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Regional Safety Strategy

Understand the trends for safety in the region

Identify the risks associated with travel in the
region

Locate the distribution of risks in the region

Determine effective regional and local strategies
for mitigating travel risks




Trends

Fatalities in ARC Region
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Projections

Vision Zero Projections: Fatalities
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Performance-Based Planning
Statewide 26 207 208 2009 220 2020

Number of fatalities 1,654 1,656 1,583 1,547 2,160 2,220
Number of serious injuries 5,132 5,280 6,302 7,309 7,577 8,658
Fatality rate -
(per HMVMT) 1.35 1.31 1.20 1.17 1.87

Serious injury rate .
(per HMVMT) 4.18 4.18 4.78 5.52 6.55

Non-Motorized Fatalities & 694 781 754 792 771 1.058

Serious Injuries

Number of fatalities

Number of

serious injuries 1,775 1,959 2,297 2,747 2,869 3,462
Fatality rate -
(per HMVMT) 0.89 0.91 0.95 0.79 1.12

Serious injury rate .
(per HMVMT) 3.03 3.31 3.84 4.33 5.11

Non-Motorized Fatalities & 356 415 352 356 354 553

Serious Injuries



Regional Safety Strategy

“The Regional Safety Strategy is a regional safety action
plan to help ARC and its partners be proactive in
achieving safety goals and build a safe transportation
system for all users of all modes in metropolitan Atlanta.

Based on a data-informed analysis, the Regional Safety
Strategy identifies safety issues and specific actions that
can be implemented to proactively improve safety for
people traveling by any mode throughout the region.”



DATA ANALYSIS



Recap of Data Analysis

* Focus on fatal and serious injury Average
: hT Average Seri
crashes Potential Focus Crash Types Fatalites “crious
[Georgia SHSP Emphasis Areas] (per year) Injuries
* Focus on crash types: (per year)
— Intersection Intersection Related
— Roadway Departure Roadway Departure Related
— Pedestrian Pedestrian and Bicycle Related
— Bicycle :
Older Driver Related 98 406
* Focus on facility types Motorcycle Related 74 325
* Focus on risk factors Impaired Driving >/ 226
Young Driver Related 51 378
Aggressive Driving 34 106
Distracted Driving 11 30




Roadway Departure Focus Facilities

Roadway Departure
Cverrepresentation
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Facility Area owner Functional Lanes
ID Type Class
1 Urban | GDOT Interstate 6+
2 Urban | GDOT | Minor arterial 2
3 Urban  County | Minor arterial 2
4 Urban | County | Major collector 2




Roadway Departure Risk Factors

* Very low sample size

Segment length (mi) +++ +++
Segment is an interstate +++ n/a
AADT over 30,000

AADT between 5,000 and 15,000

4 or more thru lanes

GDOT Owned

Posted speed limit 45 mph or above

Risk of severe roadway departure crash increases as:
* Traffic volume increases
* Number of lanes increases
* Posted speed increases
* Shoulder width decreases
* Median width decreases



Roadway Departure Risk Factors

ROADWAY DEPARTURES
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Proven Safety Enuntermeasures

' Roadway L

Roadway Departure Countermeasures
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VISUALIZATIONS
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DRAFT FOR

Improved access control
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Signing and Pavement Marking with
Minor Roadside Improvements
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improved sight distance

4-lane at 2 lane Intersection with Intersection
and Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements

Sha-Aftar



LOCAL — REGIONAL — NATIONAL
FRAMEWORKS



Regional + Local Collaboration




Connecting Issues to Funding

Regional
Safety

Strategy

Project Identification

LCI « Freight Mobility
CDAP Plan
=1 » TDM Plan

Freight Cluster « HST Plan
Plan

Funding Source

LCI
CDAP
Freight Cluster Plan



Positioning regional efforts to compete for Federal funding

(while not allowing programs to dictate efforts):

Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A): Focuses on safety
improvements that support Safety Action Plans and Vision
Zero Plans.

Rebuilding American Infrastructure Sustainably and Equita
bly (RAISE)

: Projects must demonstrate safety, environmental
sustainability, quality of life, economic competitiveness
and opportunity, state of good repair, partnerships, and/or
innovation.

Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA): Projects of
national or regional significance and demonstrate safety,
efficiency, and/or reliability of freight and people.

Bridge Investment Program: Focuses on projects that plan,
replace, rehabilitee, protect, and preserve bridges.

Federal — Infrastructure Investment & Jobs Act

Appendix C: SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet

Question

1.

Are both of the following true:

e Did a high-ranking official and/or governing body in the jurisdiction
publicly commit to an eventual goal of zero roadway fatalities or
serious injury?

e Did the commitment include either setting a target date to reach
zero, OR setting one or more targets to achieve significant declines
in roadway fatalities and series injuries by a specific date?

Response, Document, Page #

To develop the Action Plan, was a committee, task force,
implementation group, or similar body established and charged with
the plan’s development, implementation, and monitoring?

Does the Action Plan include all of the following?

e Analysis of existing conditions and historical trends to baseline the
level of crashes involving fatalities and serious injuries across a
jurisdiction, locality, Tribe, or region;

e Analysis of the location(s) where there are crashes, the severity, as
well as contributing factors and crash types;

e Analysis of systemic and specific safety needs is also performed, as
needed (e.g., high risk road features, specific safety needs of
relevant road users; and

e Ageospatial identification (geographic or locational data using
maps) of higher risk locations.

Did the Action Plan development include all of the following activities?
e Engagement with the public and relevant stakeholders, including
the private sector and community groups;
e Incorporation of information received from the engagement and
collaboration into the plan; and
e Coordination that included inter- and intra-governmental
cooperation and collaboration, as appropriate.

Did the Action Plan development include all of the following?

e Consideration of equity using inclusive and representative
processes;

e The identification of underserved communities through data; and

e Equity analysis, in collaboration with appropriate partners, focused
on initial equity impact assessments of the proposed projects and
strategies, and population characteristics.

Are both of the following true?

e The plan development included an assessment of current policies,
plans, guidelines, and/or standards to identify opportunities to
improve how processes prioritize safety; and

e The plan discusses implementation through the adoption of
revised or new policies, guidelines, and/or standards.

Does the plan identify a comprehensive set of projects and strategies to
address the safety problems identified in the Action Plan, time ranges
when the strategies and projects will be deployed, and explain project
prioritization criteria?



https://www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants
https://www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants
https://www.transportation.gov/grants/infra-grants-program
https://www.transportation.gov/tags/bridge-investment-program

PROJECT MANAGEMENT
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1.Project Management
& Stakeholder
Engagement Plan
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Review and Data Pricrity lssues, Public
2. Literature & €& Assessment memos  comment summary,
Stakeholder feedback

Data Review

Project
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multi-modal streets
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Kickoff Meeting TAC Meetings Stakeholder Public Engagement Deliverable
Interviews/Focus
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Questions

Byron Rushing

RSS Project Manager

Atlanta Regional Commission
470-378-1628

brushing@atlantaregional.org

Tejas Kotak
RSS Deputy Project Manager
Atlanta Regional Commission
470-378-1560

Tkotak@atlantaregional.org

Frank Gross

Project Manager
VHB
919-334-5602
FGross@VHB.com
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