key recommendations support the five important decisions stated in
section 5.1:
ad1 The consequences of data storage for the system design and for the
liability of different system producers.
ad2 It should be analysed which deployment scenario minimizes the risk of
limited interoperability between road operators.
ad3 The benefits of incorporating of other then the regular stakeholders in the
business case needs to be further investigated.
ad4 Standardisation, more specifically the process of how to reach proper
standardisation allowing enough room for service providers to create
their own competitive edge, combined with the certification of the
SAFESPOT-system.
ad5 Operation of the Safespot system below the minimum quality
specifications needs to be made very clear to the user. A potential is to
create switch-off functionality for the system. Combined with this last
recommendation is the recommendation to stimulate users to switch the
system back on.
Inside the SAFESPOT project a couple of recommendations need to be
followed up as well. First the recommendations for BLADE are formulated,
being:
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o Willingness to pay of the users for the Safespot system needs to further
investigated (this has been done in T6.6.1, user acceptance analysis).
o For the Cost Benefit Analysis the benefits for the different stakeholders
need to be identified as well as the benefits for the end users.
Furthermore it was stated that the user needs to be informed about he
benefits he has already experienced during the use of his Safespot
system.
o As mentioned above, the benefits of incorporating of other then the
regular stakeholders in the business case needs to be further
investigated. Lease companies, insurers and telecom operators were
mentioned as potential stakeholders.
o A deployment scenario is recommended where the use of the systems
is experienced on a daily basis for users’ needs to be ensured and in
order for users to experience the Safespot system often enough to
keep it switched on.
For the other SPs in SAFESPOT the following important recommendations
were formulated:
o The system design needs to be modular in order to allow for easy
updates and easy upgrades with new functionality if it becomes
available.
o The HMI design needs to be checked with the principles of HMI design
as well as tested on test sites and in driving simulators, in order to
ensure that the HMI is understood correctly by drivers from different
regions and different groups.
o The frequency which is available for safety related systems has been
defined by the ComeSafety project (www.comesafety.org). The
important task that has to be done now is to check if this allocation is
sufficient for the safety functionality and to check if the bandwidth is
enough for the estimated data sending.
o The potential accident scenarios need to be standardised among the
different stakeholders within the SAFESPOT project in order to allow
for full integration of the system in all specific brands.
o The decision on potential switch-off functionality needs to be foreseen
and possibly implemented when deemed useful; furthermore the HMI
needs to be implemented in such a way that the interface is adaptive
and adaptable.
A recommendation from the legal analysis that should be realised outside the
scope of the SAFESPOT project is the development of a Code of Practice for
Cooperative systems (as a follow-up of RESPONSE 3).

SF_D6.4.5_Preliminary Recommendations_v1.2.doc

Page 57 of 89

BLADE

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Dissemination Level (PU)

Copyright SAFESPOT
Contract N. IST-4-026963-IP

5.3.

Reflection on the preliminary recommendations

The definition of the preliminary recommendations resulted in two suggestion
for the definition of the final recommendations.
First, scenarios should be included in the recommendations to indicate the
applicability of the recommendations. Recommendations may be more
relevant in certain scenarios then in others. A second good reason for the use
of scenarios is to create a common understanding. This is especially useful
discussing such complex, extensive and unspecified Safespot systems.
Secondly, to start decision making processes, it is important to gear up the
arenas. To facilitate this, a start has been made by defining how to
recommend chairs for the arenas. These chairs can initiate the decision
making processes by inviting the actors to the arena and proposing an
agenda. In this deliverable, the criteria for being a chair have only been
addressed briefly, resulting in preliminary criteria. Based on these preliminary
criteria we have not been able to recommend chairs based on a sound
analysis. It is intended however to elaborate on these preliminary criteria and
to recommend chairs based on them in the final recommendations.
In response to the remark from the peer reviewer about the level of ambition,
we agree that the proposed process is ambitious. This is a report on
preliminary recommendations. Our ambition was to create a structure where
all issues could be addressed in order to provide an overview of the
complexity and the huge tasks that still need to be addressed. In the coming
1,5 year period until the final deployment plan, we take the opportunity to
communicate this and get feedback on feasibility and on further insight. In the
deployment plan the feasibility of the recommendations will be evaluated and
if necessary tasks can be reassigned, and the process restructured. The basis
for that deployment plan is presented here.
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Annex 1: Communication between arenas
This table indicates the communication send from one arena to another. The text column on the left
describes the message that is being communicated. The right columns indicate which arena sends the
message (the arena with the sender symbol), and which arenas receive the messages (all arenas with the
symbol)
Table 1.1: Communications between the different arenas

= Sender symbol
= Receiver symbol
From who to who? Arena A

Arena B

Community
of interest

Message

Community
of interest

Arena C
Technical

Arena D
Legal

Arena E Arena F
Business Deployplan
ment

S0. Process organisation
Communicate the responsibilities of Mr. Safespot to all other
arenas
S1. Technical

to

Requirements to the technical architecture to ensure liability
tracing
S2. Legal

to

Requirements to the technical architecture to ensure an
auditable trail
Requirements to test the system for certain failures
S3. Deployment
Requirements to the technical architecture
interoperability
Requirements to the technical architecture
innovation/new technologies to be integrated

to

ensure

to

enable

S2. Business planning
Requirements for institutional arrangements/legal framework to
the legal arena
Suggestion for the amount and contributions of the stakeholders
for a ‘prejudice restoration fund’.
Suggestions for a marketing plan that increases the confidence
of users in the privacy arrangements
S5. Standardisation
Suggestions to the deployment arena to emphasise low
risk in publicity campaign
Suggestions to the deployment arena to start with simple
modules (which simple applications and general architecture)
Requirements for involvement of supplier wrt acquisition
standard
Suggestions to the business arena on benefit for suppliers to
meet the acquisition standard
Requirements for involvement of instracture and service
providors wrt uptodate of information standard
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S6. Performance/quality
Suggestions to the deployment arena to emphasise low
risk in publicity campaign
Suggestions to the deployment arena to start with simple
modules (which simple applications and general architecture)
Suggestions on a phasing sequence for modules, user groups
and road types
Suggest to the deployment arena to select specific canvass
users, develop of specific modules step by step, compatible with
Suggest on how to educate drivers to prevent that the system
constraints the driver in its behaviour.
Suggest "updating" costs and possible agreement with Public
Authorities to business development and legal arena
S7. User/HMI
Requirements for HMI communicated to deployment arena
S8. Legislative, technology independent service providers
Send legal input to incorporate into the code of practice.
Requirement for input on model agreements/contracts .
Requirement for technical harmonisation.
Requirement for policy guidelines.
Requirement for regulatory and legal harmonisation.
Requirement to define legal liability for system restoration and
compensation for third parties damaged by the system.
Consideration as to whether the system should be legally
mandated.
S9. Privacy - data storage
Requirement for input on whether data from the SMA is
traceable.
Requirement for reserach into health effects of wireless
networks.
Requirement to understand the technical measures to protect
data privacy.
Requirement to determine the cost-effectiveness of the system.
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S10. Stakeholder Persuasion
Request to fill the list of possible "breakdown scenarios" with
actions to bring the system to a safe state
Request to build a maintenance plan for the system components
Request to produce contractual forms in order the components
suppliers commit to the maintenance plan
Request to build a calibration plan for the monitoring systems
Request for providing a list of static data to be periodically
updated (e.g. map features)
Request for technical requirements/specifications to identify new
Communication Providers possibly supplying the SAFESPOT
S11. PR/Communication
Request for a minimum performance rate required to introduce
the system
Request for information about the radiation emission by the
wireless communication devices
Request for introducing in the system a switch to easily turn the
system on and off
S12. Business model
Request of allowing a fast and easy system software update
Request for ensuring that SAFESPOT applications can be
deployed even with less than 100% equipped cars
S13. EU roll-out, optimal scenario
communicate required service levels with Business planning
arena
communicate requirements for service level agreements (SLA)
to legal arena
communicate request for defining liability in case of system
failure to the Legal arena
communicate requirements for functionality indication to
Technical arena
communicate requirements for technical and legal standards to
the Technical and Legal arena
Communicate commitments of infra operators to Legal arena for
contractual arrangements
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Annex 2: From mitigation measures to decisions, tasks and communication actions
Table 2.1.: Decisions, tasks and communication for the Steering group

Arena A: Steering group
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) = blue

Strategy

Risk

S0.

Measure

first action

Sequence
second action

Appoint a Mr. Safespot

Decide on the role of Mr.
Safespot

Decide which person of
group of people will take on
the role of Mr. Safespot

third action
Communicate the
responsibilities of Mr.
Safespot to all other arenas

Table 2.2: Decisions, tasks and communication for the Community of Interest

Arena B: Community of interest
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) = blue

Strategy

S1. Technical

Measure

first action

sequence
second action

1.1

One failure becomes a
complete showstopper

"without prejudice" restoration
fund

Suggest the amount and
contributions of the
stakeholders

Communicate decision to
business deployment
arena

1.2

Inability to comply with
regulations

certification/standardization of
components in technical specs

Decide on who determines
the certifications/standards

Define hardware
certification
procedure/standards

Risk
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1.3

1.4

No standards for
cooperation with CVIS
and 3rd parties
No interoperability
between different
systems

Standards for presenting
information

Decide on who determines
the information standards

Define deployment phases and
interoperability standards

Define deployment phases

Define the information
standards

Determine interoperability
standards for the
technical specifications

Strategy

S2. Legal

Risk

2.1

Confusion over
ownership data and
anxieties about how
personal data will be
utilised

2.2

Absence of clear
regulatory context

2.3

No legal harmonization
between EU countries

2.4

No legislative backing
for market deployment

2.5

Poor liability tracing
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sequence
second action

Measure

first action

Provide clarity to users

Clear agreements about
access to data and use of
data

Develop institutional
arrangements

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by a lack of
arrangements

Harmonize traffic regulation

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by national
regulation

Decide on type of
institutional arrangements
(laws, contracts, self
regulation)
Decide on type of
institutional arrangements
(laws, contracts, self
regulation)

Robust marketing plan

Define function and
requirements for marketing
plan

Suggest marketing plan to
business planning arena

Modular technical architecture
for clear liability

Define requirements for a
modular technical
architecture

Communicate the
requirements for a
modular architecture to
the 'Technical arena'

Without prejudice restoration
fund

Suggest the amount and
contributions of the
stakeholders

Communicate decision to
business deployment
arena
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Extensive testing

Decide if an auditable trail
should be created
Define testing goals from a
liability perspective

Define an organization
architecture stating the
responsibilities and liabilities

Make agreements about
liability in different
scenarios

Create an auditable trail

2.6

Lack of clarity of legal
liability exposure for
SAFESPOT partners

Contractual arrangements
between SAFESPOT partners

Generic legislation

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by national
regulation
Create generic (not
technology specific)
legislation or
arrangements

Define requirements for
auditable trail in the
technical design
Communicate this request
to the 'Technical arena'

Decide on type of
arrangements (laws,
contracts, self regulation)

Develop institutional
arrangements/legal
framework

third action
Communicate the
interoperability standards
to the 'Technical arena'

Strategy

Risk

Measure

first action

sequence
second action

S3. Deployment

Obsolete technology
caused by time lag

Phased deployment based on
road types and user groups

Define scenarios of road
types, user groups and
phases

Determine interoperability
standards for the
technical specifications

Modular technical design

Define requirements for a
modular technical design

Communicate the
requirements for a
modular design to the
'Technical arena'

Measure

first action

sequence
second action

Strategy

3.1

Risk
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S4. Business
Planning

4.1

Neither public parties
nor private parties
initiate the deployment.
There is a lack of
cooperation

Initiate cooperation between
public and private stakeholders

Decide on an independent
platform (like SAFESPOT)
to mediate between the
stakeholders

4.2

The user does not want
to pay for safety
because he cannott
experience the benefits

Market research and marketing

Analyse willingness to pay

4.3

4.4
4.5

High investment risks
caused by uncertainty
about the continuation of
public funds and support

Ceased public support
because benefits of the
system cannot be
perceived on short term
One failure may become
a complete showstopper

Raise awareness among users

Develop marketing plan

Show safety effects or
statistics on in-car display,
on-trip or post-trip

Emphasize the need for a safety
system
Create commitment by early
investments

Determine costeffectiveness
Determine possible early
investments

Agree on long term
support from governments
Decide on investing at an
early stage

Emphasize the need for a safety
system
"without prejudice" restoration
fund
Incident management plan

4.6

High risks on claims
caused by missing
institutional/legal
backing
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4.7

4.8

4.9

Users are resistant to
the perception of driver
monitoring and the "Big
Brother" syndrome
Lack of clear
responsibilities of what
to do in case of system
failure
Profit margin proves to
be too small for
commercial exploitation
of the system
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Analyse willingness to be
monitored

Define responsibilities based on
a modular technical design

Define responsibilities in
case of system failure

Agree on government support
Increase profit margins
Market research

Agree on compensation
for the risks of a small
profit margin
Redesign business plan
Analyse willingness to pay
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Strategy

S2. Legal

2.1

Risk
Confusion over
ownership data and
anxieties about how
personal data will be
utilized

2.2

Absence of clear
regulatory context

2.3

no legal harmonization
between EU countries

2.4

No legislative backing
for market deployment

2.5

poor liability tracing

Phase ->
Measure

first action

Provide clarity to users

Clear agreements about
access to data and use of
data

Develop institutional
arrangements

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by a lack of
arrangements

Harmonize traffic regulation

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by national
regulation

Decide on type of
institutional arrangements
(laws, contracts, self
regulation)
Decide on type of
institutional arrangements
(laws, contracts, self
regulation)

Robust marketing plan

define function and
requirements for marketing
plan

suggest marketing plan to
business planning arena

Modular technical architecture
for clear liability

define requirements for a
modular technical
architecture

Communicate the
requirements for a
modular architecture to
the 'Technical arena'

Without prejudice restoration
fund

Suggest the amount and
contributions of the
stakeholders

communicate decision to
business deployment
arena

Decide if an auditable trail
should be created
Define testing goals from a
liability perspective

Define requirements for
auditable trail in the
technical design
Communicate this request
to the 'Technical arena'

Create an auditable trail
Extensive testing
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Strategy

Risk

Measure

first action

S2. Legal
(continued)

Lack of clarity of legal
liability exposure for
SAFESPOT partners

Define a organization
architecture stating the
responsibilities and liabilities

Make agreements about
liability in different
scenarios

2.6

second action

third action

Decide on type of
arrangements (laws,
contracts, self regulation)

Develop institutional
arrangements/legal
framework

Generic legislation

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by national
regulation
Create generic (not
technology specific)
legislation or
arrangements

third action

Contractual arrangements
between SAFESPOT partners

Strategy

Risk

Phase ->
Measure

first action

S3. Deployment

obsolete technology
caused by time lag

Phased deployment based on
road types and user groups

Define scenarios of road
types, user groups and
phases

second action
and determine
interoperability standards
for the technical
specifications

Define requirements for a
modular technical design

Communicate the
requirements for a
modular design to the
'Technical arena'

3.1

Modular technical design
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Phase ->
Measure

first action

4.1

Risk
Neither public parties
nor private parties
initiate the deployment.
There is a lack of
cooperation

Initiate cooperation between
public and private stakeholders

decide on an independent
platform (like SAFESPOT)
to mediate between the
stakeholders

4.2

The user does not want
to pay for safety
because it can't
experience the benefits

Market research and marketing

analyse willingness to pay

Strategy

S4. Business
Planning

4.3

4.4
4.5

High investment risks
caused by uncertainty
about the continuation of
public funds and support

Ceased public support
because benefits of the
system can not be
perceived on short term
One failure may become
a complete showstopper

Raise awareness among users

develop marketing plan

show safety effects or
statistics on in-car display,
on-trip of post-trip

Emphasize the need for a safety
system
Create commitment by early
investments

determine costeffectiveness
determine possible early
investments

agree on long term
support from governments
decide on investing in an
early stage

Emphasize the need for a safety
system
"Without prejudice" restoration
fund
Incident management plan
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Strategy

Risk

S4. Business
Planning
(continued)

4.6

High risks on claims
caused by missing
institutional/legal
backing

4.7

Users are resistant to
the perception of driver
monitoring and the "Big
Brother" syndrome

4.8

4.9

Lack of clear
responsibilities of what
to do in case of system
failure
Profit margin proves to
be too small for
commercial exploitation
of the system

SF_D6.4.5_Preliminary Recommendations_v1.2.doc

Measure

first action

Provide institutional/legal
backing
Agree on compensation for this
risk

Analyse potential conflicts
caused by national
regulation
discuss the type and
amount of compensation

Market research

analyse willingness to be
monitored

Define responsibilities based on
a modular technical design

define responsibilities in
case of system failure

Agree on government support
Increase profit margins
Market research

Agree on compensation
for the risks of a small
profit margin
Redesign business plan
analyse willingness to pay
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formulate requirements
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contracts, self regulation)

communicate
requirements for a
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framework to the legal
arena
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Table 2.3: Decisions, tasks and communications for the Technical arena

Arena C: Technical
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) = blue

Strategy
S5. Standardization

Risk
5.1

Wireless networks are
regarded as a
risk/danger from a
health & safety
perspective

Measure
Use or develop a standard
for max radiation energy.
Before implementation give
information (publicity
campaign). Develop the
system with the lowest
possible radiation energy
and communicate that.

sequence
first action
Decide on which radiation
standard to use or which
to develop

second action
If needed development of
new radiation standard
and make sure that the
SAFESPOT system
complies with the
standard

third action
Publicity campaign
explaining low risk;
communicate this to the
deployment arena

5.2

The system is
technologically too
complex

Enable the development of
the system step by step in
modules and make it
compatible with early
versions.

Decide on a general
architecture suited for first
modules but also for
complicated later modules

Decide on what are the
simple modules that
could be introduced first

Start with simple modules,
communicate this to the
deployment arena

5.3

The information of the
detected data cannot
be compared and
cooperatively merged
because no common
agreement about
accuracy and reliability
of detected information
between different
suppliers can be
reached.

Develop and maintain a
(European) data acquisition
protocol (key words
information and traffic
situations) - outlined in
business plan

Decide on a standard for
acquisition of data taking
into account accuracy and
reliability.

Clarify the business
benefit for suppliers to
meet the standard

Only involve suppliers that
comply with the standard.
Communicate to the
deployment arena
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5.4

Lack of policy
guidelines legislation
on a functional level

Encourage standardization
and harmonisation at
technical and non-technical
levels by setting up task
forces/working groups with
the support of European
Commission.

Decide on which task
groups are needed.
(infrastructure service
provider/ vehicle service
provider)

5.5

Troubles with supply of
services in extensions

Develop ITS products that
use technologies which
enable services to cover
more easily all geographic
areas, ensuring that road
users can move from one
geographic area of Europe
to another without losing
access to ITS services.

Specifically address
geographic issues in
research activities
involving road operators
from different countries

5.6

Fragmented service
providers market

Encourage standardisation
and harmonisation at
technical and non-technical
levels by setting up task
forces/working groups with
the support of European
Commission.

Decide on which task
groups are needed.
(infrastructure service
provider/ vehicle service
provider)

Implement task groups to
work on standardisation

5.7

The content provider
cannot furnish up to
date information

Covenants and agreements
between infrastructure
providers and service
providers

Define a information
standard describing the
specifications the data
type should meet with
respect to being up-todate

Only involve
infrastructure and service
providers in start-up that
agreed on the up-to-date
standard. Communicate
to the deployment arena
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Strategy
S6.
Performance/quality

Risk
6.1

Not all road users are
identified by the system

6.2

Advised behaviour
given by system is not
possible

6.3

* System warns too
often
* Information overload
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Measure
It should be clear on which
level the system is properly
functioning. Some indication
of quality of level of
information provided.
Enough sources must be
provided in order to make
system functional.
Depends upon type of
advice; system must always
have the most recent
information. In the system
specification, warnings must
be timely and provide
alternative options
* Number of warnings must
be limited; if possible
present only critical
warnings; prioritise warnings
(standardised procedure).
* Carry out a simulation
study of a new (prototype)
system before the
implementation.
* Prioritisation of messages;
warning strategy (choice of
modality) - HMI related;
short warnings

sequence
first action
Decide on a standard for the
quality level that accounts
for the potential profit and
risk for the users

Decide if there is consensus
on common HMI approach
incorporating the possibility
of a wrong advise

Decide on which prioritising
scheme to use or to design
taking into account the state
of the user, environment and
vehicle.

BLADE

second action
Determine to which level
the system is functioning

third action

If not, HMI investigations
are needed to obtain
clear guidelines

Use guidelines and
check user acceptance.
Communicate to the
deployment arena.
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S6.
Performance/quality
(continued)

6.4

System's diagnostic
not adequate

Regarded as a technical
issue. Trail of decisionmaking process and
messages (data storage).
Black box? Standardise to
what level the system
should be adequate.

Decide on a standard on
how to keep track of system
performance with the aim to
diagnose the system
behaviour

6.5

Provision of too little
relevant information

Number of warnings must
be limited; if possible
present only critical
warnings; prioritise warnings
(standardised procedure)

Decide on which prioritising
scheme to use or to design
taking into account the state
of the user, environment and
vehicle.

6.6

Wireless network are
regarded as a
risk/danger from a
health & safety
perspective

Use or develop a standard
for max radiation energy.
Before implementation give
information (publicity
campaign). Develop the
system with the lowest
possible radiation energy
and communicate that.

Decide on which radiation
standard to use or which to
develop

6.7

* Inability to implement
a proper maintenance
regime for the
infrastructure
technology* Absence of
structured maintenance
services

* Automatic diagnosis
system (failure detection)
and reparation of the fault.*
Define adequate plans for
preventive/predictive
maintenance and update for
HW and SW components.

Develop on a predictive
maintenance plan for both
SW and HW components.

6.8

The system is
technologically too
complex

Enable the development of
the system step by step in
modules and make it
compatible with early
versions.

Decide on a general
architecture suited for first
modules but also for
complicated later modules
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BLADE

Determine to which level
the diagnostic is
adequate

Communicate standard
to legal /business
arena, to determine
possible privacy issues
(stored driver
behaviour)

If required develop a new
radiation standard

Make sure that the
SAFESPOT system
complies with the
standard

Start with the introduction
of simple modules

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Copyright SAFESPOT

Dissemination Level (PU)

Contract N. IST-4-026963-IP

S6.
Performance/quality
(continued)

6.9

* Inability to maintain
pace with future
technology
developments
* Time lag in take-up of
the system resulting in
technology being
obsolete before the
system is implemented.

* Take into account the
possibility of SW updates,
canvass users to see if
there are additional
functionality requirements
(awareness of other market
developments - competitors)
* Use easily updateable
technology (e.g. at the
yearly check-up)
* Enable the development of
the system step by step in
modules and make it
compatible with early
versions
* Phased deployment based
on types of roads and user
groups.

Decide on a general
architecture incorporating
future technologies,
software updates and future
compatibility.

Decide on a phasing
sequence for modules,
user groups and road
types

6.10

System constrains
driver in behaviour

Make a switch to turn
system on and off, also
educate drivers

Decide on if and how to
educate drivers

Educate drivers

6.11

The system is too
expensive
(install/maintain)

* The system has to be
structured and fully
configurable in order to
make it possible to update it
with newer technologies
requiring few resources.
* At an early stage in the
project some determination
of "updating" costs should
be made and agreed with
the Public Authorities.

Decide on a general
architecture suited for
different levels of
implementation concerning
costs and enabling updates
of newer technologies.

Investigate updating
costs
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BLADE

* Select canvass users
* Develop modules step
by step and make it
compatible with early
versions
* Phase the deployment
based on types of
roads and user groups.

Communicate updating
costs with legal and
business arena

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Dissemination Level (PU)

Copyright SAFESPOT
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Strategy
S7 User/HMI

Risk
7.1

7.2

The user is not able to
operate the system

Fragmented service
providers market
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Measure
Good HMI; clear benefit of
system (so that all would
want to use the system)
provision of education; no
operation necessary (e.g.
switched on as you start
your car)
Encourage standardisation
and harmonisation at
technical and non-technical
levels by setting up task
forces/working groups with
the support of European
Commission.

sequence
first action
Decide if there is consensus
on common HMI approach

Decide on which task groups
are needed. (infrastructure
service provider/ vehicle
service provider)

BLADE

second action
If not, HMI investigations
are needed to obtain
clear guidelines

Implement task groups to
work on standardisation

third action
Use guidelines and
check user
acceptance.
Communicate to the
deployment arena.

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Copyright SAFESPOT

Dissemination Level (PU)

Contract N. IST-4-026963-IP

Table.2.4: Decisions, tasks and communications for the Legal arena

Arena D: Legal
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) =
blue

Strategy
S8. Legislative

Risk
8.1 Absence of clear
technical and
organisational
structure
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Measure
Prepare a code of practice
for ITS services including
model agreements with
service providers. Develop
public-private partnership
schemes. Prepare an
organizational manual to
encompass processes and
procedures to identify and
trace the forensic trail in
respect of accidents, in
addition to the technical
code of practice. The
organizational manual
should also encompass
how third parties damaged
by the system will be
compensated and the
liability allocation as
between the Actors
contractually bound to
deliver the system to
market.
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first action
Identify parties within the
automotive industry, including
manufacturers and service
providers to develop a technical
code of practice, using
collaborative methods as in the
development of the Code of
Practice for the Design and
Evaluation of ADAS under the
RESPONSE 3 project. Instruct
legal advisers to draw up model
contracts as between the
different Actors and to progress
the work already undertaken in
the project by including
consideration of all legal regimes
in Member States in which the
system will initially be deployed.
Clarify the legal liability exposure
of the Actors using incident
scenarios involving the different
applications used by the system.
Explore risk financing solutions
which can be used to provide the
compensation fund for those
damaged by the system,
including different types of
insurance, where applicable.

BLADE

sequence
second action
Identify additional parties from
the Actor categories to create
public-private partnership
schemes. Work is ongoing
within the project on the legal
liability exposure of Actors who
will need to agree what their
responsibilities are as part of
their contractual arrangements
as between each other.
Dialogue is ongoing with
insurers/reinsurers within the
project.

third action
Inform those working on the
detailed strategies being
developed under Business
Planning and Deployment
within the project. Decisions
have to be reached as to the
parties who will be involved in
the public-private partnership
schemes to develop the code
of practice and model
agreements. Actors will need to
agree on their liability exposure
and determine, on an individual
and/or co-operative basis, how
that liability will be covered.
Actors will need to determine
with their own insurers whether
they are covered for cooperative system risks or
whether a co-operative
insurance scheme involving all
Actors delivering the system to
market would be more
beneficial for all. Options are
being explored within the
project.

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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8.2

Lack of policy
guidelines and
legislation on a
functional level.

Encourage standardisation
and harmonisation at
technical and non-technical
levels by setting up task
forces/working groups with
the support of the
European Commission.
Such task forces to
develop policy guidelines
and define areas of
legislation where
harmonisation could be
improved on a functional
level.

Identify industry parties to
work on the harmonisation of
the technical components of
the system to ensure that
there is a clear understanding
of the criteria to be met by, for
example, new service
providers. Manufacturers and
public authorities to join
together to determine the
policies and procedures
which will be used to run the
SAFESPOT business.

Identify the Member States in
which initial deployment will
take place.

Undertake research on the
level of regulatory and legal
harmonisation that currently
exists in Member States
and how it may be
improved, particularly in the
Member States in which
initial deployment is
planned. It will be important
to determine which Actors in
the project will join together
to create the lead in
developing a business from
which the SAFESPOT
system will be launched and
run.

8.3

Legal liability for
restoring the system
in the event of failure.

Insurers will want clarity as to
the allocation of liability as
between the different Actors
involved and as much
information about the system
and its constraints as
possible. This information will
be available from the project.

The legal team to identify
insurers/reinsurers who would
be interested in providing
insurance to Actors and for the
system itself.

A decision has to be made
as to which
insurers/reinsurers need to
be approached. An initial
approach has already been
made to Munich Re.

8.4

The system cannot be
deployed without
legislation.

Actors delivering the
system may be liable,
either jointly or severally,
for system breakdown.
Measures to deal with
those eventualities and to
deal with how third parties
damaged by the system
will be compensated need
to be determined and the
use and availability of
insurance understood.
Ideally, the need for the
SAFESPOT system should
be driven by the market. If
deployment is slow or
barriers to deployment
cannot be broken down,
legislation may need to be
brought in to mandate the
use of the system.

The benefits of the system,
as demonstrated in the trials,
need to be recorded in detail,
not only for the purposes of
insurance but also to validate
the added value to drivers of
the system in reducing the
number of road fatalities.

Further research and testing
has to be undertaken to
determine the benefits of the
system which will, in effect, be
the selling points and
differentiating aspects of the
SAFESPOT system.

S8. Legislative
(continued)
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BLADE

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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Strategy
S9. Privacy - data
storage

S9. Privacy data storage
(continued)

9.1

9.2

Risk
Data/privacy not
sufficient

Measure
System will conform to
regulations of data privacy.
Users will be made aware of
these principles and sign up to
them.

first action
Those creating the
SAFESPOT system must
ensure that its development
conforms with data privacy
legislation. Close
collaboration as between
the legal team and the
technical team on these
issues is recommended.

Wireless networks
are regarded as a
risk/danger from a
health & safety
perspective.

Whilst any potential health
effects of wireless systems
could lead to legal action, this is
essentially a technical dilemma
which has to be solved (i.e. the
need to find alternative
communication media, if the
chosen methodology proves
potentially dangerous to
health). Conduct research into
the health effects of wireless
networks and gather
information on existing research
in other industries and global
geographical locations.

Additional research will be
required to confirm or deny
the health effects of
wireless networks.
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BLADE

sequence
second action
Data collected by the system will
probably have to be made
available to the legal authorities in
the case of an accident or in civil
liability situations to, for example,
insurers. The SMA will
essentially be a "spy in the cab".
For the purposes of marketing,
however, the benefits of collecting
the data to improve driver
behaviour should outweigh the
potential disadvantages the driver
may perceive in having his driving
expertise monitored on an
ongoing basis. It will be crucial
that this selling proposition is
clarified with the benefits of the
system overriding the perceived
disbenefits.
Additional technical research will
be required to determine whether
there are any alternatives to
wireless networks to deliver the
system.

third action
A decision will have
to be made as to
how this sales
proposition can be
incorporated into the
marketing and
business planning
part of the project
and beyond.

Research is required
into alternative
communication
systems.

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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S9. Privacy data storage
(continued)

9.3

The system does
not comply with
existing national
and European
privacy legislation.

SF_D6.4.5_Preliminary Recommendations_v1.2.doc

Certainty of privacy of data will
be of utmost importance in a
system such as SAFESPOT.
The technical specification
should ensure that the design
specification ensures protection
of the privacy and security of
data collected. This processing
should make it impossible to
trace the identity of a person or
vehicle from the processed
data. System development
should ensure compliance with
existing national and European
privacy legislation. Research
should be undertaken on
current laws on data protection
and use and current political
viewpoints. The information
gathered should inform a
strategy to address these
issues in the development of
SAFESPOT. However, if the
SAFESPOT system does
capture information which can
be accessed in the case of an
accident or in civil actions, as
described above, then the legal
authorities and insurers might
well be able to acquire access
to it.
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Those creating the
SAFESPOT system must
ensure that its development
conforms with data privacy
legislation. Data storage,
use, and ownership, for
example, will need to be
clarified. Close
collaboration as between
the legal team and the
technical team on these
issues is recommended.

BLADE

Additional research
as between the legal
and technical teams
will be required to
determine how the
data will be
gathered, who owns
it, how it will be
processed and
whether and how it
will be stored in
order to gain insight
into the possible
legal implication of
data access.

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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S9. Privacy data storage
(continued)

9.4

The system is too
expensive either to
install or to
maintain.
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Manufacturers must ensure that
systems providing ITS services
have mechanisms to ensure
that the cost of installation and
maintenance of the system is
and remains affordable. Such
mechanisms must be simple
and require few resources in
order to keep costs down. At
an early stage in the project
some determination of the cost
of updating the system should
be made and agreed with the
Public Authorities. Industry
best practices for all technology
and process components
should be used and the support
of internal and external experts
encouraged. This is essentially
a technical issue but the need
to keep the system up-to-date
and maintained will probably be
a contractual requirement as
between the Actors delivering
the system to market and the
public authorities and, in that
respect, falls into this legal
arena.
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Manufacturers and
component providers will
need to undertake research
to identify not merely the
cost of installation and
maintenance of the system
but of its cost-effectiveness
(i.e. that the value it creates
for the user is worth the
cost).

BLADE

If cost itself is an issue, then
further research will be needed to
determine whether the
component parts of the system
can be sourced and
manufactured more cheaply.

Additional research
is required as to
cheaper alternatives
to existing
component
materials. The need
to include the
requirement to keep
the system up-todate and maintained
will form part of the
contract between
Actors delivering the
system and public
authorities/road
operators.

Deliverable N. D6.4.5

Dissemination Level (PU)
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Table 2.5: Decisions, tasks and communications for the Business Planning arena

Arena E: Business planning
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) = blue

Strategy
S10.
Stakeholder
persuasion

S10.
Stakeholder
persuasion
(continued)

Risk
10.1

Absence of clear
organizational structure

Measure
When implementing the
system on a site, or when
implementing a new
SAFESPOT application on an
existing SAFESPOT site,
refer to the reference model
for the organizational
architecture.
Perform a proper Cost Benefit
Analysis (CBA )for the
equitable roads and work on
shared costs (business case)

sequence
first action
Decide on building the
organizational scheme of
the service

second action

third action

Continuously monitor
operational and
maintenance costs

Decide on licensing the
operational and
maintenance aspects to
commercial organisations

If commercial organisations
are unable to reduce sensor
costs, agree on request
financial incentives to Public
Authorities

10.2

High operational and
maintenance costs of
infrastructure sensors

10.3

Infrastructure becomes
inoperable because of
breakdown; software
failure; malicious
damage; external
damage; obsolescence
of the technology

Have an emergency scenario
ready and also equip system
with indication of functionality

List possible "breakdown
scenarios" and identify
actions

Communicate the request to
the 'Technical arena'

10.4

Absence of structured
maintenance services

Clearly assign the activities
related to system
maintenance to one or more
actors

Build a maintenance
plan, including activities,
tools, and methods;
establish contractual
commitments by the
suppliers.

Communicate the request
for the maintenance plan to
the 'Technical arena'
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BLADE

Communicate the request
for the contracts
establishment to the 'Legal
arena'

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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10.5

Entities not
focused/informed

S10.
Stakeholder
persuasion
(continued)
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Clearly assign the activities
related to the monitoring of all
systems (detection, alert)
effectiveness and level of
service (timing, accuracy,
reliability) through periodical
checks or other means
(system self-testing, fault
diagnosis, etc.)

List the
diagnosis/calibration
activities to be
performed.

Communicate the request to
the 'Technical arena'

Map the listed monitoring
activities on the responsible
entities

Clearly assign the activities
related to the system static
data update (e.g. maps)

List the system static
data that need to be
periodically updated and
the possible entities
involved in the provision
of the update
Identify the entities that,
even if not directly
involved in the provision
of the SAFESPOT
service, may contribute
to its improvement.
Identify how they could
benefit from the
introduction of
SAFESPOT or
contribute to the
SAFESPOT success
Identify the existing
public services that may
benefit from the
introduction of
SAFESPOT (e.g.
emergency services).
Identify the benefits that
the entities providing
these service could
achieve from the
integration with
SAFESPOT

Communicate the request
for the maintenance plan to
the 'Technical arena'

Map the listed update
activities on the responsible
entities

Develop public-private
partnership schemes

Reorganize existing public
services in order to benefit
from the introduction of new
private ITS services (to cope
with the fact that local or
global entities may be
reluctant to introduce the new
technology, having the feeling
of losing their responsibility).
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BLADE

Formulate a proposal of
collaboration

Decide on which entities to
propose the integration with
SAFESPOT based on the
identified benefits

Deliverable N. D6.4.5
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Strategy
S11. PR/
communication

10.6

Troubles with supply of
services in extensions

Promote Co-operation
between the Communication
Network Providers and
Service Provider in order to
establish roaming agreements

10.7

Creating consortia
between suppliers is not
possible due to
complexity

When implementing the
system on a site, or when
implementing a new
SAFESPOT application on an
existing SAFESPOT site,
refer to the reference model
for the organizational
architecture defined during
the system design in order all
the stakeholders share and
identify it as a common tool
for integrating all the existing
and future system services,
"speaking a common
language" when dealing about
the organizational aspects

11.1

11.2

Risk
Lack of user confidence
in the system

Probe drivers are not
happy about the system
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Phase ->
Measure
Set a high performance rate
before introducing the system;
ensure up-to-date information;
raise driver awareness and
understanding
Compensate probe drivers
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Identify the requirements
for a Communication
provider in order to
support the SAFESPOT
service in the new
covered area. Quantify
the costs and benefits
for the new potential
suppliers
Decide on building the
organizational scheme of
the service
(system/application) in
accordance with the
SAFESPOT standard

Communicate the request
for technical requirements to
the 'Technical arena'

Communicate the
performance rate
requests to the
'Deployment arena'

Decide actions to ensure
proper and updated system
usage

Discuss the type and
amount of compensation

BLADE

Identify the candidate
communication suppliers
and propose the
collaboration with the
SAFESPOT service on the
basis of the identified
benefits
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Strategy
S11. PR/
communication
(continued)

Strategy
S12. Business
model

Risk
11.3

Wireless network are
regarded as a
risk/danger from a health
& safety perspective

Measure
Use or develop a standard for
max radiation energy.
Before implementation give
information (publicity
campaign). Develop the
system with the lowest
possible radiation energy and
communicate that

Communicate the
technical requests to the
'Technical arena'

Acquire information on the
levels of exposure to the
radiation

11.4

System constrains driver
behaviour

Make a switch to turn system
on and off, also educate
drivers

Communicate the switch
requests to the
'Technical arena'

Set-up actions to ensure
proper system usage

11.5

Difficulties of
understanding the usage
modalities of the system

Promotion by means of
helpdesk

Evaluate costs of a
helpdesk service

Specify the helpdesk service
and find a supplier

Risk
12.1

Inability to maintain pace
with future technology
developments
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Measure
Take into account the
possibility of SW updates,
canvass users to see if there
are additional functionality
requirements (awareness of
other market developments competitors)
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sequence
first action
Communicate the
software update request
to the 'Technical arena'

BLADE

second action
Set-up periodical
investigations among users
to collect possible additional
requirements; identify entity
in charge of such research

Decide on an awareness
campaign in order to provide
the most
detailed and transparent
information possible

third action
Plan periodical
benchmarking in order to
monitor the competitors
innovations
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Strategy
S12. Business
model
(continued)

Risk
12.2

Only a few cars are
equipped with the
system

Measure
Work out deployment strategy
on V2V and V2I scenario

first action
Ensure SAFESPOT
applications can be
deployed even with less
than 100% equipped
cars

second action
Communicate the request to
the 'Technical arena'

Decide actions to push
legislation or system
provider to provide financial
contribution (as a loss
leader) and local authority to
provide
monitoring/maintenance
costs

12.3

Lack or slow investment
in infrastructure
components by road
operator

Cost-effective
technologies/materials/compo
nents should be used.

At an early stage in the
project some
determination of the
initial cost should be
made, agreed and
continuously monitored
(market research)

12.4

The system is too
expensive
(install/maintain)

Analysis of cost with respect
to benefits of the system with
a clear competitive analysis
(inc determine and express
system limitations marketing)

Decide strategy to
enable manufacturers to
reduce the purchase,
installation and operating
costs of the new
infrastructures

12.5

Supply of components
(logistics and Supplychain troubles for
furnishing and replacing
components and
information)

Define maintenance plans
allowing for prompt
replacement interventions

Identify "key
components" in relation
to their vital importance
for the system operation
and their availability on
the market
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BLADE

Communicate the request
for the maintenance plan to
the 'Technical arena'

third action
Adapt marketing strategy
including:

Identify suppliers and times
to supply
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Table2.6: Decisions, tasks and communications for the Deployment arena

Arena F: Deployment
Decisions (process approach => process recommendations) = white
Tasks (content recommendations) = yellow
Communication (process recommendation) = blue

Strategy
S13. EU rollout, optimal
scenario

Risk
13.1

13.2

13.3

The content provider(s)
cannot furnish
information up to date
"Infrastructure becomes
inoperable because of
breakdown; software
failure; malicious
damage; external
damage; obsolescence of
the technology"

Trouble with supply of
services in rural areas
and crossing country
borders
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Measure
Covenants and agreements
between content provider
and service provider

sequence
first action
Decide who takes the
role of service provider
and content provider

second action
Communicate required
service levels with Business
planning arena

third action
Communicate requirements
for service level agreements
(SLA) to legal arena

Have an emergency
scenario ready

Define degrees of
system failure

Decide on responsibilities for
taking action

Communicate request for
defining liability in case of
system failure to the legal
arena

Equip system with indication
of functionality

Decide on requirements
for functionality
indication

Communicate requirements
for functionality indication to
Technical arena

Develop ITS products that
use technologies which
enable services to cover
more easily all geographic
areas, ensuring that road
users can move from one
geographic area of Europe
to another without losing
access to ITS services

Determine phases in
range of available
services

Decide on requirements for
technical standards and
legal standards
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BLADE

Communicate requirements
for technical and legal
standards to the Technical
and Legal arena
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Strategy
S13. EU rollout, optimal
scenario
(continued)

Risk

13.4

Lack of equipped
infrastructure
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Measure

first action
Determine phases in
geographical roll-out

second action
Decide on requirements for
technical standards and
legal standards

third action
Communicate requirements
for technical and legal
standards to the Technical
and Legal arena

Covenants and MoU
between industry and
infrastructure operators

Determine phases in
geographical roll-out

Decide on contribution of
infra operators

Communicate commitments
of infra operators to Legal
arena for contractual
arrangements
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BLADE

