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Protection of Data from Discovery Admission into Evidence
23 U.S.C. 148(h)(4) states “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data compiled or collected for any purpose relating to this section[HSIP], shall not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location identified or addressed in the reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or other data.”
23 U.S.C. 409 states “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data compiled or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, or planning the safety enhancement of potential accident sites, hazardous roadway conditions, or railway-highway crossings, pursuant to sections 130, 144, and 148 of this title or for the purpose of developing any highway safety construction improvement project which may be implemented utilizing Federal-aid highway funds shall not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location mentioned or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data.”
[bookmark: _Toc0000000003]2.Executive Summary
Crash Data for Previously Completed Projects
The following information should be provided to evaluate previously completed projects:
1. State or Federal project ID number
2. Location of projects;
3. USDOT crossing numbers;
4. Urban or Rural land use.
5. FHWA roadway functional classification;
6. Specific project type and description (see project type selections below);
7. Crossing type (active or passive; at-grade or grade separated; non-motorized);
8. Amount of Section 130 funds used on project (in whole numbers);
9. Type of any other funding (non-Section 130);
10. Total cost of project, including Section 130 funds and all other funding types (in whole numbers);
11. Crash data (a minimum of 3 years before and 3 years after project completion should be shown, however 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 10 years of data may be entered). Injury type should align with the Model Minimum Uniform Crash Criteria(MMUCC) definitions found at: https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/spm/conversion_tbl/pdfs/kabco_definitions.pdf
Project Types: Select the best fit for project type. If combination, select the most prevalent project type.
· Crossing Approach Improvements - Projects such as channelization, new or upgraded signals on the approach (not including the active grade crossing signals), guardrail, improved crossing surface, pedestrian/bicycle path improvements near the crossing, and illumination. 
· Crossing Warning Sign and Pavement Marking Improvements - Projects such as signs, pavement markings and/or delineation where these project activities are the predominant safety improvements. 
· Active Grade Crossing Equipment Installation/Upgrade - Projects such as new or upgraded flashing lights and gates, track circuitry, wayside horns, and signal improvements such as railway-highway signal interconnection and pre-emption. 
· Visibility Improvements - Projects such as sight distance improvements and vegetation clearance. 
· Roadway Geometry Improvements - Projects such as roadway horizontal and/or vertical alignment, sight distance, and elimination of high-profile ("humped") crossings. 
· Grade Crossing Elimination - Projects such as crossing elimination through closure, relocation, or construction/reconstruction of a grade separation structure. 
· Crossing Inventory Update - Projects such as efforts to update and manage the railway- highway grade crossing inventory and development of a Web-based inventory.
[bookmark: _Toc0000000004]
Introduction
The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a core Federal-aid program with the purpose of achieving a significant reduction in fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. As per 23 U.S.C. 148(h) and 23 CFR 924.15, States are required to report annually on the progress being made to advance HSIP implementation and evaluation efforts. The format of this report is consistent with the HSIP Reporting Guidance dated December 29, 2016 and consists of five sections: program structure, progress in implementing highway safety improvement projects, progress in achieving safety outcomes and performance targets, effectiveness of the improvements and compliance assessment.
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[bookmark: _Toc0000000006]Program Administration
3. Describe the general structure of the HSIP in the State. 

The HSIP in DC is centrally-managed at DDOT, with HSIP-related safety projects spread across various administration and divisions. TestThis is a test. Update 0001
	Row 1, Column 1
	Row 1, Column 2

	Row 2, Column 1
	Row 2, Column 2


4. Where is HSIP staff located within the State DOT? 
   Planning

HQ Test
5. How are HSIP funds allocated in a State? 
· Central Office via Statewide Competitive Application Process
· Formula via Districts/Regions
· Formula via MPOs
· SHSP Emphasis Area Data 
· Other-Xyz
· Other-Abc

This is a test.
6. Describe how local and tribal roads are addressed as part of HSIP.

SSS
7. Identify which internal partners (e.g., State departments of transportation (DOTs) Bureaus, Divisions) are involved with HSIP planning.
· Districts/Regions
· Governors Highway Safety Office
8. Describe coordination with internal partners.


	Row 1, Column 1
	Row 1, Column 2

	Row 2, Column 1
	Row 2, Column 2



The HSIP requires coordination among many groups within DDOT and this is primarily achieved through internal meetings. The Agency holds bi-weekly “SafetyStat” meetings where numerous safety projects and issues are discussed and organized, and updates provided by groups from different division. In addition to these meetings, ward-based project meetings are held on a weekly basis to provide updates on design and construction-related projects. Finally, a weekly TranStat meeting is held that includes discussion on our Vision Zero efforts, which is consistent with many of the performance measures included as our HSIP targets. The meetings described above include many multi-disciplinary teams, including
1. Operations Administration (OA)
1. OA team includes designers, traffic engineers, transportation technicians, parking specialists, signal operation engineers, maintenance staff and street light specialists
2. OA team identifies issues related to the vehicular safety, accidents, vehicle queuing, sight distance obstructions and other traffic safety concerns
3. OA team performs traffic analysis, engineering design and develops recommendations addressing traffic safety concerns
2. Planning and Sustainability Division (PSD)
1. PSD team includes ward planners, pedestrian and bicycle planners
2. PSD team identifies pedestrian and bike issues and develops recommendations to improve pedestrian and bike safety
3. Transit Delivery Division (TDD)
1. TDD team includes transportation planners for transit and metro
2. TDD team provides estimates for transit ridership and identifies issues related to transit circulation and capacity and develops appropriate recommendations
4. Urban Forestry Division (UFD)
1. UFD team includes ward arborists
2. UFD team identifies streetscaping issues and provides appropriate recommendations
5. Infrastructure Project Management Division (IPMD)
1. IPMD team consists of engineers, technicians and field operations personnel
2. IPMD team is responsible for the design, engineering and construction of roadways, bridges, traffic signals and alley projects in the District of Columbia
3. IPMD also manages special construction projects and all roadway assets
6. Citywide Program Support Division
1. Parking Operations Branch manages operations and conditions of all parking meters
2. Parking Operations Branch consists of managers and technicians 
7. Streetlights Operations Branch
1. Streetlights Operations Branch manages operations and condition of the District's street, alley, bridge, tunnel and navigation lighting systems through a streetlight asset management contract
2. Streetlights Operations Branch consists of managers, engineers, technicians and field operations personnel
8. Safe Routes to School
. DC Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program receives funding from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
. DC Safe Routes to School Program works to:
2. Improve safety for students who walk and bicycle to school
2. Encourage students and their parents to walk and bicycle to school
2. Boost student physical activity, reduce parents’ fuel consumption, and reduce pollution and traffic congestion near schoolsBoost student physical activity, reduce parents’ fuel consumption, and reduce pollution and traffic congestion near schools
3. To help achieve those goals, DDOT offers Safe Routes to School planning assistance for DC Schools that are interested in improving safety for student walkers and cyclist
9. Identify which external partners are involved with HSIP planning.
· Governors Highway Safety Office
· Local Government Agency 
· Regional Planning Organizations (e.g. MPOs, RPOs, COGs)
· Other-Metropolitan Police Department (MPD), National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) DC Division, Washington Metro Area Transit Authority (WMATA), Metropolitan Washington Council Of Governments (MWCOG)/ National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
· Other-0123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789

HQ test
10. Describe coordination with external partners.

External partners are involved in various planning- and operations-related issues via scheduled meetings to discuss goals, milestones and safety targets. The meetings are arranged by Transportation Safety Manager of the Transportation Operations Administration at DDOT
	Row 1, Column 1
	Row 1, Column 2

	Row 2, Column 1
	Row 2, Column 2


11. Have any program administration practices used to implement the HSIP changed since the last reporting period?
No-This question will not appear in the final report
12. Are there any other aspects of HSIP Administration on which the State would like to elaborate?
No-This question will not appear in the final report
[bookmark: _Toc0000000007]Program Methodology
13. Does the State have an HSIP manual or similar that clearly describes HSIP planning, implementation and evaluation processes?
Yes
FileName:
Copy of Q9_ExportToExcel.xlsx

Testing question 13 - HSIP Manual by Ricardo
14. Select the programs that are administered under the HSIP.
· Bicycle Safety
15.Program: Bicycle Safety
Date of Program Methodology:9/30/2019
What is the justification for this program? 
What is the funding approach for this program? 
What data types were used in the program methodology? 
	Crashes 
	Exposure 
	Roadway 

	
	
	


What project identification methodology was used for this program? 
Are local roads (non-state owned and operated) included or addressed in this program?

Are local road projects identified using the same methodology as state roads?

How are projects under this program advanced for implementation?
Select the processes used to prioritize projects for implementation.  For the methods selected, indicate the relative importance of each process in project prioritization. Enter either the weights or numerical rankings.  If weights are entered, the sum must equal 100.  If ranks are entered, indicate ties by giving both processes the same rank and skip the next highest rank (as an example: 1, 2, 2, 4).
16. What percentage of HSIP funds address systemic improvements?
     333
     HSIP funds are used to address which of the following systemic improvements? 
· Horizontal curve signs

HQ Test
17. What process is used to identify potential countermeasures? 
· Crash data analysis
· Engineering Study
· Road Safety Assessment
· Other-Design Review, Capital Project Review, Sight Distance Analysis, Roadway Geometry, Accident Analysis
· Other-0123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567892222233334

HQ Test
	Row 1, Column 1
	Row 1, Column 2

	Row 2, Column 1
	Row 2, Column 2


18. Does the State HSIP consider connected vehicles and ITS technologies? 

Yes
Describe how the State HSIP considers connected vehicles and ITS technologies. 

Testing question 18 - Connected vehicles and ITS by Ricardo
19. Does the State use the Highway Safety Manual to support HSIP efforts?

Yes
Please describe how the State uses the HSM to support HSIP efforts.

Testing question 19 - Highway Safety Manual by Ricardo
20. Have any program methodology practices used to implement the HSIP changed since the last reporting period?
No-This question will not appear in the final report
21. Describe other aspects of the HSIP methodology on which the State would like to elaborate.

Testing question 21 - HSIP Methodology Description by Ricardo
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22. Reporting period for HSIP funding.
Federal Fiscal Year

HQ TEST 0001
23. Enter the programmed and obligated funding for each applicable funding category.
	FUNDING CATEGORY
	PROGRAMMED
	OBLIGATED
	% OBLIGATED/PROGRAMMED

	HSIP (23 U.S.C. 148)
	$50
	$50
	100%

	HRRR Special Rule (23 U.S.C. 148(g)(1))
	$0
	$0
	0%

	Penalty Funds (23 U.S.C. 154)
	$0
	$0
	0%

	Penalty Funds (23 U.S.C. 164)
	$0
	$0
	0%

	RHCP (for HSIP purposes) (23 U.S.C. 130(e)(2))
	$0
	$0
	0%

	Other Federal-aid Funds (i.e. STBG, NHPP)
	$0
	$0
	0%

	State and Local Funds
	$0
	$0
	0%

	Totals
	$50
	$50
	100%


· 
HQ Test 0000 
24. How much funding is programmed to local (non-state owned and operated) or tribal safety projects?
999%
How much funding is obligated to local or tribal safety projects?
333%

How much funding is programmed to local (non-state owned and operated) or tribal safety projects? 50
25. How much funding is programmed to non-infrastructure safety projects?
11110%
How much funding is obligated to non-infrastructure safety projects?
$1,111

HQ Test
26. How much funding was transferred in to the HSIP from other core program areas during the reporting period under 23 U.S.C. 126?
999%
How much funding was transferred out of the HSIP to other core program areas during the reporting period under 23 U.S.C. 126?
333%

HQ TEST >>>
27. Discuss impediments to obligating HSIP funds and plans to overcome this challenge in the future.

DDOT has been working with various administrations and divisions to ensure that obligations are done in a timely manner. The agency now holds regular obligation meetings with various internal stakeholders to improve upon the obligation process and provide help to engineers and manager where needed.

	Row 1, Column 1
	Row 1, Column 2

	Row 2, Column 1
	Row 2, Column 2


28. Describe any other aspects of  the State’s progress in implementing HSIP projects on which the State would like to elaborate. 

Testing question 28 - States progress in Implementing HSIP by Ricardo
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29. List the projects obligated using HSIP funds for the reporting period.
	PROJECT NAME
	IMPROVEMENT CATEGORY
	SUBCATEGORY
	OUTPUTS
	OUTPUT TYPE
	HSIP PROJECT COST($)
	TOTAL PROJECT COST($)
	FUNDING CATEGORY
	LAND USE/AREA TYPE
	FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
	AADT
	SPEED
	OWNERSHIP
	METHOD FOR SITE SELECTION
	SHSP EMPHASIS AREA
	SHSP STRATEGY

	SSSSSSS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	



HQ test
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30. Present data showing the general highway safety trends in the State for the past five years.
	PERFORMANCE MEASURES
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Fatalities
	1
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	4
	34
	4

	Serious Injuries
	5
	6
	7
	1
	2
	3
	4
	34
	8

	Fatality rate (per HMVMT)
	9.000
	10.000
	11.000
	1.000
	2.000
	3.000
	4.000
	34.000
	12.000

	Serious injury rate (per HMVMT)
	13.000
	14.000
	15.000
	1.000
	2.000
	3.000
	4.000
	34.000
	16.000

	Number non-motorized fatalities
	17
	18
	19
	1
	2
	3
	4
	34
	20

	Number of non-motorized serious injuries
	21
	22
	23
	99
	99
	99
	99
	34
	24




31. Describe fatality data source.
Other
If Other Please describe

other other
32. To the maximum extent possible, present this data by functional classification and ownership.
Year 2017
	Functional Classification
	Number of Fatalities
 (5-yr avg)
	Number of Serious Injuries
 (5-yr avg)
	Fatality Rate
(per HMVMT)
 (5-yr avg)
	Serious Injury Rate
 (per HMVMT)
 (5-yr avg)

	Rural Principal Arterial (RPA) - Interstate
	3
	13.6
	0.36
	1.63

	Rural Principal Arterial (RPA) - Other Freeways and Expressways
	0.6
	2.4
	0.73
	2.91

	Rural Principal Arterial (RPA) - Other
	4.2
	10.8
	1.55
	3.56

	Rural Minor Arterial
	5.4
	20.4
	1.3
	4.73

	Rural Minor Collector
	2.4
	10.4
	2.15
	9.25

	Rural Major Collector
	6.4
	31.4
	1.35
	6.65

	Rural Local Road or Street
	7.6
	26.8
	1.41
	4.94

	Urban Principal Arterial (UPA) - Interstate
	53.4
	58.8
	0.33
	0.36

	Urban Principal Arterial (UPA) - Other Freeways and Expressways
	12.2
	27.8
	0.2
	0.48

	Urban Principal Arterial (UPA) - Other
	96.6
	202
	0.81
	1.79

	Urban Minor Arterial
	76.2
	203.4
	0.71
	2.12

	Urban Minor Collector
	1.2
	
	
	

	Urban Major Collector
	20.4
	91
	0.57
	2.84

	Urban Local Road or Street
	67.6
	77
	0.84
	0.97

	Other
	0
	
	
	

	unknown (not geocoded)
	0
	146.4
	
	

	TOTAL 
	
	
	
	

	asdsadsa
	0
	0
	0
	0

	tttttt
	0
	0
	0
	0




Year 2018
	Roadways
	Number of Fatalities
 (5-yr avg)
	Number of Serious Injuries
 (5-yr avg)
	Fatality Rate
(per HMVMT)
 (5-yr avg)
	Serious Injury Rate
 (per HMVMT)
 (5-yr avg)

	State Highway Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	County Highway Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Town or Township Highway Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	City or Municipal Highway Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	State Park, Forest, or Reservation Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Local Park, Forest or Reservation Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other State Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other Local Agency
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Private (Other than Railroad)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Railroad
	0
	0
	0
	0

	State Toll Authority
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Local Toll Authority
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other Public Instrumentality (e.g. Airport, School, University)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Indian Tribe Nation
	0
	0
	0
	0


33. Provide additional discussion related to general highway safety trends.

Testing question 33 - General Highway Safety Tends Description by Ricardo
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34. Safety Performance Targets
Calendar Year 2020 Targets *
Number of Fatalities:31.0
Describe the basis for established target, including how it supports SHSP goals.
Test
Number of Serious Injuries:417.9
Describe the basis for established target, including how it supports SHSP goals.
Test
Fatality Rate:0.850
Describe the basis for established target, including how it supports SHSP goals.
Test
Serious Injury Rate:0.000
Describe the basis for established target, including how it supports SHSP goals.
Test
Total Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries:0.0
Describe the basis for established target, including how it supports SHSP goals.
Test
35. Describe efforts to coordinate with other stakeholders (e.g. MPOs, SHSO) to establish safety performance targets. 

Test
36. Does the State want to report additional optional targets? 

Yes
FileName
D34.txt
37. New Large Text Question

This is a test. a
[bookmark: _Toc0000000014]Applicability of Special Rules
38. Does the HRRR special rule apply to the State for this reporting period? 
Yes
39. Provide the number of older driver and pedestrian fatalities and serious injuries 65 years of age and older for the past seven years.
	PERFORMANCE MEASURES
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Number of Older Driver and Pedestrian Fatalities
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	Number of Older Driver and Pedestrian Serious Injuries
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3



[bookmark: _Toc0000000015]Evaluation
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40. How does the State measure effectiveness of the HSIP?
· Change in fatalities and serious injuries
41. Based on the measures of effectiveness selected previously, describe the results of the State's program level evaluations.

eee
42. What other indicators of success does the State use to demonstrate effectiveness and success of the Highway Safety Improvement Program?
· Increased focus on local road safety
43. Describe significant program changes that have occurred since the last reporting period.

SSSS
[bookmark: _Toc0000000017]Effectiveness of Groupings or Similar Types of Improvements
44. Present and describe trends in SHSP emphasis area performance measures.
Year 2018
	SHSP Emphasis Area
	Targeted Crash Type
	Number of Fatalities
(5-yr avg)
	Number of Serious Injuries
(5-yr avg)
	Fatality Rate
 (per HMVMT)
(5-yr avg)
	Serious Injury Rate
 (per HMVMT)
(5-yr avg)

	Lane Departure
	
	281.6
	2,364.2
	0.25
	2.06

	Roadway Departure
	
	0
	
	
	

	Intersections
	
	418.8
	5,669.2
	0.34
	4.6

	Pedestrians
	
	224.8
	
	
	

	Bicyclists
	
	33.4
	
	
	

	Older Drivers
	
	90.4
	
	
	

	Motorcyclists
	
	146
	1,044.4
	0.12
	0.85

	Work Zones
	
	0
	
	
	

	Data
	
	0
	
	
	




45. Has the State completed any countermeasure effectiveness evaluations during the reporting period?
Yes
Please provide the following summary information for each countermeasure effectiveness evaluation. 

	CounterMeasures: 
	SSSSSSS 

	Description: 
	

	Target Crash Type: 
	

	Number of Installations: 
	

	Number of Installations: 
	

	Miles Treated: 
	

	Years Before: 
	

	Years After: 
	

	Methodology: 
	

	Results: 
	SSSS 


File Name:                  D34.txt
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46. Provide the following information for previously implemented projects that the State evaluated this reporting period. 
	LOCATION
	FUNCTIONAL CLASS
	IMPROVEMENT CATEGORY
	IMPROVEMENT TYPE
	PDO
BEFORE
	PDO
AFTER
	FATALITY
BEFORE
	FATALITY
AFTER
	SERIOUS INJURY
BEFORE
	SERIOUS INJURY
AFTER
	ALL OTHER INJURY
BEFORE
	ALL OTHER INJURY
AFTER
	TOTAL
BEFORE
	TOTAL
AFTER
	EVALUATION RESULTS
(BENEFIT/COST RATIO)

	aaaa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


47. Describe any other aspects of HSIP effectiveness on which the State would like to elaborate.

SSSS
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48. What date was the State’s current SHSP approved by the Governor or designated State representative?
   06/29/2019
What are the years being covered by the current SHSP?
From: 2019 To: 2023
When does the State anticipate completing it’s next SHSP update?
   2021

SSS
49. Provide the current status (percent complete) of MIRE fundamental data elements collection efforts using the table below. 
	ROAD TYPE
	MIRE NAME (MIRE NO.)
	NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - SEGMENT
	
	NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - INTERSECTION
	
	NON LOCAL PAVED
ROADS - RAMPS
	
	LOCAL PAVED ROADS
	
	UNPAVED ROADS
	

	MIRE NAME (MIRE NO.)
	STATE
	NON-STATE
	STATE
	NON-STATE
	STATE
	NON-STATE
	STATE
	NON-STATE
	STATE
	NON-STATE
	

	ROADWAY SEGMENT
	Segment Identifier (12)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Route Number (8)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Route/Street Name (9)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Federal Aid/Route Type (21)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Rural/Urban Designation (20)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Surface Type (23)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Begin Point Segment Descriptor (10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	End Point Segment Descriptor (11)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Segment Length (13)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Direction of Inventory (18)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Functional Class (19)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Median Type (54)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Access Control (22)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	One/Two Way Operations (91)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Number of Through Lanes (31)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Average Annual Daily Traffic (79)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	AADT Year (80)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Type of Governmental Ownership (4)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INTERSECTION
	Unique Junction Identifier (120)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Location Identifier for Road 1 Crossing Point (122)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Location Identifier for Road 2 Crossing Point (123)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Intersection/Junction Geometry (126)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Intersection/Junction Traffic Control (131)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	AADT for Each Intersecting Road (79)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	AADT Year (80)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Unique Approach Identifier (139)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INTERCHANGE/RAMP
	Unique Interchange Identifier (178)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Location Identifier for Roadway at Beginning of Ramp Terminal (197)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Location Identifier for Roadway at Ending Ramp Terminal (201)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ramp Length (187)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Roadway Type at Beginning of Ramp Terminal (195)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Roadway Type at End Ramp Terminal (199)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Interchange Type (182)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ramp AADT (191)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Year of Ramp AADT (192)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Functional Class (19)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Type of Governmental Ownership (4)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals (Average Percent Complete):
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00


*Based on Functional Classification
50. Describe actions the State will take moving forward to meet the requirement to have complete access to the MIRE fundamental data elements on all public roads by September 30, 2026.

SSSS
51. Did the State conduct an HSIP program assessment during the reporting period?
No

SSSS
When does the State plan to complete its next HSIP program assessment.

2019
Optional Attachments
Program Structure:

HSIP_Report_10132019092257.docx
Copy of Q9_ExportToExcel.xlsx
Project Implementation:

Safety Performance:

D34.txt
Evaluation:

Compliance Assessment:

Glossary
5 year rolling average: means the average of five individuals, consecutive annual points of data (e.g. annual fatality rate).

Emphasis area: means a highway safety priority in a State’s SHSP, identified through a data-driven, collaborative process.

Highway safety improvement project: means strategies, activities and projects on a public road that are consistent with a State strategic highway safety plan and corrects or improves a hazardous road location or feature or addresses a highway safety problem.

HMVMT: means hundred million vehicle miles traveled.

Non-infrastructure projects: are projects that do not result in construction. Examples of non-infrastructure projects include road safety audits, transportation safety planning activities, improvements in the collection and analysis of data, education and outreach, and enforcement activities.

Older driver special rule: applies if traffic fatalities and serious injuries per capita for drivers and pedestrians over the age of 65 in a State increases during the most recent 2-year period for which data are available, as defined in the Older Driver and Pedestrian Special Rule Interim Guidance dated February 13, 2013.

Performance measure: means indicators that enable decision-makers and other stakeholders to monitor changes in system condition and performance against established visions, goals, and objectives.

Programmed funds: mean those funds that have been programmed in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) to be expended on highway safety improvement projects.

Roadway Functional Classification: means the process by which streets and highways are grouped into classes, or systems, according to the character of service they are intended to provide.

Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP): means a comprehensive, multi-disciplinary plan, based on safety data developed by a State Department of Transportation in accordance with 23 U.S.C. 148.

Systematic: refers to an approach where an agency deploys countermeasures at all locations across a system.

Systemic safety improvement: means an improvement that is widely implemented based on high risk roadway features that are correlated with specific severe crash types.

Transfer: means, in accordance with provisions of 23 U.S.C. 126, a State may transfer from an apportionment under section 104(b) not to exceed 50 percent of the amount apportioned for the fiscal year to any other apportionment of the State under that section.
Number of Serious Injuries 
 5 Year Average
2010-2014	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2888.4	0	5353.8	1982	628.8	798.6	1239.8	0	0	2011-2015	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2769.8	0	5467.6	1917.6	610	797.2	1214.2	0	0	2012-2016	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2727.2	0	5557.8	1886.6	602.6	815.4	1204.8	0	0	2013-2017	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2522.6	0	5605.2	1807.2	589.2	824.6	1114.4	0	0	2014-2018	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2364.2	0	5669.2	0	0	0	1044.4	0	0	Serious Injuries
Fatality Rate (per HMVMT) 
 5 Year Average
2010-2014	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	0.3	0	0.32	0.24	0.04	0	0.14	0	0	2011-2015	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	0.29	0	0.33	0.25	0.04	0	0.13	0	0	2012-2016	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	0.28	0	0.34	0.25	0.03	0	0.13	0	0	2013-2017	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	0.27	0	0.34	0.24	0.03	0	0.12	0	0	2014-2018	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	0.25	0	0.34	0	0	0	0.12	0	0	Fatality Rate
Serious Injury Rate (per HMVMT) 
 5 Year Average
2010-2014	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2.32	0	4.31	1.59	0.51	0	1	0	0	2011-2015	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2.25	0	4.45	1.56	0.5	0	0.99	0	0	2012-2016	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2.21	0	4.51	1.53	0.49	0	0.98	0	0	2013-2017	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2.14	0	4.56	1.47	0.48	0	0.9	0	0	2014-2018	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	2.06	0	4.6	0	0	0	0.85	0	0	Serious Injury Rate
Annual Fatalities
Fatalities	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	1	2	3	1	2	3	4	34	4	5 Year Rolling Avg.	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	1.8	2.2	2.6	8.8	9.4	Annual Serious Injuries
Serious Injuries	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	5	6	7	1	2	3	4	34	8	5 Year Rolling Avg.	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	4.2	3.8	3.4	8.8	10.2	Fatality rate (per HMVMT)
Fatality rate (per HMVMT)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	9	10	11	1	2	3	4	34	12	5 Year Rolling Avg.	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	6.6	5.4	4.2	8.8	11	Serious injury rate (per HMVMT)
Serious injury rate (per HMVMT)	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	13	14	15	1	2	3	4	34	16	5 Year Rolling Avg.	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	9	7	5	8.8	11.8	Non Motorized Fatalities and Serious Injuries
Fatalities	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	17	18	19	1	2	3	4	34	20	Serious Injuries	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	21	22	23	99	99	99	99	34	24	5 Year Rolling Avg.	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	64.2	77	89.6	94.8	83.6	Number of Fatalities 
 5 Year Average
2010-2014	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	380.8	0	395.6	298.6	44.8	121.4	168.4	0	0	2011-2015	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	358.6	0	409.6	300.2	44.8	120	164.2	0	0	2012-2016	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	349.4	0	415.8	304.2	41.2	117.6	157.4	0	0	2013-2017	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	316.6	0	419.8	292	41.4	116.4	152.4	0	0	2014-2018	Lane Departure	Roadway Departure	Intersections	Pedestrians	Bicyclists	Older Drivers	Motorcyclists	Work Zones	Data	281.6	0	418.8	224.8	33.4	90.4	146	0	0	Fatalities
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