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Editorial note

This report was produced by Rethink Priorities between May and July 2028. The project was
commissioned and supported by Open Philanthropy, which does not necessarily endorse our
conclusions.

This report builds on a short investigation conducted by Open Philanthropy in 2022, which
found that previous philanthropic work on road safety looked potentially cost-effective. This
report extends that analysis through in-depth case studies, expert interviews, cost-effectiveness
modeling, and research into risk factors, the funding landscape, and promising interventions.

We have tried to flag major sources of uncertainty in the report, and are open to revising our
views based on new information or further research.
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Key takeaways

Executive summary

According to the 2019 Global Burden of Disease (GBD) study, there were about 1.2 million
deaths due to road injuries in 2019. About 90% of these take place in LMICs, and the majority
of those killed are between 15 - 50 years old. Additionally, WHO analysis and expert interviews
indicate that road safety laws in many LMICs do not meet best-practice.! While there is limited
information about what risk factors contribute most to the road safety burden, or what laws are
most important to pass, the available evidence points to speed on the roads as most risky,
followed by drunk driving.

We conducted case studies of key time periods in China and Vietnam to better understand the
relative impact of (philanthropically-funded) policy changes versus other factors. Our
assessment of China is that we think Bloomberg’s implementing partners contributed
minimally to the key drunk driving policy change in 2011, and we think it’s likely that this law
was only one of many drivers to reduce burden. In contrast, we think laws were a more
important driving force in Vietnam, and advocacy by Bloomberg, the Asia Injury Prevention
Foundation and others significantly sped up their introduction. We did not find any sources
that gave insight into drivers on a global scale.

Regarding future burden, it’s likely that this will follow trends in motorization. Self-driving cars
may mitigate burden as they become more common; one source estimates they could
constitute 20% of the global market by 2040, though we expect this to be lower in LMICs.

This report builds on a short unpublished investigation conducted by Open Philanthropy in
2022. A quick BOTEC from that report, based on an existing impact evaluation (Hendrie et al.,
2021), suggested that Bloomberg’s road safety initiative might be quite cost-effective (ROI:
~1,100x). This report extends that analysis by reviewing Hendrie et al’s estimates of lives saved,
and comparing the authors’ estimates for China and Vietnam to data on road outcomes from
multiple sources. For China, we found that while the data shows reduced fatalities after 2011, we
could not link them specifically to fewer incidents of drunk driving. For Vietnam, quantitative
evidence for the impact of the helmet laws was stronger than for the drunk driving laws. As can
be seen in our BOTEC, this analysis led us to reduce the estimated effectiveness of policy
changes by 407% - 80%.

In addition, we used our case studies to estimate specific speed up parameters for advocacy of
0.4 years in China and 8.8 years in Vietnam, versus the 10 years used previously. These changes
significantly reduce our estimate of lives saved to 17% of Open Philanthropy’s previous
estimate. If we use the same methodology as the previous estimate (i.e., divide this estimate by
$259 million, the entirety of Bloomberg’s spending between 2007 - 2020), then the ROI drops
to 148x. However, we propose to account for the risk of failure in a different way. If we take an
estimate of relevant philanthropic spending on advocacy in China and Vietnam only (~-$6
million) and apply a “risk of failure” parameter to generalize from these successful cases to all
potential advocacy, then our calculated ROI is 1,544x (corresponding to about $65 per DALY
averted). We have considerable uncertainty about this calculation, which is detailed further in

!'We asked Kim Lua (Global Road Safety Partnership) how “best practice” laws are defined. He described a
process by which academics, NGOs, and/or the UN review laws in developed countries that have been
proven to be effective, and adapt these for an LMIC context.
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the spreadsheet and below, but overall it does suggest that advocacy for road safety laws could
plausibly be very cost-effective.

The experts we spoke to suggest that laws can change as a comprehensive package (when the
existing law is very old), or as amendments that tackle one (or perhaps two) risk factors. They
suggested that countries do learn from one another, through networks like ASEAN, but some
experts seemed to suggest that most spillover happens when NGOs actively transplant
successful campaigns or projects from one country to the next.

Regarding other, non-legislative road safety interventions, we highlight three possibilities that
could be worth further research: advanced vehicle technologies, medians, and integrated
transport systems.

We think it’s likely that cost-effective opportunities in road safety legislation remain. While
multilateral development banks (MDBs) spend $0.7 billion - $1 billion per year on road safety,
this seems to be primarily focused on assessing and building safer roads, and providing
institutional support to governments (e.g., setting up crash data systems). Philanthropic funding
is more limited, with Bloomberg spending $40 million per year, and a brief review of other
organizations suggests annual funding from other sources is in the region of $25 million.
Bloomberg’s focus on 10 countries (and primarily urban settings) means gaps remain
elsewhere, and these aren’t being completely covered by other foundations or the United
Nations, in part due to funding constraints.

Specifically, we think there are opportunities for grantmakers to support advocacy for better
speeding legislation in Pakistan and Thailand (where urban speed limits are 80 - 90 km/h).
Additionally, there may be scope for grantmaking to advocate for better enforcement of laws in
Indonesia and Nigeria. None of these countries are currently supported by Bloomberg’s road
safety program.

Why could this area be promising for grantmakers?

e We think this topic is neglected: There are clear gaps between laws in LMICs and best
practice, and legislative advocacy seems neglected in some places despite large amounts
of funding for other elements of road safety (e.g., building roads).

e Our BOTEC suggests that advocacy is cost-effective enough to consider grantmaking.

e Our case study of Vietnam suggests advocacy can have an impact on this topic, and
technical assistance provided by advocates can improve laws.

Why might grantmakers not want to fund this?

e The quality of the data on road outcomes seems limited. This has two implications:

o Our data deep dives were not conclusive about the impact of previous policy
changes, even though Blair Turner (a consultant for the Global Road Safety
Facility) suggested that crash and fatality data for Vietnam and China is generally
perceived as good quality compared to other LMICs. This makes us less
confident about the effectiveness of these laws.

o Poorer data quality means that tracking the impact of any grantmaking is likely
to be difficult. Xiaojing Wang (Vital Strategies) also flagged that in some

2 We have built adjustments into our BOTEC to reflect this uncertainty.
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countries, the road safety data is considered sensitive and therefore difficult to
access.

e There are reasons why Bloomberg is not working in some countries (e.g., security
concerns, lack of legislative process), and trying to work in the gaps may lead
grantmakers to fund opportunities that look promising but are actually intractable.
While we’ve included what we know about Bloomberg’s choices not to fund some
countries (e.g., Nigeria, Morocco) in our report, further insight may be hard to get.

Key uncertainties

e We highlight that speed is the most important factor to address to reduce the burden of
injuries and deaths on the road, and therefore may have a higher ROI than our BOTEC
indicates (as this is based on only drunk driving and motorcyclist protection). However,
it may be that legislation to stop speeding is also more difficult to advocate for and
introduce.

o This might be suggested by the fact that Bloomberg’s previous three phases have
had limited success in passing effective laws for speeding.

o In contrast, Charity Entrepreneurship’s 2022 report on road safety reviews 84
cases of advocacy for road safety legislation, and estimates a 48% success rate
across all kinds of risk factors. If we re-calculate for the subset of cases related to
speeding, this suggests a 77% success rate. We don’t suggest updating too much
based on these numbers (as we don’t know that the case selection is
representative), but they suggest speeding might not be so different from other
laws.

e Our approach to the BOTEC was informed by previous OP work that relied on Hendrie
et al (2021). As a result, we selected cases that were relevant to Hendrie et al. (2021), but
we think there are open questions about how much these legislative changes in
China/Vietnam 10+ years ago reflect opportunities that grantmakers might consider for
grantmaking now. Our “risk of failure” parameter tries to adjust for this, but it is
ultimately a crude way to do this.

o Our “risk of failure” parameter currently implies that about one in every four
philanthropic attempts to change road safety policy succeeds. If we had more
time to refine our estimate, we might more closely investigate the characteristics
of Charity Entrepreneurship’s sample, and the extent to which a success in that
sample is comparable to the successes in China and Vietnam which we review in
this report.

Experts interviewed?

e Nneka Henry - Head of United Nations Road Safety Fund

e Blair Turner - Senior Road Safety Specialist, consultant for the Global Road Safety
Facility (GRSF) at the World Bank

e Atsani Ariobowo - Manager, Global Road Safety Partnership

3 As context, this project faced hurdles in securing interviews with local informants from our case study
countries, China and Vietnam. We contacted 20 experts, including recommendations from initial
interviewees, and posted on two paid interview platforms (Inex One and GLG). Despite this, we only
secured interviews with people in China and Vietnam at the very end of the project, and our interviewees
were not directly involved in the changes in 2008 - 2014. The difficulties might have been due to a lack of
our own network in the area, sensitivity to public discussion about China, possibly language barriers
(although we did offer to take interviews in Mandarin Chinese), and the fact that we were asking about
events that occurred 10 - 15 years ago.
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e Kim Lua - Program Officer, Global Road Safety Projects & former Senior Associate at
World Resources Institute China (2015-2019)
e Lulu Xue - Urban Mobility Manager, World Resources Institute, China Ross Center for
Sustainable Cities
e Xiaojing Wang, Deputy Director of Road Safety, Vital Strategies
e AIPF Vietnam:
o Jimmy Tang - Chief of Staff
o Phong Le - Vietnam country manager

Importance of the problem

According to the 2019 GBD study, there were about 1.2 million deaths due to road injuries in
2019, which was about 2.1% of all deaths in 2019. The GBD attributes about 738 million DALYSs to
road injuries in 2019, representing about 2.9% of the global DALY burden.

The total number of road traffic deaths has been relatively stable over time, ranging between
~1.1 million and ~1.3 million deaths over the past 30 years. Within that range, the number of

deaths increased to a peak of 1.29 million in 2008, fell to 1.20 million in 2015, then stabilized.

Figure 1: Global road traffic deaths, 1990 to 2019

Road traffic deaths, 1990 to 2019
Total number of deaths from road traffic incidents, including vehicle drivers or passengers, motorcyclists, cyclists and
pedestrians.
1.2 million //j\v’——World
1 million
800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
0 T )
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2019
Source: IHME, Global Burden of Disease (2019) OurWorldInData.org/causes-of-death - CC BY

Note. From Our World in Data (2022).

The trends in the number of road injury DALYs, as estimated by the GBD, closely track the
trends in the number of deaths.

Note that estimates from the WHQO’s Global Health Observatory (GHO) show a different trend
from the GBD’s estimates: according to the GHO, the number of road traffic deaths continued
to rise after 2008 and, as of the latest data in 2019, is at an all-time high of 1.28 million.
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Overview of the problem

Breakdown by road user type

Globally, in 2019, about 37.6% of people who died due to road accidents were pedestrians; 37.5%
were drivers or passengers in cars; 18.6% were motorcyclists; and 5.4% were cyclists (Qur World

in Data, 2023).
Geographic breakdown

Approximately 89% (GBD. 2023) - 92% (WHO., 2023) of road traffic deaths take place in LMICs.
Just over half of road traffic deaths take place in Asia.

The highest per-capita rates of road traffic deaths are found in Africa and the Middle East. The
10 countries with the highest rates of road traffic deaths are Saudi Arabia, Central African
Republic, Oman, Lesotho, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, Eswatini, South Africa, the DRC, and
Libya (GBD, 2023). These countries have road traffic death rates of between 30 and 60 per
100,000 population, while the global rate is about 15 per 100,000.

The countries with the highest absolute burden of road traffic deaths are China, India, Brazil,
the USA, Indonesia, the DRC, Egypt, Vietnam, Saudi Arabia, and Iran (GBD, 2023).

Demographic breakdown

About 75% of the people who die due to road accidents are male (GBD, 2023; WHO, 2023).
According to GBD estimates, the majority of people who die due to road accidents are between
the ages of 15 and 50.

Table 1: Burden of road traffic deaths by age group

Age range (years) Percent of global burden of road traffic
deaths

0-14 7.8%

15-49 54.3%
50-69 25.5%
70+ 12.4%

Note. Data from GBD 2019.

There is limited information about the breakdown of behavioral risk factors, but
sources point to the importance of speeding, then alcohol
We spent one day looking into the risk attributable fractions (RAF)/breakdown of the five key

risk factors for road traffic accidents (RTAs): speed, drunk driving, helmets, child restraints, and
seat belts.*

* These five factors are widely identified in the literature, e.g., Global Health A In r (202
In our research, we also came across concerns about driver distraction; see Eummanﬁgmmnugn_@ﬂzm
for a summary. We have not looked into this as an additional factor.
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Based on this brief review, we believe that speed is the most important factor, followed by
alcohol. Our conclusion is based on:

e Chisholm et al. (2012) is the only source we found that includes all five factors and
attributes risk to each.” As shown below, the paper indicates the importance of speeding,
and then alcohol.® It also suggests that more than half of accidents have another cause.

Figure 2: Percentage of fatal injuries by risk factor, for sub-Saharan Africa (black) and South East Asia
(white)

Risk Factors

50
40
30

20

1Z[|I:|JZIJZIL.

Speeding Drink Not Not Not Other
driving wearing wearing wearing causes

seat motorcycle bicycle (such as

belts helmets helmets road

design)

Percentage of fatal injuries

Note. From Chisholm et al. (2012).

e Other papers that compare speeding and alcohol tend to find the risks of speeding to be
larger than drunk driving, e.g., a regression analysis of 13,000 fatal crashes in South
Africa (Govender et al., 2021), and an analysis of self-reported behaviors and crashes in
France (Constant et al., 2011).

e Blair Turner (GRSF) confirmed that he thinks speeding is the most important risk factor
- referring to going above the speed limits, or driving too fast for conditions. He
mentioned that he thinks official estimates of around 80% are on the low side, and
personally estimated it to account for around half the road trauma deaths.

This suggests that policies that target speed and drunk driving may be the most impactful to
pursue.

Philanthropically backed legislation likely drove significant reductions in
Vietnam, but for China, policy change was one of many contributing factors
As mentioned above, the global burden of RTAs fell between 2008 to 2015 before stabilizing.

Some of the improvement may be attributable to philanthropically-funded advocacy for policy
change related to key risk factors, but other contributing factors could include a) non-policy

® The paper converts from risk attributable fractions to percentage of accidents per risk factor by using
age-specific adjustments to account for the simultaneous presence of multiple risk factors in one accident.
We also wrote to multiple authors of two papers (Hendrie et al., 2021 and Ralaidovy et al., 2018) that
calculate but do not publish risk attributable fractions as interim steps in their analysis, to see if they
could share these, but did not hear back.

6 The estimated contribution of drunk driving is similar to GBD 2019, which attributes roughly 6% of
DALYs lost due to road accidents to alcohol (GBD, 2020, Figure 2). The study does not include any of the
other four factors of interest.
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factors — such as improving road and vehicle standards, or behavioral/cultural change
independent of policy — and b) legislative change not driven by philanthropy.

To try and disentangle the potential contributing factors to recent improvements, we initially
considered a quantitative exercise as outlined in the brief. This would have involved plotting
the trend in road safety burden for countries that did receive Bloomberg funding versus those
that did not. However, we ultimately decided against this due to concerns about data quality,
and the expectation that we would have considerable uncertainty about any results due to an
inability to control for other relevant factors.

As a result, we adopted a case study approach.” We selected China and Vietnam for this
exercise, as a recent evaluation of Bloomberg’s road safety program (discussed further here)
attributes 51% of all expected lives saved on the roads by Bloomberg and its implementing
partners between 2007 - 2030 to policy changes in these countries in 2007 - 2014.% In this
section, we provide an assessment of whether we think advocacy contributed to these changes;
in the following section (here) we investigate what impact those policies had.

China: We’re skeptical that philanthropy sped up policy changes in 2011, though it’s possible
WHO input improved the legislation

The key legislative change in 2011 was an amendment to the Road Traffic Safety Law that
significantly increased fines for drunk driving,’ criminalized driving with a blood alcohol
concentration (BAC) above a certain limit,"” and increased the length of time for driving license
suspensions. This change took place while China was part of a Bloomberg Philanthropies
initiative that began in 2010, and an impact evaluation of the Bloomberg program (see more
below) includes lives saved from this legislative change within its scope.

However, there is evidence of sustained governmental activity on drunk driving in the years
leading up to this amendment, including before the first Bloomberg phase in China (2010 -
2014). In 2009, the Supreme Court “announced that drivers who cause serious injuries and
deaths after drinking and driving and/or hit and run crashes will be convicted and punished”
(Lietal. 2012, p. 103). The Ministry of Public Security also organized “intensive enforcement
campaigns” on drunk driving at the end of the year, engaging seven million police in the
activity and increasing prosecutions by 40% (Liet al., 2012, p. 105)." In December 2009, the
government enacted a new order to punish drunk drivers with points deductions on their
license and send them to a seven-day road safety training program (Jia, 2015, p. 39). This
change, implemented in April 2010, was followed in February 2011 by an amendment to
China’s Criminal Law which “stipulated that all drunk driving cases must be considered as
criminal offenses, whereas the previous law imposed criminal penalties on drunk drivers only
when they caused serious traffic accidents” (Jia, 2015, p. 41). This last change seems to have
paved the way for the key amendment to the Road Traffic Safety Law in May 2011.

7We spent 30 minutes looking for any work that tries to explain the drivers of change globally but did not
find anything.

8 51% calculated by RP as lives saved by legislative changes in Vietnam (80,638) and China (78, 968) divided
by total lives saved estimated by the paper (311, 758).

9 Technically, the new law defines both drink driving (driving after drinking) and drunk driving (driving
while intoxicated) based on blood alcohol concentration limits. For simplicity, we refer to both together as
drunk driving.

1% Prior to this, the penalty would have been administrative detention, which is shorter and does not go on
a criminal record (Xiong et al.. 2019).

'The increase of 40% is calculated by comparing 650,000 prosecutions in 2006 to 304,000 prosecutions
in four months in 2009 (equivalent to 912,000 in a year).

FRIORIMES ROAD SAFETY | 12


https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2011.637097
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2011.637097
https://perma.cc/9SZG-7SF9
https://perma.cc/9SZG-7SF9
https://doi.org/10.1080/15389588.2019.1597269

Although drunk driving was one of the focuses of Bloomberg-funded work in China between
2010 and 2014 (alongside speeding), given the timeline of events, it seems unlikely that they
caused the legislative amendment in early 2011."> However, it’s possible that implementing
partners affected the change in other ways before 2011." Xiaojing Wang, Deputy Director of
Road Safety at Vital Strategies, shared that the lead implementing partner of Bloomberg’s work
for 2010 - 2014 was the WHO. She believes it’s likely that the WHO, upon hearing that China
was working to strengthen drunk driving laws, would have approached the relevant national
agency to see if they could offer support.* However, as she was not directly involved, we
remain uncertain about whether this happened, and to what extent any WHO support
improved the resulting legislation.

Wang et al. (2019) describe other developments in China at the time that could also have
contributed to reducing the burden of road traffic accidents: significant investments in the
transport network, government-funded road safety education efforts, and increasing use of
trains (versus buses).”” Road quality improved between 2011 - 2015."° Bardhan (2015) suggests
that Chinese vehicle standards were also being strengthened. Xiaojing Wang also highlighted
that a government crackdown on corruption, which included the issue of drinking alcohol at
state events, may have contributed. While we were not able to find any source that describes
the relative impact of each factor on road safety, our takeaway is that we should likely consider
the drunk driving law to be one of many factors that influenced any decreases in China.

Vietnam: We believe that Bloomberg and other philanthropies have contributed to more
effective Road Safety policies through a mix of advocacy and technical assistance

We have used a case study by the Asia Injury Prevention Foundation (AIPF)” and a Safety
Performance Review by the United Nations (2018) to assess the impact of philanthropic

spending on road safety in Vietnam, in particular by Bloomberg. We also interviewed Jimmy
Tang and Phong Le from the AIPF.

Our sense from our case study below is that Bloomberg and the AIPF have contributed to more
effective road safety policies in Vietnam through advocacy and technical assistance.

Road safety law changes before 2008 were largely ineffective in Vietnam

12 For more information about the Bloomberg-funded work in China between 2010 - 2014, see this
factsheet (pp. 1, 6-7). We did find a single mention of a project conducted by the Global Road Safety
Partnership between 2006 to 2009 (i.e., before Bloomberg funded any work in China). This project was
limited to one (autonomous) province, and though it highlighted gaps in citizens’ knowledge of drunk
driving laws, there’s no evidence to suggest this directly informed the change in national policy (Jia, 2015,
p. 45).

13 We also can’t rule out that Bloomberg involvement in non-legislative elements such as enforcement
may have increased the impact of the 2011 amendment.

4 We tried to determine whether this happened, but this is difficult given the limited documentation
online from before 2011. One document that we did find is the product of a UN project to set regional and
national road traffic casualty reduction targets, and although some initiatives in the Asia region reference
drunk driving (United Nations, 2010, p. 60), China is noticeably absent from the list of member states and
goals (pp. 62 - 64). However, this doesn’t rule out that the WHO influenced the legislation behind closed
doors.

¥ The authors also mention improving healthcare, which we would expect to affect fatalities but not
accidents.

16 Comparisons over time should probably be taken with a pinch of salt, since this measure is subjective
(as it’s measured by expert opinion) and relative (as ratings are compared to the “international standard,”
which is a moving target). That being said, in 2008, China’s roads were ranked as 4.1 out of 7, and 51st in
the world (World Economic Forum, 2008, p. 385). By 2015, the roads were ranked as 4.7 out of 7, and 42nd
in the world (World Economic Forum, 2015, p. 367).

7 Read more on the AIPF here.
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Vietnam has been actively addressing road safety concerns. As described in the Road Safety
Performance Review by the United Nations (2018), Vietnam established a National Traffic
Safety Committee in 1997 and passed the first road safety law in 2001 as a response from the
government to a sharp increase in road casualties.”®* However, “[d]ue to the poor preparation of
these documents, the regulations only required motorbike and motorcycle drivers to wear
helmets on non-urban roads, so this policy was largely unsuccessful” (p.28).

The law was updated in 2007/2008,'° 2011, and 2016, solving issues with implementation and
creating stricter rules for helmet wearing, speeding, and drink driving among others (p.20,
p-28). In Appendix A, we explain the history of Vietnam's road safety legislation in more detail.

We believe that Bloomberg and the AIPF have contributed to more effective road safety
policies in Vietnam through a mix of advocacy and technical assistance

Vietnam has received funding for road safety from different organizations. The AIP
Foundation has been involved in Vietnam since 1999, focusing mainly on helmet wearing
(Goldman, 2018). Bloomberg selected Vietnam as one of its three pilot countries when
beginning its road safety program in 2007, and continued in 2010 as part of the RS10 Road
Safety Programme funded through GRSP. This was partly implemented by the AIP
Foundation. The country also received a $9.1 million loan from the World Bank for road
projects.?’

The AIPF facilitated a workshop on road safety with ministries, nonprofits, and the private
sector, which was a starting point of the universal helmet law, together with GRSP and the
French Red Cross (Goldman, 2018, p.35). In 2006, the AIPF and GRSP supported the
Vietnamese government in the development of a Helmet Action Plan, which encompassed a
plan to enable enforcement of the new upcoming road safety law. The AIPF also initiated a
large campaign around the new law, which was supported by Bloomberg, amongst others
(ibid., p.37), and which contributed to the success of the law (CGD. 2015). According to the AIPF,
adult helmet use rates on motorcycles increased from 6% in 2007 to 96% in 2008 (Goldman,
2018, p.45).

It seems likely that the AIPF and Bloomberg have contributed to well-crafted legislation and
the subsequent translation into policies? in collaboration with different parts of the
Vietnamese government, contributing to the successful policy change of increasing helmet use.

We found that there was less literature available describing the role of philanthropy in passing
new drunk driving legislation in 2008 and increasing penalties for drunk driving in the
following years. Speaking to the AIP Foundation, they suggest that this can be attributed to less
policy action and philanthropic involvement on the issue of drunk driving compared to helmet
advocacy during this period.

18 On page 28, the authors write that there was a 87% increase in road casualties in 2001 compared to the
year before, implying that this informed the 2001 law. However, this figure could not have been available
yet when the law was passed in April 2001. We still think it is likely that the law was a reaction to an
increase in road casualties.

9 Some documents refer to it as the 2008 law, others as the 2007 law-change. As far as we can
understand, it was passed in 2008 and came into effect officially in 2009, but it was preceded by a
resolution in 2007 in which helmet wearing was already made mandatory. This is shown in more detail in
Appendix A.

2 United Nations, 2018, p.94. The report mentions two more programs which we have not looked into:
“Global Actions on Harmful Drinking, funded by international alcohol industry members” and “Safe
Routes for Youth, funded by Pernod Ricard.”

2 One of Bloomberg’s activities between 2010 - 2015 as described here is “Reviewing the current road
safety legislation and proposing appropriate amendments where necessary.”
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There are also other ways in which AIPF and Bloomberg have worked on road safety in
Vietnam. For example, AIPF developed a school program educating children on the
importance of helmet wearing, and distributing helmets to children (Goldman. 2018, p. 29) and
opened a local factory to create helmets that were more suitable for the Vietnamese climate
(p.26).% In our interview, Phong Le from the AIPF shared many more examples across all five
risk factors, such as a school zone safety program that they have been working on with GRSP
since 2018. An example related to drunk driving is that Bloomberg pilotted checkpoint breath
testing (United Nations, 2018, p.95). They applied international best practices so that drivers
could be tested for drunk driving in two minutes, down from 20 minutes. This method of
breath testing became the official procedure in all provinces in 2014.

We investigated whether other, non-policy factors were likely contributors to road safety
during this time. Ngoc et al. (2022) attempt to quantify the impact of various policy changes on
road fatalities in 1990-2019 while also controlling for development* and vehicle ownership.
Their findings suggest that the helmet laws reduced fatalities by 8.5% - 14% per year, beyond the
impact of development. They do not find a significant effect for the drunk driving law, but we
think this may be in part due to a methodological difference.? Phung et al. (2020) also find that
the helmet law was impactful beyond socioeconomic factors, with the effect being greater in
provinces with higher literacy rates.

Beyond these papers, we spent roughly an hour looking into other potential contributing
factors. A report from the United Nations (2018) suggests that infrastructure improvements
between 2008 and 2018, particularly building expressways, contributed to a reduction in road
casualties (p. 14). If we look at the World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Index, this
suggests that the quality of Vietnam’s roads did improve between 2008 - 2015, but the change
does not seem so great as to explain away other contributing factors.” We're unsure as to the
extent that vehicles — particularly motorcycles — became safer over this time period.*
Altogether, we think it’s more likely that policy changes have been a driving force of change
in Vietnam than in China.

22 Since our main source for this paragraph is a report by the AIPF themselves (Goldman. 2018) which
focuses on the work they have done, we think the impact of other organizations and focus areas (such as
drunk driving) will be underrepresented in the examples given above. We do think it is credible that the
impact of the AIPF has been large, and believe the examples 