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REGIONAL SAFETY PLAN



Plan Purpose and Scope

@ MORPC

_ S Fatal and Serious Crashes by
- Comprehensive Safety Plan for Central Ohio with a Maintenance Authority* (2013-2017)

focus on fatal and serious injury crashes

* Provides a framework for identifying, analyzing, and
prioritizing safety improvements on local roads

* Inspired by the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, but
drills down to locally maintained roadways

« Funded by ODOT to develop Safety Plan and create

a template for other regions around the state
County,

1%

« Expands upon existing MORPC Safety programs

*For the MPO area




MORPC

Planning Process

1. Engage & Establish Leadership

* Regional safety stakeholders

(6)
2. Data Compilation and Analysis Evaluate and
oo ysis - NNl  THELRSP
* Analyze crash data & determine emphasis areas (5) DEVELOPMENT
o . - Prioritize and PROCESS
3. Priority Safety Location Identification ncorporata
* |dentify emphasis locations Eg .
O] o
4. Regional Safety Action Plan and Safety ctoetaoies o

Strategy Development
* Identify and prioritize strategies

O o

Determine  Analyze

Emphasis  gafety Data

5. Implementation and Evaluation
* Implementation Committee

s <

FHWA, Local Road Safety Plans



Trends in Regional Safety MORPC

BETWEEN 2013 — 2017 IN CENTRAL OHIO:

196,792 crashes were reported an overall increase of 21.2%

498,131 people were involved an overall increase of 19.9%

528 people were killed an overall increase of 27.8%

4,323 people were seriously injured an overall decrease of 4.2%

-




Regional Safety Priorities /| Emphasis Areas L‘ E MORPC

Serious Crash Types Driving Safety Concerns

» Fixed Object p— * Impaired Driving (Alcohol/Drug)
* Rear End » Restraint/Seat Belt
& « Angle ‘ . Speed
® e Left Turn o - Age
* Head On  Distracted Driving

Vulnerable Roadway Users Emerging Technologies

 Pedestrians * Autonomous/Connected Vehicle

» Bicyclists  Electric Vehicles

* Motorcyclists « Electric Scooters

-l




Serious Crash Types MORPC

Total Fatalities and Serious Injuries by Crash Type (2013-2017)

. Rear End Left Turn Head On
. (16 33%) (12 .8%) (8%
Rear End
Ang|e Fixed Object Angle Pedestrian Other Crash Types
(18 2%) (14 6%) (12 3%) (17.8%)
Left Turn

Head On 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%




Vulnerable Roadway Users

Percentage of Units Involved in
Crashes by Unit Type

1.0% 0.6% 0.1%
Bus/Van Motorcycle Other

0.4% |
Bicyclist \“ ’
) 2.0% ‘
Pedestrians
Bicyclists
Motorcyclists K

0.8%
Pedestrian

Passenger
Vehicle

@ MORPC

Fatal & Serious Injury Rate by Unit Type

25.0%

xR

a

(=]

o~
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%

,bﬁ\

5 F 8 B
o (=] ) o
(] o ©
= — — i
O o NN & N .
& W & & S & &
- ) A @ & O < o)
81‘ RS 3 Q)\ xO b@
) Q@ > & ‘\\0 @
& Q




Driving Safety Concerns

Impaired Driving
(Alcohol/Drug)
Restraint/Seat Belt
Speed

Age

Distracted Driving
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MORPC

Percent of Fatalities and Serious Injuries by Driving Safety Concern (2013-2017)

No Seat Belt Distracted Driving

Impaired Driving

Speed Related

m Fatalities

Serious Injuries

Young Drivers

Older Drivers




Emerging Technologies MORPC

Autonomous “a ————— i‘
/Connected Vehicles == ~—""‘-A
Electric Vehicles

Electric Scooters




riority Safety Locations MORPC
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Implementation & Evaluation

° ACtion Plan |
|

- Annual Reporting

Technical Assistance |
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High-/Medi
-/Medium-
Cost Spot Safety Treatments .
ment to address driving safety concerns in |ocations with frequent fatal/serious injury crashes.

Strategy 5 Conduct high visibility enforce!

Amount of funding

arded to law enforcement agencies 10 conduct
awarded regionally

promote grants aw
high visible enforcement activities related 10 apgressive and

speeding drivers.

Low-/Medi
edium-Cost Spot Safety Treatments

enforcement agencies 10 conduct

highly visible enforcement activities related to impaired and

distracted drivers-

promote grants awarded to 1aw enforcement agencies 10 conduct Amount of funding

| highly visible enforcement activities related to seatbelt usage- awarded regionally

Assist grantees to complete reports to funders on relevant Completion of grant
1“ reporting

information.

Amount of funding

Promote grants awarded t0 law
awarded regionally

ow-Cost Risk-Based Treatments




PEDESTRIAN SAFETY



Pedestrian-Involved Crashes

Fatal and Serious Pedestrian-Involved
Crashes by Posted Speed Limit

65 MPH +

60 MPH 20 MPH
50 MPH i

4% 3%

>

MORPC

Fatal and Serious Pedestrian-Involved
Crashes by Location Type

Driveway/Alley

T-Intersection

Four-Way
Intersection

Not an
Intersection



rioritizing Pedestrian Safety MORPC

N Three B'S 4 K Ry

Fatal and Serious Pedestrian-Involved
Crashes by Maintenance Authority
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Systemic Safety Improvements MORPC

« System-wide implementation of safety improvements
based on high-risk roadway features
« Solves an unmet need in transportation safety
« Uses a risk-based approach to prevent crashes
* Results in a comprehensive road safety program
» Advances a cost-effective means to address safety concerns

FHWA, A Systemic Approach to Safety




Regional SSI Pilot Project @ MORPC

* |dentify priority crash types and CRASH TYPE BY FREQUENCY AND SEVERITY
related risk factors

Problem
ldentification

Rear End 30 586 1.0%

Angle 28603 | 53 | 645 | 8137 | 19,768 | 2.4%

Sideswipe - Passing | 22275 | 12 | 255 | 3245 | 18763 | 1.2%

Location Fixed Object 21560 |1430) 8241| 5330 | 15270 | 4.4%
|ldentification Parked Vehicle 15,627 14 | 114 | 1191 | 14,308 | 0.8%
Left Turn 9,462 24 326 3,291 5821 | 3.7%

Backing 5,885 2 14 233 | 5636 | 03%

Animal 4,767 1 23 2711 | 4472 | 05%

Sideswipe - Meeting

Countermeasure
Selection

Other Non-Collision 5 61
Pedalcycles 1,373 11 | 133 | 966 | 263 | 105%
Head On 1,303 28 | 128 | 537 610 | 12.0%
Other Object 1,150 2 15 108 | 1,025 | 1.5%
Overturning 882 14 | 100 | 483 | 315 | 12.9%
P roj () Ct Unknown 354 8 17 83 246 71%
Prioritization T 15 - 4 6 £} S0%

Other Non-Vehicle 5 - - 2 3 0.0%




Regional SSI Pilot Project MORPC

Problem
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Regional SSI Pilot Project

Problem
ldentification

Location
ldentification

 Pedestrian Countdown Timers

Countermeasure

Selection  High Visibility Crosswalk Markings

« Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon

Project
Prioritization




Regional SSI Pilot Project

Problem
ldentification

Location
ldentification

Countermeasure
Selection

Have 2 or more pedes-
trian related crashes
occurred within 250ft of
intersection?

MORPC

Is the Intersection
signalized?

Ineligible ‘_“*

Does the intersection
already have High
Visibility Crosswalk
Markings?

Does the intersection
already pedestrian
countdown timers?

 Pedestrian Countdown Timers

Project  High Visibility Crosswalk Markings

Prioritization

« Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon

Does the intersection
already have High
Visibility Crosswalk
Markings?




Regional Pilot Project (2012-2015) MORPC

Funding, Implementation, and Evaluation

Funding Allocation

» Total Phase Allocation: $900,000 (10% Contingency) EXAMPLE:

» Jurisdiction Phase Allocation:
Floor Allocation + Need Allocation

Assume 10 participating jurisdictions
Floor allocation: $50,000

» Floor Allocation: Minimum amount individual ! .
jurisdiction received for participating Need Allocation: $400,000*.10

* Need Allocation: Allocation based on proportion of target (Jurisdiction X's proportion)

crashes occurring within jurisdiction out of the region’s Total Allocation: $90,000

Pre-Implementation Crash Trends

ANNUAL
TOTAL AVERAGE PERCENT
2006-2016 CRASH CHANGE
FREQ.

ANALYSIS CRASH

LOCATION TYPE 2006 2007 2008 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Phase 2 Pedestrian 23 3 175 341 7.1%
Locations Al 853 | 1,022 | 895 10,258 9325 9.8%
T Pedestrian 500 469 535 461 475 473 565 513 5,537 5034 -3.6%
Area Al 38,153 | 38,628 | 35979 | 34499 | 36,629 | 35913 | 34,263 | 33,787 | 37,687 38,093 405,691 36,881.0 2.2%




Step 1. Determine use(s) of risk values

Regional Trail Access Safety Project

Facility-Specific Areawide

Park >15 Acres . : Highbanks, / '.o
W ® Metro Park. .
A v 3 1. Point 3. Network
2. Segment 4. Regional
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FHWA, Guide for Scalable Risk Assessment Methods for Pedestrians and Bicyclists




Regional Trail Access Safety Project

Product of Non-Motorized and
Vehicular Volumes

Higher product = higher level of exposure

Non-Motorized Demand Index Higher value = higher level of exposure 1
Intersection Signalization Signalization = decreased risk 2
Crosswalk Type Greater visibility by crosswalk type = decreased risk 1.5
Crossing Length Higher length = higher risk 1
Presence of Pedestrian Signal Pedestrian signal = decreased risk 1
Warning Signage Greater intensity of warning signage = decreased risk 1.5
Additional Risk Presence of Refuge Island Refuge island = decreased risk 2
Indicators Number of Lanes Crossed Greater number of lanes = increased risk 1
Posted Speed Higher speed = higher risk 2
Presence of Bike Lane Bike lane = decreased risk 1
Presence of Street Parking Street parking = increased risk 1
Presence of Sidewalk Sidewalk = decreased risk 1
Presence of Transit Route Transit route = increased risk 1
Crash Severity (EPDO) Higher crash severity = higher risk 1




THANK YOU!

LAUREN CARDONI

Senior Planner, Active Transportation & Safety
Mid-Ohio Regional Planning Commission

T:614.233.4128
lcardoni@morpc.or

111 Liberty Street, Suite 100
Columbus, OH 43215
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