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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

The Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan calls for special attention to improvements on local 

roads. A real need exists, especially for small communities, to improve safety in three Emphasis 

Areas: Lane-Departure Crashes, Intersection Crashes, and Traffic Records. One of the challenges 

to addressing this need is the lack of engagement, capabilities, and funding of local 

governments to conduct and execute safety studies, especially in small rural communities. Also 

lacking is the ability to access crash data as well as the skill to be able to relate the statistical 

data with high crash segments and intersections and formulate acceptable solutions to mitigate 

the identified crash spots.  

Since the transfer of the secondary road system from the Florida Department of Transportation 

(FDOT) ǘƻ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ мфулǎΣ C5h¢Ωǎ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴg the highway system 

Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ нлмн {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ {ŀŦety 

Plan (SHSP) ƛǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƴŘ Ŧŀǘŀƭ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ ǊƻŀŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ 

FDOT to play a larger role in addressing road safety on local roads.  This expanded role is 

supported by the latest federal transportation legislation, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st 

Century (MAP 21), which authorizes the expenditure of federal safety funds for all public roads, 

including roads that are not on the federal aid system, and by Florida Statutes (FS 339.08 (h)) 

which authorize the departƳŜƴǘ ά¢ƻ ƳŀǘŎƘ ŀƴȅ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ-aid funds allocated for any other 

transportation purpose, including funds allocated to projects not located in the State Highway 

{ȅǎǘŜƳΦέ Although FDOT support for local road safety programs is authorized, manpower to 

provide this support is limited, and 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 safety challenges on the local road 

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

needs. 

Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) / Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTAP) Centers, 

established by the Federal Highway Administration (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 capabilities, an opportunity is 

available to engage the LTAP/TTAP Centers in providing safety project development capacity for 

small agencies with limited resources.  Additionally, many University Transportation Centers 

(UTCs) include technology transfer components that can be integrated with the LTAP/TTAP and 

DOT efforts to provide data, methods, tools, and project development assistance to agencies 

with limited resources. 
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The purpose of this research was to explore how to build safety project development capacity 

for agencies with limited capabilities and staff in coordination with LTAP/TTAP and UTCs. To 

accomplish this goal, the research focused on three main directions. First, an assessment was 

performed of existing models and best practices of other DOTs and LTAP/TTAP Centers in their 

efforts to develop programs to assist local communities to address safety challenges on local 

roads. Second, crash data was analyzed to assess the degree of traffic safety concern on local 

roads, and a survey of local agencies was conducted to better understand the existing expertise 

and capacities to inventory and manage crash databases. Third, a case study approach was used 

on a selected county to conduct a safety study in order to understand in more detail the 

challenges at the local level and to create a guide to assist local agencies in developing safety 

projects that can reduce crashes and compete for funding. 

The review of best practices showed that, while several states are indeed helping small 

communities address safety issues (with the involvement of their LTAP/TTAP Centers), there 

are critical differences in needs, allocation of responsibilities, and the relationship between the 

DOT and the LTAP/TTAP Center across the states. This limits the extent to which a functional, 

comprehensive, statewide model from a different state may 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 agencies and to 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. These 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 safety concerns. The overall training program should address both the management 

staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering staff.  It is evident that each 

LTAP/TTAP Center, ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ [¢!t /ŜƴǘŜǊ, has a variety of courses readily available 

with the additional possibility of further customizing selected training to address local agency 

needs and capabilities. Moving ahead, it can be envisioned that the statewide local-area-safety 

assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate 

training. 

Some local agencies do not have in-house 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 exists to 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 LTAP Center 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 technical support person (fully) and one 

administrator (partially). Resources may also be necessary to maintain a good database of 

crashes and local roads networks to support the analyses needed to identify and prioritize 

safety projects. 

The assessment of crash occurrences on local roads in Florida using three years of crash data 

from 2009 through 2011 showed that local roads in small counties ς with population less than 

50,000 ς experienced annually 0.6037 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people which is 

1.5 times greater than 0.4004 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people for statewide 

local roads. These numbers are especially pronounced in District Two, District Three, and 

District One. In addition to small counties, the mid-size counties ς with population 50,000 to 

150,000 ς experienced fatal and serious injury crashes at 1.3 times the statewide rate of fatal 

and serious injury crashes on local roads. By comparing crashes on local roads with FDOT non-

limited-access roads (interstates not included), the rates show a bigger problem on local roads 

in some counties such as Baker, Citrus, Dixie, Flagler, Gadsden, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Hendry, 

Holmes, Indian River, Liberty, Sumter, and Suwannee. For example, Hamilton County 

experienced annually 0.9685 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people on local roads 

which is 3.1 times greater than 0.3153 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people on 

FDOT non-limited-access roads. 

Implementing safety improvements to reduce crashes on local roads for small counties is 

challenging, often due to the limited resources in staff and lack of crash data and analytical 

tools to conduct safety studies. To better understand the extent of this problem, the research 

team sent an email survey to the public works department of each county in Florida. Based on 

this survey, the research team found that most small counties have neither sufficient staff nor 

the necessary data management systems and analytical tools to conduct safety studies. 

Fourteen of these counties have no qualified staff, 20 counties have only one member that has 

the necessary expertise, and 19 counties have two or more experts. From the data 

management point of view, only one out of 26 small counties has a crash data management 

system. Counties with population between 50,000 and 150,000 usually have one or more safety 

professionals, but they also have very limited crash data management systems. 

A safety case study in Union County (Florida) was conducted to help the research team 

understand more in depth the situation in small rural counties and serve as the basis to develop 

and test a manual outlining a process and templates for use by local agencies to develop 
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highway safety projects possibly with low cost safety improvement measures. After completing 

the study by following the principles of the FHWA Road Safety Audit Guidelines1, the team 

proposed several types of improvements in Union County: upgrade signs and pavement 

markings; enhance conspicuity or other special signing or marking treatments; upgrade (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 10-лмΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ά.ŜƴŜŦƛǘκ/ƻǎǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ wƻŀŘǎƛde Safety Analysis Program, and 

Discount (Interest) RateέΦ A report of the analysis, findings, and recommendations is provided 

as a separate document. 

Using the lessons learned from the Union County (Florida) experience, this study developed the 

process and templates for use in conducting road safety studies for local agencies and for 

preparing the documentation required to support the application for Federal Highway Safety 

Improvement Plan (HSIP) funding. This work is organized in the form of a manual and is 

provided as a separate document. This manual includes a funding guide, a process for 

developing safety projects, a template for developing field studies and B/C analysis, and a 

tutorial on how to perform crash data analysis using Signal Four Analytics, a statewide crash 

data system funded by the State of Florida and available free of charge to Florida public 

agencies that have a stake in traffic safety improvements.  

Another separate document produced by this research is a training module in PowerPoint 

format designed to help local staff develop the capability to identify causes or factors that 

contribute to crashes at the selected study sites, identify potential measures to reduce these 

crashes, identify data necessary to justify expenditure of highway safety funds for correcting 

these challenges, and understand the process for collecting the field data. 

The study revealed the following broader findings: 

First, in Florida the level and type of assistance needed by local agencies for development of 

safety programs varies significantly with agency size and capability. For example, the outreach 

initiatives of District 7 (Tampa Region) have been very successful in working with the larger 

agencies that constitute most of that district. However, for small agenciŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀŦŦΣ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǎŜ άƘŀƴŘǎ ƻƴέ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜŀƳ 

to actually perform the studies and analyses is required.  Generally, FDOT districts are not 

equipped to provide this level of support with existing staff; therefore, a need for an additional 

resource that can provide this assistance is evident. 

                                                 
1 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/rsa/guidelines/documents/FHWA_SA_06_06.pdf 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/rsa/guidelines/documents/FHWA_SA_06_06.pdf
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Second, some of the safety issues on local roads could be corrected by improvements through 

maintenance practices and training.  In addition to developing 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 analysis of road safety 

issues, especially in the rural areas.   Further development of the tools to use this analysis in 

Florida is needed.  

Fourth, continued efforts are needed to develop ways to expedite the implementation of safety 

projects after they have been approved for federal funding. 

Based on the findings above, the research team proposes the following recommendation for a 

successful application of these research results: 

First, designate the Florida LTAP Center as the Road Safety Center and establish a program and 

plan resources to conduct safety studies for small local agencies. The Center will report to the 

State Safety Office and will work in close coordination with the District Safety Offices.  

Second, encourage events like the District 7 Safety Summit and related resources as a means for 

communicating with larger agencies about the safety program. 

Third, expand the outreach program at the state level to include presentations to organizations 

such as Florida Association of Counties (FAC), Florida Association of County Engineers and Road 

Superintendents (FACERS), and American Public Works Association (APWA). 

Fourth, enhance tools for systemic analysis. 

Fifth, enhance procedures for expediting implementation of safety improvements through 

expanded use of Design-Build Pushbutton contracts, development of unit price regional 

contracts for specialty work, and use of local agency manpower for urgent safety 

improvements.  

 



 

______________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

  xii  

Table of Contents 
                                                                                                                                                    Page 

DISCLAIMER..................................................................................................................................... iii 

METERIC CONVERSION CHART ....................................................................................................... iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ................................................................................................................... vi 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................................................... vii 

List of Figures ................................................................................................................................ xiv 

List of Tables .................................................................................................................................. xv 

List of Acronyms ............................................................................................................................ xvi 

Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Background ............................................................................................................................ 1 

1.2 Problem Statement ............................................................................................................... 1 

1.3 Research Purpose and Objectives ......................................................................................... 2 

1.4 Research Approach ............................................................................................................... 3 

1.5 Report Organization .............................................................................................................. 3 

Chapter 2: Review of Best Practices ............................................................................................... 4 

2.1 Within Florida ........................................................................................................................ 4 

2.2 Other States........................................................................................................................... 5 

2.3 Variability in Needs and Organizational Structures .............................................................. 6 

2.4 Facets of an Operational Model for Providing Assistance to Local Agencies ....................... 9 

2.5 Summary ............................................................................................................................. 16 

Chapter 3: SUMMARY OF THIS STUDY .......................................................................................... 18 

3.1 Assessment of Safety Challenges in Small Counties ........................................................... 18 

3.2 Review of Best Practices ..................................................................................................... 21 

3.3 Case Study ........................................................................................................................... 22 

3.4 Additional Documents Produced ........................................................................................ 22 

Chapter 4: DISCUSSION / LESSONS LEARNED ............................................................................... 24 

4.1 Need for Help for Local Agencies ........................................................................................ 24 

4.2 Need to Address System-wide Issues.................................................................................. 25 

4.3 Need to Refine Use of Systemic Approach ......................................................................... 28 



 

______________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

  xiii  

4.4 Need for Ongoing Technical Support for Locals ς LTAP to Provide .................................... 28 

4.5 Implementation ................................................................................................................... 29 

4.6 Need for Education / Marketing Program .......................................................................... 30 

4.7 Summary ............................................................................................................................. 31 

Chapter 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ................................................................. 32 

5.1 Summary and Conclusions .................................................................................................. 32 

5.2 Recommendations .............................................................................................................. 32 

References .................................................................................................................................... 37 

 
 
  
 
 
 



 

______________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

  xiv 

List of Figures 

Figure 2-1 HRRRP funds available for obligation ............................................................................ 7 

Figure 2-2 Percent of available HRRRP obligated as of September 30, 2009. ................................ 7 

Figure 3-1 Fatal and serious injury crashes on local roads per 1000 people ............................... 19 

Figure 3-2 Fatal and serious injury crashes on local roads vs. DOT Non-limited-access roads .... 20 

 

 
 
 
 



 

______________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

  xv 

List of Tables 

Table 4-1 Distribution of county population groups by district ................................................... 25 

Table 4-2 General observations and trends for Union county ..................................................... 25 

 



 

______________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

  xvi  

List of Acronyms 

AADT  Annual Average Daily Traffic 

AAA  American Automobile Association 

APWA  American Public Works Association 

ArcGIS  ESRI Desktop GIS Software 

BIA  Bureau of Indian Affairs 

CEI  Civil Engineering Institute 

CHSP  Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan 

CTSP  Community Transportation Safety Plan 

DBPB  Design-Build Pushbutton 

DLGF  Digital Line Graph Format 

FAC  Florida Association of Counties 

FACERS  Florida Association of County Engineers and Road Superintendents 

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration 

FTE  Full-time equivalent 

HBP  Highway Bridge Program 

HRRRP  High Risk Rural Roads Program 

HSIP  Highway Safety Improvement Plan 

HSM  Highway Safety Manual 

LADOTD  Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development 

LAP  Local Agency Program 

LHJ  Local Highway Jurisdiction 

LHTAC  Local Highway Technical Assistance Council 

LTAP  Local Technical Assistance Program  

MAP 21  Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

MDT  Montana Department of Transportation 

NACo  National Association of Counties 

NHTSA  National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

RHGCP  Railway-Highway Grade Crossing Program 

RSA  Road Safety Audits 

RSC  Road Safety Center 

SCR  Safety Circuit Rider 

SHSP  Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

STP  Surface Transportation Program 

TTAP  Tribal Technical Assistance Program 

usRAP  United States Road Assessment Program 

UTC  University Transportation Center 

WCP  Walkable Communities Program 

WRRSP  Wyoming Rural Road Safety Program 

WVDOH  West Virginia Division of Highways 



 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

 1 

 

Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

1.1 Background 

Florida Department of Transportation (2012) states that more than 4,000 people died in Florida 

and over 50,000 were seriously injured in intersection-related crashes between 2006 and 2010 

(p. 9). Additionally, nearly 39 percent of the statewide traffic fatalities can be attributed to lane-

departure crashes. According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) 

¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ {ŀŦŜǘȅ CŀŎǘǎ нлмлΣ нпΦо ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ Ŧŀǘŀƭ ŎǊŀǎƘŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦƛȄŜŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ 

the first harmful event (p.146). Although Florida is experiencing a decline in lane-departure 

crashes due to significant steps taken to implement strategies on the State Highway System 

identified in the 2006 Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan (audible pavement markers, a 

median crossing/median barrier program, and use of Safety Edge), these strategies have not 

ōŜŜƴ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ƻƴ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ммлΣллл ŎŜƴǘŜǊƭƛƴŜ ƳƛƭŜǎΣ 

make up 90 percent of all Florida roads.  

Improvement of traffic safety on local roads has been widely 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 fatalities 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 improvements on local 

roads. A real need exists, especially for small communities, to improve safety in three Emphasis 

Areas: Lane-Departure Crashes, Intersection Crashes, and Traffic Records. One of the challenges 

to addressing this need is the lack of engagement, capabilities, 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 with the skill to be able to relate the 

statistical data to high crash segments and intersections and formulate acceptable solutions to 

mitigate the identified challenges. !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ C5h¢Ωǎ ŎǊŀǎƘ Řŀǘŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ federal funds are 

available to help solve critical rural road safety issues, limited local capability can be a barrier 

that keeps some local governments from effectively using these resources. 



 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  
BDK 77 977-21: Safety Project Development Capacity for Small Communities in Coordination with LTAP Center 

 2 

 

Several opportunities to address this problem in Florida exist through the involvement of the 

Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Center and the University Transportation Center 

(UTC). Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP)/Tribal Technical Assistance (TTAP) Centers, 

established by the Federal Highway Administration (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 capabilities, an opportunity is 

available to enable the LTAP/TTAP Centers to provide safety project development capacity for 

small agencies with limited resources.  Additionally, many UTCs include technology transfer 

components that can be integrated with LTAP/TTAP and DOT efforts to provide data, methods, 

tools and project development assistance to agencies with limited resources. The recently 

created Southeastern Transportation Research, Innovation, Development and Education Center 

(STRIDE), a Federal Region 4 UTC housed at the University of Florida is developing a strong 

interdisciplinary network of researchers and educators to advance the state-of-the-art in 

transportation. Among other objectives, STRIDE focus includes safety research and knowledge 

dissemination and technology transfer. The unique position of the Florida LTAP Center and 

STRIDE, operating as part of the newly formed University of Florida Transportation Institute 

(UFTI) creates an opportunity to explore project development capacity for local agencies in 

coordination with LTAP, university transportation centers and DOT. 

 

1.3 Research Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of this research was to explore how to build safety project development capacity 

for agencies with limited capabilities and staff in coordination with LTAP/TTAP and UTCs. The 

research also endeavored to clarify requirements for federal funding for safety improvements 

and create guides that the agencies can use to prepare the necessary evidence required when 

seeking funding support for implementation of the countermeasures in coordination with DOT. 

Last, this research investigated how to plan for a sustainable path to the success of future 

efforts considering aspects of funding, deployment, long-term expansion and maintenance. 

More specifically, the objectives of this research were: 

¶ Identify the information required to conduct safety analysis appropriate for small 

communities especially in rural areas. 

¶ 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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¶ Explore options to document the safety analysis methods and processes and teach it 

to agencies in a way that is most effective to conduct safety studies and develop 

countermeasures with the assistance of the LTAP Center. 

¶ Determine how to assemble the evidence necessary when applying for safety 

improvement project funds. 

 

1.4 Research Approach  

To accomplish the stated objectives, this research focused on three main directions. First, an 

assessment was performed of existing models and best practices of other DOTs and LTAP/TTAP 

Centers in their efforts to develop programs to assist local communities to address safety 

challenges on local roads. Second, crash data was analyzed to assess the degree of traffic safety 

problem on local roads and a survey of local agencies was conducted to better understand the 

existing expertise and capacities to inventory and manage crash databases. Third, a case study 

approach was used on a selected county to conduct a safety study in order to understand in 

more detail the challenges at the local level and to create a guide to 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 followed by Chapter 3 that provides a 

condensed description of the tasks of this research followed by discussion and lesson learned in 

Chapter 4. Chapter 5 summarizes conclusions and recommendations on how to move forward. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Best Practices 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter describes our review of the variety of practices adopted by different states in 

addressing local road 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 safety projects 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 currently provide assistance to 

local agencies in the development of highway safety projects.  To some extent, these 

differences respond to the wide variations in capabilities of the local agencies from district to 

district.   The approaches by Districts 2 and 7 perhaps represent 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 are a few small municipalities within the counties of District 7, most of the 

population of the district lies within the limits of local agencies that have staffs with significant 

expertise.  

The District 7 Safety Office has initiated a proactive approach to helping local agencies develop 

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

effort including an annual District Safety Summit, a web site, and various other meetings and 

communications scheduled at key timeǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ 

cycle.  The district has engaged engineering consultants to serve ŀǎ ά{ŀŦŜǘȅ !ƳōŀǎǎŀŘƻǊǎέ 

assisting local agencies with the development of safety projects and justification reports.   

¢ƘŜǎŜ ά!ƳōŀǎǎŀŘƻǊǎέ are equipped to provide additional assistance to the smaller agencies 

that have professional staff but limited capacity.   Representatives of the District Local Agency 

Program (LAP) office also work closely with local agencies to develop construction contracts 

that conform to fŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ т Ƙŀǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ άDesign Build Push 

Bǳǘǘƻƴέ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŘƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ    

 District 7 has been successful in increasing the level of highway safety funds directed to local 

roads.  The guidance provided by District 7 can serve as a valuable template for agencies 
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throughout the state to follow in preparing safety projects if they have technical expertise on 

staff. 

In contrast, District 2 is representative of the rural areas of Florida.  Eleven of the eighteen 

counties have a population of less than 50,000.  Most of these counties have limited technical 

expertise in-house 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 both FDOT personnel and consulting services.  Less than 

ten agencies in the district are certified to conduct LAP projects2.  For federally funded safety 

projects in these counties, District 2 generally handles the projects on behalf of the local 

agencies. 

Discussions with representatives of all districts indicate that within each district, there are local 

agencies (city or county) that lack the capability to develop and implement federally funded 

safety projects.  For the districts with large rural populations, this is especially problematical. 

District personnel recognize the urgency and importance of supporting their local agencies and 

some have engaged consultants to assist, but most districts do not have the capacity to fully 

address the safety challenges on both the state and local road systems. 

 

2.2 Other States 

While other states are indeed helping small communities address safety issues (with the 

involvement of their LTAP Centers), differences in needs and organizational structures across 

the states  (discussed further in Section 2.3) may limit the extent to which a functional, 

comprehensive-, statewide- model from a different state 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 Section 2.4) and 

subsequently develop an approach appropriate 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 crashes on these roads. These states are 

clearly of greater interest for this study. This section also examines the division of 

                                                 
2 The 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 the contract 
for construction.   This work must all be done in conformance to FHWA requirements.  Before authorizing local 
ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ [!tΣ C5h¢ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ά[!t /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ 
to agencies that demonstrate 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 allocation 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 DOT, while others like Florida do not. This is an important 

organizational distinction that bears upon the development of any safety program.  

The next section (Section 2.2) focuses on three facets of an operational model for providing 

assistance to local agencies to address safety challenges: (1) provision of education and training 

on safety issues to local agencies; (2) provision of technical support to develop, program, and 

implement safety projects; and (3) commitment of resources. Alternative state approaches to 

address these facets are discussed in further detail in Section 2.2. It is useful to note here that 

these reviews are based on documented literature, notes from the FHWA LTAP/TTAP Peer 

Exchange Meetings, and interviews of selected LTAP/TTAP staff. Unless a reference (usually in 

the form of a Web link) is explicitly cited, it is to be taken that the material was obtained from 

LTAP/TTAP peer-exchange meeting notes and/or telephone conversations and email 

correspondence with appropriate LTAP/TTAP staff. 

 

2.3 Variability in Needs and Organizational Structures 

As a first step in a review of procedures to address safety challenges on local roads, it is 

important to understand the significant variability in the needs of each state and the 

differences in certain fundamental organizational structures. 

Figure 2-1 shows High Risk Rural Roads Program (HRRRP) funds appropriated for each state in 

FY 2009, and Figure 2-2 shows the percentage of funds obligated as of September 30, 2009.  

¢ƘŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ CƭƻǊƛŘŀ ŀǎ ŀ άƭŜŀŘŜǊέ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ implementing a systematic program 

to address rural 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 to look to some 

states rather than others in developing its program; specifically, the states that were 

appropriated at least $5 million and had spent at least 50 percent of it may be of greater 

interest. These states include Alabama, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Mississippi, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina.   
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Source: USDOT FHWA Office of Safety 

Figure 2-1 HRRRP funds available for obligation  
 

 

 

Source: USDOT FHWA Office of Safety 

Figure 2-2 Percent of available HRRRP obligated as of September 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 about 90 percent 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 95 percent of all roadways except those which are the responsibility of 

incorporated municipalities (on the order of 5 percent of the road mileage). In other states 

(such as California, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, 

Washington, and Wyoming), the local governments have a significant role in maintaining the 

off-system roads. In Iowa, 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.  The Tribes are 

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 construction; or 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 of interest. At the level of the state DOT, significant 

expertise and resources are available to deal with safety challenges. Such knowledge and 

resources are not available at the local level. For example, in Kentucky only seven out of 120 

counties have a county engineer.3   In Florida, 26 of the 67 counties have a population of less 

than 50,000 ς most counties with this small a population do not have a county engineer. The 

²±5hI Ƙŀǎ ΨŎƻǳƴǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ǊƻŀŘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƻǊ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎΣ ƛΦŜ., 

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 responsibilities in maintaining 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 provide statewide 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 housed 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 Technical Assistance 

Council (LHTAC), which is a governmental organization that assists the Local Highway 

                                                 
3 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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WǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ό[IWύ ǿƛǘƘ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ LŘŀƘƻΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  

Operational differences between centers housed in DOTs versus those housed externally (such 

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

ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ 5h¢ ƘŀǾŜ ƳƻǊŜ άŘƛǊŜŎǘέ ŀŎŎŜǎǎύ Ŏŀƴ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

may apply to DOT activities (such as travel controls during strict fiscal restraint periods or 

agency-imposed limitations on serving local organizationsύ Ƴŀȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀƴ [¢!t /ŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 

to adequately address the needs of the locals. 

In sum, differences in needs, allocation of responsibilities, and the relationship 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 significant 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 to Local Agencies  

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 Federal Highway 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 (TTAP) in the 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 

interest groups as stakeholders to reduce the high fatality numbers on local roads and lay the 

foundation for long-term and consistent crash reduction on urban highways and low volume 

roads. The states involved in the pilot program were exposed to and encouraged to continue 

supporting the established operational 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 applied for and received funding specifically to 

sustain and build on the previous efforts. This SCR program stresses that an operational model 

to provide assistance to local agencies should address the issues of education/training, 

technical support, and resources. In the next several paragraphs, approaches to addressing 

each of these issues are discussed.   
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2.4.1 Provision of education and training on safety Issues to local agencies 

Training for locals through workshops, presentations, or websites is offered by all LTAP/TTAP 

Centers.  For a comprehensive list of all LTAP Centers (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 funds4. The Louisiana Local 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 deal with specific issues and provides hands-on technical assistance are taught by the 

Program Manager. The Pennsylvania Walkable Communities (sister program) was started in 

2007 to focus on pedestrian safety. 

LƻǿŀΩǎ [¢!t /ŜƴǘŜǊ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǳǘǊŜach program (Safety Circuit Rider) since about 

1988; their Local Roads Safety Liaison program began in 2008.  Both the Safety Circuit Rider and 

the {ŀŦŜǘȅ [ƛŀƛǎƻƴ ǘŜŀŎƘ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǊƻŀŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ Lƻǿŀ [¢!tΩǎ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ƻƴ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ 

(such as work zone safety, 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 over 90 percent of all counties and 75-100 cities 

benefiting 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 been in existence 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 local challenges. The 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 access federal resources and learn about national campaigns such 

as Toward Zero Deaths. 

In contrast to all training discussed above which was primarily directed at engineers and 

technical staff, Alabama developed a joint session specifically for public officials held during 

their annual County Commission conference as part of a rural road safety program initiative 

                                                 
4 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/local_rural/training/fhwasa10027/ 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/local_rural/training/fhwasa10027/
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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 first step in offering assistance to address local 

agency safety challenges. The overall training program should address both the management 

staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering staff.  It is evident that each 

LTAP/TTAP Center, including FƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ [¢!t /ŜƴǘŜǊ, has a variety of courses readily available, 

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 statewide local area safety 

assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate 

training. 

2.4.2 Provision of technical support to develop, program, and implement safety projects 

In addition to educating local agency staff regarding safety issues and federal 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 road safety program5 using a four- 

step approach: (1) Identify high-crash locations using available crash data; (2) Identify low cost 

safety solutions; (3) Determine potential benefits to establish implementation priorities; and (4) 

Implement solutions.  

The Idaho LTAP Center (housed in LHTAC) outreach 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 were funded, including signal 

installation. Fatalities 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 provides specific technical and hands-on assistance to locals 

to help them understand the data and possible countermeasures. They perform a number of 

RSAs, which has strengthened relationships. LHTAC identifies the five most harmful crash types, 

then identifies the 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 submitted, 26 were funded. 

Projects were ranked/funded according to a benefit/cost ratio. 

The Iowa Safety Circuit Rider as well as the Safety Liaison programs are partially funded by the 

Iowa DOT. Between these efforts, approximately 50 percent of the 99 counties in Iowa along 

                                                 
5 http://www.countyengineers.org/ResourcesEdu/NACEPublications/Pages/default.aspx 

http://www.countyengineers.org/ResourcesEdu/NACEPublications/Pages/default.aspx
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with ten to fifteen cities receive road safety advice, reviews, assessments, or audits 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 consultation visit 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, assessments, 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 example, bridge 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 implement 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 

syǎǘŜƳ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ YŀƴǎŀǎΩ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ {I{t ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

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 completeness. 

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 responsible for roadway is also responsible for 

implementing funded project.  The Safety Circuit Rider assisted a total of twelve counties in 

2011 and 2012. 

The Louisiana Local Road Safety Program6, administered by the Louisiana LTAP in coordination 

with the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (LADOTD), 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 SAFETEA-LU in 2005 

using reimbursable federal-aid monies subject to all requirements of Title 23, United States 

Code. On roads where the information is available, Louisiana conducts before- and after- 

evaluations (crash volumes and crash types). Eventually, it is planned to incorporate the 

Highway Safety Manual (HSM) practices into their evaluations to bring their data up to HSM 

standards.  The program reaches every corner of the state ς more than 300 local 

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

http://www.ltrc.lsu.edu/ltap/lrsp.html
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organizations/governments. An average of a dozen public RSAs are conducted each year. LA 

LTAP also facilitates submittal and review of applications. LADOTD can select consultants for 

the engineering and design phase.  

aƻƴǘŀƴŀ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ όa5¢ύ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴǎ мнΣллл ƻŦ aƻƴǘŀƴŀΩǎ трΣллл ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

road miles. Ten percent of MDT-maintained 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 Railway-Highway Grade Crossing Program (RHGCP)]7. Significant 

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 planning documents 

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 to identify partnerships, prioritize projects, 

and develop educational and programmatic strategies to implement and monitor local 

community safety assistance.  Montana uses the Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan (CHSP - a 

data-driven statewide plan with emphasis areas 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 analyze data. Montana has recently started developing smaller county and 

community safety plans8. 

In the Northern Plains Tribal, Road Safety Audits are organized by TTAP personnel along with 

representatives from respective state, tribe, and federal agencies. The Tribal 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 crash data. Even 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 Roads Program ς Roadway Safety Improvement Plan).  The report includes 

resources and is left behind for the municipality or township. Because the PA LTAP Center 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 municipality or township to design, construct, or 

                                                 
7 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/p2p/mt_hsip/hsip_mt.pdf 
8 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/p2p/region7/ 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/p2p/mt_hsip/hsip_mt.pdf
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 municipality. The Pennsylvania Local 

Safe Roads Program assists 12 communities per year. Their Walkable Communities Program 

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 been completed at over 800 locations.  

The Utah LTAP Center completed 19 Road Safety Audits (RSAs) over a four-year period and has 

begun working more closely with some Tribes. Local agencies contact the LTAP Center and the 

LTAP coordinates the RSA. Other services provided 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 studies. 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 (WRRSP) - a methodology to 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 ratings which are then used to prioritize high-

risk sites. The methodology has helped WYDOT identify low-cost and high-impact projects like 

signs, striping, rumble strips and delineation projects. For example, Wyoming has used HRRRP 

funding to implement a statewide sign program to fund new safety signs for local agencies9. 

In summary, local agencies need technical support to identify safety issues, 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 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 of resources 

The operation 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).  

                                                 
9 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/systemic/ 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/systemic/
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In Iowa, local assistance is provided through a single point of contact (HRRRP). Level of funding 

for the technical assistance program is about $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 ~$4-5M/yr for DOT, counties and cities for 

safety related work. 

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 along with the LA local 

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 10 percent local match on construction projects and 5 percent for other 

projects10. 

Northern Plans Tribal Region has three 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 United States share about $27 million to conduct road maintenance.  The 

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 directly or through the BIA) is used for road maintenance measures, such as chip sealing.   

In Pennsylvania, the safety program has funds to support two full-time 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. 

²ȅƻƳƛƴƎΩǎ wǳǊŀƭ wƻŀŘ {ŀŦŜǘȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϷмллY ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅǎ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ǘƛƳŜ 

transportation safety engineer who is the progǊŀƳΩǎ ŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴΦ ²ww{t Ƙŀǎ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŜƴ ϷмΦр 

million through the spring of 2011 to implement low-cost safety improvements. Around four 

agencies apply for funding each year.   

In addition to the above summary of resources typically allocated to operate a local safety-

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 example, Kansas DOT has 

established a federal funds exchange program, which allows local governments to exchange 

federally allocated funds from the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Highway Bridge 

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

http://www.ltrc.lsu.edu/ltap/lrsp.html
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Program (HBP) for state funds to accelerate project delivery11. The state of Alabama subsidizes 

around 70 percent of each county engineer position per the Code of Alabama, Section 11-6-4 

(Acts 1971, No. 1945, p. 3143, §5.) 

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 projects. 

 

2.5 Summary 

While several states are indeed helping small communities address safety issues (with the 

involvement of their LTAP/TTAP Centers), there are critical differences in needs, allocation of 

responsibilities, and the relationship between the DOT and the LTAP/TTAP Center across the 

states. This limits the extent to which a functional, comprehensive, statewide model from a 

different state may 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, 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. This 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 training is a critical first step in offering assistance to address local 

agency safety challenges. The overall training program should address both the management 

staff (including public officials) and technical/engineering staff.  It is evident that each 

LTAP/TTAP Center, ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ CƭƻǊƛŘŀΩǎ [¢!t /ŜƴǘŜǊ, has a variety of courses readily available 

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 statewide local area safety 

assistance program headed by the Florida LTAP will be able to continue providing appropriate 

training. 

Some local agencies do not have in-house 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 exists to ensure consistency in 

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

                                                 
11 http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/p2p/region7/ 

http://safety.fhwa.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 operation 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 database of 

crashes and local roads network to support the analyses needed to identify and prioritize safety 

projects. 
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Chapter 3: SUMMARY OF THIS STUDY 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter provides a summary of the research activities of this study including the 

assessment of the safety challenges in 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 documents ς is outlined here, as well. 

  

3.1 Assessment of Safety Challenges in Small Counties 

Three areas were explored to gain a better understanding on the extent of the safety 

challenges in small counties: crash statistics on local roads, limitations of local agencies to 

conduct safety studies, and the limitation facing FDOT in helping local agencies.  The findings 

are described below.  

3.1.1 Crash statistics on local roads 

To better understand the crash statistic on local roads in Florida, the 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 mid-size counties with population 

between 50,000 and 150,000. 
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Figure 3-1 Fatal and serious injury crashes on local roads per 1000 people 

During a three year period from 2009 to 2011, local roads in small counties experienced 

annually 0.6037 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people which is 1.5 times greater 

than 0.4004 fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people for statewide local roads.  The 

chart and map in Figure 3-1 illustrates these statistics. These numbers are especially 

pronounced in District Two, District Three and District One. In addition to small counties, the 

mid-size counties ς with population 50,000 to 150,000 ς experienced fatal crashes at 1.3 times 

the statewide rate of fatal and serious injury crashes on local roads.   

By comparing crashes on local roads with FDOT non-limited-access roads (interstates not 

included), the rates show a bigger concern on local roads, in some counties such as Baker, 

Citrus, Dixie, Flagler, Gadsden, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Hendry, Holmes, Indian River, Liberty, 

Sumter, and Suwannee. For example, Hamilton County experienced annually 0.9685 fatal and 

serious injury crashes per 1,000 people on local roads which is 3.1 times greater than 0.3153 

fatal and serious injury crashes per 1,000 people on FDOT non-limited-access roads. The chart 

and map in Figure 3-2 illustrate these statistics. 
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Figure 3-2 Fatal and serious injury crashes on local roads vs. DOT Non-limited-access roads 

 

3.1.2 Limitations facing local agencies in developing safety programs and projects 

Implementing safety improvements to reduce crashes on local roads for small counties is 

challenging, often due to the limited resources in staff and funding of local agencies responsible 

for maintenance. Also lacking is access to crash data and the knowledge to relate the statistical 

data to challenges and formulate acceptable solutions to mitigate the identified challenges. In 

the absence of expertise and data, elected officials or non-technical managers are forced to 

direct operations or road crews using priorities that may not necessarily be based on supported 

safety issues.  

To better understand the extent of the lack of expertise and data in small counties, the research 

team sent an email survey to public works department of each county in Florida. Based on this 

survey, most small counties have neither sufficient staff nor the necessary data management 

systems and analytical tools to conduct safety studies. Fourteen of these counties have no 




































