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CERTIFICATION AND ASSURANCES
FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY GRANTS (23 U.S.C. CHAPTER 4)

State: Alabama Fiscal Year: 2015

Each fiscal year the State must sign these Certifications and Assurances that it complies with
all requirements including applicable Federal statutes and regulations that are in effect during
the grant period. (Requirements that also apply to subrecipients are noted under the applicable
caption.)

In my capacity as the Governor’s Representative for Highway Safety, | hereby provide the
following certifications and assurances:

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

To the best of my personal knowledge, the information submitted in the Highway Safety Plan
in support of the State’s application for Section 402 and Section 405 grants is accurate and
complete. (Incomplete or incorrect information may result in the disapproval of the Highway
Safety Plan.)

The Governor is the responsible official for the administration of the State highway safety
program through a State highway safety agency that has adequate powers and is suitably
equipped and organized (as evidenced by appropriate oversight procedures governing such
areas as procurement, financial administration, and the use, management, and disposition of
equipment) to carry out the program. (23 U.S.C. 402(b)(1)(A))

The State will comply with applicable statutes and regulations, including but not limited to:

» 23 U.S.C. Chapter 4 - Highway Safety Act of 1966, as amended

* 49 CFR Part 18 - Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative
Agreements to State and Local Governments

* 23 CFR Part 1200 — Uniform Procedures for State Highway Safety Grant Programs

The State has submitted appropriate documentation for review to the single point of contact
designated by the Governor to review Federal programs, as required by Executive Order
12372 (Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs).

FEDERAL FUNDING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY ACT (FFATA)
The State will comply with FFATA guidance, OMB Guidance on FFATA Subward and Ex-
ecutive Compensation Reporting, August 27, 2010,
(https://www.fsrs.gov/documents/OMB_Guidance_on_FFATA_Subaward and Executive C
ompensation_Reporting_08272010.pdf) by reporting to FSRS.gov for each sub-grant award-
ed:

» Name of the entity receiving the award;

* Amount of the award;




* Information on the award including transaction type, funding agency, the North Ameri-
can Industry Classification System code or Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
number (where applicable), program source;

* Location of the entity receiving the award and the primary location of performance under
the award, including the city, State, congressional district, and country; and an award
title descriptive of the purpose of each funding action;

* A unique identifier (DUNS);

» The names and total compensation of the five most highly compensated officers of the
entity if:

(1) the entity in the preceding fiscal year received—

(1) 80 percent or more of its annual gross revenues in Federal awards;

(11) $25,000,000 or more in annual gross revenues from Federal awards; and
(ii) the public does not have access to information about the compensation of the sen-
ior executives of the entity through periodic reports filed under section 13(a) or 15(d)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78m(a), 780(d)) or section 6104 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

* Other relevant information specified by OMB guidance.

NONDISCRIMINATION

The State highway safety agency will comply with all Federal statutes and implementing regu-
lations relating to nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to: (a) Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Pub. L. 88-352), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race,
color or national origin (and 49 CFR Part 21); (b) Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1681-1683 and 1685-1686), which prohibits discrimination on
the basis of sex; (c) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C.
794), and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-336), as amended (42
U.S.C. 12101, et seq.), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disabilities (and 49 CFR
Part 27); (d) the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101-6107), which
prohibits discrimination on the basis of age; (e) the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 (Pub.
L. 100-259), which requires Federal-aid recipients and all subrecipients to prevent discrimina-
tion and ensure nondiscrimination in all of their programs and activities; (f) the Drug Abuse
Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-255), as amended, relating to nondiscrimination
on the basis of drug abuse; (g) the comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention,
Treatment and Rehabilitation Act of 1970 (Pub. L. 91-616), as amended, relating to nondis-
crimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or alcoholism; (h) Sections 523 and 527 of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act of 1912, as amended (42 U.S.C. 290dd-3 and 290ee-3), relating to con-
fidentiality of alcohol and drug abuse patient records; (i) Title V111 of the Civil Rights Act of
1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3601, et seq.), relating to nondiscrimination in the sale, rental or
financing of housing; (j) any other nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute(s) un-
der which application for Federal assistance is being made; and (k) the requirements of any
other nondiscrimination statute(s) which may apply to the application.



THE DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE ACT OF 1988(41 USC 8103)

The State will provide a drug-free workplace by:

* Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribu-
tion, dispensing, possession or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the
grantee's workplace and specifying the actions that will be taken against employees
for violation of such prohibition;

» Establishing a drug-free awareness program to inform employees about:

0 The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace.

0 The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace.

0 Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance pro-
grams.

0 The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug violations oc-
curring in the workplace.

0 Making it a requirement that each employee engaged in the performance of
the grant be given a copy of the statement required by paragraph (a).

* Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a condi-

tion of employment under the grant, the employee will —
0 Abide by the terms of the statement.
o Notify the employer of any criminal drug statute conviction for a violation
occurring in the workplace no later than five days after such conviction.

* Notifying the agency within ten days after receiving notice under subparagraph (d)(2)
from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such conviction.

» Taking one of the following actions, within 30 days of receiving notice under sub-
paragraph (d)(2), with respect to any employee who is so convicted —

o0 Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and in-
cluding termination.

0 Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assis-
tance or rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by a Federal,
State, or local health, law enforcement, or other appropriate agency.

» Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workplace through
implementation of all of the paragraphs above.

BUY AMERICA ACT

The State will comply with the provisions of the Buy America Act (49 U.S.C. 5323(j)), which
contains the following requirements:

Only steel, iron and manufactured products produced in the United States may be purchased
with Federal funds unless the Secretary of Transportation determines that such domestic pur-
chases would be inconsistent with the public interest, that such materials are not reasonably
available and of a satisfactory quality, or that inclusion of domestic materials will increase the
cost of the overall project contract by more than 25 percent. Clear justification for the pur-
chase of non-domestic items must be in the form of a waiver request submitted to and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Transportation.



POLITICAL ACTIVITY (HATCH ACT)

The State will comply with provisions of the Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. 1501-1508) which limits the
political activities of employees whose principal employment activities are funded in whole or
in part with Federal funds.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING FEDERAL LOBBYING

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements
The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

1. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or em-
ployee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an
employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal con-
tract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal loan, the entering into of
any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment, or mod-
ification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

2. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any
person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a
Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of
Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement,
the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Re-
port Lobbying," in accordance with its instructions.

3. The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be included in the
award documents for all sub-award at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants, and con-
tracts under grant, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall certi-
fy and disclose accordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed when this
transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a prerequisite for
making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title 31, U.S. Code. Any
person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less
than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.



RESTRICTION ON STATE LOBBYING

None of the funds under this program will be used for any activity specifically designed to
urge or influence a State or local legislator to favor or oppose the adoption of any specific leg-
islative proposal pending before any State or local legislative body. Such activities include
both direct and indirect (e.g., "grassroots") lobbying activities, with one exception. This does
not preclude a State official whose salary is supported with NHTSA funds from engaging in
direct communications with State or local legislative officials, in accordance with customary
State practice, even if such communications urge legislative officials to favor or oppose the
adoption of a specific pending legislative proposal.

CERTIFICATION REGARDING DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION

Instructions for Primary Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective primary participant is providing
the certification set out below.

2. The inability of a person to provide the certification required below will not necessarily re-
sult in denial of participation in this covered transaction. The prospective participant shall
submit an explanation of why it cannot provide the certification set out below. The certifica-
tion or explanation will be considered in connection with the department or agency's determi-
nation whether to enter into this transaction. However, failure of the prospective primary par-
ticipant to furnish a certification or an explanation shall disqualify such person from participa-
tion in this transaction.

3. The certification in this clause is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was
placed when the department or agency determined to enter into this transaction. If it is later
determined that the prospective primary participant knowingly rendered an erroneous certifi-
cation, in addition to other remedies available to the Federal Government, the department or
agency may terminate this transaction for cause or default.

4. The prospective primary participant shall provide immediate written notice to the depart-
ment or agency to which this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective primary par-
ticipant learns its certification was erroneous when submitted or has become erroneous by rea-
son of changed circumstances.

5. The terms covered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered transac-
tion, participant, person, primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and voluntarily
excluded, as used in this clause, have the meaning set out in the Definitions and coverage sec-
tions of 49 CFR Part 29. You may contact the department or agency to which this proposal is
being submitted for assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations.
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6. The prospective primary participant agrees by submitting this proposal that, should the pro-
posed covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowingly enter into any lower tier cov-
ered transaction with a person who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, subpart
9.4, debarred, suspended, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this
covered transaction, unless authorized by the department or agency entering into this transac-
tion.

7. The prospective primary participant further agrees by submitting this proposal that it will
include the clause titled "Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and
Voluntary Exclusion-Lower Tier Covered Transaction,” provided by the department or agency
entering into this covered transaction, without modification , in all lower tier covered transac-
tions and in all solicitations for lower tier covered transactions.

8. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a certification of a prospective partici-
pant in a lower tier covered transaction that it is not proposed for debarment under 48 CFR
Part 9, subpart 9.4, debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from the covered
transaction, unless it knows that the certification is erroneous. A participant may decide the
method and frequency by which it determines the eligibility of its principals. Each participant
may, but is not required to, check the list of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement and
Non-procurement Programs.

9. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system
of records in order to render in good faith the certification required by this clause. The
knowledge and information of a participant is not required to exceed that which is normally
possessed by a prudent person in the ordinary course of business dealings.

10. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 6 of these instructions, if a participant
in a covered transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier covered transaction with a person

who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4, suspended, debarred, ineli-
gible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction, in addition to other reme-
dies available to the Federal Government, the department or agency may terminate this trans-
action for cause or default.

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters-Primary
Covered Transactions

(1) The prospective primary participant certifies to the best of its knowledge and belief, that
its principals:
(a) Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible, or
voluntarily excluded by any Federal department or agency;
(b) Have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a
civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in
connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Federal, State or
local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or State anti-
trust statutes or commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or de-
struction of record, making false statements, or receiving stolen property;
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(c) Are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a govern-
mental entity (Federal, State or Local) with commission of any of the offenses enumerated
in paragraph (1)(b) of this certification; and

(d) Have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one or
more public transactions (Federal, State, or local) terminated for cause or default.

(2) Where the prospective primary participant is unable to certify to any of the Statements in
this certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal.

Instructions for Lower Tier Certification

1. By signing and submitting this proposal, the prospective lower tier participant is providing
the certification set out below.

2. The certification in this clause is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was
placed when this transaction was entered into. If it is later determined that the prospective
lower tier participant knowingly rendered an erroneous certification, in addition to other rem-
edies available to the Federal government, the department or agency with which this transac-
tion originated may pursue available remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.

3. The prospective lower tier participant shall provide immediate written notice to the person
to which this proposal is submitted if at any time the prospective lower tier participant learns
that its certification was erroneous when submitted or has become erroneous by reason of
changed circumstances.

4. The terms covered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered transac-
tion, participant, person, primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and voluntarily
excluded, as used in this clause, have the meanings set out in the Definition and Coverage sec-
tions of 49 CFR Part 29. You may contact the person to whom this proposal is submitted for
assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations.

5. The prospective lower tier participant agrees by submitting this proposal that, should the
proposed covered transaction be entered into, it shall not knowingly enter into any lower tier
covered transaction with a person who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, sub-
part 9.4, debarred, suspended, declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation
in this covered transaction, unless authorized by the department or agency with which this
transaction originated.

6. The prospective lower tier participant further agrees by submitting this proposal that it will
include the clause titled "Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and
Voluntary Exclusion -- Lower Tier Covered Transaction,” without modification, in all lower
tier covered transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier covered transactions. (See be-
low)

7. A participant in a covered transaction may rely upon a certification of a prospective partici-
pant in a lower tier covered transaction that it is not proposed for debarment under 48 CFR
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Part 9, subpart 9.4, debarred, suspended, ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from the covered
transaction, unless it knows that the certification is erroneous. A participant may decide the
method and frequency by which it determines the eligibility of its principals. Each participant
may, but is not required to, check the List of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement and
Non-procurement Programs.

8. Nothing contained in the foregoing shall be construed to require establishment of a system
of records in order to render in good faith the certification required by this clause. The
knowledge and information of a participant is not required to exceed that which is normally
possessed by a prudent person in the ordinary course of business dealings.

9. Except for transactions authorized under paragraph 5 of these instructions, if a participant in
a covered transaction knowingly enters into a lower tier covered transaction with a person
who is proposed for debarment under 48 CFR Part 9, subpart 9.4, suspended, debarred, ineli-
gible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction, in addition to other reme-
dies available to the Federal government, the department or agency with which this transac-
tion originated may pursue available remedies, including suspension and/or debarment.

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility and Voluntary Exclusion --
Lower Tier Covered Transactions:

1. The prospective lower tier participant certifies, by submission of this proposal, that neither
it nor its principals is presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineli-
gible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this transaction by any Federal department
or agency.

2. Where the prospective lower tier participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in
this certification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal.

POLICY ON SEAT BELT USE

In accordance with Executive Order 13043, Increasing Seat Belt Use in the United States, dat-
ed April 16, 1997, the Grantee is encouraged to adopt and enforce on-the-job seat belt use pol-
icies and programs for its employees when operating company-owned, rented, or personally-
owned vehicles. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is responsi-
ble for providing leadership and guidance in support of this Presidential initiative. For infor-
mation on how to implement such a program, or statistics on the potential benefits and cost-
savings to your company or organization, please visit the Buckle Up America section on
NHTSA's website at www.nhtsa.dot.gov. Additional resources are available from the Network
of Employers for Traffic Safety (NETS), a public-private partnership headquartered in the
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, and dedicated to improving the traffic safety practices of
employers and employees. NETS is prepared to provide technical assistance, a simple, user-
friendly program kit, and an award for achieving the President’s goal of 90 percent seat belt
use. NETS can be contacted at 1 (888) 221-0045 or visit its website at www.trafficsafety.org.
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POLICY ON BANNING TEXT MESSAGING WHILE DRIVING

In accordance with Executive Order 13513, Federal Leadership On Reducing Text Messaging
While Driving, and DOT Order 3902.10, Text Messaging While Driving, States are encour-
aged to adopt and enforce workplace safety policies to decrease crashed caused by distracted
driving, including policies to ban text messaging while driving company-owned or -rented ve-
hicles, Government-owned, leased or rented vehicles, or privately-owned when on official
Government business or when performing any work on or behalf of the Government. States
are also encouraged to conduct workplace safety initiatives in a manner commensurate with
the size of the business, such as establishment of new rules and programs or re-evaluation of
existing programs to prohibit text messaging while driving, and education, awareness, and
other outreach to employees about the safety risks associated with texting while driving.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

The Governor's Representative for Highway Safety has reviewed the State's Fiscal Year high-
way safety planning document and hereby declares that no significant environmental impact

will result from implementing this Highway Safety Plan. If, under a future revision, this Plan
is modified in a manner that could result in a significant environmental impact and trigger the
need for an environmental review, this office is prepared to take the action necessary to com-
ply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.) and the im-
plementing regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR Parts 1500-1517).

SECTION 402 REQUIREMENTS

The political subdivisions of this State are authorized, as part of the State highway safety pro-
gram, to carry out within their jurisdictions local highway safety programs which have been
approved by the Governor and are in accordance with the uniform guidelines promulgated by
the Secretary of Transportation. (23 U.S.C. 402(b)(1)(B))

At least 40 percent (or 95 percent, as applicable) of all Federal funds apportioned to this State
under 23 U.S.C. 402 for this fiscal year will be expended by or for the benefit of the political
subdivision of the State in carrying out local highway safety programs (23 U.S.C.
402(b)(1)(C), 402(h)(2)), unless this requirement is waived in writing.

The State's highway safety program provides adequate and reasonable access for the safe and
convenient movement of physically handicapped persons, including those in wheelchairs,
across curbs constructed or replaced on or after July 1, 1976, at all pedestrian crosswalks. (23
U.S.C. 402(b)(1)(D))

The State will provide for an evidenced-based traffic safety enforcement program to prevent

traffic violations, crashes, and crash fatalities and injuries in areas most at risk for such inci-
dents. (23 U.S.C. 402(b) (1)(E))10
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The State will implement activities in support of national highway safety goals to reduce mo-
tor vehicle related fatalities that also reflect the primary data-related crash factors within the
State as identified by the State highway safety planning process, including:
* Participation in the National high-visibility law enforcement mobilizations;
» Sustained enforcement of statutes addressing impaired driving, occupant protection, and
driving in excess of posted speed limits;
» An annual statewide seat belt use survey in accordance with 23 CFR Part 1340 for the
measurement of State seat belt use rates;
* Development of statewide data systems to provide timely and effective data analysis to
support allocation of highway safety resources;
» Coordination of Highway Safety Plan, data collection, and information systems with the
State strategic highway safety plan, as defined in 23 U.S.C. 148(a).
(23 U.S.C. 402(b)(1)(F))

The State will actively encourage all relevant law enforcement agencies in the State to follow
the guidelines established for vehicular pursuits issued by the International Association of
Chiefs of Police that are currently in effect. (23 U.S.C. 402(j))

The State will not expend Section 402 funds to carry out a program to purchase, operate, or
maintain an automated traffic enforcement system. (23 U.S.C. 402(c)(4))

I understand that failure to comply with applicable Federal statutes and regulations may
subject State officials to civil or criminal penalties and/or place the State in a high risk
grantee status in accordance with 49 CFR 18.12.

I sign these Certifications and Assurances based on personal knowledge, after
appropriate inquiry, and | understand that the Government will rely on these
representations in awarding grant funds.

W & /oo

oA
Signature Governor’s Representative for Highway Safety

William M. Babington
Printed name of Governor’s Representative for Highway Safety
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COST SUMMARY

U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

State: Alabama

2015-HSP-1
For Approval

Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary

Page: 1

Report Date: 06/19/2014

Plite- . o P;:%:/Qg— PR Current Bal- Share to
gram Project Description Program State Funds|| ous Incre/(Decre) ance Local
Area Bal.
Funds
NHTSA
NHTSA 402
Planning and Administration
PA-2015-00-00-00 Planning & Administration $.00 $200,000.00 $.00 $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $.00
Planning and Administra- $.00 $200,000.00 $.00 $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $.00
tion Total
Alcohol
AL-2015-SP-AL-01 Alcohol (Dept of Public Safety) $.00 $.00 $.00 $33,894.46 $33,894.46 $.00
Alcohol Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $33,894.46 $33,894.46 $.00
Police Traffic Services
PT-2015-SP-PT-01 Police Traffic (NW Shoals Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $72,000.00 $72,000.00 $72,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-02 Police Traffic (Shelton St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $56,000.00 $56,000.00 $56,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-03 Police Traffic (Etowah Cty Comm) $.00 $.00 $.00 $208,000.00 $208,000.00 $208,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-04 Police Traffic (Mobile Cty Comm) $.00 $.00 $.00 $176,000.00 $176,000.00 $176,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-05 Police Traffic (City of Montgomery) $.00 $.00 $.00 $104,000.00 $104,000.00 $104,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-06 Police Traffic (Gadsden St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $24,000.00 $24,000.00 $24,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-07 Police Traffic (Enterprise St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $24,000.00 $24,000.00 $24,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-08 Police Traffic (Jefferson St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $128,000.00 $128,000.00 $128,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-09 Police Traffic (AL Tombigbee Reg Plan Co $.00 $.00 $.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00
PT-2015-SP-PT-10 Police Traffic (Dept of Public Safety) $.00 $.00 $.00 $800,000.00 $800,000.00 $.00
Police Traffic Services $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,600,000.00 $1,600,000.00 $800,000.00
Total
Community Traffic Safety Project
CP-2015-00-00-00 Section 402 Transfer Holding $.00 $953,522.00 $.00 $3,814,087.00 $3,814,087.00 $762,818.00
CP-2015-SP-CP-01 Comm Traffic Safety(NW Shoals Com $.00 $106,666.67 $.00 $320,000.00 $320,000.00 $320,000.00
Coll)
CP-2015-SP-CP-02 Comm Traffic Safety(Shelton State Com $.00 $60,766.67 $.00 $182,300.00 $182,300.00 $182,300.00
Coll)
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State: Alabama

U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary
2015-HSP-1
For Approval

Page: 2
Report Date: 06/19/2014

Prior Ap- Pre-
Program Project Description IO State Funds M Incre/(Decre) SR E U= Share to Local
Area Program ous ance
Funds Bal.
CP-2015-SP-CP-03 Comm Traffic Safety(Etowah Cty Comm) $.00 $210,786.99 $.00 $210,786.99 $210,786.99 $210,786.99
CP-2015-SP-CP-04 Comm Traffic Safety(Mobile Cty Com) $.00 $6,000.00 $.00 $137,549.00 $137,549.00 $137,549.00
CP-2015-SP-CP-05 Comm Traffic Safety(City of Montgomery) $.00 $28,006.13 $.00 $84,018.38 $84,018.38 $84,018.38
CP-2015-SP-CP-06 Comm Traffic Safety(Gadsden ST Com $.00 $126,380.00 $.00 $126,380.00 $126,380.00 $126,380.00
Coll)
CP-2015-SP-CP-07 Comm Traffic Safety(Enterprise St Com Co $.00 $49,027.88 $.00 $147,083.58 $147,083.58 $147,083.58
CP-2015-SP-CP-08 Comm Traffic Safety(Jefferson St Com Col $.00 $79,612.14 $.00 $165,020.00 $165,020.00 $165,020.00
CP-2015-SP-CP-09 Comm Traffic Safety(AL Tombigbee Reg PI $.00 $109,440.00 $.00 $109,440.00 $109,440.00 $109,440.00
CP-2015-SP-CP-10 ADECA Com Traffic Safety Program $.00 $.00 $.00 $62,500.00 $62,500.00 $.00
Manager
Community Traffic Safety $.00 $1,730,208.48 $.00 $5,359,164.95 $5,359,164.95 $2,245,395.95
Project Total
NHTSA 402 Total $.00 $1,930,208.48 $.00 $7,193,059.41 $7,193,059.41 $3,045,395.95
408 Data Program SAFETEA-LU
408 Data Program Incentive
K9-2015-HS-K9-01 Data Program(AL Dept of Public Health) $.00 $.00 $.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00 $.00
408 Data Program Incentive $.00 $.00 $.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00 $.00
Total
408 Data Program SAFE- $.00 $.00 $.00 $60,000.00 $60,000.00 $.00
TEA-LU Total
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU
K8-2015-HS-K8-01 Alcohol Enforcement(NW Shoals Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $20,960.00 $20,960.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-02 Alcohol Enforcement(Shelton St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $15,240.00 $15,240.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-03 Alcohol Enforcement(Etowah Cty Com) $.00 $.00 $.00 $30,480.00 $30,480.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-04 Alcohol Enforcement(City of Montgomery) $.00 $.00 $.00 $26,660.00 $26,660.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-05 Alcohol Enforcement(City of Montgomery) $.00 $.00 $.00 $21,900.00 $21,900.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-06 Alcohol Enforcement(Gadsden St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $9,520.00 $9,520.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-07 Alcohol Enforcement(Enterprise St Com Co $.00 $.00 $.00 $18,100.00 $18,100.00 $.00
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U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

State: Alabama Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary
2015-HSP-1
For Approval

Page: 3
Report Date: 06/19/2014

Prior Ap- ; Share
Program Project Description proved ||State ||Previous Incre/(Decre) Current Bal- to
Area Program ||[Funds| Bal. ance
Funds e
K8-2015-HS-K8-08 Alcohol Enforcement(Jefferson St Com Col $.00 $.00 $.00 $31,420.00 $31,420.00 $.00
K8-2015-HS-K8-09 Alcohol Enforcement(AL Tombigbee Reg Pla $.00 $.00 $.00 $25,720.00 $25,720.00 $.00
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $200,000.00 $200,000.00 $.00
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU Paid Media
K8PM-2015-HS-K8-10 Alcohol PM (AL Dept of Commerce) $.00 $.00 $.00 $400,000.00 $400,000.00 $.00
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU Paid $.00 $.00 $.00 $400,000.00 $400,000.00 $.00
Media Total
410 Alcohol SAFETEA-LU Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $600,000.00 $600,000.00 $.00
MAP 21 405b OP High
405b OP High
M1X-2015-00-00-00 MAP 21 405b Transfer Holding $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,026,199.00 $1,026,199.00 $.00
405b OP High Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,026,199.00 $1,026,199.00 $.00
MAP 21 405b OP High Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,026,199.0 $1,026,199.00 $.00
0}
MAP 21 405b OP Low
405b Low HVE
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-01 CIOT (NW Shoals Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $20,500.00 $20,500.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-02 CIOT (Shelton St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $19,940.00 $19,940.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-03 CIOT (Etowah Cty Comm) $.00 $.00 $.00 $27,700.00 $27,700.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-04 CIOT (Mobile Cty Comm) $.00 $.00 $.00 $23,260.00 $23,260.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-05 CIOT (City of Montgomery) $.00 $.00 $.00 $27,140.00 $27,140.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-06 CIOT (Gadsden St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $24,380.00 $24,380.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-07 CIOT (Enterprise St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $11,640.00 $11,640.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-08 CIOT (Jefferson St Com Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $31,580.00 $31,580.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-09 CIOT (AL Tombigbee Reg Plan Co) $.00 $.00 $.00 $13,860.00 $13,860.00 $.00
M2HVE-2015-HS-M2-12 2015 CIOT Paid Media (Dept. Of Commerce) $.00 $.00 $.00 $400,000.00 $400,000.00 $.00
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U.S. Department of Transportation National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

State: Alabama Highway Safety Plan Cost Summary
2015-HSP-1
For Approval

Page: 4
Report Date: 06/19/2014

Prior Ap- ; Share
Program Project Description proved |[[State ||Previous Incre/(Decre) Current Bal- to
Area Program ||[Funds Bal. ance
Funds e
405b Low HVE Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $600,000.00 $600,000.00 $.00
405b Low Public Education
M2PE-2015-HS-M2-11 Public Education(NW Shoals Comm College) $.00 $.00 $.00 $70,703.21 $70,703.21  $.00
405b Low Public Education $.00 $.00 $.00 $70,703.21 $70,703.21 $.00
Total
405b Low OP Information System
M20P-2015-HS-M2-10 Information System (University of AL) $.00 $.00 $.00 $201,008.81 $201,008.81 $.00
405b Low OP Information Sys- $.00 $.00 $.00 $201,008.81 $201,008.81 $.00
tem Total
MAP 21 405b OP Low Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $871,712.02 $871,712.02 $.00
MAP 21 405c Data Program
405c Data Program
M3DA-2015-00-00-00 MAP 21 405c Transfer Holding $.00 $.00 $.00 $900,558.00 $900,558.00 $.00
M3DA-2015-HS-M3-01 Data Program (University of AL) $.00 $.00 $.00 $698,398.75 $698,398.75 $.00
405c Data Program Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,598,956.75 $1,598,956.75 $.00
MAP 21 405c Data Program $.00 $.00 $.00 $1,598,956.7 $1,598,956.7 $.00
Total 5 5
MAP 21 405d Impaired Driving Mid
405d Mid HVE
M5HVE-2015-00-00-00 405d Mid HVE (Transfer Holding) $.00 $.00 $.00 $2,418,874.00 $2,418,874.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-01 Impaired Driving (NW Shoals Comm College $.00 $.00 $.00 $101,520.00 $101,520.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-02 Impaired Driving (Shelton State Comm Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $60,160.00 $60,160.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-03 Impaired Driving(Etowah County Commission $.00 $.00 $.00 $163,760.00 $163,760.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-04 Impaired Driving(Mobile County Commission $.00 $.00 $.00 $123,200.00 $123,200.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-05 Impaired Driving(City of Montgomery) $.00 $.00 $.00 $107,760.00 $107,760.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-06 Impaired Driving(Gadsden State Comm Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $44,800.00 $44,800.00 $.00
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-07 Impaired Driving(Enterprise State Comm Coll) $.00 $.00 $.00 $56,000.00 $56,000.00 $.00
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Page: 5
Report Date: 06/19/2014

Prior
Pro- Ap- Pre-
gram Project Description proved State Funds || vious [[ Incre/(Decre) (|Current Balance|| Share to Local
Area Program Bal.
Funds
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-08 Impaired Driving(Jefferson State $.00 $.00 $.00 $116,880.00 $116,880.00 $.00
Comm Co
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-09 Impaired Driving(AL-Tombigbee Re- $.00 $.00 $.00 $25,920.00 $25,920.00 $.00
gional Commission
M5HVE-2015-HS-M5-10 Impaired Driving(AL Dept of Public $.00 $.00 $.00 $300,000.00 $300,000.00 $.00
Safety
405d Mid HVE Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $3,518,874.00 $3,518,874.00 $.00
405d Mid Court Support
M5CS-2015-HS-M5-12 Impaired Driving (NW Shoals Comm $.00 $.00 $.00 $375,000.00 $375,000.00 $.00
College
405d Mid Court Support Total $.00 $.00 $.00 $375,000.00 $375,000.00 $.00
405d Mid Paid/Earned Media
M5PEM-2015-HS-M5-11 Impaired Driving(AL Dept of Com- $.00 $.00 $.00 $400,000.00 $400,000.00 $.00
merce)
405d Mid Paid/Earned Media $.00 $.00 $.00 $400,000.00 $400,000.00 $.00
Total
MAP 21 405d Impaired $.00 $.00 $.00 $4,293,874.00 $4,293,874.00 $.00

Driving Mid Total
NHTSA Total
Total

$.00 $1,930,208.48
$.00 $1,930,208.48

$.00 $15,643,801.18 $15,643,801.18
$.00 $15,643,801.18 $15,643,801.18

$3,045,395.95
$3,045,395.95

0 Section 402, 405b-d: The match source may be a combination of the Department Public Safety (DPS), State Trust
Fund and Local Law Enforcement Agencies. DPS will use personnel costs (salaries), vehicle purchases, vehicle opera-

tions, and vehicle maintenance cost.

0 The DPS match funds are applicable to each NHTSA grant program. The Alabama Office of Highway Safety (AOHS)
will make sure the DPS, State Trust Fund, and Local Law Enforcement Agencies’ matching funds will not be used to

match another Federal grant program.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Alabama Highway Safety Plan (HSP) is a planning document that is produced each year to pro-
vide continuous guidance and improvement in Alabama’s ongoing efforts. The HSP also assures that
402 Program funds are allocated optimally in order to produce the maximum reduction of crash-caused
fatalities and severe injuries on Alabama roadways.

According to the MAP-21 guidelines, 402 Program highway safety funds must be used to support pro-
grams that (source: GHSA Review of Section 402 State and Community Highway Safety Grant Pro-
gram http://www.ghsa.org/html/stateinfo/programs/402.html (c) 2013):

Reduce impaired driving

Reduce speeding

Encourage the use of occupant protection
Improve motorcycle safety

Improve pedestrian and bicycle safety
Reduce school bus deaths and injuries
Reduce crashes from unsafe driving behavior
Improve enforcement of traffic safety laws
Improve driver performance

Improve traffic records

Enhance emergency services

Alabama has met the requirements for Section 402 funding since the beginning of the program in the
late 1960s. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) administers the Federal
Section 402 Program, which in Alabama is administered by the Governor through the Alabama Office
of Highway Safety (AOHS), which is housed within the Law Enforcement and Traffic Safety Division
of the Alabama Department of Economic and Community Affairs (ADECA). The AOHS is directed
by the Governor’s Representative for Highway Safety/State Coordinator (GR/SC), to which all high-
way traffic safety staff report. The Alabama Highway Safety Plan (HSP) reflects the new Moving
Ahead for Progress in the 21* Century (MAP-21) reforms.

The various statewide and local traffic safety efforts involve a variety of political subdivisions within
the State that implement local highway safety programs consistently with Federal policy. The local
agencies that receive funding are authorized to implement their local programs according to the speci-
fications of the HSP. Nine regional Community Traffic Safety Program (CTSP) Coordinators report
directly to the GR/SC. Working closely with each other, and the GR/SC, the Coordinators implement
all programs that involve local agencies. The AOHS also employs a Traffic Safety Resource Prosecu-
tor who deals with impaired driving cases involving traffic violations, which range from minor misde-
meanors to vehicular homicide.

The following present the high level characteristics of Alabama’s HSP:

e Vision: To create the safest surface transportation system possible, using comparable metrics
from other states in the Southeast to assess progress in maintaining continuous recognizable
improvement.

e Primary ideals: Saving the most lives and reducing the most suffering possible.

e Countermeasure selection approach: Detailed problem identification efforts to quantify and
compare alternatives, consistently with the NHTSA document Countermeasures That Work.
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e Primary focus: Selective enforcement on speed, impaired driving and failure to use restraints
hotspots.

e Implementation Approach: Cooperative effort that involves teamwork and diversity, including
all organizations and individuals within the state who have traffic safety interests.

e Participant mission: Reduce fatalities and severe injuries by focusing on the locations with the
highest potential for severe crash frequency and severity reduction, as identified for speed and im-
paired driving, which were the largest two causes of fatal crashes, and for restraint non-use, which
is the greatest factor causing increased severity.

All programs have been subjected to problem identifications efforts over the years, and any change in
traffic safety relative statistics is intensely studied to determine the root cause as well as the correlated
demographics. The analytical procedures employed in these efforts are presented in the next section of
this document. This analytical process is two-fold: (1) to evaluate alternative overall countermeasure
strategies, and select the one that will best solve the problem, and (2) once that is resolved, to use fur-
ther analytical techniques to fine-tune the particular countermeasures that have been selected for im-
plementation. This includes all of the basic countermeasures that are presented in this plan as well as
the particular tactics to be applied in their implementations. The highest level of problem identifica-
tion is exemplified by Table 1 in the body of this report, which contains a comparison of the potential
savings that could be obtained by attacking the various major issues that AOHS has been charged to
address. An extract from Table 1 is given below.

Extract of Top Ten Fatality Causes from Table 1

Crash Type (Causal Driver) ~ Fatal Fatal o Injury ~ PDO

Number % Injuries % No. PDO %  Total
1. Restraint Deficient* 365 3.92% [ 3,607 | 38.78% | 5,328 | 57.29% | 9,300
2. Impaired Driving 184 2.63% | 2,292 | 32.81% | 4,509 | 64.55% | 6,985
3. Speeding 160 418% | 1,494 | 39.04% | 2,173 | 56.78% | 3,827
4. Obstacle Removal 124 2.05% [ 2,114 | 34.90% | 3,819 | 63.05% | 6,057
6. License Status Deficiency 90 1.42% | 1,751 | 27.65% | 4,491 | 70.93% | 6,332
5. Mature — Age > 64 83 0.66% | 2,776 | 22.13% | 9,683 | 77.20% | 12,542
7. Youth — Age 16-20 80 0.39% | 4,478 | 21.72% | 16,062 | 77.90% | 20,620
8. Motorcycle 71 449% | 1,092 |68.98% | 420 | 26.53% | 1,583
9. Ped., Bicycle, School Bus 66 4.39% 895 59.55% | 542 | 36.06% | 1,503
10. Pedestrian 57 7.89% 602 83.38% 63 8.73% 722

* All categories list number of crashes except for the “Restraint Deficient” category. The restraint category cannot accurately be meas-
ured by number of crashes so it lists the number of unrestrained persons for each severity classification.

This begins to provide insight into the basic prioritization that was performed in resolving the overall
state countermeasure strategies. It is important to recognize that the various categories are not mutual-
ly exclusive. Detailed explanations for each crash type or problem are given in the body of this docu-
ment on page 29.

From the summary of the table above, it is clear that to attack the causes of fatalities, restraint deficien-

cies, impaired driving and speeding are clearly the major problems that need to be attacked, without
totally ignoring the other issues further down on the list. Since the body of this HSP document will be
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concentrating on the specifics of the top three countermeasure types, the other “top 10” items are in
order on page 22:

e Obstacle Removal — this is being giving considerable attention by ALDOT within programs
sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the State of Alabama.

e Mature Drivers — Age > 64 — while this looks like a high number, recognize that this represents
about 20 years of ages (65-84) as opposed to Item 7, which is only five years of ages. Since the
number of fatalities attributed to the two groups is the same we can conclude that on a per one-
year age basis, the 16-20 year olds cause about four times the fatalities as the older driver
group. So once these numbers are normalized on a per year basis, it seems clear that counter-
measure resources need to go toward the younger drivers. This age classification is maintained
because of the obvious growth in it that is expected over the coming decade. An important fac-
tor that drives the number of fatalities up in this category is the lower survivability of older in-
jured persons.

e License Status Deficiency — this is highly correlated with DUI, speeding and other violations
that would cause the revocation of the drivers’ licenses. It is included to indicate that suspend-
ing the license is not an effective deterrent with many drivers.

e Youth — Age 16-20 — there is no doubt that by any metric this age group is the most critical to
reducing fatalities and all other crashes, even when normalized by number in the driving popu-
lation. See the discussion for Mature Drivers above.

e Motorcycle — attention is justified for this category because of the recent increased use of mo-
torcycles due to increase gasoline prices and other economic considerations.

e Pedestrian, Bicycle and School Bus — this category is consolidated over several areas that in-
volve young people who have not yet reached driving age.

e Pedestrian — this covers all pedestrian fatalities.

The maximum improvement in traffic safety can only be attained if the available resources are allocat-
ed to those areas where they will have the greatest chances of reducing fatality and injury crashes. Ta-
ble 1 on page 29 demonstrates the highest potential for countermeasures in the broadest categories,
since it is obvious that it is impossible to reduce more crashes than occur. It is true that a category with
a lower potential could achieve higher benefits if the countermeasures applied to it were more effec-
tive. That is, it is both the potential for reduction and the effectiveness in the countermeasures that to-
gether determine the optimal countermeasures to apply.

Being data driven, the Highway Safety Plan for FY 2015 addresses the two largest factors that cause
injury and fatal crashes, and the single greatest factor influencing severity: seat belt use. Crashes that were
in either the Speed or Impaired Driving category were identified and locations with the highest numbers of
these crashes (particularly the severe crashes) were included in the prioritized lists that provides the basis
for their selective enforcement efforts. Also, those areas in which it was found that seat belt non-use was
highest were also isolated for seat belt enforcement. These problem areas, known as hotspots, were
defined by specific criteria depending on roadway classification. These hotspots are defined, listed and
mapped in this plan. Each of the regional coordinators uses these specifications as the basis for their plans
for the coming year.

The following presents a summary of each of the major strategies that are detailed in this plan:
e Continue supporting the nine Community Traffic Safety Program (CTSP) projects.
e Continue to support the Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) in exchange for their support

of AOHS. CAPS provides AOHS with their crash and traffic safety data and analytical technical
assistance throughout the year.
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Conduct nine local Hotspot Special Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) projects, one within
each of the CTSP regions. Additionally, a statewide STEP project will be conducted in conjunc-
tion with the Alabama Department of Public Safety (DPS).

Continue to require the CTSP Coordinators to conduct selective enforcement efforts that focus
their plans on hotspot locations identified by the data analyses provided for their respective re-
gions.

Participate in the national "Click It or Ticket" campaign on the statewide level.

Conduct a statewide “Drive Sober or Get Pulled Over” campaign in conjunction with the national
campaign.

Conduct sustained enforcement for impaired driving, speeding, and seat belts.

Conduct data driven enforcement programs through law enforcement agencies in Alabama to pre-
vent crashes, fatalities and injuries in the State.

Performance measures were established for assessing each of these strategies. Specific countermeas-
ures within each of these categories were checked for their effectiveness estimates from the NHTSA-
recommended document: Countermeasures That Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasure Guide for

State Highway Safety Offices, Seventh Edition, 2013; which can be viewed at:
http://www.safehomealabama.gov/Portals/0/PDF/Countermeaures%20that%20Work%20811727.pdf

[This document will be henceforth referenced as “NHTSA Countermeasures that Work.”]

To assure that the operation of the State’s traffic safety program is well organized and continues to be
implemented on the basis of sound data analyses, provisions have been made to accomplish a number
of administrative goals. In summary, the administrative goals include the following:

Training and internal interaction requirements (e.g., meetings and conferences) to keep the
AOHS staff and those with whom they interact familiar with the most recent developments in
traffic safety that are relevant to their roles.

Support and coordination of Section 402 and Section 405 (as given in the new MAP-21 guide-
lines), in the support and integration of eCite, eCrash, MMUCC, driver license access, EMS-
medical data integration, roadway data and vehicle data.

Legislative support activities to provide information for sound legislation through the efforts of
the State Safety Coordinating Committee.

The compilation, presentation and coordination of all formal governmental and volunteer traffic
safety efforts within Alabama by means of the http://www.SafeHomeAlabama.gov/ website.

It will be impossible to accomplish all of the plans set forth in this document without statewide coop-
eration throughout the traffic safety community. Therefore, the AOHS has forged key partnerships
that are briefly described below:

Community Traffic Safety Program (CTSP) Coordinators — employed in the field as an arm of
the AOHS who live and have offices within their respective regions, and build ongoing rela-
tionships with local and state level law enforcement who serve that region. In addition, they
build relationships with all other traffic safety stakeholders in the local communities.
Alabama Department of Public Safety — in being the pilot implementers of systems such as
eCrash, eCite and other innovations, providing a much more efficient system of law enforce-
ment as well as a model for local acceptance of technology.

Alabama Department of Transportation (ALDOT) — in participating on their monthly spon-
sored Safety Outreach Meetings.
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e Strategic Highway Safety Plan Steering Committee — which also brings involvement and close
cooperation with ALDOT and the following Federal agencies:
o0 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
o Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA)
o National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)

e Alabama Department of Public Health — providing data and information technology expertise
for EMSIS and trauma data integration and use.

e Local law enforcement — including city police and county sheriffs, these partners are essential
to all statewide and local enforcement programs.

e Media - providing continued support to inform the public of all selective enforcement and oth-
er initiatives.

e Traffic Records Coordinating Committee — a broad based committee that represents all devel-
opers and users of traffic safety information systems.

e State and local District Attorneys — involved to increase their level of readiness and proficiency
for the effective prosecution of traffic related cases.

e The University of Alabama Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) — which provides the
information foundation from crash, citation, EMS runs and other databases to enable AOHS
and the CTSP Coordinators and LELS to be assured that their traffic safety resources are being
allocated most effectively. CAPS also provides liaison with other university traffic safety ef-
forts (see http://www.safehomealabama.gov/Universities.aspx).

While fatalities are caused by factors other than speed, impaired driving and lack of proper restraints, the
limited funding available is being applied to those measures, since they demonstrate the greatest reduction
potential for fatalities and severe injuries. Even if all of these goals for these various programs are met,
there will still be an intolerably high death and injury toll, and the State embraces all of the principles of
the National effort, Toward Zero Deaths (TZD).

PLANNING PROCESS

The planning process starts with a very general problem identification, which is initiated as soon as the
close out of the previous year’s data is completed. This occurs in the April-May time frame. The de-
tailed procedure for the problem identification is given in a separate section below. The most current
year of data after the close out is combined with the previous two years of data in order to have three
years of crash data to perform the problem identification. Research performed by CAPS has shown
that three years is an optimal time span for predicting future hotspots. The increased value of adding a
fourth year is offset by the misinformation that comes from the obsolete data.

As shown by the problem identification details, the plan is totally data driven. In order to get the
CTSP Coordinators to be totally involved in this process, they are required to submit their tentative
plans in the April-May time frame, at about the same time as the statewide problem identification is
being performed. While this tentative plan is based on data that is not totally current, it has the ad-
vantage of reflecting the experience that the CTSP Coordinators have had in their previous year of im-
plementation. As an extreme example, it may contain information related to the inexperience or failure
to cooperate of a local agency and plans to overcome such issues. These are factors that cannot be
seen or appreciated by computer outputs at the state level.
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The AOHS takes advantage of the expertise built up over many years by the University of Alabama
Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) to perform the problem identification, and to work with the
AOHS GR/SC and staff in assembling a tentative statewide planning document. Using the Critical
Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) program, a complete listing and illustration of problem crash
locations (or hotspots) throughout the state is developed. In addition to a breakdown by CTSP region,
the results are also subdivided by crash type and roadway classification. This is because different
agencies may deal with different roadway classifications, and different tactics may be applied to differ-
ent types of crashes. As seen in the current document, the results are subdivided by the nine CTSP re-
gions. These data are distributed then to the CTSP Coordinators so that they can refine their respective
plans.

A similar exercise involves the Alabama Department of Public Safety (DPS), which is given infor-
mation on Interstates and rural state routes that it tends to patrol. Generally, each region and the DPS
receive a package of information that is formatted just like the statewide results, but tailored to their
particular region or roadway subset. In addition, all agencies also have access to the preliminary
statewide plan. By providing both statewide information and information specific to their region, the
regional coordinators are able to identify the problem areas in their region but also determine how they
relate to the statewide plan.

Once this information is provided to the CTSP Coordinators, they are instructed to focus their plans for
the coming year on the hotspot locations given in the reports for their region. At this point it is a minor
adjustment for them to revise the hotspot definition part of their plan. Other issues presented in their
tentative plans are reviewed by AOHS staff to assure integrity and consistency among the regions.
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PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION
PROCEDURE FOR THE PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

The AOHS has worked in partnership with the University of Alabama/CAPS for well over a decade to
continually improve and streamline its problem identification process. Among other innovations, this
has resulted in the creation of the Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) system, which is
being continuously improved to produce greater information benefits to the state, now in its tenth ma-
jor upgrade (CAREL10).

To avoid ambiguity, the term “Impaired Driving” is used throughout this document to refer to DUI-
caused crashes that are the result of either alcohol or any drug involvement according to the reporting
officers. We recognize that alcohol is a drug, and as the predominant drug of choice, it is the one that
is most abused, and the easiest for reporting officers to detect. While other drugs are reported in rela-
tively small numbers compared to alcohol involvement, it is of growing concern and AOHS agrees
with NHTSA that impaired driving is not limited to only alcohol causation. Those statistical tables
where information is only available on alcohol will be so noted.

The first step in the problem identification process was to determine those types of crashes that were
going to be targeted for countermeasure implementation. The top three items in Table 1 on page 29
were Speed, Impaired Driving and Restraints Not Used. The first two of these are causes of severe
crashes; the third is a failure on the part of one or more crash vehicle occupants to protect themselves
in the event of a crash; i.e., seat belts prevent more severe injuries, but they very rarely prevent the
crash itself. However, individuals who drive impaired and drive above the posted speed limits have
been found to be in the risk-taking category, and they are highly correlated with those who typically
refuse to use (or insist upon the use of) occupant restraints. The major countermeasures chosen were
selective enforcement based on evaluations that have been performed in Alabama that demonstrate the
effectiveness of adding enforcement officers. This report is available on:
http://www.safehomealabama.gov/Enforcement/EnforcementStudies.aspx

In addition, specific countermeasures within each of these categories were checked for their effective-
ness estimates from the NHTSA-recommended document, NHTSA Countermeasures that Work.

The criteria used for defining speed and impaired driving hotspots for the Fiscal Year 2014 HSP was
also used in the Fiscal Year 2015 Highway Safety Plan. By using essentially the same search criteria
to locate hotspots, comparisons can be made from year to year for the state as a whole, and for each
CTSP region within the state. For the FY 2015 HSP, the 2011-2013 calendar years were used. We
anticipate that similar criteria for defining hotspots will continue to be used in future years in order to
allow for comparison of data and hotspots from one year to the next.

Speeding and Impaired Driving crash location hotspots can be divided into seven groups:
Speeding Mileposted Locations on Interstate Routes,

Speeding Mileposted Locations on State/Federal Routes,

Speeding Non-Mileposted Segment Locations,

Impaired Driving Mileposted Locations on Interstate Routes,

Impaired Driving Mileposted Locations on State/Federal Routes,

Impaired Driving Non-Mileposted Segment Locations, and

Impaired Driving Non-Mileposted Intersection Locations.

NogakowhE
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Speeding is not typically listed as a crash cause at intersections, and thus high-crash speed-related in-
tersection crashes was not a useful criterion.

Criteria for finding hotspots were defined for each of these seven categories and the CARE system was
used to find the hotspots. The following indicates the criteria that were applied;

1. Speeding Mileposted Locations on Interstate Routes with five or more Injury or Fatality crash-
es within 10 miles. Injuries and fatalities were then summed and hotspots (10 miles in length)
with eight or more injury or fatality crashes were used,

2. Speeding Mileposted Locations on State/Federal Routes with five or more Injury or Fatality
crashes within 10 miles. Injuries and fatalities were then summed and hotspots (10 miles in
length) with eight or more injury or fatality crashes were used,

3. Speeding Non-Mileposted Segment Locations with three or more crashes resulting in injury or
fatality

4. Impaired Driving Mileposted Locations on Interstate Routes with two or more crashes within
five miles. Injuries and fatalities were then summed and hotspots (5 miles in length) with eight
or more injury or fatality crashes were used,

5. Impaired Driving Mileposted Locations on State/Federal Routes with two or more crashes
within five miles. Injuries and fatalities were then summed and hotspots (5 miles in length)
with nine or more injury or fatality crashes were used,

6. Impaired Driving Non-Mileposted Segment Locations with three or more crashes, and

7. Impaired Driving Non-Mileposted Intersection Locations with three or more crashes.

A more detailed explanation of the criteria for the various hotspot locations, and the process used in
their determination is given in the Hotspot Listings section on page 57.

Once the hotspots were defined and the locations were found using CARE, the CTSP Coordinators
from across the state were given information on the hotspot locations for the state as a whole. They
were also provided detailed hotspot reports specific to their region to assist them in their focused ef-
forts. A copy of the statewide report that was developed using CARE and integrated GIS mapping
programs can be found in the Hotspot Listings and Regional Reports section.

Using the reports and maps developed for each region, the CTSP Coordinators will develop a plan, in-
cluding the time schedule and work assignments, for their region that focuses on the hotspot locations.
More detailed information on the goals and strategies for the state are included in the Goals and Strate-
gies section. The goals set on a regional basis will be in line with the goals and strategies laid out in
that section.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS OF THE PROBLEM IDENTIFCATION

For FY 2015, AOHS will continue the strategy of identifying and focusing on impaired driving and
speed related hotspots in the State of Alabama, with a special emphasis on locations where occupant
restraints were also found to be overrepresented. It is clear from a consideration of Table 1 that the
two biggest problem areas, in terms of behavior that causes crashes, are speeding and impaired driving.
While the failure to use occupant protection devices is infrequently the cause of a crash, it can have a
mitigating effect on the severity both per se and in some rare cases by enabling the driver to regain
control. Thus, the consideration of hotspots where causal drivers were reported “not properly re-
strained” has a negative effect on crash severity and the saving of lives (see Appendix A: Section 405b
Occupant Protection Plan). Since these trends have been recognized year after year, they cannot be
ignored and must be consistently and continually addressed.
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Table 1. Summary of Crash Severity by Crash Type —Alabama CY2013 Data

] Fatal Injury Injury PDO

Crash Type (Causal Driver)  Number Fatal % Number % No. PDO% _Total
1. Restraint Deficient* 365 3.92% 3,607 | 38.78% | 5,328 | 57.29% | 9,300
2. Impaired Driving 184 2.63% 2,292 | 32.81% | 4,509 | 64.55% | 6,985
3. Speeding 160 4.18% 1,494 | 39.04% | 2,173 | 56.78% | 3,827
4. Obstacle Removal 124 2.05% 2,114 | 34.90% | 3,819 | 63.05% | 6,057
6. License Status Deficiency 90 1.42% 1,751 | 27.65% | 4,491 | 70.93% | 6,332
5. Mature — Age > 64 83 0.66% 2,776 | 22.13% | 9,683 | 77.20% | 12,542
7. Youth — Age 16-20 80 0.39% 4,478 | 21.72% | 16,062 | 77.90% | 20,620
8. Motorcycle 71 4.49% 1,092 | 68.98% | 420 | 26.53% | 1,583
9. Ped., Bicycle, School Bus 66 4.39% 895 59.55% | 542 | 36.06% | 1,503
10. Pedestrian 57 7.89% 602 83.38% 63 8.73% 722
11. Non-pickup Truck Involved 40 0.91% 759 17.32% | 3,493 | 79.69% | 4,383
12. Utility Pole 34 1.50% 760 33.52% | 1,388 | 61.23% | 2,267
13. Fail to Conform to S/Y Sign 32 0.51% 1,698 | 27.26% | 4,404 | 70.69% | 6,230
14. Construction Zone 21 0.94% 945 24.42% | 1,766 | 79.12% | 2,232
15. Vehicle Defects — All 15 0.45% 726 21.74% | 2,496 | 74.75% | 3,339
16. Fail to Conform to Signal 15 0.36% 1,299 | 31.26% | 2,770 | 66.65% | 4,156
17. Vision Obscured — Env. 13 0.86% 391 26.01% | 1048 | 69.73% | 1,503
18. Child Restraint Deficient* 11 0.50% 566 25.86% | 1,877 | 85.75% | 2,189
19. Bicycle 6 2.33% 192 74.42% 46 17.83% | 258
20. School Bus 3 0.57% 107 20.27% | 410 | 77.65% | 528
21. Railroad Trains 1 14.29% 2 28.57% 4 57.14% 7
22. Roadway Defects — All 0 0.00% 28 20.74% | 105 | 77.78% | 135

* All categories list number of crashes except for the “Restraint Deficient” and “Child Restraint Deficient” categories. The
restraint categories cannot accurately be measured by number of crashes so they list number of unrestrained persons for

each severity classification.

AOHS personnel have served on the steering committee for the development of the Alabama Strategic
Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), and they are presently active in its implementation phase. They have
worked collectively in goal setting for the common goals in the HSP, SHSP and the Highway Safety
Improvement Plan (HSIP). The common goals were mutually agreed upon by the Alabama Office of

Highway Safety, the Strategic Highway Safety Plan steering committee and the Highway Safety
Improvement Plan committee. The AOHS Highway Safety Plan has been incorporated into the
Alabama SHSP as an appendix, reflecting their agreement with the goals and approaches being taken
by AOHS. The major goals of both the HSP and the SHSP are to bring about a more effective and
coordinated statewide allocation of traffic safety resources, including funding and equipment, but most
importantly, personnel.

Table 1 was developed to bring together and initiate a process of prioritization for all of the key traffic
safety categories. All SHSP participants were encouraged to add any categories that they felt were
appropriate. The data contained in Table 1 are updated and used year after year by those in the traffic
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safety profession across the State of Alabama, since this information provides a broad overview of the
key categories of concern to those within the traffic safety community. It is recognized that this
information obtained by comparing gross fatality and injury counts in overlapping categories is merely
a first step in the analytical process to find optimal allocations of resources among programs.
However, without such a high level view much time is wasted in analyzing areas that have little hope
of addressing the major traffic safety problems within the state.

The highest number of fatal crashes is listed first in Table 1, descending to the crash type category with
the lowest number of fatal crashes listed last. Categories were defined by the members of the SHSP
steering committee who submitted all significant categories within their respective areas of interest.
Each crash type category lists the crashes that happened for that particular category between January 1,
2013 and December 31, 2013, which elsewhere is called the Calendar Year (CY). Within the Perfor-
mance Goals and Strategies section, all past statistics have been updated to reflect the CY. The catego-
ries given in Table 1 are not mutually exclusive (e.g., you could have an impaired driving crash that
also involved speeding). However, they still tend to demonstrate the relative criticality of that particu-
lar category.

The crash frequency within each severity classification is also given in Table 1 for CY 2012. The per-
centages given are for the respective severity classification only; thus, these percentages represent the
relative severity of the crash category, and this can be used to compare the crash categories by severity.
For example, it might be noticed that the severity of pedestrian, motorcycle and railroad crashes are
significantly higher than most other categories, as is also true for those crashes in which the driver was
not properly restrained.

In July 2009, the State of Alabama made a major change in their crash form and this resulted in changes in
the data that was being collected across the state. After a multiyear process of trying to improve the data
elements collected, the eCrash system was developed that enables officers to enter data directly into the
computer (paperless). This change helped to create data that met the Model Minimum Uniform Crash
Criteria (MMUCC) and provided better data for future analysis. With this change, a number of new
variables and codes were introduced to the crash report, allowing for more accurate and complete data
from the crash data entered by officers in the field. This upgrade has caused some changes to the search
criteria used in Table 1 as well as the search criteria for Impaired Driving and Speed Hotspots. Careful
work was done to ensure that no variables or codes were missed and that the search criteria captured all of
the crashes for that particular category.

For the FY 2015 analysis, data from three prior years (CY 2011-2013) were used. A total of 37 Speeding
hotspots and 198 Impaired Driving hotspots were identified. These hotspots are defined, listed and
mapped (when possible) in Hotspot Listings below, requiring the CTSP Coordinators and the officers
within their jurisdictions to work those areas that are most critical as given by the evidence based analyses.
The plans for each of the regional coordinators for the coming year will focus on these hotspot areas, as
portions of their funding will be restricted to working the speeding and impaired driving hotspot locations
defined for each region.
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Alabama'’s fatality counts and fatality rates (per 100 million vehicle miles traveled) since 1987 are giv-
en below.

Year Rate Fatalities Miles Driven (100 MVMT)

1987 2.98 1116 374.37
1988 2.58 1023 396.84
1989 2.52 1028 407.65
1990 2.64 1118 423.47
1991 2.59 1110 429.24
1992  2.26 1033 457.62
1993 2.20 1040 472.03
1994 221 1081 489.56
1995 2.20 1113 506.28
1996 2.22 1142 514.33
1997 2.23 1190 534.58
1998 1.94 1071 552.05
1999 2.03 1148 564.13
2000 1.74 986 565.71
2001 1.76 998 567.08
2002 1.80 1038 575.32
2003 1.71 1001 586.33
2004 1.96 1154 588.62
2005 1.92 1148 596.62
2006 2.00 1207 603.94
2007 1.81 1110 613.13
2008 1.63 966 591.48
2009 1.38 849 613.00
2010 1.34 859 641.51
2011 1.38 894 649.14
2012 1.33 865 650.38

The fatality rate has been cut by 50% over the time period represented above. The reduction in rates
over the past few years is also extremely promising, reflecting major efforts in publicizing and enforc-
ing the primary seat belt law, and the many other efforts along the broad range of traffic safety activi-
ties. Alabama will not be satisfied, however, with even one death on the roadway, and the state will
continue to put forth a concerted effort to assure that traffic safety resources are utilized to their maxi-
mum capabilities to sustain the trend toward zero deaths.

This document will continue by presenting the Vision, Ideals and Mission in the next section of the
plan, which gives an overview of the AOHS strategic planning efforts. The next section after that will
present the goals and strategies to address hotspot locations. Finally, there will be a section that gives
the statewide analyses of speed and impaired driving hotspot locations. Each CTSP Coordinator and
LEL receives a copy of the statewide list as well as information that is specific for their region. These
lists allow them to focus on the countermeasures that will have the most impact on their area of the
state.
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VISION, IDEALS, MISSION
VISION:

To create the safest possible surface transportation system by means of a cooperative effort
that involves all organizations and individuals within the state who have traffic safety
interests.

This vision is measurable in terms of crash, injury and fatality rates (per million vehicle mile). In order to
perform an accurate evaluation of the metric, Alabama will be compared to the other states in NHTSA
Region 4.

IDEALS:

To move toward this vision and ultimately toward zero deaths (TZD) requires that the following ideals be
accepted as guiding principles in this endeavor:

e Saving Lives. Preserve the lives of all users of the Alabama surface transportation system by
minimizing the frequency and severity of all potentially fatal crashes, regardless of the
countermeasure type or the organization that has primary responsibility for its implementation.

e Reduction in Suffering. Reduce suffering and property loss resulting from injury and property
damage only crashes.

e Focus on speed, impaired driving and restraint deficient hotspots. When looking at crashes in
Alabama and the damage that they cause in terms of suffering and property loss, crashes
caused by speeding and impaired driving were determined to be the biggest driver-caused
problem, and the lack of proper restraint use was seen to be the largest severity increase
problem. In order to help reduce these crashes, all organizations and individuals in the area of
traffic safety must be committed to targeting these hotspot locations. Plans developed by the
state’s safety coordinators reflect this focus, and funding will be concentrated on hotspot crash
locations that have been identified. While focusing and addressing the behavioral problems
of speeding and impaired driving, law enforcement will continue issuing tickets to
unrestrained motorist. Individuals who drive impaired and drive above the posted speed
limits are most often not using occupant restraints, nor do they insist that their passengers
buckle up.

e Teamwork and Diversity. Recognize that these ideas will only be attained through the
dedication to cooperative efforts among a wide range of federal, state and local organizations.
All highway users and user groups must be adequately represented, and all sub-disciplines will
be given the opportunity to provide input and information.

MISSION:

Conduct selective enforcement coupled with PI&E that will reduce fatalities and injuries by
focusing on the locations identified for speed and impaired driving hotspots with additional
strong consideration on hotspots where deficiencies in occupant protection were found.

Speeding and impaired driving are the biggest causes of traffic crash fatalities and are major problem are-
as for traffic safety in the State of Alabama. By focusing efforts to reduce the number of speed and im-
paired driving related crashes, lives have been saved in the past and can be saved in the future. Each of
these crashes is caused by the choice to speed and drive impaired. By changing driver and occupant be-
havior, the number of hotspot locations can be reduced and traffic safety will be improved.
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GOALS AND STRATEGIES

Process for Developing Goals

Funding to the state CTSPs for FY 2015 will be largely focused on the problem locations discussed
and defined in Hotspot Listings section below. In addition, AOHS will continue participation in the
“Click It or Ticket” and “Drive Sober Or Get Pulled Over” campaigns. AOHS continues to pledge its
support to these programs and will fund the participating regions and agencies accordingly. These
programs have received extensive review and recommendations by those who developed the state’s
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). The overall goals set in the Strategic Highway Safety Plan for
the State of Alabama are complementary to, and consistent with, those presented below.

Goals will be presented in the following categories: (1) Traffic Safety Performance Measures, (2) Traf-
fic Safety Activity Measures, (3) Overall Program Goal, (4) Performance Goals and Strategies, Admin-
istrative Goals, and (5) Legislative Goals. The goals were set jointly by AOHS and CAPS using FARS
and CARE crash data to define data driven goals.

The University of Alabama Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) provided data from the CARE
system that was used to select the target locations. All SHSO staff and CAPS participated in the se-
lection process for the performance goals and targets. The SHSO and CAPS were involved in the de-
velopment and selection of evidence-based countermeasures strategies and projects to address problem
areas and achieve performance targets. Funding is determined for each region based on the percentage
of hotspots in the region. Grant funds are allocated to the regions based on their percentage of alcohol,
restraint, and speed crash problem.

The table on the following page presents a multi-year summary and the item numbers within this table
are used below in the goal definitions. Unless otherwise noted, these number were provided by FARS.
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Statewide Statistics 2007-2013

2015 **
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | Baseline

C-1 Number of Traffic Fatalities (FARS) 1,110 969 848 862 894 | 865 888
C-2 Number of Serious Injuries in Traffic Crashes (State 22,755 | 20,293 | 15,131 | 10,544 9,904 | 8,974 12,969
Crash File)
C-3 Fatalities/VMT (FARS/FHWA)

e Total

1.81 1.63 1.38 1.34 1.38 1.33 1.41
e Urban
1.20 1.18 1.08 0.97 1.09 | 0.99 1.06

*  Rural 244 | 210 | 169 | 172 | 170 | 168 1.78
C-4 Number of Unrestrained Passenger Vehicle Occu-
pant Fatalities, All Seat Positions (FARS) 538 452 378 394 382 354 392
C-5 Number of Fatalities in crashes involving driver or
motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above 377 314 267 264 261 257 273
(FARS)
C-6 Number of Speeding-Related Fatalities (FARS) 497 447 327 316 298 272 332
C-7 Number of Motorcyclist Fatalities (FARS) 85 100 76 86 98 97 91
C-8 Number of Unhelmeted Motorcyclist Fatalities 8 15 7 5 10 10 9
(FARS)
C-9 Number of Drivers Age 20 or Younger Involved in
Fatal Crashes (FARS) 194 163 140 140 136 139 144
C-10 Number of Pedestrian Fatalities (FARS) 69 68 64 61 79 77 70
C-11 Number of Bicycle Fatalities (FARS) 9 4 6 6 5 9 6
B-1 Observed Seat Belt Use for Passenger Vehicles,
Front Seat Outboard Occupants (State Survey) 82.3% | 86.1% | 90.0% | 91.4% | 88.0% | 89.5% | 97.3% 89.0%
Speed Hotspots* 142 123 93 63 45 47 74
Speed Fatal Crashes* 359 338 221 212 188 176 227
Speed Injury Crashes* 3,392 2,958 2,299 1,883 | 1,832 | 1,779 2,150
Impaired Driving Hotspots* 191 190 194 143 144 179 170
Impaired Driving Fatal Crashes* 257 212 237 210 217 186 212
Impaired Driving Injury Crashes* 2,719 2,450 2,548 2,798 | 2,647 | 2,661 2,621

* State Data

** Baselines are 5-year averages of the 2008-2012 data.
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Traffic Safety Performance Measures for FY 2015

General Considerations
The general rationale for setting the specific goals will be presented under the various charts below that

illustrate the baseline and the trends. In order to keep from being repetitious, there are some general
consideration that will be presented here, since they generally apply to more than one of the metrics.
In some cases these will be referenced back to the following using the corresponding item numbers:

1. Generally the baseline for the estimates was based upon the most recent five years of data.
This can be seen from the graphs that demonstrate the metrics over the past five available
calendar years (2008-2012). Items C1, C2 and C3a used the identical methodology as was
approved in the coordination meetings with ALDOT in order to keep these goals consistent
with the safety goals required by FHWA. These goals were mutually agreed upon by the
Alabama Office of Highway Safety, the Strategic Highway Safety Plan steering com-
mittee and the Highway Safety Improvement Plan committee.

2. In all of the graphs, the shaded area represents the projected estimated number assuming
that the established trend as given by a regression over the previous known values contin-
ues. The first year that is projected is not shaded as heavily as the “out” years in order to
convey an idea for the reliability of the projection. Clearly the further out that is projected,
the less reliable will be the projection.

3. Extrapolating from a limited number of past values can lead to extreme errors, especially
since the last value that we have in most cases is 2012, requiring (for example) that the es-
timates of 2013, 2014 and 2015 all be based on an extrapolation of 2008 through 2012.
(Unless otherwise noted, all years given are calendar years.) Rarely, if ever, does such a
linear trend establish an accurate prediction, especially in crash data where regression to the
mean usually follows any dramatic departure from the established trend. Nevertheless,
these estimates are presented since they do provide valuable information upon which to
make and refine the estimates.

4. All fatality count metrics. The above (Item 3) is particularly true of any metric that is de-
pendent on fatality counts. Consistent with the national trend, Alabama experienced almost
a 24% reduction in fatalities between 2007 and 2009. Because of several economic factors
(price of fuel, alcohol, reduction in driving by high-risk groups, reduction in speeds for fuel
conservation, and several other well established factors), the typical regression to the mean
has not occurred. Any trend line that includes fatality counts prior to 2008 will obviously
produce a down trend that is clearly not feasible to maintain by traffic safety countermeas-
ures alone. Thus, the data chosen for the five-year trend and the baseline will go back no
further than 2008. Even this generally produces a very optimistic projection, and since the
state has been urged to be aggressive (but not unrealistic) in setting goals, they will general-
ly be somewhere between the projected trend line point for 2015 and the baseline. Notable
exceptions to these general patterns were observed in motorcycle and pedestrian fatalities;
they are discussed in separate items below.
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Severe injury count metrics. The considerations above for fatality counts also apply to
severe injuries, and so the rationale for the estimates for severe injury counts follow this
same pattern. However, there is another very important factor at work for the state’s severe
injury counts that is critical to note. In July 2009 the state generally (with the exception of
only about 15% of the reports) went to a different definition of severe injury (also called
“A” injury). The C-2 graph shows a precipitous drop between 2008 and 2010 caused large-
ly by this reporting anomaly. However, we believe that the five year average has not miti-
gated this issue.

Motorcycle fatalities. The rationale with regard to fatalities in general (Iltem 4) given
above does not apply to motorcycle fatalities. There are two reasons for this: (1) the same
economic forces that reduce fatalities in general work in just the opposite way when it
comes to the use of motorcycles, i.e., they become a much more attractive mode of trans-
portation because of the combined economic factors; and (2) because of this and the aging
of the motorcycle-driving population in general, more and more motorcyclists are of a
higher age and thus less able to survive a severe injury. For this reason it is reasonable to
expect that the sustainment of the baseline of 91 would be a reasonable goal.

Pedestrian fatalities. The cause for the increase in pedestrian fatalities in 2011 is under
investigation, but it is difficult to find any patterns with only 79 cases. The state decided to
set a goal above the baseline since a regression to the mean is clearly expected in 2014 and
2015.

Seat belt use. The projection for 2015 is based upon the five year rolling average that in-
cludes the new method for estimating seat belt used as prescribed by NHTSA.

Five-year average goals. Most of the crash related goals are set differently from previous
years. Our analysis concluded that since we were basing estimates on five-year averages, it
would not be correct to predict a given one-year estimate. Thus, the goals given are gener-
ally for the five-year average that is computed at the end of 2015. The graphs shown below
display the five-year rolling averages however the numbers listed above the charts are the
single year number for each year.
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C-1

Reduce total traffic fatalities by .34 percent from the five year base line average of 888 (2008-2012) to
885 by 2015*. This goal was mutually agreed upon by the Alabama Office of Highway Safety, the
Strategic Highway Safety Plan steering committee and the Highway Safety Improvement Plan

Number of Traffic Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal

969 848 862 895 865 885
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committee.

C-2

Reduce serious injuries in traffic crashes by 18.1 percent from the five year base line average of 12,949
(2008-2012) to 10,600 by 2015*. This goal was mutually agreed upon by the Alabama Office of
Highway Safety, the Strategic Highway Safety Plan steering committee and the Highway Safety

Number of Severe Injuries in Traffic Crashes
(State crash data files — most severe category: “A” Injuries.)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
20,293 15,131 10,544 9,904 8,974 10,600
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Improvement Plan committee.
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C-3a Total Fatality Rate/VMT (FARS/FHWA)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
1.63 1.38 1.34 1.38 1.33 1.40

Total Fatalities/100M VMT
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Reduce the fatality rate per 100M VMT by .7 percent from the five year base line average of 1.41
(2008-2012) to 1.40 by 2015*. This goal was mutually agreed upon by the Alabama Office of
Highway Safety, the Strategic Highway Safety Plan steering committee and the Highway Safety
Improvement Plan committee.

C-3b Rural Fatality Rate/VMT (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
2.10 1.69 1.72 1.70 1.68 1.76

Rural Fatalities/100M VMT
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Reduce the rural fatality rate per 100M VMT by 1.1 percent from the five year base line average of
1.78 (2008-2012) to 1.76 by 2015*.
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C-3c Urban Fatality Rate/VMT (FARS)

2008

2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal

1.18
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Reduce the urban fatality rate per L00M VMT by .9 percent from the five year base line average of
1.06 (2008-2012) to 1.05 by 2015*.

C-4 Number of Unrestrained Passenger Vehicle Occupant Fatalities, All Seat Positions

(FARS)
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
452 378 394 382 354 390

Number of Unrestrained Vehicle Occupant Fatalities
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Reduce the unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities by .5 percent from the five year base line
average of 392 (2008-2012) to 390 by 2015*.
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C-5 Number of Fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC
of .08 and above (data shown as Alcohol-Impaired Driving Fatalities in STSI-FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
314 267 264 261 257 271

Number of Fatalities involving a Driver with a BAC .08 and Above
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Reduce the alcohol- impaired driving fatalities by .7 percent from the five year base line average of
273 (2008-2012) to 271 by 2015*.

C-6 Number of Speeding-Related Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
447 327 316 298 272 331

Number of Speeding-Related Fatalities
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Reduce the speeding-related fatalities by .3 percent from the five year base line average of 332 (2008-
2012) to 331 by 2015*.
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C-7 Number of Motorcyclist Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
100 76 86 98 97 90

Number of Motorcyclist Fatalities
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Reduce the motorcyclist fatalities by 1.1 percent from the five year base line average of 91 (2008-
2012) to 90 by 2015*.

C-8 Number of Unhelmeted Motorcyclist Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
15 7 5 10 10 8

Number of Un-Helmeted Motorcyclist Fatalities
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Reduce the un-helmeted motorcyclist fatalities by 11.1 percent from the five year base line average of
9 (2008-2012) to 8 by 2015*.

41



C-9 Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in Fatal Crashes (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
163 140 140 136 139 143

Number of Drivers Age 20 or Younger involved in a Fatal Crash
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Reduce the number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes by .7 percent from the five
year base line average of 144 (2008-2012) to 143 by 2015*.

C-10 Number of Pedestrian Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
68 64 61 79 77 69

Number of Pedestrian Fatalities
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Reduce the number of pedestrian fatalities 1.4 percent from the five year base line average of 70
(2008-2012) to 69 by 2015*.
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C-11 Number of Bicyclist Fatalities (FARS)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Goal
4 6 6 5 9 5
Pedalcycle Fatalities
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Reduce the number of bicycle fatalities by 16.7 percent from the five year base line average of 6
(2008-2012) to 5 by 2015*.

B-1 Observed Seat Belt Use for Passenger Vehicles, Front Seat Outboard Occupants (State

Survey).
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Goal
90.0% 91.4% 88.0% 89.5% 97.3% 92.5%

Observed Seat Belt Use
95% . T

—

90%

85% |

80% .

75%

70%
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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Increase the observed seat belt by 1.3% from the five year baseline average (2009 -2013) of 91.2% to
92.5% in 2015*.

*Five Year Average Goal
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Traffic Safety Activity Measures

A-1 Number of seat belt citations

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
34,328 36,341 43,384 30,384 25,536

Number of Seat Belt Citations
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A-2 Number of impaired driving arrests

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
3,374 5,108 4,867 2,021 2,508
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A-3 Number of speeding citations

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
50,693 49,003 61,054 42,067 57,670

Number of Speeding Citations
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Alabama continues to experience reductions in manpower and budget with the State and local law en-
forcement agencies. These factors account for the downward trend of all citations issued.
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Overall Program Goals

The overall strategic program goals were developed based on a CY 2011 baseline. A review of this pro-
cess led to the conclusion that there is no reason to alter this approach based on recent considerations.
This lead to the following overall strategic program goal:

To reduce the three-year average annual number of fatalities by 2% per year over the next 25 years (i.e.,
using 2011 as a base year, through 2035).

Embracing the concept of Toward Zero Deaths (TZD), the Alabama Strategic Highway Safety Plan set a
strategic goal of reducing fatalities by 50% over the next 25 years. Based on the 2011 fatality count of
895, this 2% (of the base year) per year reduction would average about 18 fatalities per year. While this
might seem a modest number, if maintained as the average over a 25 year period it will save more than
5,600 lives over that time period. This will be a major accomplishment in continuing the downward trend
that was established in the 2007-2011 time frame, which reversed the alarming increase in fatalities that
preceded 2007. Also, if the 2% of the base year is viewed as a percentage of the years in which reductions
have taken place, this percentage grows linearly until in the 25™ year it amounts to 4% of the previous
year.

Calendar year 2006 was the record high in Alabama for traffic fatalities, with a total of 1207. Between
2007 and 2011, there was a reduction of 1353 fatalities over that five-year time period (271 fatalities were
saved per year). While no one in the traffic safety community believes that this rate of reduction (6% per
year) can be sustained indefinitely, every effort will be made to sustain these new lower fatality counts
and reduce them even further. Much of the large reduction was due to a recession in the economy coupled
with higher fuel prices. These economic hardships tended to have a much higher impact on unsafe drivers
than on the average driving public, for the following reasons:

e They would impact young drivers, economically disadvantaged with older less crashworthy vehi-
cles, and traffic on county roads much more than Commercial Motor Vehicle (CMV) drivers
who typically put most of their mileage on safer roadways;

e It would have a much higher impact on those with impaired driving tendencies due to higher costs
of alcoholic beverages with less (or perhaps no) discretionary money to purchase it; and

e The economy placed a much higher premium on slower speeds to conserve fuel.

While the goal of sustaining a 5% per year reduction in fatalities is unrealistic, it is not unrealistic to be-
lieve that we can sustain the current numbers and rate, and continue to reduce them at the modest rate of
2% per year.

The number of hotspots will continue to be monitored (as seen below in Table 2). By focusing on two of
the biggest killers (speed and impaired driving crash hotspots), the goal of reducing the fatality count and
rate should be achievable. The criteria used to find the number of hotspots and the calculation of the rate
will not change between the years in order to lend consistency in the total number of hotspots found for
the State.
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Table 2. Number of Hotspots for Three-Year Periods

Fiscal Calendar Year Speed Impaired Driving Total Number of

Year DataUsed  Hotspots Hotspots Hotspots
2009 2005-2007 142 191 333
2010 2006-2008 123 190 313
2011 2007-2009 93 194 287
2012 2008-2010 63 143 206
2013 2009-2011 45 144 189
2014 2010-2012 47 179 226
2015 2011-2013 37 198 235

As the State works to reduce the fatality rate by reducing the number of hotspots meeting the fixed crite-
ria, a statewide effort will continue to focus traffic safety funding on hotspot locations. By doing this, eve-
ry possible action will be taken to bring these numbers down in the coming years. The change in the
number of hotspots found (using identical search criteria) in each year is being monitored. Slight reduc-
tions in the total number of hotspots were seen in the three year periods ending 2008 and 2009. A more
significant drop in the total number of hotspots was seen between 2009 and 2010. There was an increase
in the three year periods ending 2012 to 2013.
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General Strategy: To require the CTSP Coordinators to focus their plans primarily on the speed, im-
paired driving and occupant restraint deficiency hotspot locations identified for their respective re-
gions. By doing this they will be focusing on the most critical problem areas and the biggest Killers.
Tables 3a and 3b present a summary of all crashes for the Calendar Years 2001-2013. These statistics

should be referenced as overall goals and strategies are discussed and determined.

Table 3a. Summary of All Crashes — CY 2001-2006 Alabama Data

Performance Measures 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Fatal Crashes 902 931 899 1033 1013 1074
Percent Fatal Crash 0.67% 0.66% 0.64% 0.71% 0.70% 0.77%
Injury Crashes 29771 30922 30748 31856 31335 30527
Percent Injury Crashes 22.26% 22.02% 21.80% | 21.77% | 21.76% | 21.84%
PDO Crashes 103066 108583 109420 | 113469 | 111645 108179
Percent PDO Crashes 77.07% 77.32% 17.57% | 77.53% | 77.54% | 77.39%
Total 133739 140436 141067 | 146358 | 143993 139780
Table 3b. Summary of All Crashes — CY 2007-2013 Alabama Data
Performance Measures 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatal Crashes 1010 886 775 793 814 815 745
Percent Fatal Crash 0.75% | 0.71% | 0.63% | 0.62% | 0.64% | 0.63% | 0.59%
Injury Crashes 28295 | 25613 | 27675| 29051 | 27687 | 27551 26810
Percent Injury Crashes 20.92% | 20.66% | 22.37% | 22.63% | 21.69% | 21.45% | 21.15%
PDO Crashes 107971 | 99241 | 96840 | 100126 | 100795 | 101706 | 100675
Percent PDO Crashes 79.83% | 80.05% | 78.26% | 77.99% | 78.95% | 79.18% | 79.43%
Total 135256 | 123968 | 123740 | 128384 | 127668 | 128442 | 126740
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Tables 4a and 4b summarize all Speed and Impaired Driving hotspots for FY 2008 through FY 2015. Past
years data are included here in order to allow for comparison within each region. In future years, data will
continue to be added to this table to track the progress made in reducing the number of hotspots across the
state and within individual regions.

Table 4a. Speed Hotspot Listing by Region

Region Speed Hotspots for Fiscal Years
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % of Total
Hotspots (2015)
Birmingham 25 35 26 21 16 15 14 11 29.73%
North East 11 17 17 11 13 8 10 7 18.92%
North 10 18 17 16 9 5 4 2 5.40%
Mobile 15 15 14 13 9 4 4 5 13.51%
East 14 16 17 13 8 3 9 6 16.22%
Central 15 12 15 8 7 3 4 3 8.11%
South East 11 7 6 5 2 3 1 2 5.41%
South West 5 10 4 4 2 1 0 0 0.00%
West 14 16 14 8 1 2 1 1 2.70%
TOTAL 120 146 130 99 67 44 47 37 100.00%
Table 4b. Impaired Driving Hotspot Listing by Region
Region Impaired Driving Hotspots for Fiscal Years
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % of Total
Hotspots (2015)
Birmingham 37 32 27 34 41 23 35 27 13.64%
North East 42 32 27 30 54 36 47 54 27.27%
North 22 15 17 24 24 15 15 18 9.09%
Mobile 52 48 47 40 49 25 35 47 23.74%
East 13 11 14 9 7 3 2 2 1.01%
Central 23 26 27 25 34 21 26 28 14.14%
South East 5 2 6 15 17 6 2 4 2.02%
South West 4 6 5 6 4 2 2 2 1.01%
West 20 19 21 18 22 13 15 16 8.08%
TOTAL 218 191 191 201 252 144 179 198 100.00%
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FY 2015 Strategies and Performance Goals

Strateqgies

The following outlines the strategies to be applied during FY 2015:

AOHS is charged by the Governor with the responsibility for implementing the state’s
highway safety efforts to reduce traffic deaths, injuries and crashes; as such, they will con-
tinue to perform the overall administrative functions for the programs and projects imple-
mented.

The nine Community Traffic Safety Programs (CTSP) projects are seen to be an essential ele-
ment in maintaining distributed governance over the statewide traffic safety program, and they
will be maintained, including the support of the CTSP Coordinators and the administrative
support for their offices.

The Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) is seen to be vital in providing the information
required for allocating traffic safety resources in an optimal way, and they will continue to be
supported in providing AOHS with Alabama crash and traffic safety data throughout the year.
Conduct nine local Hotspot Special Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) projects, one within
each of the CTSP regions. Additionally, a statewide STEP project will be conducted in con-
junction with the Alabama Department of Public Safety (DPS). The efforts of all CTSP selec-
tive enforcement projects should be focused on hotspot locations. By focusing on the hotspot
locations, every effort will be taken to reduce speed and impaired driving crashes, and in so
doing, reduce the fatality rate for the state.

Continue the Law Enforcement Liaison (LEL) programs statewide. Beginning in FY 2007,
this program was absorbed by the regional CTSP offices and was funded through the
Community Traffic Safety Projects. This funding arrangement will continue in FY 2015.
Participate in national "Click It or Ticket" campaign on the statewide level.

Conduct statewide “Drive Sober or Get Pulled Over” campaign as a part of the national cam-
paign.

Conduct sustained enforcement for seat belts, impaired driving, and speeding.

Hotspot Performance Measures and Goals

Performance Measure: Since the criteria for determining the hotspots has not changed over the years, a
smaller number of hotspots found would indicate progress in reducing crashes in the selective enforce-
ment areas. These gains would be leveraged over the entire state as the effects of increased enforcement
are not limited to the target roadway segments. As the hotspots continue to be tracked in the future, more
columns will be added to the table below to track the number of hotspots that were found statewide ac-
cording to the fixed criteria. The following table indicates how the performance measures for Speed and
Impaired Driving hotspots have changed since 2006.
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Performance Measure Three Year Ending Calendar Year

Hotspot Type 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 AVERAGE
Speed 120 142 123 93 63 45 47 37 84
Impaired Driving 218 191 190 194 143 144 179 198 182
TOTAL 338 333 313 287 206 189 226 235 266

Short Term Hotspot Goals: The following short term goals have been established based on the historical
assessment and future expectations:

e The goal for the number of speed hotspots for 2015 is 36 from the 37 speed hotspots in
2013.

e The goal for the number impaired driving hotspots for 2015 is 194 from the 198 impaired
driving hotspots in 2013.

The goals set for this year will be in place for one year as the state efforts have focused on these types of

crashes for the past several years. As these programs continue to gain momentum, reductions should be
seen each year and monitored on a year to year basis.

Impaired Driving Crashes Performance Measures and Goals

Performance Measures: The following table indicates how the performance measures for impaired driv-
ing crashes have changed since 2001:

Performance Measures 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Impaired Driving Fatal Crashes 219 214 203 228 212 237
Impaired Driving Injury Crashes 3,066 3,078 2,878 2,876 2,948 3,042
Total 3,285 3,292 3,081 3,104 3,160 3,279

Performance Measures 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Impaired Driving Fatal Crashes 257 212 237 210 217 197 184
Impaired Driving Injury Crashes 2,719 2,450 2,548 2,798 2,647 2,661 2,292
Total 2,976 2,662 2,785 3,008 2,864 2,847 2,476

Short Term Impaired Driving Crash Reduction Goals: The following short term goals have been estab-
lished based on the historical assessment and future expectations:

e The goal for the number of impaired driving fatal crashes for 2015 is 180 from 184 in 2013.

e The goal for the number of impaired driving injury crashes for 2015 is 2,246 from 2,476 in
2013.
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Consistently with the way that goals for impaired driving crashes have been set in the past, the goals
for the coming year were set based upon five years of data (2008-2012). This will allow for consistent
year to year monitoring of the goals.

Speed Related Crash Performance Measures and Goals

Performance Measures: The following table indicates how the performance measures for speed-related
crashes have varied since 2001:

Performance Measures 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Speed Fatal Crashes 256 298 293 317 331 370

Speed Injury Crashes 3,119 3,253 3,208 3,325 3,502 3,712

Total 3,375 3,551 3,501 3,642 3,833 4,082
Performance Measures 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Speed Fatal Crashes 359 338 221 212 188 177 160
Speed Injury Crashes 3,392 2,958 2,299 1,883 1,832 1,778 1,494
Total 3,751 3,296 2,520 2,095 2,020 1,955 1,654

Short Term Speed Related Crash Reduction Goals: The following short term goals have been established
based on the historical assessment and future expectations:

e The goal for the number of speed fatal crashes for 2015 is 157 from 160 in 2013.
e The goal for the number of speed injury crashes for 2015 is 1,464 from 1,494 in 2013.

Consistently with the way that goals for speed crashes have been set in the past, the goals for the
coming year were set based upon the five years of data (2009-2013). This will allow for consistent
year to year monitoring of the goals.

Occupant Protection Performance Measures and Goals

Performance Measures: The performance measures for both child safety seat and overall restraint use are
obtained from annual surveys conducted by the CAPS. The Seat Belt Usage Rate is obtained immediately
following the “Click It or Ticket” campaign in June and the Child Safety Seat Usage Rate data is collected
in August. The latest data for both of these rates was obtained from reports made available by the CAPS.
The state will fully support the National Click It or Ticket efforts by running a statewide program that
should have a positive impact on restraint use.

Performance Measures 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Seat Belt Usage Rate 79.40% 78.80% 77.40% 80.00% 81.90% 82.90%
Child Safety Seat Usage Rate 77.00% 89.40% 87.00% 82.90% 91.60% 88.00%

Performance Measures 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Seat Belt Usage Rate 82.30% 86.10% 90.00% 91.43% 88.00% 89.50% 97.30%
Child Safety Seat Usage Rate 92.30% 88.20% 94.91% 93.12% 95.83% 93.00% 97.70%
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Short Term Occupant Protection Goals: The following short term goals have been established based on
the historical assessment and future expectations:

e The goal for the statewide seat belt usage rate that will be measured during CY 2015 is from
the baseline of 91.2% five year average for CY 2009-2013 to 92.5% in 2015.

e The goal for the statewide child safety seat usage that will be measured during CY 2015 is from
the baseline 93.0% five year average for CY 2009-2013 to 94.0% in 2015.
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Administrative Goals

Personnel:

e To ensure that the AOHS staff (which includes the Governor’s Representative/State Coordina-

tor,

Public Safety Unit Chief, Highway Traffic Safety Manager, and Highway Safety Program

Manager) has access to information needed to manage a NHTSA compliant Highway Traffic
Safety Program, they must attend the appropriate meetings and training sessions. AOHS will
be represented at the NHTSA Region 4 Colonel’s Conference.

e The AOHS staff, all CTSP Coordinators/LELSs, and the Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor
must attend the NHTSA sponsored Annual Regional LEL Conference. The staff will attend

this

meeting so they are able to effectively discuss regional and state issues and highway safety

initiatives for the upcoming year.

e The AOHS staff is encouraged to be represented at the annual Lifesaver’s National Conference
on Highway Safety Priorities and/or the Governor’s Highway Safety Association
ings. The representatives attending these conferences will be updated on safety topics such as
speed enforcement, impaired driving, child passenger safety and occupant protection, roadway

and

vehicle safety and technology, traffic records, motorcycle safety, Data-Driven Approaches

to Crime and Traffic Safety (DDACTS), nighttime seat belt enforcement, and necessary traffic
safety training.

Traffic Records

Goals:

Strategies:

To ensure that all agencies with responsibility for traffic safety have timely access and com-
plete information needed to identify problems, select optimal countermeasures, and evaluate
implemented improvements.

To assure that effective data are available that pinpoints and targets the exact locations of
speed and impaired driving hotspots for each region in the state.

To administer the Section 405c¢ funded projects so that the comprehensive traffic records plan
developed to support those efforts is brought to fruition.

To provide support to innovations in moving toward better use of available technologies, e.g.,
data entry at the point of incidents, automated uploading and paperless operations.

Provide at least one statewide training session for CTSP Coordinators and LELs in which the
basics of CARE information will be taught in terms of application to local problem identifica-
tion and evaluation.

Initiate systems studies to finalize and obtain approval for the recently developed MMUCC-
compatible crash report form, and

To fully deploy, and assure the use of, the developed in-vehicle crash data entry and data up-
loading system for the electronic crash (eCrash) and the electronic citation system (eCite).
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Traffic safety information systems play a major part in identifying optimal countermeasure implemen-
tation though problem identification. Once the countermeasure type is identified, further analysis is
applied to design optimal tactical approaches to implementing these countermeasures by specifying the
locations and other demographic characteristics that are most effective in saving lives and reducing
injury.

The Center for Advanced Public Safety (CAPS) at the University of Alabama has provided some of the
most advanced traffic safety information systems that exist, and CAPS stands ready to continue to de-
velop and maintain these capabilities with a series of projects during the 2015 fiscal year. The areas in
the state’s traffic records information system that are most in need of innovation in order to maximize
the value of safety information are given below according to their respective components of the traffic
safety information system:

¢ Citation and Adjudication Component includes the extension and roll out of the electronic citation,
a proposed DUI defendant intake system, a method for moving digital information directly to the
field officers using available cell phones, and technological advances to move the traffic citation
reporting and processing system toward paperless operations.

e Crash Component includes the complete roll-out of eCrash, further integration of GIS capabilities
into eCrash and CARE, the automated generation of information for the Crash Facts Book, and the
development of the CARE Safety Portal to produce a more effective interface to deliver CARE-
generated information. This will also require an updated version of eCrash to be developed based
on the availability of automated location systems and feedback as to improvements needed to
make the eCrash data entry system more effective and improve data quality. The completion of
the eCrash roll-out will lead to a revamping of the CARE system since it will no longer need to in-
tegrate data from paper-based sources.

e Driver Component calls for more effective driver licensing information (including pictures) to be
distributed to the field through the extremely successful Law Enforcement Tactical System
(LETS). This will require a more effective Driver History database that is updated automatically
by eCrash and eCite. The LogBook application plans to completely automate the production of
effort logs, and support the electronic transfer of such logs to the appropriate reporting loca-
tions. This move toward a paperless environment is leading to greater efficiencies in law en-
forcement, enabling a greater presence in the field, more time for actual enforcement, and a tre-
mendous boost in morale to the field officers. During FY 2015 these reports will continue to be
developed as will the field deployment of the paperless office software.

e EMS-Medical Component includes continued support for the implementation of the National
Emergency Medical Services Information System (NEMSIS), an ambulance stationing research
project, and a pilot project to reduce EMS delay time to the scene of crashes with a moving map
display. This will be accomplished by the implementation of the Mobile Officers’ Virtual Envi-
ronment (MOVE) in EMS vehicles and the processing of trauma center and EMS run time data
through CARE and ADVANCE. The need to integrate EMS run data with crash data also contin-
ues to be an issue; such integration is needed to effectively study crash injury outcomes (e.g., ef-
fectiveness of restraints). The development of field EMS reporting software will continue during
FY 2015. There are a number of enhancements that will make these data sources far more produc-
tive of useful information. The information needs to be made more available, and the user base
needs to be expanded. The linkage between the ambulance run data and the trauma data is in its
very first stages, which has demonstrated its potential use, but this still needs to be brought to frui-
tion.
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e Roadway Component involves a wide diversity of projects in support of the State’s Interactive
Highway Safety Design Manual (IHSDM)/Highway Safety Manual (HSM)/Safety Analyst (SA)
initiatives. This will include the integration of roadway features into CARE and the integration of
Crash Modification Factors (CMFs) into the Cost-benefit Optimization for the Reduction of
Roadway Caused Tragedies (CORRECT) system using the facilities of the CMF Clearinghouse.
To effectively locate crashes on the roadway, it is essential that ALDOT complete their various
projects along these lines so that they can be integrated into eCrash and used by CARE to fully uti-
lize its GIS display capabilities. To address the problem of crash and other location specifica-
tion, CAPS is developing new mapping software to support the more accurate acquisition of
precise location information, and deploying this software in conjunction with eCrash to in-
crease the quality of the location information obtained from the field. This project is in pro-
gress, and the software will continued to be deployed during FY 2015.

e Vehicle Component plans include the detailed design of an electronically readable vehicle registra-
tion card and a statewide distribution network that will make vehicle information immediately
available to all users of data in the state, including the LETS system.

e Integration and Information Distribution Component, which was added to the other functionally
oriented categories above, considers those projects that transcend and have the goal of integrating
and/or producing/distributing information from several databases. A major effort is proposed to
populate the current Safe Home Alabama web portal so that it will integrate all of the information
generated by all agencies and present it in one unified source to the traffic safety community. An
example of this is the proposed new Safety Portal that will be a hub for all traffic safety and related
data analytics. General Traffic Safety Information Systems (TSIS) management activities are also
included in this component. Progress has been made in establishing CARE scripts, i.e., essen-
tially programs for standard report types that essentially “captures” a series of CARE commands
and save them into a program for future use. This project needs to be continued into beta testing
and further enhancement of these capabilities, since they are currently not available to the CARE
user base. A special location type exception report that is similar to those currently being used
in the Early Warning programs is also planned to be completed and deployed.

Legislative Goals

AOHS will work with the State Safety Coordinating Committee (SSCC). The Governor has
appointed a chairman and the state at large member to the committee. Plans are to have the
SSCC active by October 2014. AOHS will participate in establishing legislative goals for FY
2015.

A list of current legislative instruments will be tracked and/or supported by the AOHS is in-
cluded on the Safe Home Alabama website:

http://www.safehomealabama.qgov/GovAgencies/ALLeqgislature(SSCC).aspx.
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HOTSPOT LISTINGS AND REGIONAL REPORTS

All of the counties in the state were grouped together to form regions for the purpose of identifying
problem locations within their region that need attention. The designated regions are as follows:

Region
Central

East

Birmingham

Mobile Area

North East

North

South East

South West

West

Counties
Autauga, Bullock, EImore, Lee, Lowndes, Macon, Montgomery
and Russell

Calhoun, Chambers, Clay, Cleburne, Coosa, Randolph,
Talladega, and Tallapoosa

Bibb, Blount, Chilton, Jefferson, Shelby, St. Clair, and Walker

Baldwin, Escambia and Mobile

Cherokee, DeKalb, Etowah, Jackson, Madison and Marshall

Colbert, Cullman, Franklin, Lauderdale, Lawrence, Limestone,
Marion, Morgan, and Winston

Barbour, Butler, Coffee, Covington, Crenshaw, Dale,
Geneva, Henry, Houston, and Pike

Choctaw, Clarke, Conecuh, Dallas, Marengo, Monroe, Washington,
and Wilcox

Fayette, Greene, Hale, Lamar, Perry, Pickens, Sumter, and Tuscaloosa
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In order to determine the hotspots for each region, several statewide reports were generated. Through
the use of the 2011-2013 crash data for the State of Alabama, the CARE program and the ESRI Arc
GIS suite of programs, a complete listing and illustration of problem crash locations (or hotspots)
throughout the state was developed. While the focus on Speed and Impaired Driving hotspots crashes
in this plan has already been discussed, it was important to focus on this type of crash on all types of
roadways within the state. With the help of the CARE program, it was possible to identify hotspots in
four major categories. These were: (1) hotspots on the Interstate, (2) hotspots on Federal or State
Routes, (3) hotspots at non-mileposted intersections (for Impaired Driving Crashes only) and (4)
hotspots on non-mileposted segments. By doing this, a total of 37 Speed Hotspots and 198 Impaired
Driving Hotspots around the state were identified. The reports generated detailing this information for
the entire state included:

State of Alabama Fatalities Bar Graph (2006-2013)

2013 Alabama Fatalities by County and Region Map

Alabama Fatalities for State and Region (2006-2012)

2013 Alabama Fatalities by Region and County

Top 21 Speeding Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Map

Top 19 Speeding Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Breakdown by Region

Top 19 Speeding Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Listing

Top 24 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Map

Top 23 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Breakdown by Region

10. Top 23 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted Interstate Crashes Listing

11. Top 11 Speeding Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Map

12. Top 7 Speeding Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Breakdown by Region

13. Top 7 Speeding Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Listing

14. Top 25 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Map

15. Top 32 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes
breakdown by Region

16. Top 32 Impaired Driving Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Listing

17. Top 78 Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Intersection Crashes Breakdown
by Region

18. Top 78 Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Intersection Crashes Listing

19. Top 11 Speeding Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Breakdown by Region

20. Top 11 Speeding Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Listing

21. Top 65 Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Breakdown
by Region

22. Top 65 Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Listing

23. Hotspot Count and Totals by Region and County Map for All Hotspots

24. Hotspot Breakdown by Region for All Hotspots

25. Hotspot Count and Totals by Region and County Map for Interstate Hotspots Only

26. Hotspot Count Breakdown by Region for Interstate Hotspots Only

27. Hotspot Count and Totals by Region and County Map for Speeding Related Hotspots Only

28. Hotspot Count Breakdown by Region for Speeding Related Hotspots Only

29. Hotspot Count and Totals by Region and County Map for Impaired Driving Related
Hotspots Only

30. Hotspot Count Breakdown by Region for Impaired Driving Related Hotspots Only

©CoNoA~wWNE

Each of these statewide lists and maps are included in the pages that follow.
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In addition to the statewide information, regional information was generated for each of the nine re-
gions across the state. This information was formatted in the same way as the statewide reports but
only included information on hotspots specific to their region. Regions were also not given copies of
the Interstate Hotspots. The Interstate Hotspots will be covered by the Alabama Department of Public
Safety, and they are not under the control of the nine CTSP Coordinators. These hotspot lists that each
region received were no different than the statewide list, rather a subset of that list that applied only to
the region in question. The reports provided on a regional basis were as follows:

Regional Fatalities Bar Graph (2006-2013)

Top Speeding Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Map for Region

Top Speeding Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Listing for Region

Top Impaired Driving Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Map for Region
Top Impaired Driving Related Mileposted State/Federal Route Crashes Listing for Region
Top Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Intersection Crashes Listing for Region
Top Speeding Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Listing for Region

Top Impaired Driving Related Non-Mileposted Segment Crashes Listing for Region

N~ wWNE

By providing both statewide information and information specific to their region, the regional coordi-
nators were able to identify the problem areas in their region but also look at how they were doing on a
statewide level.

Once this information was provided to the CTSP Coordinators, they were instructed to focus their
plans for the coming year on the Hotspot locations given in the reports for their region. Money dis-
tributed by the AOHS this year will focus completely on these areas within the region. By employing
this method of funds distribution, a measurable effect on the two largest factors that cause crashes
(speeding and impaired driving) should be seen. The same criteria used to identify the 37 Speeding Re-
lated Hotspots and 198 Impaired Driving Related Hotspots locations this year will be used in coming
years. If funds are employed effectively and correctly, the number of hotspots should fall within the
next few years on both a statewide level and within each individual region.
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2013 Fatalities in Alabama
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State of Alabama Fatalities

Year
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

Number
1207
1110

966
849
859
899
865
852

State of Alabama Fatalities by Reqgion

Central

Year
2006

2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

m
Q
n

~+

Year
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

Birmingham

Year
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

Number

170
138
140
103
111
107
87
112

Number

94
83
75
82
67
63
69
78

Number

202
221
195
163
182
217
203
176

Mobile
Year Number
2006 162
2007 148
2008 122
2009 95
2010 108
2011 103
2012 94
2013 113
North East
Year Number
2006 164
2007 128
2008 119
2009 115
2010 104
2011 108
2012 119
2013 108
North
Year Number
2006 154
2007 138
2008 117
2009 110
2010 101
2011 118
2012 104
2013 100
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South East
Year Number
2006 98
2007 109
2008 68
2009 71
2010 74
2011 70
2012 66
2013 53

South West
Year Number
2006 71
2007 53
2008 65
2009 46
2010 54
2011 55
2012 56
2013 46

West
Year Number
2006 92
2007 92
2008 65
2009 64
2010 58
2011 58
2012 67
2013 66



2013 Alabama Fatalities

Fatalities by Region

Region

Birmingham

North

North East

Central
Mobile

South East

East
West

South West

TOTAL

Number of Fatalities

Fatalities by County

County
Jefferson
Mobile
Baldwin
Madison

Montgomery

Talladega
Tuscaloosa
Limestone
Walker
Marshall
Morgan
DeKalb
Russell
Elmore
Shelby
Cherokee
Chilton
Houston
Saint Clair
Cullman
Blount
Etowah
Autauga
Lauderdale
Lee
Colbert
Greene
Jackson
Dale

# of Fatalities

92
65
38
33
32
27
26
23
21
19
17
17
16
16
16
15
15
15
14
14
13
13
12
12
11
11
11
11
10

176
100
108
112
113
53
78
66
46
852

County

# of Fatalities

Escambia
Lowndes
Randolph

Tallapoosa

Chambers
Calhoun
Clarke
Dallas
Macon
Marion
Pickens
Bullock
Cleburne
Conecuh
Lawrence
Pike
Wilcox
Choctaw
Hale
Marengo
Sumter
Bibb
Winston
Barbour
Coffee
Crenshaw
Butler
Clay
Coosa
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Covington
Fayette
Franklin
Lamar
Perry
Monroe
Washington
Geneva
Henry
TOTAL

# of Fatalities
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Top 19 Mileposted Interstate Locations (10 miles in length) in
Alabama with 8 or More Speeding Related Crashes
Resulting in Injury or Fatality
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Top 19 Mileposted Interstate Locations (10 miles in length) in
Alabama with 8 or More Speeding Related Crashes Resulting in Injury
or Fatality

Regional Breakdown

Birmingham Region 10 52.63%
Mobile Region 4 21.05%
East Region 2 10.53%
North East Region 2 10.53%
Central Region 1 526%
North Region 0 0.00%
South East Region 0 0.00%
South West Region 0 0.00%
West Region 0 0.00%
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Top 19 Mileposted Interstate Locations (10 Miles in Length) in Alabama with 8 or More Speeding Related

Crashes Resulting in Injury or Fatality

The map that corresponds to this data and marks these Hotspots is titled "Top 19 Mileposted Interstate Locations (10 Miles in Length)
in Alabama with 8 or More Speeding Related Crashes Resulting in Injury or Fatality"

Fatal | Injury |Severity |Crashes/

Rank County City Route |Beg MP|End MP|Total Crashes| Crashes |Crashes| Index MVM | MVM | ADT Agency ORI
1 [Dekalb Rural Dekalb I-59 | 208.7 | 218.7 10 2 8 34 0.04 [ 283.95 | 15559 |Alabama DPS - Gadsden Post
2 |Calhoun Rural Calhoun 1-20 | 182.4 | 192.4 11 2 9 33.64 0.02 | 677.93 | 37147 |Alabama DPS - Jacksonville Post
3 [Mobile Mobile I-65 0.1 10.1 13 5 8 31.54 0.01 |1443.16| 79077 |Mobile Police Department
4 |lefferson Homewood I-65 | 248.3 | 258.3 9 1 8 28.89 0 2195.8 |120318|Homewood Police Department
5 |Jefferson Birmingham I-59 128 138 8 1 7 28.75 0.01 [1277.92( 70023 |Birmingham Police Department
6 |Cleburne Rural Cleburne 1-20 | 201.7 | 211.7 8 1 7 27.5 0.01 621.25 | 34041 [Alabama DPS - Jacksonville Post
7 |StClair Rural St. Clair I-59 [ 151.3 | 161.3 8 2 6 26.25 0.02 | 422.63 | 23158 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
8 [Mobile Rural Mobile I-10 2 12 8 1 7 26.25 0.01 | 900.75 | 49356 |Alabama DPS - Mobile Post
9 |Etowah Rural Etowah I-59 | 168.4 | 178.4 9 0 9 25.56 0.02 380.35 | 20841 [Alabama DPS - Gadsden Post
10 |Jefferson Birmingham I-59 | 117.6 | 127.6 19 1 18 24.74 0.01 |2203.92(120763|Birmingham Police Department
11 |Jefferson Rural Jefferson -459 | 13.4 23.4 9 1 8 24.44 0.01 1679.2 | 92011 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
12 |Jefferson Rural Jefferson I-65 259 269 10 0 10 24 0.01 |1471.35| 80622 [Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
13 |Blount Rural Blount I-65 284 294 10 0 10 24 0.01 | 747.47 | 40957 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
14 [Baldwin Rural Baldwin -10 | 30.4 40.4 10 1 9 24 0.01 | 947.76 | 51932 |Alabama DPS - Mobile Post
15 |Jefferson Bessemer I-59 | 107.3 | 117.3 8 1 7 23.75 0.01 889.98 | 48766 |Bessemer Police Department
16 |Mobile Mobile I-10 19.7 29.7 9 1 8 23.33 0.01 |1343.07| 73593 |Mobile Police Department
17 |StClair Rural St. Clair 1-20 148 158 9 1 8 23.33 0.01 | 930.35 | 50978 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
18 |Chilton Rural Chilton I-65 | 196.5 | 206.5 9 1 8 22.22 0.01 | 605.57 | 33182 |Alabama DPS - Montgomery Post
19 |Montgomery [Rural Montgomery | 1-65 | 172.3 | 182.3 13 1 12 21.54 0.01 982.31 | 53825 [Alabama DPS - Montgomery Post
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Top 23 Mileposted Interstate Locations (5 miles in length)
in Alabama with 8 or More Impaired Driving Related Crashes
Resulting in Injury or Fatality
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Top 23 Mileposted Interstate Locations (5 miles in length) in Alabama
with 8 or More Impaired Driving Related Crashes Resulting in Injury or Fatality

Regional Breakdown

Birmingham Region 13 56.52%
Mobile Region 4 17.39%
North East Region 3 13.04%
Central Region 2 8.70%
North Region 1 4.35%
East Region 0 0.00%
South East Region 0 0.00%
South West Region 0 0.00%
West Region 0 0.00%
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Top 23 Mileposted Interstate Locations (5 Miles in Length) in Alabama with 8 or More Impaired Driving Related

Crashes Resulting in Injury or Fatality

The map that corresponds to this data and marks these Hotspots is titled "Top 23 Mileposted Interstate Locations (5 Miles in Length)
in Alabama with 8 or More Impaired Driving Related Crashes Resulting in Injury or Fatality"

Fatal | Injury [Severity

Rank| County City Route [Beg MP|End MP | Total Crashes|Crashes|Crashes| Index |C/MVM| MVM | ADT Agency ORI
1 |lefferson Birmingham I-59 120 125 13 3 10 28.46 0.01 |1104.79|121073|Birmingham Police Department
2 |Jefferson Birmingham I-59 125 130 12 2 10 28.33 0.01 | 1350.66 |148018(Birmingham Police Department
3 |lefferson Birmingham I-59 131 136 9 2 7 27.78 0.02 | 460.37 | 50452 [Birmingham Police Department
4 |Jefferson Rural Jefferson I-65 262 267 8 1 7 27.5 0.01 | 647.22 | 70928 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
5 |lefferson Rural Jefferson 1-20 140 145 8 0 8 27.5 0.01 | 579.76 | 63535 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
6 |Chilton Rural Chilton I-65 | 199.5 | 204.5 9 1 8 25.56 0.03 | 299.54 | 32826 |Alabama DPS - Montgomery Post
7 |Etowah Rural Etowah I-59 | 176.2 | 181.2 9 0 9 25.56 0.05 | 192.64 | 21111 |Alabama DPS - Gadsden Post
8 |lefferson Rural Jefferson I-65 | 279.5 | 284.5 8 0 8 23.75 0.02 | 440.08 | 48228 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
9 |Mobile Mobile -10 | 22.1 27.1 8 0 8 23.75 0.01 | 660.84 | 72421 [Mobile Police Department
10 |St Clair Rural St. Clair 1-20 | 151.5 | 156.5 8 1 7 23.75 0.02 | 465.93 | 51061 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
11 |Madison Huntsville I-565 16 21 11 0 11 23.64 0.02 | 618.47 | 67777 |Huntsville Police Department
12 |Mobile Mobile I-65 0 5 12 1 11 23.33 0.01 | 801.54 | 87840 |Mobile Police Department
13 |Jefferson Hoover I-65 251 256 10 1 9 23 0.01 |1093.51|119837|Hoover Police Department
14 |Jefferson Birmingham I-65 | 256.1 | 261.1 9 0 9 22.22 0.01 |1143.96|125365|Birmingham Police Department
15 |Madison Huntsville I-565| 9.8 14.8 10 0 10 22 0.02 | 627.86 | 68807 |Huntsville Police Department
16 |Cullman Rural Cullman I-65 312 317 8 0 8 21.25 0.03 | 264.81 | 29020 |Alabama DPS - Decatur Post
17 |Jefferson Bessemer I-59 107 112 12 0 12 20.83 0.03 | 409.17 | 44840 |Bessemer Police Department
18 |Jefferson Rural Jefferson I-59 114 119 12 0 12 20.83 0.02 | 553.52 | 60660 |Alabama DPS - Birmingham Post
19 |Mobile Mobile I-10 13 18 12 1 11 20.83 0.02 | 625.86 | 68587 [Mobile Police Department
20 |Montgomery |Rural Montgomery | 1-65 | 173.5 | 178.5 8 1 7 20 0.01 537.45 | 58899 |Alabama DPS - Montgomery Post
21 |lefferson Hoover I-65 | 245.8 | 250.8 13 0 13 20 0.01 | 973.77 |106715|Hoover Police Department
22 |Baldwin Rural Baldwin I-10 