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Executive Summary
Placer County is pleased to present the County’s Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP). The
purpose of this document is to establish the framework and process for identifying,
analyzing, and prioritizing roadway safety improvements on Placer’s County streets. The
LRSP section of this report identifies the top Placer County systemic collision trends, based
on the most current data as of this report, and recommends countermeasures across the
four safety disciplines: Engineering, Enforcement, Education, and Emergency Services, the
4 E’s. Key to development and implementation of countermeasures is maintaining ongoing
coordination and collaboration with leadership representatives from each of these
discipline groups including Placer County’s PIO office.
This plan and report are prepared in compliance with the State and Federal guidelines for
eligibility to apply for Highway Safety Improvement Program funding (HSIP) and provides
the necessary data to support current and future applications for the recommended
projects.
LRSPs are critically important as according to the Federal Highway Administration over 80%
of all public roads are operated by local or rural governments and approximately 56% of
all fatalities occur on these roads. Even beyond the tragedy of severe incapacitating
injuries and deaths, traffic collisions have a significant cost to the community. The United
States Department of Transportation (USDOT) estimated that traffic collisions in 2017 resulted
in $836 billion dollars in damages, and effected quality of life, and household productivity.
The data presented in this report is from 2019 and prior, as this is the most recent data
available and is typical due to collision report processing time frames and late reporting by
involved parties. In future HISP grant cycles, an adopted LRSP will be a prerequisite for grant
eligibility.
In 2019 Placer County experienced 447 traffic collisions, which is lower than the prior year.
Placer County’s overall collision trend has seen a decrease from year to year since 2015.
Injury collisions have also decreased with 183 occurring in 2019 compared to 216 occurring
in 2018. The County’s declining collision trends are consistent with trends at the State and
Federal level. The State of California has experienced a 6% decline and the US a 2% decline
in overall collisions as reported by the National Highway Transportation Safety
Administration (NHTSA).
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1.

Introduction
Placer County is committed to improving transportation safety and reducing the risk of
death and serious injury that result from incidents on its transportation systems. The purpose
of this report is to establish the framework and process for identifying, analyzing, and
prioritizing roadway safety improvements on the County’s streets and to facilitate
community education awareness of safety best practices. As part of an ongoing effort to
make safety improvements, the Local Roadway Safety Plan (LRSP) was developed in
collaboration between the County, its partner organizations, and its residents.
Placer County LRSP includes the following elements depicted below in Figure 1:

Figure 1. Local Roadway Safety Plans Courtesy of Federal Highway Administration
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2.

Vision and Goals
2.1

Vision Zero Statement

The Vision of this plan, or an idealized description of this plan’s success is to strive towards
the elimination of all traffic fatalities and severe injuries, while increasing safe, healthy, and
equitable mobility for all. Traditionally traffic deaths and severe injuries have been
considered as inevitable side effects of modern life. The reality is that these tragedies can
be addressed overtime by taking a proactive, preventative approach that prioritizes
traffic safety as a public health issue
Vision Zero is a significant departure from the status quo in two major ways:
•

Vision Zero recognizes that people will sometimes make mistakes, so the road system
and related policies should be designed to limit those inevitable mistakes and reduce
their likeliness to result in severe injuries or fatalities. This means that system designers
and policymakers are expected to improve the roadway environment, policies (such
as speed management), and other related systems to lessen the severity of crashes.
However, roadway users are still responsible for their mistakes and should follow all
applicable laws and use reasonable judgement when conducting themselves within
the public right of way.

•

Vision Zero is a multidisciplinary approach, bringing together diverse and necessary
stakeholders to address this complex problem. In the past, meaningful, crossdisciplinary collaboration among local traffic planners and engineers, policymakers,
and public health professionals has not been the norm. Vision Zero acknowledges that
many factors contribute to safe mobility -- including roadway design, speeds,
behaviors, technology, and policies -- and sets clear goals to achieve the shared goal
of zero fatalities and severe injuries.

Figure 2. A new Vision for Safety
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2.2

Goals

From 2015 to 2019, 3334 traffic crashes occurred within Placer County with 29 of these
crashes ending in death and 163 ending in serious injuries. In addition to the tragedies, the
economic impact of these crashes was greater than $77 million per year. Based on an
assessment of collisions Countywide, the major contributing factors to these crashes are
improper turning, unsafe speed, driving under the influence (DUI), and Auto Right-of-Way
Violation.
The Vision stated above to eliminate all traffic fatalities & severe injuries while increasing
safe, healthy, equitable mobility begins with a set of clear and achievable goals. These
goals are defined as follows:
Goal #1: Maintain Accurate Collision Databases. Systematically identify & prioritize the
County’s highest collision locations every two years. Analyze, develop countermeasures,
and implement those countermeasures.
Goal #2: Reevaluate collision trends and associated countermeasures in the LRSP every
5 years and engage community, stakeholder and County management concurrence.
Prepare associated update to the LRSP.
Goal #3: Develop an implementation priority for identified counter-measures. Implement
Counter-measures utilizing strategies across all traffic safety disciplines; Engineering,
Enforcement, Education, & Emergency services.
Goal #4: Provide a public input platform for unreported incidents and “close calls” &
work with County Public Information Office to bring awareness to the tool.
Goal #5: Regularly Engage with partner agencies, stakeholders, advocacy groups, & the
public to enhance identification of collision patterns and countermeasures every two
years. Consider establishing formal safety group/community comprised of these groups.
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3.

Plan Development and Process
3.1

Highway Safety Improvement Program Funding
Beginning with HSIP Cycle 11, an approved LRSP will be a requirement for funding
eligibility going forward. Placer County was successful in competing for grant
funding to prepare this LRSP, which has been developed to meet application
requirements of the HSIP program.

3.2

Systemic Countywide Safety Pattern Analysis
The predominant county-wide systemic patterns were identified along with the
most common contributing factors leading to those patterns. These factors
established the top five emphasis areas the County should focus on to reduce
traffic collisions. For each factor, multidisciplinary counter measures were
developed, including engineering, education, and enforcement.

3.3

County Leadership Review
County leadership was engaged through a series of virtual working group
meetings and with the project website throughout the plan process. The
leadership group included representatives of Placer County Public Works, Placer
County Development Resource Agency, Placer County Health and Human
Services (HHS), California Highway Patrol (CHP), and CalFire.
Following the completion of the safety data analysis process, systemic collision
patterns and key emphasis areas were identified. These were presented to the
leadership group to confirm the initial findings and gather additional information
to assist in further refining the development of emphasis areas. Following this
phase, private access to the website was granted to County leadership to
continue informing baseline safety conditions and key areas of concern and
allow County leadership to review the website and Administrative Draft
documents prior to public release.

3.4

MAC Outreach
Placer County’s Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) is comprised of 88 seats
representing Placer County communities across 14 MAC groups. The County
Board of Supervisors established 14 MAC groups to represent the areas of North
Tahoe, Squaw Valley, Weimar-Applegate-Colfax, Meadow Vista, Foresthill, North
Auburn, Newcastle-Ophir, Penryn, Horseshoe Bar, Rural Lincoln, Granite Bay, West
Placer, Donner Summit and Sheridan.
MAC groups are comprised of board-appointed citizen volunteers.
Representatives review projects within the county and topics of interest in their
communities, then make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors that offer
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suggestions for change and/or support. The Municipal Advisory Council is not a
decision-making body and does not have authority to enforce or interpret County
ordinances, policies or laws.
MAC groups were the primary stakeholder groups engaged during the Placer
County LRSP process. Engagement consisted of virtual townhall meetings, one for
east Placer on January 7th,2021and one for west placer on January 14th, 2021, as
well as use of the website. The website was launched to stakeholder groups on
December 14th, 2020. Feedback obtained from the workshops and website thru
January 14th was considered in the development of the plan.

3.5

Virtual Public Outreach
Development of the County’s LRSP occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic.
While in person workshops were initially anticipated with both leadership and
stakeholder groups, state and local shelter in place order and other various
related public meeting restrictions prevented this type of outreach. Due to
restrictions on gathering size, a virtual public outreach platform was developed
to present plan information, drafts, and provide a forum for feedback on plan
development.
General public engagement consisted primarily of engagement through use of
the project website. The website was launched to the public on December 14th
providing the public the ability to obtain project information, access prerecorded video presentations, review and leave feedback on draft documents,
review collision data, and leave location –specific feedback through the
interactive map tool and general feedback. Similar to previous engagement
phases, input gathered through the website during the public engagement
phase helped to better inform County road safety issues and development of the
Plan.

3.6

Adoption
The County’s LRSP was presented to the Board of Supervisor at a public hearing
on March 9th, 2021. The item received public input supporting
recommendations of the plan. The plan was unanimously approved by Board
of Supervisor resolution.
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4.

Organization & Safety Partners
Safety partners are those departments, agencies and organizations whose input and
support are foundational to a successful plan. The safety leadership team is primarily
comprised of County Departments and state agencies that have key roles in the
development, implementation, and operation of safety projects, programs, and policies.
The leadership team is ultimately responsible for developing, adopting, and implementing
the plan and program. The stakeholder team is distinguished from the leadership team as
it is comprised of partner agencies and organizations who collaborate with the County
and contribute to and assist with the development and implementation of the plan. These
agencies and their roles in the plan’s development and implementation are provided
below:

4.1

Safety Leadership
I.

Board of Supervisors
The
legislative
body
which
is
ultimately
responsible
for
approving/adopting the final plan, setting safety policies, and approving
budget and funding levels.

II.

Public Works
Public Works is the lead County Department in development and
production of the plan and its periodic updates. The Public Works
Department is responsible for assembling other County Departments and
collaborating with Stakeholders. Public Works is also responsible for
capital project implementation. The County’s Public Works staff may also
lead or collaborate in education campaigns.

III.

California Highway Patrol-CHP
CHP collaborates with and assists the County’s Public Works Department
in the development and production of the plan and its periodic updates.
The CHP maintains collision records and is responsible for carrying out
enforcement practices and activities.

IV.

Fire Department- CalFire
The County does not have a separate department for fire protection
services and relies on a partnership with CalFire, a state department.
CalFire serves in a support role in the development and production of the
plan.

V.

Community Development
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The Community Development Resource Agency (CDRA) supports
implementation of the plan through its development review
responsibilities. Community Development assigns conditions of approval
and mitigation measures to new development applications in
collaboration with Public Works where nexus is found and ensure new
development requirements are implemented.
VI.

4.2

County Health & Human Services Department
The County’s Health and Human Services Department serves in a support
role in the development and production of the plan. Health & Human
Services also provides implementation service for education campaigns
and public outreach.

Stakeholders
I.

Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs)
Non-legislative advisory body representing incorporated areas within
Countiey’s boundaries. MAC groups provide feedback on the
development, production, and implementation of the County’s safety
plan with emphasis on areas bordering municipalities.

II.

Caltrans
Caltrans has jurisdiction over US 80, Hwy 49, 65 and 193 ramps and
underpasses through the County’s limits. Caltrans also provides oversight
of various grant funding sources. Many of the County’s streets and
intersections borders State controlled roadways and ramps. Caltrans
provides feedback on the development of this plan and confirms its
compliance with HSIP requirements for future funding eligibility.

III.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments coordinates regional
transportation programs and projects as well as regional funding
allocations. SACOG provides feedback on the development of the plan
and updates in context to regional planning activities and potential
funding allocations.

IV.

Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA)
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency assists with regional
collaboration in the prioritization and development of safety strategies.
The PCTPA is the form for making decisions about the regional
transportation in Placer County. The PCTPA also represents Placer County
jurisdictions in the planning and programming of state and federal
transportation funding.

V.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA)
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Tahoe regional Planning Agency assist with regional collaboration and
transportation planning in the Tahoe basin. The TRPA responsible for the
implementation of the Lake Tahoe regional transportation plan 2035,
which establishes regional transportation safety and targets.

Figure 3 below depicts the organizational structure and hierarchy for how the County
conducts their comprehensive systematic traffic safety analysis and engages with its
partner agencies & organizations.
Figure 3. Systemic Traffic Safety Assessment Organization & Hierarchy
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5.

Evaluation and Implementation
This LRSP is a living document. The emphasis areas and recommended countermeasures
should be updated approximately every five years, with update cycles coinciding with
the County’s Capital Improvement Budget and HSIP grant cycles for potential inclusion
or overlap. Implementation of emphasis area #1 should include an update of the high
incident location list and recommended safety measures approximately every 2 years.
The list of top countywide systemic collision patterns and countermeasures should be
updated approximately every five years and presented to key stakeholders for review
and feedback then submitted to the Board of Supervisors for review and to provide an
opportunity for public feedback. The board may also delegate approval of future
updates to the Public Works director.
TAAS
In 2009 the County adopted its Traffic Accident Analysis System or TAAS. The TAAS
established program safety elements for ongoing monitoring as well as internal
procedures for querying County collision databases and assessing collision records. This
LRSP expands upon and replaces the County TAAS to meet Local Roadway Safety Plan
requirements. This LRSP still includes the core emphasis areas (Section 9) as well as internal
procedures for querying its collision records (Section 10)
Grant Funding
Although this LRSP is primarily a requirement for HSIP funding, this document should also
be utilized and referenced for potential applications to Active Transportation Program
(ATP), Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), Congestion Management and
Air Quality (CMAQ) and other funding sources that are available.
Fee Programs
The County currently has 1 transportation improvement fee program with 11 areas within
the program. Countermeasures for high Incident locations & corridors should be
considered for inclusion if justified and nexus can be established as part of AB1600
studies. An example of nexus if a project increases the volume of particular turning
movements that have been specifically identified as contributing to a primary collision
pattern. When updating fee programs or developing/updating development
reimbursement agreements the recommendations of the LRSP should be considered for
inclusion.
County Capital Improvement Program & Operating Budgets
The recommendations identified in this plan, and high incident location list, should serve
as a source for Capital Project Request consideration as well as a cross reference for
other capital projects that could be leveraged to implement the recommendations
provided by this plan. For example, a roadway resealing project may provide an
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opportunity to revise a corridor lane re-configuration by installing proposed striping from
this plan as opposed to replacing prior striping. The County’s Capital Improvement
Program and operating budget will also continue to provide a source of funding for grant
local match requirements.
The recommendations identified in this plan should be referenced when conducting
roadway maintenance activities. Priority should be considered for maintenance
activities that further the recommendations of this plan or provide opportunities to
implement countermeasures at high incident locations.
County Public Works Transportation Planning & Traffic Engineering Staff should review all
capital projects proposed within the public right of way for implementation of this plan.
Development Review
The recommendations and high incident locations within this plan should be referenced
when considering new and redevelopment applications. Where a nexus is found,
County staff should recommend conditions of approval and/or mitigation measures for
consistency and CEQA findings support. Justification with implementation of Senate Bill
743, traffic safety will have much more focus in development review and CEQA
evaluations.
County Public Works Transportation Planning & Traffic Engineering Staff should review
development proposals requiring administrative or higher levels of review for
implementation of this plan.
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6.

Existing Efforts
In conjunction with safety policies and guidelines stated in the Placer County Regional
Bikeway Plan (2018), General Plan and Placer County circulation elements, the following
list is a highlight of several safety projects that are completed within the county. These
projects are:
•

The County has an adopted Traffic Accident Analysis Plan that is currently being
implemented. This LRSP expands and replaces the prior Traffic Accident Analysis
Plan.

•

Auburn Folsom Road widening (4 lanes): Construction includes Class 2 bike lanes
from Sacramento County line to Douglas Blvd, both sides. Also closing gaps in
sidewalks from Eureka Road to Douglas Blvd, both sides.

•

Auburn Folsom Road Class 2 bike lane: Construction includes class 2 bike lanes
and meandering sidewalks from Douglas Blvd to Joe Rodgers Road on both sides.

•

Douglas Blvd/Sierra College Blvd Sidewalk project: Construction includes closing
gaps in sidewalk on Douglas Blvd between Sierra College Blvd and Auburn Folsom
Road on the north side. Closure of gaps of s/w on Sierra College Blvd between Old
Auburn Road and Sierra College Blvd. on both sides.

•

East Roseville Parkway: Construction includes class 2 bike lanes on both sides, and
meandering sidewalks on the south side.

•

Eureka Road: Construction includes class 2 bike lanes and sidewalks from Sierra
College Blvd to Wellington Way on both sides.

•

Cook Riolo Road: Construction includes a Class 1 bike/ped pathway from
Creekview Ranch School to Baseline Road on the east side.

•

Bell Road Widening (4lanes): Construction includes of Class 2 bike lanes from State
Route 49 to I-80, both sides.

•

Bell Road Sidewalks: Construction includes sidewalks on north side from Richardson
Dr to State Route 49, north side and south side.
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DATA ANALYSIS
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7.

Data Summary
7.1

Countywide Collision Trends

Placer County’s collision data for the past five complete years (2015-2019) were
downloaded and processed from the Placer County Crossroads analytic database. This
database is maintained by Placer County’s Public Works, Information Technology staff,
and with technical assistance from the software vendor.
Figure 4 below depicts the countywide collision frequency where most of the crashes
occurred within the County. Areas in red have the highest frequency of traffic collisions
and areas in blue or grey have the lowest. As shown in figure 4, the highest concentration
of collisions in the County area are along Douglas Blvd and Hwy 49.
Figure 4. 2015-2019 Countywide Collision Locations

7.1.1

Overall Collision Trend

Figure 5 below shows collisions from 2015 to 2019. The total reported collisions in the County
is on the decline with the highest count in 2016. It should be noted that the Overall Collision
chart below does not represent all collisions that may have occurred in the County—rather
all reported collisions generated by the CHP. Many collisions are either unreported by the
involved parties, or reported by the parties without an officer investigation.
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Figure 5. Overall Collisions Injury by Severity
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7.1.2

Injury and Fatal Collision Trends

Injury collisions are the most accurate representation of collisions due to consistency in
reporting. There were 189 injury collisions in 2019. This is a decrease of 20% from the year
2018. In addition, this is 48% lower compared to the year 2016 and the lowest in the span
of 5 years.
Figure 6. Injury & Fatal Collisions by Severity
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It’s difficult to identify a trend in fatal collisions for the County because these types of
collisions are infrequent, sporadic, uncommon, and typically occur under unusual
circumstances. There were twenty-nine fatal collisions between 2015 and 2019 with
improper turning, DUI and unsafe speed as the contributing factors.
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7.1.3

Pedestrian Collision Trend

From 2015 to 2019 pedestrian collisions reported in the County remained relatively static
with a spike in 2016 as shown on figure 7. In addition, because of the vulnerable nature of
pedestrians compared to a motor vehicle, pedestrian collisions typically have a higher
proportional number of injuries, serious injuries, and fatalities. As shown in figure 8, the
highest concentration of collisions in the County area are along Douglas Blvd. and Hwy
49.
Figure 7. Pedestrian Collision Injury Severity
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Figure 8. Countywide Pedestrian Collision Location
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7.1.4

Bicycle Collision Trend

Bicycle collisions saw a steady decline since 2015 with 2019 having the lowest reported
bicycle collisions on record as shown on figure 9 with a total of 3 collisions for the whole
year. These crashes tend to occur in areas of the county which are more urban/suburban
as shown on figure 10, i.e. Granite Bay, North Auburn where ridership is higher.
Figure 9. Bicycle Collision Injury Severity
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Figure 10. Countywide Bicycle Collision Location
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7.1.5

Human and Economic Impact

Traffic collisions result in indirect economic costs to those involved. These may include
wages and productivity losses, medical expenses and legal costs, and motor vehicle
damages. However, this represents only a portion of total costs associated with collisions.
Traffic collisions also have indirect impacts on the families of those involved, employers,
and society as a whole. A study by the National Highway Transportation Safety
Administration (NHTSA) found that more than 75% of collision costs are born by society in
the form of insurance premiums, taxes, and congestion-related costs such as travel delay,
excess fuel consumption, and lost quality of life associated with deaths and injuries.
Comprehensive costs include the economic cost components, but also indirect societal
costs. Using cost estimates by crash severity published in the American Association of State
Highway Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) Highway Safety Manual, adjusted to reflect
2019 dollars, the comprehensive costs associated with the 447 countywide traffic collisions
occurring in 2019 were calculated to be slightly over $ 68 million. Comprehensive collision
costs for 2019 by collision type are summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: 2019 Placer County Comprehensive Collision Cost
Number of
Collision Severity
collision
Cost per Collision
Cost
Fatal
6
$6,655,420
$39,925,200
Disabling injury
26
$358,500
$9,321,000
Non-Incapacitating Injury
75
$131,100
$9,832,500
Possible injury
82
$74,500
$6,109,000
Property damage only
258
$12,200
$3,147,600
Total
$68,335,300
Source: Crash Cost Estimates based on AASHTO’s Highway Safety Manual, 2010. Costs
adjusted to 2019 dollars based on Consumer Price Index and Employment Cost Index
per Highway Safety Manual guidance.
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Traffic Enforcement

7.2

Enforcement is one of the key disciplines for achieving a reduction in collision trends and
improving overall safety. Figure 11 below depicts the total citations (hazardous and
nonhazardous) by the California Highway Patrol from 2015 to 2019.
Figure 11. Overall Citations
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7.3

Speeding

According to NHTSA, speeding has been the primary contributing factor in approximately
one-third of all motor vehicle fatalities. Speed also affects your safety even when you are
driving at the speed limit but too fast for road conditions, such as during bad weather,
when a road is under repair, in an area at night that has poor lighting, driving in heavy
traffic or when distracted. Since 2015, the CHP has averaged 5,316 speeding citations
each year. In 2019 the CHP cited 6,185 people for speeding.
Figure 12. Speeding Citations Each Year

Speeding Citations
7000
6000
5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0
2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

Speeding Citations

Placer County LRSP | Page 27

DUI Arrests

7.4

Driving under the influence (DUI) violations have been one of the focal points of
enforcement in an effort to reduce injury traffic collisions. Typically DUIs are associated with
drunk driving, however, DUIs also includes operating a motor vehicle while impaired by
drugs (including prescription drugs). Since 2014, the CHP has averaged 277 DUI arrests
each year. In 2019 the CHP arrested 243 people for DUI.
Figure 13. DUI Arrest
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Figure 14 below depicts the distribution of vehicle code citations by type for 2019. Eighty
percent of the citations in Placer County were reported involved speeding. Since
speeding is one of the top collision types in the county, accounting for a quarter of all
collision, this focus of enforcement is to be expected.
Figure 14. Citation by Vehicle Code Section
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7.5

Education Campaigns

Between county-led efforts and activities led by enforcement entities and local partners,
such as cycling education committee and Placer County Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program, there are a multitude of ongoing traffic safety education and
outreach campaigns provided to the community of Placer County each year. Key
education and outreach activities are summarized below:
Age Well, Drive Smart
To reduce motor vehicle collisions and pedestrian deaths and injuries experienced by
older Californians and to increase seniors' alternate transportation options when driving is
no longer feasible.
Motorcycle Safety
The CHP Motorcycle Safety Program (MSP) Unit is responsible for co-leading and
participating in a dedicated challenge area. The MSP Unit is in the process of developing
action items in collaboration with its partners including the traffic safety stakeholders,
Department of Motor Vehicles, California Department of Transportation, and the Office of
Traffic Safety (OTS).
Child Safety Seats
An educational program provided by CHP to educate and to ensure that all children
riding in a car to be properly secure and safe before every trip.
Impaired Driver Enforcement
The California Highway Patrol maintains an aggressive and comprehensive impaired
driving program to deter, detect, and arrest DUI violators. The Department is involved in
numerous activities aimed at removing the impaired driver from the roadways,
encouraging individuals to refrain from driving under the influence, and identifying and
apprehending illicit drug traffickers
School Bus Program
The School Bus Program is designed to ensure maximum safety when school pupils or farm
workers are transported on California streets and highways.
GoHuman Campaign
A campaign to run billboards and gas station toppers in Auburn focus on pedestrian and
bike safety messages.
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COUNTYWIDE SYSTEMIC
PATTERN ANALYSIS
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8.

Countywide Systemic Collision Pattern Analysis
8.1

Countywide Predominant Contributing Factors

As shown in Figure 15 below, hit object, rear-end, and broadside were the most common
type of collisions reported in 2015-2019, representing 75% of the total recorded collisions.
Rear-end, and Hit objects collisions were the most prominent, with unsafe speed and
improper turning as the leading contributing factors.
Figure 15. Predominant Collision Factors
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8.2

Pedestrian Collision Type and Predominant Contributing Factors

As shown in Figure 16 below, vehicle/pedestrian collisions were the only type of collisions
reported in between 2015-2019, with pedestrian violation and improper turning as the
leading contributing factors.
Figure 16. Pedestrian Collision Types
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As shown in Figure 17 below, Other and Broadside collisions were the most common types
of collisions reported between 2015-2019, representing 52% of the total recorded incidents
with auto R/W violation and improper turning as the leading contributing factor.
Figure 17. Predominant Bicycle Collisions
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9.

Emphasis Areas
The County’s safety program is a tool that is intended to assist County staff in most
efficiently focusing engineering, education, enforcement, and emergency response
resources towards the highest priority systemic collision patterns for safety improvements.
Many roadways throughout the County may not conform to current design standards and
guidelines; however, because a roadway does not meet current design standards does
not necessarily highlight that location a high priority.
The safety plan recognizes that reconstructing all roadways that do not meet current
design standards would be financially infeasible, and doing so would expend funds to
upgrade many roadways that operate safely. Therefore, the safety plan relies on traffic
accident history coupled with professional judgement as the operational indicator of
potentially needed safety improvements rather than compliance with design standards
as the basis of identifying locations for further investigation. Since this plan is needed in
order to apply for Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funds beginning in 2022,
and since these funds are competitive in nature, Placer County must be judicious in its
ability to identify applicable safety projects that have a definite and measurable safety
benefit.
The table below identifies key emphasis areas within the County for further focus, including
a general purpose and how often it should be updated. Additionally, program procedures
for each of the emphasis areas are identified and listed in Appendix A.
Emphasis Areas

Purpose

Update
Frequency

1

High Incident
Locations

To evaluate and enhance areas
experiencing high collision rates

2 Years

2

Hit Object

To identify and investigate locations with
history of hit object collision

5 Years

3

Speeding

To evaluate and enhance area
experiencing high speed violation

5 Years

4

DUI

To evaluate and enhance area
experiencing driving under influence
violation

5 Years

5

Intersection Visibility

To identify high incidences of right-of-way
violations that may have sight distance
constraints or need for longer clearance
intervals

5 Years

6

Access
management

To Identify intersection that might benefit
from access management

5 Years
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9.1

Emphasis Area #1: High Incident Locations

Between 2015 and 2019, the county experienced a total
of 3334 traffic collisions. Most of these collisions occurred
along Foresthill Road, Bell Road, and the intersections of
Douglas Blvd. at Auburn Folsom Road and Douglas Blvd.
at Barton Road.
One of the most effective ways to reduce Countywide
collisions is to regularly and systematically identify the
highest incident locations, analyze the collision patterns
at those locations, develop targeted countermeasures
to those patterns, then prioritize and implement those
countermeasures. Section 10 of this plan provides
procedures for querying the County collision database
for the purposes of identifying high incident locations.
Public input and feedback should also be collected to
supplement collision report data as the best available
source of unreported collisions or close calls.

Car crash icon obtain from: https://www.clipart.email/download/24036160.html
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Engineering Recommendations

9.1.1

Identify and rank the highest incident locations within the County
every two years. Consider information obtained from public input and
feedback regarding unreported and “close call” collisions to
supplement crash data.
• Assess collision patterns at each of the highest incident locations
and develop countermeasures to address those patterns.
• Maintain an official list of prioritized safety locations and the
associated countermeasures for:
o Grant funding requests such as HSIP, ATP, RSTP, etc.
o Capital Improvement Program funding requests
o Leveraging other Capital Projects to implement safety
measures (i.e. changing striping as part of a roadway
resurfacing project)
o Informing Safety Analysis of Development Proposals and
potentially establishing those as mitigation measures or
conditions of approval where nexus is established.
o Informing updates to existing fee programs or establishing
new fee programs.
o Leveraging the analysis and prioritization for defense against
tort liability claims.
• Assess and report collision patterns before and after
implementation of countermeasures and adjust as necessary.
•

Education Recommendations

9.1.2
•
•

•
•

Publish results of high incident location analysis and countermeasure
recommendations on the County’s website and with local media
outlets.
Regularly initiate and engage with local media outlets such as the
Placer Herald, Placer County Civic News & Announcements, and
County’s other own social media platforms to publish articles &
interviews regarding high incident locations and contributing
factors.
Consider “pop-up” safety events on-site at high incident locations.
(ie. on-site staff handing out flyers and discussing the primary factors
for bicycle accidents at a high bicycle incident location)
Consider location and collision pattern specific education on site
such as utility box wraps, bill boards, temporary traffic control
warning devices, etc.
Enforcement Recommendations

9.1.3
•
•

Prioritize patrol patterns and overall presence at high incident
locations through on-going leadership group coordination.
Target driver behavior that correlates with the predominant
contributing factors for collisions at high incident locations.
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Emergency Services Recommendations

9.1.4
•
•

•

CalFire Support Engineering, Education, & Enforcement, Activities.
CalFire to consider targeted training for responding to specific high
incident locations and treatment of predominant injuries types at
those locations.
Consider prepositioning of assets in close proximity to high incident
locations. For example factoring collision frequency and severity
concentrations when selecting the location of new or relocated fire
stations. Also where collisions are relatively frequent and
predictable considering prioritizing patrols or staging fire apparatus
and personnel in the vicinity.

Placer County LRSP | Page 36

9.2

Emphasis Area #2: Hit Object

The most common collision trend in Placer County
involves a vehicle leaving the roadway surface and
colliding with fixed objects such as trees, utility poles, and
traffic barriers. Hit object collisions totaled 156 crashes in
2019. Approximately twenty-five percent of Hit Object
collisions are due to impaired driving.
Hit object collisions that are not due to DUIs are primarily
classified as due to improper turning. However, further
investigation shows the predominant factor in Hit Object
Collisions, other than impaired driving, is distraction and
inattentiveness. In addition, Hit Object collisions generally
occur during evening hours.

Accident icon by Manthana Chaiwong from the noun project.
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9.2.1

Engineering Recommendations
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

9.2.2

Education Recommendations
•
•
•

9.2.3

Assess signing and pavement marking retroreflectivity levels in
areas of high hit object collision concentrations.
Replace signs and refresh signage where retroreflectivity levels
do not meet MUTCD minimum requirements.
Consider increasing the number of signing and striping warning
devices in high concentration areas. Also consider
augmentation of traffic control devices such as adding solar
powered flashing beacons to appropriate corridor signs and
enhanced pavement markings to draw driver attention. Digital
dynamic variable speed warning signs should also be
considered where previous signing has failed to reduce collisions
to a reasonable extent.
In high concentration areas assess the location of roadside fixed
objects. Remove significant objects within or move outside of
recovery areas as necessary.
Consider audio tactile such as guardrail in the most serious
collision concentration locations where feasible (i.e. guardrail
cannot be installed at 90 degree bend locations as it will create
a head-on condition).
Consider installation of median and roadside barriers after initial
consideration of above measures/practices.
Consider high friction surface treatments within curves of high
concentration of collisions.

Publish results of study on the County’s website and with local
media outlets.
Engage with local news outlets regarding hit object and run off
the road collisions emphasis on driver fatigue, inattention &
impairment.
Conduct on-site driver inattention education campaigns
including targeted billboards and utility box wraps along high
incident corridors.

Enforcement Recommendations
•
•

Provide more detailed assessment and reporting in regards to
contributing factors within collision reports.
Engage in focused enforcement campaigns in high
concentration areas, target driver behavior indicative of fatigue
or impairment.
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9.2.4

Emergency Services Recommendations
•
•
•

CalFire support Engineering, Education, & Enforcement Activities.
CalFire to consider targeted training or responding to hit object
collisions and treatment of predominant injuries associated with
those collision types.
Consider prepositioning of assets in close proximity to high
incident locations during peak incident periods.
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9.3

Emphasis Area #3: Speeding

Speeding is one of the predominant contributing factors
for traffic collisions in Placer County, totaling 109 crashes in
2019. Speeding collisions are most commonly occurring
along Douglas Blvd., Auburn Folsom Road, Walerga Road
and in the vicinity of Bell Road and Hwy 49.
On Douglas Blvd. and Auburn Folsom Road, wide lanes,
long straight segments, and relative frequency of controls
are likely allowing drivers to feel more comfortable
traveling at higher speeds than would otherwise be typical
given the frequency of driveways and cross streets.
The transition from a high speed, limited access, rural
roadway along Bell Road to the commercial zone in the
vicinity of the Hwy 49 / Bell Road Intersection maybe more
abrupt than anticipated by drivers. Driver’s responses
indicate a lack of recognition that they are transitioning
into more congested and lower speed areas.

Speeding Icon obtain from https://www.clipart.email/download/21353324.html
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9.3.1

Engineering Recommendations
•

•
•

•
9.3.2

Education Recommendations
•

•
•
•

9.3.3

Consider the installation of speed feedback signs with photoflash
simulation on approaches into areas with a high incidence of
speed related collisions.
Publish the results of the Local Roadway Safety Plan to Local Media
Outlets as well as County and CHP social media platforms.
Conduct and advertise focused enforcement periods along high
Incident corridors.
Post public education materials along corridors with high volumes of
speeding related collisions such as billboards and public utility box
wraps.

Enforcement Recommendations
•
•

9.3.4

Where lanes are 12’ or more consider narrowing travel lanes and
utilizing excess space for such features as buffered bike lanes, wider
parking stalls, or medians as space permits. At intersections consider
bulbouts, traffic circles, and dedicated turn lanes.
Consider roundabouts instead of signals at new intersections in order
to reduce or eliminate high-speed broadside or head-on collisions
Manage traffic speeds with signal coordination, consider
coordination & collision warrants for new signals along corridors with
in-frequent controls.
Manage traffic speeds with advanced dilemma zone detection.

Consider conducting and advertising periodic speeding
checkpoints in high speed incidence areas.
Increase police enforcement & presence at the following
intersection and segments:
o Douglas Blvd. & Barton Rd.
o Douglas Blvd. & Auburn Folsom Rd.
o Auburn Folsom Rd. & Eureka Rd.
o Bell Rd.
o Granite Bay & Dry Creek Neighborhoods.

Emergency Services Recommendations
•
•

Continue to conduct training targeted at responding to speed
related collisions
Consider prepositioning assets in close proximity to high incident
areas
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9.4

Emphasis Area #4: Driving Under the Influence

DUI (driving under the influence), OUI (operating under
the influence), DWI (driving while intoxicated) or buzzed
driving are the most common contributing factors across
the County top collision types, totaling 54 crashes in 2019.
Furthermore, prescription medication can also impair
driver ability that can lead to a higher risk of a crash. From
2015-2019, 411 reported crashes in Placer County
involved alcohol or drug-impairment.
The highest concentration of impaired driving collisions
were in the vicinity of Bell Road, Douglas Blvd and Auburn
Folsom Road within close proximity to the Folsom Lake
State Recreational Area. Engineering solutions are much
less effective in order to address impaired driving
patterns. Education and Enforcement will be the
predominant disciplines for combating this systemic
collision trend.

Drunk Driving “icon by Myly from the noun Project
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9.4.1

Engineering Recommendations
•

9.4.2

Education Recommendations
•

•
•

9.4.3

Regularly engage with alcohol serving establishments in proximity
of impaired driving collision concentrations such as Douglas
Boulevard. Utilize CHP citizen volunteers for engagement where
possible.
Engage with media regarding DUI collisions along Douglas Blvd.
Consider wraps or public art on public trashcans and utility boxes
on sidewalks and billboards for impaired driving education
campaigns in the vicinity of Folsom Lake.

Enforcement Recommendations
•

•

•
•

9.4.4

Support Education, Enforcement, & Emergency Services Activities.

Conduct DUI checkpoints along Douglas Boulevard and in the
immediate vicinity of Folsom lake during peak collision incident
periods.
Advertise DUI checkpoints as required, engage with media
outlets. Focus on success being communicated to the public
and that there is increased presence and higher probability of
being arrested if driving under the influence.
Continue to Prioritize patrols in high incidence areas during
peak collision times of 7pm to 2am
Increase perception of DUI enforcement presence and higher
probability of being arrested if driving under the influence

Emergency Services Recommendations
•
•

Continue to conduct training targeted at responding to DUI
collision and providing services to intoxicated individuals.
Consider prepositioning assets in Douglas Blvd and in Folsom
Lake area during peak DUI collision times of 7pm to 2am
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9.5

Emphasis Area #5: Intersection Visibility

Broadside and Rear End collisions, primarily resulting from
vehicles turning from a side street at two-way stop
controlled intersections, are one of the County’s most
common collision type.
Intersection visibility is the most common issue reported by
parties involved in these collision types. Visibility limitations
are most commonly vehicle queues from upstream signals,
on-street parking, and overgrown vegetation. These
collision types are predominantly concentrated along Bell
Road and Douglas Blvd.

Road Junction “icon by Alexander Skowalsky from the noun Project
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9.5.1

Engineering Recommendations
•

•

•

•

9.5.2

Education Recommendations
•
•

•

9.5.3

Provide targeted public information and education on safety
problems at specific intersections.
Consider installation of “cross-traffic” does not stop supplemental
warning placards on side street approaches where a noticeable
collision pattern is regularly occurring.
Regularly Initiate and Engage with local media outlets such as the
Placer Herald, Placer County Civic News & Announcements, and
County’s other own social media platforms to publish articles and
interviews regarding turning onto Douglas Blvd., Bell Road and
other major roadways and the importance of ensuring an
adequate gap is available before proceeding from the side street

Enforcement Recommendations
•
•

9.5.4

Consider amending section 17.54.030 of County Code requiring
property owners to maintain vegetation clear of minimum sight
distance requirements if vegetation is within their property line.
o Annually inspect side street sight distance along high
incident corridors and issue requests to property owners to
trim vegetation where necessary.
Where feasible move side street stop bars forward to the maximum
extent possible without obstructing bike lanes maintaining ADA
clearances.
Require sight distance studies as part of development applications
and require minimum visibility clearances at driveways and
adjacent intersections.
Consider conducting all-way stop control and signalization warrant
studies at high incident locations and following up with potential
installations where warrants are satisfied and public support is
demonstrated.

Prioritize patrol patterns and overall presence at high incident
locations.
Engage in targeted stop sign and traffic signal compliance

Emergency Services Recommendations
•

Support Engineering, Education, and Enforcement Activities.
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9.6

Emphasis Area #6: Access Management

Another top collision trend in Placer County involves
vehicles turning to/from private driveways that are in
close proximity to other driveways or controlled
intersections.
This collision pattern is similar to Emphasis Area #5,
Intersection
visibility.
However,
the
primary
contributing factor here is the higher level of
complexity and decision making required to navigate
turning movements with driveway in close proximity to
each other and to controlled intersections to a
degree that drivers are not typically accustomed to.

Access Management “icon obtain from USDOT
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9.6.1

Engineering Recommendations
•

•

•
•

9.6.2

Education Recommendations
•
•
•
•

9.6.3

Educate business owners on how safe access is good for business.
Include information regarding collisions are access points as part of
development permit instructions and pamphlets.
Include access management guidelines into County’s development
standards / policies
Encourage and incentivize cooperative access agreements across
private property lines

Enforcement Recommendations
•

9.6.4

Develop and adopt access management standards or guidelines in
the Land Development Manual for new development and
redevelopment which establishes:
o Distance between controlled intersections and/or movement
restrictions when distances can’t be achieved.
o Maximizing feasible driveway spacing from other driveways
and/or adjacent intersection.
o Establishing provisions for restricting certain movements at
driveways within close proximity to intersections or other
driveways.
Consider requirements for shared driveways as part of
redevelopment or new development applications to reduce access
points along high incident corridors.
Consider the installation of turn restrictions such as medians along
high incident corridors.
Consider provisions for U-Turns, Two-Stage left turn lanes, and other
design features that allow drivers to complete turning movements
and navigate conflicts in smaller stages

Support Engineering & Education Activities

Emergency Services Recommendations
•

Support Engineering & Education Activities
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APPENDIX A
TRAFFIC ACCIDENT ANALYSIS SYSTEM
(TAAS)
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10.

TAAS Instructions for Emphasis Areas 1-6
Emphasis Area 1:
High Incident Locations
Purpose &
Goal:

To evaluate and enhance areas experiencing high collision
rates

Frequency:

2 Years

Key Metric:

 Intersections displaying the 5 highest collision rates among
County-controlled intersections are identified for
investigation. The intersection collision rate shown below
should be used to normalize rankings.
Collision Frequency Per Million Vehicle Entering Intersection
Rate =

Procedure:

N x 1,000,00
V x 365

N= Number of Collisions
V=Average Daily Volume

1. Obtain an Intersection High Incidence query from the
Crossroads database
a. Select the most recent 3-year period of which data is
available
b. Set a minimum number of collisions at 5
c. Enter 30 in the Top __ Locations box at top of page 1of
the query attributes
d. Select “No” under the State Highway drop down menu on
page 2 of the query attributes
e. Print out Collision Severity Summary
2. Identify all County-controlled intersections listed on the
Collision Severity Summary report
3. Calculate collision rates at each County-controlled
intersection
a. Review County traffic count database for ADT on each
intersecting roadway
b. Collect new ADT counts as needed
c. Use ADT to calculate collision rate (collisions per million
entering vehicles)
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4. Reorder list of County-controlled intersections on the
Collision Severity Summary report on descending collision
rate
5. For the top 5 intersections, identify if a past investigation has
been performed within the past 36 months
a. No investigation is required at an intersection that has
been investigated within the past 24 months
b. Review accident history and prior investigation report at
intersections that have been investigated within the past
36 months. No investigation is required; however, an
investigation maybe performed if circumstances warrant
per the engineer’s judgement (e.g., change in collision
history characteristics, change in roadway characteristics,
change in travel characteristics, etc.)
6. Finalize the list of top 5 intersections
a. Remove intersections not requiring an investigation due to
a past investigation
b. Advance intersections into the top 5 to replace those that
were removed
c. Automatically include any intersection that has 2 or more
collisions involving fatalities or severe injuries
7. Perform an engineering investigation at each of the top 5
intersections
8. Document each investigation and recommended actions, if
any
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Emphasis Area 2:
Hit Object
(Run-Off-Road)
Purpose &
Goal:

To identify and investigate locations with history of hit object
collisions

Frequency:

5 years

Key Metrics:

 Identify specific spot-locations that have exhibited hit object
collisions
 Locations with 3 or more such collisions within ¼ mile are
targeted
 Most critical locations, it considers only injury or fatal collisions

Procedure:

1. Obtain shapefile of all hit object data from Crossroads data
base
a. Run General Query and output GIS shapefile
b. Select the most recent 3-year period for which data is
available for each shapefile
c. Select “Collision Type” as “=Hit Object”
2. Import shapefile into ArcExplorer
3. Create plotted maps showing all collisions for manual review
a.
b.
c.
d.

Color code based on severity (EXTENT)
Show mile post
Include roadway centerline file
Resulting plots should cover entire county at a scale that
enables effective manual scanning and data analysis

4. Perform manual scan of roadway network to identify
potential collision concentrations
a. Identify all roadway segments with 3 or more collisions
within ¼ mile
b. Extend beyond ¼ mile segment to join adjacent locations
on the same roadway with at least 3 collisions per ¼ mile.
Consider the extended location as one segment
5. Use engineering judgement to select the top 5 hit object
collision locations
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6. For the top 5 hit-object collision locations, identify if an
investigation was performed during the previous time that the
hit-object element of the rotational program was conducted
a. No investigation is required at a location that was
investigated during the previous time this element of the
rotational program was conducted; however, an
investigation may be performed if circumstances warrant
per the engineer’s judgement (e.g., change in collision
history characteristics, change in roadway characteristics,
change in travel characteristics, etc.)
7. Finalize the list of top 5 hit-object collision locations
a. Removing locations not requiring an investigation due to
a past investigation
b. Advance locations into the top 5 to replace those that
were removed
8. Perform an engineering investigation at each top 5 hitobject collision location
9. Document each investigation and recommend actions, if
any
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Emphasis Area 3:
Speeding
(Roadway Segment High Incidence)
Purpose &
Goal:

To evaluate and enhance areas experiencing high speed
violations

Frequency:

5 years

Key Metrics:

 Using engineering judgement, a combination of collision rate
(collisions per million vehicles) and collision density (collisions
per mile) is used to identify 5 roadway segments for
engineering investigations
 Roadway segment must have 6 or more collisions within a ½
mile to warrant investigation

Procedure:

1. Obtain shapefile of all collision data from Crossroads data
base
a. Run General Query and output GIS shapefile
b. Select the most recent 3-year period for which data is
available for each shapefile
2. Select “Primary Collision Factor” as “=Unsafe Speed”
3. Import shapefile into ArcExplorer
4. Create plotted maps showing all collisions for manual review
a.
b.
c.
d.

Color code based on severity (EXTENT)
Show mile post
Include roadway centerline file
Resulting plots should cover entire county at a scale that
enables effective manual scanning and data analysis

5. Use roadway segment analysis tool to identify potential
collision concentrations and output to Excel file
a. Identify all roadway segments with 6 or more collisions
within ½ mile
b. Extend beyond ½ mile segment to join adjacent locations
on the same roadway with at least 6 collisions per ½ mile.
Consider the extended location as one segment
6. Calculate collision rates at each segment identified as a
potential collision concentration
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a. Review County traffic count data for ADT on each
segment
b. Collect new ADT counts as needed
c. Use ADT to calculate collision rate (collisions per million
vehicle miles)
7. Calculate collision density rate at each segment identified as
a potential collision concentration (collisions per mile)
8. Create three ordered lists of the identified roadway segments
a. One based on descending collision rate (collisions per
million vehicles miles)
b. One based on descending collision density (collisions per
mile)
c. One based on equivalent property damage only using
values for differing levels of collision severity.
9. Obtain a Midblock High Incidence report from the Crossroads
database
a. Select the most recent 3-Year period for which data is
available
10.
Use engineering judgement to select the top 5 roadway
segments based upon the three ordered lists and the
midblock high incidence report
11. For the top 5 roadway segments, identify if a past
investigation has been performed within the past 36 months
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Emphasis Area 4:
Driving Under the Influence
(Roadway Segment High Incidence)
Purpose &
Goal:

To evaluate and enhance areas experiencing driving under the
influence violations

Frequency:

5 years

Key Metrics:

 Using engineering judgement, a combination of collision rate
(collisions per million vehicles) and collision density (collisions
per mile) is used to identify 5 roadway segments for
engineering investigations
 Roadway segment must have 6 or more collisions within a ½
mile to warrant investigation

Procedure:

1. Obtain shapefile of all collision data from Crossroads data
base
a. Run General Query and output GIS shapefile
b. Select the most recent 3-year period for which data is
available for each shapefile
a. Select “Primary Collision Factor” as “=Driving Under
Influence”
2. Import shapefile into ArcExplorer
3. Create plotted maps showing all collisions for manual review
a.
b.
c.
d.

Color code based on severity (EXTENT)
Show mile post
Include roadway centerline file
Resulting plots should cover entire county at a scale that
enables effective manual scanning and data analysis

4. Perform manual scan of roadway network to identify
potential collision concentrations
a. Identify all roadway segments with 6 or more collisions
within ½ mile
b. Extend beyond ½ mile segment to join adjacent locations
on the same roadway with at least 6 collisions per ½ mile.
Consider the extended location as one segment
5. Calculate collision rates at each segment identified as a
potential collision concentration
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a. Review County traffic count data for ADT on each
segment
b. Collect new ADT counts as needed
c. Use ADT to calculate collision rate (collisions per million
vehicle miles)
6. Calculate collision density rate at each segment identified as
a potential collision concentration (collisions per mile)
7. Create two ordered lists of the identified roadway segments
a. One based on descending collision rate (collisions per
million vehicles miles)
b. One based on descending collision density (collisions per
mile)
8. Obtain a Midblock High Incidence report from the Crossroads
database
a. Select the most recent 3-Year period for which data is
available
9. Use engineering judgement to select the top 5 roadway
segments based upon the two ordered lists and the midblock
high incidence report
10. For the top 5 roadway segments, identify if a past
investigation has been performed within the past 36 months
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Emphasis Area 5:
Intersection Visibility
(Intersection Sight Distance & Clearance Intervals)
Purpose &
Goal:

To identify high incidences of right-of-way violations that may
have sight distance constraints or need of longer clearance
intervals

Frequency:

5 years

Key Metrics:
Procedure:

 Investigations of the 10 intersections with the most collisions
attributed to right-of-way violations
 A minimum of 3 such intersections must have occurred over
the previous 3 years
1. Obtain an Intersection High Incidence query from the
Crossroads data base
a. Select the most recent 3-year period for which data is
available
b. Set minimum number of collisions at 3
c. Enter 30 in Top __ Locations box at top of page 1 of the
query attributes
d. Set primary collision factor to “Auto R/W Violation”
e. Select “No” under the State Highway drop down menu on
page 2 of the query attributes
f. Print out Collision Severity Summary
2. Identify all County-controlled intersections listed on the
Collision Severity Summary report
3. Separate County-controlled intersections listed on the
Collision Severity Summary report into signalized versus
unsignalized intersections
4. For each County-controlled intersection, identify if an
investigation was performed during the previous time that the
intersection sight distance and clearance interval element of
the rotational program was conducted
a. No investigation is required at an intersection that was
investigated during the previous time this element of the
rotational program was conducted; however, an
investigation may be performed if circumstances warrant
per the engineer’s judgement (e.g., change in collision
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history characteristics, change in roadway characteristics,
change in travel characteristics, etc.)
5. Perform an engineering investigation at 5 signalized and 5
non-signalized intersections that are identified using
engineering judgement from those intersections remaining
after the review of past investigations
a. Focus on sight distance at unsignalized locations
b. Focus on clearance intervals at signalized locations
6. Document each investigation and recommended actions, if
any
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Emphasis Area 6:
Access Management
(Intersection & Driveway Proximity)
Purpose &
Goal:

To identify intersections or driveways that might benefit from
access management

Frequency:

5 years

Key Metrics:
Procedure:

 Investigations of the 10 corridors or intersections with the most
collisions attributed to turning movements from driveways.

1. Obtain an Intersection & corridor High Incidence query from
the Crossroads data base
a. Select the most recent 3-year period for which data is
available
b. Set minimum number of collisions at 3
c. Enter 30 in Top __ Locations box at top of page 1 of the
query attributes
d. Set primary collision factor to “Auto R/W Violation”
e. Select “No” under the State Highway drop down menu on
page 2 of the query attributes
f. Select “Intersection Related” as “=Not Intersection
Related”
g. Print out Collision Severity Summary
2. Isolate collisions that involved turning movements entering or
exiting driveways.
3. Identify all County-controlled intersections or corridors listed
on the Collision Severity Summary report
4. For each County-controlled intersection or corridor, identify if
an investigation was performed during the previous time that
the intersection sight distance and clearance interval
element of the rotational program was conducted
a. No investigation is required at an intersection or corridor
that was investigated during the previous time this
element of the rotational program was conducted;
however, an investigation may be performed if
circumstances warrant per the engineer’s judgement
(e.g., change in collision history characteristics, change in
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roadway characteristics, change in travel characteristics,
etc.)
5. Perform an engineering investigation at 10 locations that are
identified using engineering judgement from those
intersections remaining after the review of past investigations.
a. Focus on driveway spacing
b. Focus on driveway proximity to adjacent controlled
intersections.
6. Document each investigation and recommended actions, if
any
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