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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan calls for special attention to improvements on local
roads.Areal needexists, apecially for small communitie® improve safety in three Emphasis
Areas: Landepature Crashes, Intersectiorr&hesand Traffic Records. One of the challenges

to addrestng this need is the lack of engagement, capabilitieexd funding of local
governments to conduct and execute safety studies, especially in small rural commukgies.
lacking is the ability to accessashdata as well aghe skillto be able to relate the statistical

data withhigh crash segments and intersecticarsd formulate acceptable solutions to mitigate

the identifiedcrash spots

Since the transfer of theecondaryroad system fronthe Horida Department of Transportation

(FDOTHI 2 OAGASa |yR O2dzyidASa Ay (gkhS highwaiBystemm oy n & :
KFra 0SSy ftAYAGSR fINASfte& (G2 aidaldS NRBI RyZ 0 dz
Plan(SHSPj & (2 NBRdzOS aSNR2dza FyR FFaGFft ON}rakSa 2
FDOT to play a larger role in addressing road safety on local roads. This expanded role is
supported by the latestederal transportation legislatiorMoving Ahead for Progress in the21

Century (MAP 21hichauthorizes the expenditure déderal safety funds for all public roads,

including roads that are not on thiederal aid systemand by Florida Statutes (FS 339.08 (h))

which authorize thedeparty Sy i a ¢ 2 Y I { Qi fulds/ @locate§ RPSany 6ther
transportation purpose, including funds allocated to projects not located in the State Highway

{ & & ( Bltiobgh FDOT support for local road safety programs is authorized, manpower to
provide ths support is limitedand FDOT districts are often faced with conflicts in priorities
between local and state projects and programs. Some districts have engaged consultants to
provide additional support, but the magnitude of the road safehallengeson the local road

systems throughout the state requires a substantial expansion of the capacity to address these
needs

LocalTechnicalAssistancérogram(LTAP) / Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TCRARYS
established by the Federal Highway Admimson (FHWA) in 1982 as technology transfer
programs have played an important role to provide training and technical assistance to local
transportation agencies in the United States. Due to their capabiliges opportunity is
availableto engagethe LIARTTAPCenters in providing safety project development capacity for
small agencies with limited resources. Additionathany University Transportation Centers
(UTCs)nclude technology transfer components that can be integrated with the OTA&Pand

DOT efforts to provide data, methods, togland project development assistance to agencies
with limited resources.
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The purpose of this researshiasto explore how to build safety project development capacity
for agencies with limited capabilitiemnd staff in coordination with LTAPTAPand UTCsTo
accomplish this goathe research focused on thremain directions.First an assessmenvas
performed of existing models and best practicesather DOTs and LTAPTAPCenters in their
efforts to develop progras to assist local communities to addresafety challengeson local
roads.Secongcrash datawvasanalyzedto assess the degree of traffic safetgncern onlocal
roads and a survey of local agencieasconductedto better understand the existing expése
and capacities to inventory and manage crash databalasd a case study approaetas used
on a selected county to conduct a safety study in order to understand in more detail the
challenges at the local level and toeate a guideto assist local gencies indevelopingsafety
projects that can reduce crashes and compete for funding

The review of best practices showed thathile several states are indeed helping small
communities address safety issues (with the involvement of their OTA¥PCentes), there

are critical differences in needs, allocation of responsibilities, and the relationship between the
DOT and the LTAPTAPCenter across the states. This limits the extent to which a functional,
comprehensive, statewide model from a different satmay simply be borrowed for
implementation in Florida. In developing a model for Florida, it is critical to ensure that the
developed program has the capacity to meet the significant needs of the State, the technical
expertise to educate local agenciesdamo perform the analyses for them, and can be
administered by an LTAP Center housed outside of the state DOT. This study examined three
specific aspects of the overall program from different states towards developing an approach
appropriate for Florida. fese aspects are education/training, technical support, and resources.

Provision of education and training is a critical first step in offering assistance to address local
agency safetyconcerns The overall training program should address both the manseyg

staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering stalff.is evident that each
LTAP/TTAP Center y Of dzRA y 3 Cf 2 NiksRal vaidty df ¢olrses reafily availdble
with the additional possibility of further customizirsglectedtraining to address local agency
needs and capabilities. Moving ahead, it can be envisioned that the statewidealecedafety
assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate
training.

Some dcal agencies doat have irhouse expertise and thus need technical support to identify
safety challenges determine appropriate countermeasures, and apply for project funding.
Upon being approved for funding, they also need assistance with designing and implementing
the project. Further, from a statewide perspective, a need exist ensure consistency in
practice to improve efficiency and to enable comparison of funding requests from several local
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agencies for project prioritization. Clearly, a program housed at the ICeler can provide
the technical expertise to help both the local agencies and the state DOT.

Finally, the operation of a statewide program to assist locals with safety projects requires
commitment of financial resources to fund at least one technicapsuypperson (fully) and one
administrator (partially). Resources may also be necessary to maintain a good database of
crashes and local roads netwarko support the analyses needed to identify and prioritize
safety projects.

The assessment of crasitcurenceson local roadsn Floridausing three years of crash data
from 2009 through 2011 showed th&ical roads in small countieswith population less than
50,000¢ experienced annually 0.6037 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people svhich i
1.5times greater than0.4004 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people for statewide
local roads.These numbers are especially pronounced in District Two, District ,Three
District One.In addition to small counties, the m&lze counties; with population 50,000 to
150,000¢ experienced fatabnd serious injurgrashes at 1.3 times the statewide rate of fatal
and serious injury crashes on local roag.comparing crashes on local roads with FDOT- non
limited-access roads (interstates not includethe rates show a bigger problem on local roads
in some counties such &aker, Citrus, Dixie, Flagler, Gadsden, Gilchdatnilton, Hendry,
Holmes, Indian River, Liberty, Sumter, and Suwannéer example,Hamilton County
experiencedannually0.9685fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 peoptelocal roads
which is3.1 times greater than ®153fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 peopte
FDOTnon-limited-access roads.

Implementing afety improvements to reduce crashes on local roads foals countiesis
challenging, often due to the limited resources in staffd lack of crash data and analytical
tools to conduct safety studiesTo better understand the extent dghis problem the research
team sentan email survey tdhe public works deprtment of each county in Florida. Based on
this surveythe researchteam found thatmost small counties have neither sufficient staff nor
the necessarydata management system@&nd analytical tools to conduct safetstudies.
Fourteenof these countiehiave no qualified staff20 counties have only one member that has
the necessary expertiseand 19 counties have two or more experts. From the data
management point of viewonly one out of 26 small counties has a crash data management
system.Counties with ppulationbetween 50,000 and 150,0Q6sually haveone or more safety
professionas, but they also haveerylimited crash data management system

A safety case study in Union CountfFlorida) was conducted to help the research team
understand more in det the situation in small rural counties and serve aslibsisto develop
and test amanual outlining a process and templatdsr use bylocal agencies to develop
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highway safety projectpossibly with low cossafetyimprovement measuresAfter completing

the studyby followingthe principles of the FHWA Road Safety Audit Guidéeling team

proposed several types ofimprovements in Union Countypgrade signs and pavement

markings enhance conspicuity or other special signing or marking treatmemgrade (install)

guardrails and widen and pave shoulders. Based on these options, a benefit/cost analysis was
performed in accordance with the Florida Department of Transportation in State Safety Office
Bulletin 16GnmX NX3IF NRAyYy 3 a. Sy Sde ASafety Analysis Progtam,@and &4 = v
Discount (Interest) Rae ® report of the analysis, findingand recommendations is provided

asa separatedocument.

Using the lessons learned fratime Union CountyFlorida)experiencethis study developed the
process ad templates for use in conducting road safety studies for local agencies and for
preparing the documentation required to support the application Federal Hghway Safety
Improvement PFlan (HSIPfunding. This work is organized in the form of a manual &d
provided as a separate documenthis manual includes a funding guide, a process for
developing safety projects, a template for developing field studies and B/C anagsisa
tutorial on how to perform crash data analysis using Signal Four Analytgtstewide crash
data system funded by the State of Floridad available free of charge tBlorida public
agencies that have a stake in traffic safety improvements.

Another separate document produced bthis research is a training module iRowerPoint
format designed tohelp local staff develop the capability identify causes or factors that
contribute to crashes at the selected study sitelentify potential measures to reduce these
crashes identify data necessary to justify expenditure of highwayety funds for correcting
thesechallengesandunderstandthe process for collecting the field data

The studyrevealedthe followingbroaderfindings

First in Florida thelevel and type of assistance needed by local agencies for development of
safetyprograms varies significantly witgencysize and capabilityzor example,tie outreach

initiatives of District 7(Tampa Regionlave been very successful in working with the larger
agencies that enstitute most of that district However for smallagen8 a4 G KIF 0 R2y Qi K
G§SOKYyAOFt SELISNIAAS 6AGKAY GKSANI &aGFFFS F Y2N
to actually perform the studies and analyses is required. Generally, FDOT districts are not
equipped to provide this level of supporttiexisting stafftherefore, a need for an additional

resource that can provide this assistansevident

lhttp://safetv.fhwa.dot.qov/rsa/quidel’nes/documents/FHWA SA 06 06.pdf
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Secongdsome of the safety issues on local roads could be corrected by improvertaoisgh
maintenance practices and training. In addition to eleping safety projects to correct specific
hazards, there is also a need to include a broader look at other factors that contribute to the
long term safety of the road system.

Third there is a need to incorporate the systemic approach into the anabfsisad safety
issues especially in the rural areas. Further development of the tools to use this analysis in
Florida is needed.

Fourth aontinued efforts are needed to develop ways to expedite the implementation of safety
projects after they have beeapproved forfederal funding.

Based on the findings aboyihe research team proposes the following recommendationaor
successful application of &se research results

First designatethe FloridaLTARCenteras the Road Safety Center and establigivaggram and
plan resources to conduct safety studies $onall localagencies TheGenter will report tothe
State Safety Office and will work in close coordination with the District Safety Offices.

Secongencourage events like the District 7 Safety Sutrand related resources as a means for
communicating with largeagenciesabout the safety program.

Third expand the outreach program at the state level to include presentations to organizations
such ag-lorida Association of Counti@SAQ, Florida Assaiation of County Engineers and Road
Superintendent§FACERSandAmerican Public Works Associati@xPWA.

Fourth enhance tools for systemic analysis.

Fifth, enhance procedures for expediting implementation of safety improvements through
expanded use ofDesigrBuild Pushutton contracts, development of unit price regional
contracts for specialty work, and use of local agency manpower for urgent safety
improvements.
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Chapter 1:INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Florida Deartment of Transportation (2012tates that more than 4,000 people died in Florida

and over 50,000 were seriously injured in intersectretated crashes between 2006 and 2010

(p. 9).Additionally, nearly 39 percent of the statewide traffic fatalities &g attributed to lane

departure crashes. According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
¢CNF FFAO {IFSde CFOla HnAnmMnI Hndo LISNOSyd 2F Cf
the first harmful event(p.146). Although Florida is experiencing a decline in lasheparture

crashes due tasignificant steps taken to implement strategies on the State Highway System
identified in the 2006Florida Strategic Highway Safety Pl@udible pavement markers, a

median crossing/mediabarrier program, and use of Safety Edge), these strategies have not
0SSy AYLI SYSY(iSR la gARSte 2y Cft2NARIQa f 20l
make up 90 percent of all Florida roads.

Improvement of traffic safety on local roads has beadedly recognized as an important focus

area for FDOT. In 2010, 35 percent of the fatal crashes as well as 35 percent of the fatalities
happened on local roads (NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts 2010). Additionally, from 2007 to 2011, an
average of 13,961 fatalés and serious injuries per year occurred on locally owned roads in
Florida, accounting for 42 percent of all fatalities and serious injuries statewide.

1.2 Problem Statement

The Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan calls for special attention to improgearetocal

roads.A real needexists, especially for small communitiés,improve safety in three Emphasis

Areas: Landeparture Crashes, IntersectionaShesand Traffic Records. One of the challenges

to addrestng this need is the lack of engagementapabilities and funding of local
governments to conduct and execute safety studies, especially in small rural communities. Also
lacking is the ability to access traffic records data along withskikto be able to relate the

statistical datato high crash segments and intersectioasd formulate acceptable solutions to

mitigate the identifiedchallenges! f 1§ K2 dz3K C5h ¢ Qa O ReHefaKfundslaiel & @& a
available to help solve critical rural road safétgues limited local capability can belzrrier

that keeps some local governments from effectively using these resaurces
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Severalopportunities to address this problem in Floridaistthrough the involvement othe

Local Technical Assistance Program (LT&R)er andthe University Transportatin Center
(UTC) Local Technical Assistance ProgramAR Tribal Technical Assistance (TTARhters
established by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in 1982 as technology transfer
programs, have played an important role to provide training aachhical assistance to local
transportation agencies in the United States. Due to their capabiliges opportunity is
availableto enable the LTAPTAPCentersto provide safety project development capacity for
small agencies with limited resources. Auothally, many UTCsinclude technology transfer
components that can be integrated with LTAPAPand DOT efforts to provide data, methods,
tools and project development assistance to agencies with limited resources. The recently
created Southeastern Trapsrtation Research, Innovation, Development and Education Center
(STRIDE), Bederal Region 4UTChoused at the University of Florida is developing a strong
interdisciplinary network of researche and educators to advance the staiéthe-art in
transportation. Among other objective$STRIDE focus includes safety research and knowledge
dissemination and technology transfer. The unique position of the Florida CBARrand
STRIDEoperating as part of the newly formed University of Florida Transportaitistitute
(UFTlI)creates an opportunity to explore project development capacity for local agencies in
coordination with LTAP, universitsansportationcenters and DQT

1.3 ResearcHPurpose andObjectives

The purpose of this researshiasto explore how to bud safety project development capacity
for agencies with limited capabilitieend staff in coordination with LTAPTAPand UTCs The
research als@ndeavoed to clarify requirements forfederal funding for safety improvements
and createguides that the agecies can use to prepare the necessary evidence required when
seeking funding support for implementation of the countermeasures in coordination with DOT.
Last, this research investigatenhow to plan for a sustainable path to the succesdutire
efforts considering aspects of funding, deployment, letegm expansion and maintenance
More specifically, the objectives of this reseamére:

1 Identify the information required to conduct safety analysis appropriate for small
communities especially in rural area

1 Determine how to assemble the resources that are easily accessible and contain the
appropriate data and tools to support the needs of local communities for conducting
safety analysis.
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1 Explore optiongo documentthe safety analysis methods and procesand teach it
to agencies in a way thas most effective to conduct safety studies and develop
countermeasures with the assistancetbé LTARCenter.

1 Determine how to assemble the evidence necessary when applying for safety
improvement projectfunds.

1.4 Research Approach

To accomplish the stated objectivehis research focused on thramain directions.First an
assessmenivas performedof existing models and best practicesatfier DOTs and LTAFPTAP
Centers in their efforts to develop prograsmto assis local communities to addressafety
challenge®n local roadsSecongcrash datavas analyzedo assess the degree of traffic safety
problemon local roads and a survey of local agengwes conductedo better understand the
existing expertise and capiies to inventory and manage crash databasdsrd a case study
approachwas usedon a selected county to conduct a safety study in order to understand in
more detail the challenges at the local level andcteate a guideto assist local agencies in
identifying safety projects that can reduce crashes and compete for funding

1.5 Report Organization

The next chapter presents a review of best practices followedippter 3 that provides a
condensed description of the tasks of this research followed lyudson and lesson learned in
Chapter4. Chaptel5 summarizesonclusions and recommendations on htmwmoveforward.
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Chapter 2:Review of Bst Practices

This chapter describes our rewef the variety of practices adopted by different states in
addressing locabad safety issues. The intent of this review is to subsequently guide the
development of an operational model to provide local agency assistance in developing
appropriate safetyprojects for Florida. In particular, it is anticipated that this assistance will be
provided through the Florida Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Center.

2.1 Within Florida

There are significant differences in the way the FDOT Districts currenthdprassistance to
local agencies in the development of highway safety projects. To some extent, these
differences respond to the wide variations in capaieiiof the local agencies from district to
district. The approaches by Districts 2 and 7 ppsh@present the most significant
differences.

District 7 serves the five counties of the highly urbanized Tampa Bay Area. Even the smallest of
these counties, with a population of just over 140,000, has a professional engineering staff.
While there area few small municipalities within the counties of District 7, most of the

population of the district lies within the limits of local agencies that hstedfs with significant
expertise

The District 7 Safety Office hiastiated a proactiveapproach tohelpinglocal agencies develop

highway safety projects. The District safety program involves an extensive community outreach

effort includingan annual District Safety Summit, a web sited various other meetings and
communications scheduled atkey tidle RdzNAy 3 GKS 5SLI NIYSydQa |yy
cycle. The district has engagezhgineering consultantstoserved & { I FSiG& ! Yol aal R
assistindocal agencies with the development of safety projects and justification reports.

¢t KSasS a! Y ark égaippéd2oNEpide additional assistance to the smaller agencies

that have professional staff but limited capacitjRepresentatives of the District Local Agency

Program (LAP) offiaa@sowork closely with local agencies to develop construction Ets

that conformtofSRS NI} f NBI|j dZANBYSy (i a> | Defgnmikl BushNRA O 1 K1
Bdziii2yé O2y iGNy OGAYy3a LINRPOS&a G2 SELSRAGS GKS AY
District 7 has been successful in increasing the level of highwety $ahds directed to local

roads. The guidance provided by District 7 can servevatuabletemplate for agencies

BDK 77 97721: Safety Priect Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center
4



throughout the state to follow in preparing safety projedtshey have technical expertise on
staff.

In contrast, District 2 is represtative of the rural areas of Florida. Eleven of the eighteen
counties have a population of less than 50,00@0stof these countiehiave limited technical
expertise inhouse and engage outside consultants when professional engineering services are
required. Because of the limited local capabilities, the District 2 Safety Office has conducted
safety studies for the local roads using b&BOTpersonnel and consulting services. Less than
ten agencies in the district areertified to conductLAPprojects. Forfederally fundedsafety
projectsin these countiesDistrict 2 generalljandlesthe projects on behalf of the local

agencies.

Discussions with representatives of all districtdicate that withineach district, there are local
agencies (city or cauy) that lack the capability tdevelop and implement federally funded
safety projects. For the districts with large rural populations, this is especially problematical.
District personnel recognize the urgency and importaatsupportingtheir local agnciesand
some have engaged consultants to asdmit mostdistrictsdo not have the capacity ttully
address the safetghallengen both the state and local road systems.

2.2 Other States

While other states are indeed helping small communities addredstg issues (with the
involvement of their LTAP Centers), differences in needs and organizational structures across
the states (discussed further in SectioB)2nay limit the extent to which a functional,
comprehensive statewide model from a differenhstate may simply be borrowed for
implementation in Florida. Therefore, the preferred approach would be to examine specific
aspects of the overall program from different states (discussed further in Sectiparii
subsequently develop an approach apprigpe for Florida.

The chapter begins (Section 2.1) by discussing differences in needs and organizational
structures. Some states have significantly greater volumes of road miles maintained by local
agencies and/or have significantly large volumes of aragin these roads. These states are
clearly of greater interest for this study. This section also examines the division of

2The Local Agency Program (LAP) is the mechanism used by state highway agencies to pass Federal highway funds
to local agencies. Under this program, the local agency performs the project design and administers tlo¢ contra
for construction. This work must all be done in conformance to FHWA requirements. Before authorizing local

F3SyOASa (2 LINIGAOALIGS Ay [!tX C5h¢ S@lfdad i§Sa GKSANI O

to agencies that demonstta this capability.
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responsibilities between the state DOT and the local agencies in terms of local road
maintenance. Those states having a similar alion model as Florida (i.e., locals have a
significant role in local road maintenance) are of interest to this study. Finally, some states
house LTAP centers within the state D®file others like Florida do not. This is an important
organizational distiction that bears upon the development of any safety program.

The next section (Sectidh?2) focuses on three facets of an operational model for providing
assistance to local agencies to address safhgtlenges(1) provision of education and training
on safety issues to local agenci€®) provision of technical support to develop, program, and
implement safety projectsaand (3) commitment of resources. Alterma state approaches to
address these facets are discussed in further detail in Se2tibitt is useful to note here that
these reviews are based on documented literature, notes from the FHWA TTAPPeer
Exchange Meetings, and interviews of selected LTRA#&Pstaff. Unless a reference (usually in
the form of aWeb link) is explicitly citedt is to be taken that the material was obtained from
LTAPTTAPpeerexchange meeting notes and/or telephone conversations and email
correspondence with appropriate LTAFAPstaff.

2.3 Variability in Needs and Organizational Structures

As a first step in a xéew of procedures to address safatigallengeson local roads, it is
important to understand the significant variability in the needs of each state and the
differences in certain fundamental organizational structures.

Figure2-1 showsHigh Risk Rural RoséProgram (HRRRP) funds appropriated for each state in
FY 2009, anBigure2-2 showshe percentage of funds obligateas of September 30, 20009.
¢KS FAIdzNBa Of SI NI & Ay RA OrpléntentiGga gystdmRtic progéam |
to address rual road safety (given the amount of money appropriated and the proportion
spent). Further, the figure vividly shows the variability placed on the importance of safety on
rural roads across the states. Therefore, it would be appropriate for Florida kadosome
states rather than others in developing its prograspecifically, the states that were
appropriated at least $5 million and had spent at leaspB€centof it may be of greater

interest. These states includdabama Colorado/|llinois, IndianaMichigan, Minnesota,
MississippiMissouri,Ohio, OklahomaPennsylvaniaand South Carolina

a f
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g .Above S10M . $5M-S10M Under $5M

Source: USDOT FHWA Office of Safety
Figure2-1 HRRRP funds available for obligation

i .75-100% .50-74'.6 25-49% 0-24%

Source: USDOT FHWA Office of Safety
Figure2-2 Percent of available HRRRP obligated as oft8eyber 30, 2009.
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A second consideration is that in some states (such as Delaware, North Carolina, South Carolina,
and West Virginia), the state DOT has the primary responsibility for maintaining local roads. For
instance, Delaware DOT maintains abouip@fcent of the road inventory and the towns and

cities are responsible for the rest. The West Virginia Division of Highways (WVDOH) is
responsible for almost 9percentof all roadways except those which are the responsibility of
incorporated municipalitiegon the order of Jpercentof the road mileage). In other states

(such as California, Florida, lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Tennessee,
Washington, and Wyoming), the local governments have a significant role in maintaining the
off-system roads. In lowa, each jurisdiction maintains their own roads. The roadways in the
Northern Plains Tribal region represent the majority of the Regional Service Area roads in
Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota, South Dakota and Northern Nebraska. iDes @re

responsible for their own road maintenance, which is handled in several ways: a) some Tribes
have contracted road maintenance from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA); b) others allow the
BIA to completely handle road maintenance and road constacbr c) still other Tribes

contract parts of the maintenance and construction. The states in this tribal region do maintain
their own roads which are the primary roads that carry the most traffic.

This difference in organizational structure is ofir@st. At the level of the state DOT, significant
expertise and resources are available to deal with safbgllengesSuch knowledge and

resources are not available at the local level. For example, in Kentucky only seven out of 120
counties have a countgngineer® In Florida26 of the 67 counties have a population of less

than 50,000 most counties with this small a population do not have a county engineer. The
2+5h] KlFIa wO2dzyie 2NBFYATFGA2yaQ NI GKSN GKIy
personnel, equipment and materials in each county to maintain roads, but these folks are state
DOT employees, maintaining state roads and thousands of miles of low and very low volume

traffic roads. Since local agencies bear significant responsmilitimaintaining local roads in

Florida, it is important to examine states with a similar organizational structure.

A third issue of interest is the relationship between the state DOT and the LTAP Center. As
already indicated, Florida plans to providetstaide assistance to local agencies via the Florida
LTAP Center. In some states, the LTAP center is housed within the DOT (Arizona, Arkansas,
Georgia, Illinois, Maine, Mississippi, Ohio, and Washington) whereas the Centers are separate
entities (often houed in universities) in other states (including Florida). Two exceptions exist:
the Pennsylvania DOT funds a private company (Pennoni Associates, Inc.) to operate the LTAP
Center, and the Idaho LTAP Center is funded through the Local Highway Technitzaidsssis
Council (LHTAC), which is a governmental organization that assists the Local Highway

®An exception to this general trend appears to be the State of Alabama in which every county has a county
engineer subsidized by the state
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Operational differences between centers housed in DOTs versus those hotuseabdly (such

as in universities) and the differences in the availability and access to resources (LTAPs within

GKS adlrdS 5h¢ KI@S Y2NB GRANBOO¢ | O0Saav OFy
may apply to DOT activities (such as traveltoas during strict fiscal restraint periods or

agencyimposed limitations on serving locatganizations Y I & AYLI O4G Fy [ ¢!t [/
to adequately address the needs of the locals.

In sum, differences in needs, allocation of responsibilities,thadelationship between the

DOT and the LTAP Center significantly affect the organization of programs to improve local road
safety. In developing a model for Florida, it is critical to ensure that the developed program has
the capacity to meet the sigmifant needs of the State, has the technical expertise to educate
local agencies and to perform the analyses for them, and can be administered by an LTAP
Center housed outside of the state DOT.

2.4 Facets of an Operational Model for Providing Assistance todldgencies

In 2005, after a presentation in Mendocino County, California, that showcased Road System
Traffic Safety Reviews which resulted in sustained crash reduction of over 40 percent on
arterials and collectors in the local roadway system, the Feddighway Administration

funded four Safety Circuit Rider (SCR) Pilot Programs to be administered through three national
Local Technical Assistance Programs (LTAP) in Florida, Kentucky, and West Virginia, and one
Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTA®)Ee Northern Plains Tribal Program. The object of
the pilot programs was to establish Safety Circuit Riders in each respective state as the catalyst
between local, state, and federal governments, private industry, and dedicated citizen special
interestgroups as stakeholders to reduce the high fatality numbers on local roads and lay the
foundation for longterm and consistent crash reduction on urban highways and low volume
roads. The states involved in the pilot program were exposed to and encourageshtinue
supporting theestablishedoperational model. Although each pilot program was positively
received in its respective state, continuation at an impactful level beyond the initial pilot was
successful only in Kentucky as the LTAP Center appli@thdoreceived funding specifically to
sustain and build on the previous efforihis SCR program stresses that an operational model

to provide assistance to local agencies should address the issues of education/training,
technical support, and resourcds. the next several paragraphs, approaches to addressing

each of these issues are discussed.
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2.4.1Provision ofeducation andtraining onsafety Issues tdocalagencies

Training for locals through workshops, presentations, or websites is offered by allTTA&P/
Centers. For a comprehensive list of all LGARers (and details including course offerings),
please see www.ltap.org.

Alabama DOT also requires counties to participate in roadway safety training to be eligible for
federal fund$. The Louisianaokcal Road Safety Program has several training courses in which
every engineer and engineering firm may enroll and receive PDH credits. The Pennsylvania
Local Safe Roads Program (started in 2006) teaches the road safety audit process. Specific
classes to dal with specifigssuesand provides handen technical assistance are taught by the
Program Manager. The Pennsylvania Walkable Communities (sister program) was started in
2007 to focus on pedestrian safety.

L2gl Qa [¢!t / Sy SN Khchprag@us (SafétyyCipcait R#&Rsinde yibolt y 2 dz
1988; their Local Roads Safety Liaison program began in BiiB.theSafety Circuit Rider and

the{  TSGe& [AlFIA&2Y (GSIOK O2dz2NASa NBfIFIGSR G2 20l
(such as work zansafety, flagger training, retroreflectivity, multidisciplinary safety team

support) organized as part of the overall outreach program (Safety Circuit Rider) have a

documented evidence of success with overp@dcentof all counties and 7200 cities

benditing by attending these sessions.

Housed in the Washington DOT Office of Highways and Local Programs, the T2 Center is
responsible for interfacing with locals under the umbrella of the Highway Safety Improvement
Plan (HSIP). The safety program has be&xistence for a number of years, but the county

safety program was separated from the city safety program in 2009. The Washington LTAP
Center is using FHWA to develop and present a class on how to perform the necessary steps to
assess and mitigate lolozhallengesThe T2 Center has been able to assist each of the 39
counties in the state.

The Montana LTAP/TTAP hosts annual conferences to bring together local safety stakeholders
and helps local governments accésderal resources and learn about nata@ricampaigns such
as Toward Zero Deaths.

In contrast to all training discussed above whidmswrimarily directed at engineers and
technical staffAlabama developed a joint session specifically for public officials held during
their annual County Commissi conference as part of a rural road safety program initiative

4http://safety.fhwa.dot.qov/local rural/training/fhwasal0027/
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through NACE and NACo. Several shorter joint sessions have taken place since the initial
offering in order to create a safety culture.

Provision of education and training is a critical fits{sin offering assistance to address local
agency safetghallengesThe overall training program should address both the management
staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering staff. It is evident that each
LTAP/TTAP Centéncluding E 2 NA R Q& , Hagtal variety of gburssN@adily availgble

with the additional possibility of further customizing some of these to address local agency
needs and capabilities. Moving ahead, it can be envisioned that the statewidelecaafety
assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate
training.

2.4.2 Provision oftechnicalsupport to develop, program, andimplement safety projects

In addition to educating local agency staff regarding safety issuegededal funding programs,
several states have programs that offer technical support to local agency staff to develop and
program safety projects. Some of these practices are discussed next.

Douglas County, Georgia, identified a simple, effective rural sadety programusing a four
step approach: (1) Identify higtrash locations using available crash ¢&2a Identify low cost
safety solutions(3) Determine potential benefits to establish implementation prioritigsd (4)
Implement solutions.

Theldaho LTAP Centénoused in LHTACutreach begins with phone calls and visits to help
solicit project applications for local agencies. Systemic projects are encouraged and include
signing and striping projects. Additionally, some large projects wereefindcluding signal
installation. Fataties and serious injuries are used in determining problem areas. Locals are
provided with various representations of their crashes. The LHTAC has the ability to sort data by
different parameters. LHTAC staff provsdgpecific technical and hands assistance to locals

to help them understand the data and possible countermeasures. They perform a number of
RSAswhich has strengthened relationships. LHTAC identifies the five most harmful crash types,
then identifies he five jurisdictions in each district with the highest amounts of those crash
types. In 2014, this process will be expanded to ten jurisdictions in each district. In the first
year, 49 local highway jurisdictions were eligible; of 32 projects submitide2e funded.

Projects were ranked/funded according to a benfefitstratio.

The lowa Safety Circuit Rider as well as the Safety Ligiregrams are partially funded by the
lowa DOT. Between tise efforts, approximately 5@ercentof the 99 counties inowa along

° http://www.countyengineers.org/ResourcesEdu/NACEPublications/Pages/default.aspx
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with ten to fifteen cities receive road safety advice, reviews, assessnmmasidits annually. In
addition to working on requested safety reviews, the Safety Liaison examines five to ten year
county and city crash data before making a consigtawisit and suggests problem areas for
further review plus offers possible solutions. A team consisting of the circuit rider, the Safety
Liaison, agency engineer, and (when possible) law enforcement participate together to perform
safety reviews, asses&mts, as well as compile written summaries and/or full audits including
formal reports with occasional assistance from the DOT traffic and safety staff. Funding
justification paperwork may be prepared by the Safety Liaison if requested by the agency; the
DOT Traffic and Safety staff also offers assistance and the Safety Liaison works closely with
them. Design is normally handled by the local agency, depending on the site, and the project is
usually completed in conjunction with a larger project (for exampridge construction or

roadway reconstruction). Special or unusual details (such as roundabouts) may require
attention from DOT or a consultant.

Kansas has formed a Local Road Safety Support Team including representatives from the 4Es to
develop and imfement an updated Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). The Local Road
Safety Support Team is working to form local safety coalitions modeled after the Destination
Safe Coalition, a partnership between local agencies involved in improving transportation
syaiSY alfSided YlyalaQ dzRIFGSR {1 {t AyOfdzRSa
activities and tools to address crashes on the local system. The Data Support Team to the SHSP
is working to improve local roads data accessibility, accuracy and cample.

In Kentucky, the full time Safety Circuit Rider assists local officials with identification of possible
funding sources and will offer assistance with application process. Cooperative agreements are
continually implemented. The jurisdiction respdbisi for roadway is also responsible for
implementing funded project. The Safety Circuit Rider assisted a taiakbfe counties in

2011 and 2012.

The Louisiana Local Road Safety Profradministered by the Louisiana LTAP in coordination
with the Louigana Department of Transportation and Developm@w? ADOTD)provides funding
for local road safety improvement projects. The program was established as part of the
implementation of the LA Strategic Highway Safety Plan as required by SAREIFE2005

using reimbursable federadid monies subject to all requirements of Title 23, United States
Code. On roads where the informatiorasailable, Louisiana condudisfore- and after
evaluations (crash volumes and crash types). Eventually, it is plannedtponate the

Highway Safety Manual (HSM) practices into their evaluations to bring their data up to HSM
standards. The program reaches every corner of the sfatere than 300 local

® http://www.Itre.Isu.edu/Itap/Irsp.html

BDK 77 97721: Safety Priect Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center
12


http://www.ltrc.lsu.edu/ltap/lrsp.html

organizations/governments. An average of a dozen public RSAs are cethéach year. LA
LTAP also facilitates submittal and review of applications. LADOTD can select consultants for
the engineering and design phase.

az2yildlyl 5SLINIGYSYG 2F ¢NIyaLRNIFGAZ2Y o6a5¢0 YI
road miles. Ten percemtf MDTmaintained roads are located within tribal reservations. MDT
received $10.5 million in annual HSIP funding, which is administered through the Traffic and
Safety Bureau at DOT headquarters [$750,000 from the High Risk Rural Roads Program (HRRRP)
and$3.6 million from the Railwallighway Grade Crossing Program (RHGCHificant

efforts of the Montana LTAP/TTAP include participating with locals to conduct road safety

audits and collect and analyze safety data. The MDT developed two safety pldooungents

with local support. The Community Transportation Safety Plan (CTSP), a collaborative effort
involving local and tribal governments, outlines a program to provide technical and financial
assistance to local communities. The CTSP goal is tofidpatinerships, prioritize projects,

and develop educational and programmatic strategies to implement and monitor local

community safety assistance. Montana uses the Comprehensive Highway Safety Plana(CHSP
data-driven statewide plan with emphasis a®across the 4Es of safety) to engage

stakeholders statewide and identify risk areas. Local officials participate in the CHSP planning
process and face challenges identifying safety risks due to limited data access and lack of ability
or funding to analyz data. Montana has recently started developing smaller county and

community safety plarfs

In the Northern Plains Tribal, Road Safety Audits are organized by TTAP personnel along with
representatives fra respective state, tribe, ani@deral agencies. ThEribal planner prepares
funding justification in most cases. Projects are designed by consultants or the BIA.

In Pennsylvania, the LTAP Safety Circuit Rider receives annual crash data from PennDOT along
with a priority list of municipalities with high &sh dataEven though crash data for local roads

is scarce, available statistics for the previous five years are provided to the locals during the first
meeting. Road Safety Audits are performed by the LTAP SCR on three sites prioritized with local
input and a report is generated containing a list of suggestions and formulating a community
plan (Local Safe RosBrogram¢ Roadway Safety Improvement Plan). The report includes
resources and is left behind for the municipality or township. Because the PAJeMdt is

operated by a private company, the LTAP SCR is restricted from offering assistance if the
township or municipality decides to work with a consultant as it would be a conflict of interest.
Once the report is received, it is up to the municipabt township to design, construct, or

7http://safetv.fhwa.dot.qov/p2p/mt hsip/hsip mt.pdf
8 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/p2p/region7/
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otherwise implement improvements. The program puts much emphasis on low cost safety
improvements that can be implemented quickly by the municipalitye Pennsylvania Local
Safe Roads Program assists 12 communiges/par. Their Walkable Communitidogram
assists 6 communities per year. During the first several years, 30 road safety audits were
performed annually (20 for the LSRP and 10 for WCP). To date, more than 200 studies with
safety recommendations have beenmpleted at over 800 locations.

The Utah LTAP Center completed 19 Road Safety Audits (RSAS) overeafqeriod and has
begun working more closely with some Tribes. Local agencies contact the LTAP Center and the
LTAP coordinates the RSA. Other smwiprovided to locals by the Utah LTAP include: assessing
sign retroreflectivity, providing a safety software suite to any requesting city/county, assisting
with warrant studies, providing crash tool reports, and conducting asset management and
safety stulies. The LTAP has a GIS program used with local governments as many do not have
GIS capability.

Wyoming LTAP worked with WYDOT through a pilot research project in 2006 to develop and
implement the Wyoming Rural Road Safety Program (WRRSR¢thodologyto identify, fund

and administer local safety projects. The methodology uses ten years of crash data and the
results of windshield surveys to develop weighting factors for the roadway environment. The
factors are combined into crash and geometric ratingpgcly are then used to prioritize high

risk sites. The methodology has helped WYDOT identifyctsivand higimpact projects like

signs, striping, rumble strips and delineation projects. For example, Wyoming has used HRRRP
funding to implement a statewidsign program to fund new safety signs for local ageficies

In summary, local agencies need technical support to identify s&feiyes determine

appropriate countermeasures, and apply for project funding. Upon being approved for funding,
they also need ssistance with designing and implementing the project. Further, from a
statewide perspective, a need may exist to ensure consistency in practice to improve efficiency
and to enable comparison of funding requests from several local agencies for project
prioritization. Clearly, a program housed at the LTAP Center can provide the technical expertise
to help both the local agencies and the state DOT.

2.4.3 Commitment ofresources

The operation of a statewide program to assist locals with safety projects requirasitment
of financial resources to fund at least one technical support person (fully) and one
administrator (partially).

9 http://safety.tfhwa.dot.gov/systemic/
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In lowa, local assistance is provided through a single point of contact (HRRRP). Level of funding
for the technical assistance programabout $150K to LTAP. The support includes
administration/technical support (~1.5 FTE) and clerical, etc. (~.25 FTE). The level of funding for
design, construction, and implementation by DOT is-584yr for DOT, counties and cities for
safety related wok.

In Kentucky, funding is provided for one Safety Circuit Rider and partially (.10 FTE) for a Traffic
Safety Engineer. Funding is also provided for administrative support.

Louisiana LTAP employs two contract circuit riders that perform RSAs alongevitA tocal

Road Safety Engineer, all funded by DOTD. The level of funding for the entire program is
between $3- $5M annually. The State funding cannot exceed $500K per project or sponsor, and
usually requires 1percentlocal match on construction projecand Spercentfor other

projects®.

Northern Plans Tribal Region hsee staff members to review road safety audits (only a small
percentage of their time). The funding depends on the current levels of the TTAP funding. The
Tribes/BIA across the Unité&tates share about $27 million to conduct road maintenantee

road maintenance funds come from the Department of Interior and must compete with social
programs for funding. Much of the road construction money (about $450 million from FHWA
either directy or through the BIA) is used for road maintenance measures, such as chip sealing.

In Pennsylvania, the safety program has funds to supportftNgime staff members and
additional funds to support administrative duties and training (1 to 2 FTE).

In Washington, the T2/LTAP Center primarily uses HSIP funds to assist the locals. The entire
program is handled by 2 FTEs.

222YAY3AQa wdzN} £ w2FR {FFSdeé tNRINIY dziAf Al Sa
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million through the spring of 2011 to implement lesost safety improvements. Arourfdur

agencies apply for funding each year.

In addition to the above summary of resources typically allocated to operate a kfesy-s
assistance program, it is also useful to note that other states have additional funding programs
that ultimately address the issue of improving local safety. For exarfalesas DOT has
established dederal funds exchange program, which allows Iggalernments to exchange
federally allocated funds from the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Highway Bridge

0 hitp:/vww.Itre.Isu.edu/ltap/Irsp.html
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Program (HBP) fatate funds to accelerate project delivéfy The state of Alabama subsidizes
around 70percentof each coung engineer pogion per the Code of Alabama, Section@2
(Acts 1971, No. 1945, p. 3143, 85.)

Finally, resources may also be necessary to maintain a good database of crashes and local roads
network to support the analyses needed to identify and prioritize safety ptsje

2.5 Summary

While several states are indeed helping small communities address safety issues (with the
involvement of their LTAPTAPCenters)there are critical differences in needs, allocation of
responsibilities, and the relationship between the D@@ ¢he LTAR TAPCenter across the
states. This limits the extent to wth a functional, comprehensiystatewide model from a
different state may simply be borrowed for implementation in Florida. In developing a model
for Florida, it is critical to ensuithat the developed program has the capacity to meet the
significant needs of thatate, has the technical expertise to educate local agencies and to
perform the analyses for them, and can be administered by an LTAP Center housed outside of
the state DOTThis study examined three specific aspects of the overall program from different
states towards developing an approach appropriate for Florida. These aspects are
education/training, technical support, and resources.

Provision of education and trainingascritical first step in offering assistance to address local
agency safetghallengesThe overall training program should address both the management
staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering sthffs evident that each
LTAP/TTAPe@ter,A y Of dzRA y 3 Cf 2, N &vaety of cotirses reddify dviailaiie

with the additional possibility of further customizing some of these to address local agency
needs and capabilities. Moving ahead, it can be envisioned that the statewddiateasafety
assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate
training.

Some dcal agencies do not havelimuse expertise and thus need technical support to identify
safetychallengesdetermine appropriate @untermeasures, and apply for project funding.

Upon being approved for funding, they also need assistance with designing and implementing
the project. Further, from a statewide perspective, a need sxsensure consistency in

practice to improve efficiecy and to enable comparison of funding requests from several local

Y hitp://safety.fnwa.dot.gov/p2p/region7/
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agencies for project prioritization. Clearly, a program housed at the LTAP Center can provide
the technical expertise to help both the local agencies and the state DOT.

Finally, the opertion of a statewide program to assist locals with safety projects requires
commitment of financial resources to fund at least one technical support person (fully) and one
administrator (partially). Resources may also be necessary to maintain a good datdbas
crashes and local roads network to support the analyses needed to identify and prioritize safety
projects.
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Chapter 3:3UMMARY OF THIS STUDY

This chapter provides a summary of thesearch activities of this study including the
assessment of the safetyhallengesin small counties, the review of best practices, and the
development of a case study. A summary of the products that were generated from this-study
provided as separate domentsc is outlinedhere, as well.

3.1 Assessment ofafety Challengesn Small Counties

Three areas were explored to quin a better understanding on the extent of the safety
challengesin small countiescrash statisticson local roadslimitations of localagencies to
conduct safety studiesand the limitation facing FDOT in helping local agencies. The findings
are described below.

3.1.1 Crashstatistics on localroads

To better understand the craslstatistic onlocal roads in Floridahe research team analyzed
county crash data for a three year period between 2009 and 2011. The counties were grouped
by population in three categories: urban counties with population greater than 150,000, rural
counties with population smaller than 50,000 and the raide countieswith population
between 50,000 and 150,000.
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Fatal & Serious Injury Crashes on Local Roads per
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Crash data: One year average for period 2009-2011 from FDOT’s Crash Analysis Reporting System

Figure3-1 Fataland seriousinjury crashes orlocalroads per 100(eople

During a three year period from 2009 to 2011, local roads in small counties expe&fience
annually 0.6037 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people vetlichtimesgreater

than 0.4004 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people for statewide local roads. The
chart and map in Figure- Billustrates these statistic¥hese nurbers are especially

pronounced in District Two, District Three and District @neddition to small counties, the
mid-size countieg with population 50,000 to 150,00 experienced fatal crashes at 1.3 times
the statewide rate of fatal and serious inyucrashes on local roads.

By @omparingcrashes on local roadgith FDOThon-limited-access road@nterstates not
included) the rates shova biggerconcernon local roadsin some counties such as Baker,
Citrus, Dixie, Flagler, Gadsden, Gilchrist, HamiHendry, Holmes, Indian River, Liberty,
Sumter, and Suwannee. For example, Hami@auntyexperiencedannually0.9685fatal and
serious injury crashes per 1,000 peoptelocal roadsvhich is3.1times greater than 3153
fatal and serious injury crass per 1,000 peoplen FDOT nofimited-access roads he chart
and map in Figure-3 illustratethese statistics.
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Figure3-2 Fataland seriousinjury crashes orocalroads vs. DOT Nelimited-accessoads

3.1.2 Limitationsfacinglocalagencies irdevelopingsafety programs andprojects

Implementing afety improvements to reduce crashes on local roads for small cousties
challenging, often due to the limited resources in staff and funding of local ageesiesnsible

for maintenance. Also lacking is access to crash data and the knowledge to relate the statistical
datato challenges anformulate acceptable solutions to mitigate the identifiedallengesin

the absence of expertise and data, elected officiad nontechnical managers are forced to

direct operations or road crewssingpriorities that may not necessarily be based on supported
safetyissues

To better understand the extent of the lack of expertise and data in small coutiteesesearch
teamsentan email survey to public works department of each county in Florida. Based on this
survey most small counties have neither sufficient staff nor tleeessaryglatamanagement
systemsand analytical tools to conduct safetyudies.Fourteenof thesecounties hae no
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