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ABSTRACT

A survey questionnaire was developed to identify traffic
operations and safety management needs in Virginia. Form A of
the questionnaire was mailed to 79 traffic engineering practi-
tioners throughout Virginia and Form B was mailed to 78 law
enforcement officials throughout Virginia and 10 area safet
coordinators employed by the Virginia Department of Transporta-
tion Safety. Form B was identical to Form A except for the
deletion of specific items pertaining to traffic engineering
practitioners.

There were 72 respondents to Form A of the questionnaire
and 71 respondents to Form B, for a combined return rate of 85%
of the questionnaires mailed. It was found that the majority of
the respondents perceived their role in traffic engineering and
highway safety activities as being an administrative one, and the
respondents to Form A indicated that a little over half of the
communities they represented employed no full-time traffic engineers.
A large majority of the respondents indicated either a great need
or some need for training of their employees having traffic engi-
neering responsibilities. Besides a lack of qualified traffic
engineering personnel, other needs indicated by the survey included
increased funding, evaluation of traffic control devices and pave-
ment markings, skid resistance studies, evaluation of signalized
intersections, and identification of hazardous locatioms. It is
recommended that consideration be given to providing traffic engi--
neering services on a rotating basis for small communities and that
training programs be developed to increase traffic engineering
expertise.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 1179

The majority of the respondents perceived their role in

traffic engineering and highway safety activities as being
an administrative one.

A little over half of the respondents to Form A indicated
that their communities employed no full-time traffic engineers.

The majority of the respondents to Form A indicated a great
need or some need for training of their employees having traffic
engineering responsibilities.

Over half of the communities responding to Form A maintained
an inventory of traffic control devices (i.e., signs, signals,
and pavement markings); however, this percentage is not very
high.

Over half of the respondents to Form A evaluated the effective-
ness of traffic and safety improvements at least occasionally.

A little over half of all respondents indicated that they used
§402 safety funds available through the Virginia Department of
Transportation Safety.

Skid resistance studies, including a determination of the need
for treatments to improve skid resistance and the identifica-
tion of substandard or non-skid resistant pavements, were
often indicated as never being performed.

Over half of all the respondents indicated that they had a
program to identify hazardous locations with almost 70% of the
respondents to Form A indicating they had such a program.

Less than half of all respondents indicated having a method
for establishing priorities for safety projects.

Most of the communities who responded to Form A indicated that
they had a copy of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD), and of these respondents a large percentage sald that
they routinely used the MUTCD when installing signals, signs,
pavement markings, etc.

The majority of the respondents were not familiar with Highway
Safety Program Standard 13, Traffic Engineering Services.

Among the traffic operations and highway safety needs specifi=-

cally listed in the questionnaire, these ranked highest in
priority by all respondents: identification of hazardous

vii
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locations, accident analysis, studies relating accidents to
specific design features of the roadway, pedestrian safety
studies, evaluation of existing traffic control devices and
pavement markings, development of methods for identifying
substandard or deficient roadway lighting, and highway capac-
ity analysis.

For all respondents, among the needs ranked highest from a
list of traffic engineering problems were funding and budget,
lack of personnel, and need for training of personnel.

Some of the general problem areas mentioned most frequently

in responses to the discussion questions included evaluation

of traffic control devices, lack of qualified traffic engineer-
ing personnel, need for additional funds, evaluation of signal-
ized intersecticns, and the identification of hazardous loca-
tions.

Increased funding, additional personnel, and training for

personnel were rated most anortant among respondents' rankings
of measures to improve traffic operations and safety.

viii



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 11790

An evaluation of the responses on the survey questionnaires
returned by traffic engineering practitioners and law enforcement
officials throughout Virginia led to the following conclusions.

1. There is a need for additional qualified traffic
engineering personnel as evidenced by the lack of
full-time traffic engineers employed throughout
Virginia and the respondents' ranking of such a need
among the highest priorities.

It is recommended that consideration be given to
(a) the development of a method for providing state-
wide traffic engineering assistance on a consulting,
rotating, or as needed basis since many Virginia
communities are too small to support a full-time traffic
engineer, and (b) the development of tralnlng programs
(workshops, seminars, etc.) in traffic englneerlng
principles for persons having traffic engineering responsis:
bilities and for policy makers as a forum for upgrading
education and for exchange of information. It is recom-
mended that these objectives be met by the formation of
a committee composed of members from the Virginia Depart-
ment of Highways and Transportation, the Virginia Depart-
ment of Transportation Safety, and the Virginia Section
of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (VASITE).
The committee's respon31b111t1es, which must be mét through
coordination among the agencies represented and individual
communities, are seen as including (a) the distribution of
informational and instructional materials such as primers,
guides, current training manuals, and recommendations
related to traffic operations and safety; (b) providing
information on relevant seminars, including those sponsored
by the Virginia Department of Transportation Safety and
Virginia Commonwealth University, (c¢) providing the
communities with information on Highway Safety Program
Standard 13; and (d) informing them of the availability of
§402 safety funds through the Virginia Department of Trans-
portation Safety.

2. While some communities are involved at least to some extent
in traffic operations and highway safety activities such as
maintaining an inventory of traffic control devices and
evaluating the effectiveness of traffic and safety improve-
ments, there remains a need for improvement in these areas.

The goals of the committee should be to increase the

number of communities who (a) maintain an inventory of
traffic control devices, (b) perform analyses to evaluate

ix



the effectiveness of traffic and safety improvements,
(c) have programs to identify hazardous locations, and
(d) have methods for establishing priorities for safety
projects.

Among traffic operations and highway safety needs, ranked
high in priority were (a) the identification of hazardous
locations, (b) accident analyses, (c) studies relating
accidents to specific design features of the roadway,

(d) pedestrian safety studies, (e) the evaluation of exist=-
ing traffic contrcl devices and pavement markings, (f) inter-
section studies, (g) the development of methods for identify-
ing substandard or deficient roadway lighting, and (h) high-
way capacity analyses.

It is recommended that consideration be given to evaluating
and prioritizing the needs listed above, particularly on a community
rather than a statewide basis.



TRAFFIC AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT NEEDS IN VIRGINIA
by

Deborah Mitchell
Research Scientist

INTRODUCTION

The initiation of and participation in traffic safety programs
have been rapidly increasing in recent years. Included has been a
growing involvement of several national organizations in promoting
such programs (Pignataro, 1973). Attempts have been made ". . . to
alleviate the results of accidents, reduce the occurrence of acci-
dents, improve the quality of roads, tighten the qualifications
for drivers' licenses, and other considerations" (Pignataro 1973,
p. 426). Programs for providing engineering assistance to areas
where it is not readily available are increasingly seen as bene-
ficial to traffic safety. For example, Texas has recently initiated
a program providing traffic engineering assistance to areas of the
state on a regular basis. A task force of area traffic engineers
(ATEs) has been designated to work in multijurisdictional areas on
a regular basis to assist local officials and coordinate with state
highway engineers as needed (Todd 1978, p. 9).

Recently an innovative approach to traffic and safety management
was demonstrated in a ". . . comprehensive traffic engineering project
conducted in Oakland County, Michigan'" (Traffic Improvement Associa-
tion of Oakland County 1977). The basic elements in this project
included: "(1l) a survey of the status of traffic engineering . . .,
(2) prioritization of identified needs and development of a master
plan, (3) implementation of countermeasures, and (4) a traffic engi-
neering 'awareness' program designed to impact upon the public and
traffic authorities alike" (TIA 1977). The Michigan traffic and
safety management project addressed specific issues such as proper
training of traffic engineering personnel, identification of high
accident locations, and establishment of speed limits.

The identification and prioritization of traffic and safety
management needs represent a relatively new approach to traffic
safety. The project described in this report was a preliminary phase
to the development of a comprehensive traffic and safety management
program in Virginia, with the direction of the program being deter-
mined by findings from this initial stage of evaluation. Several
general topics for study have been suggested by scurces such as the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the Transportation
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Research Board (TRB) (ITE Technical Council Committee 2-13 1978;
TRB Special Report 158 1975). These have included general problem
areas such as methods for making decisions concerning traffic oper-
ations, traffic law enforcement, operation and maintenance of
traffic control devices, operational effects of geometrics, effec-
tiveness of operational measures, road user characteristics,
motorist information systems, and motorist services. Topics such
as these were used in the design of the questionnaires sent to
traffic engineering professionals and law enforcement officials
throughout Virginia to determine traffic and safety management
needs.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this project was to identify traffic engineering
and safety management problems and needs in Virginia. Later, these
needs will be prioritized and the results will be used to develop a
comprehensive traffic and safety management program in Virginia.

METHOD

Survey questionnaires were mailed to a total of 167 traffic
engineering professionals .and law enforcement officials throughout
Virginia.

A 10-page questionnaire (Form A) and accompanying cover letter
were sent to 79 traffic engineers, including 4 traffic and safety
engineers employed by the Virginia Department of Highways and Trans-
portation in Richmond (see Appendix A). The 75 local traffic engi-
neers included those persons having traffic engineering responsi-
bilities in cities or towns with populations over 3,500. Since the
Department of Highways and Transportation has Jjurisdiction over
cities and towns with populations under 3,500, questionnaires were
also sent to the Department's district traffic engineers having
responsibility for these jurisdictions.

Form A consisted of 30 questions and covered such items as
personnel information (number of traffic engineers employed, educa=-
tion/experience requirements, training, seminars attended, involve-
ment in professional organizations, etc.), distribution of traffic
engineering responsibilities and duties, sources of revenues used,
analyses performed to evaluate improvements,identification of haz-
ardous locations, and prioritization of listed and perceived traffic
engineering and safety needs.
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Form B of the questionnaire and an accompanying cover letter
(see Appendix B) were mailed to 78 law enforcement officials through-
out Virginia and 10 area safety coordinators employed by the Virginia
Department of Transportation Safety. Form B consisted of 17 ques-
tions and was identical to Form A except for the deletion of specific
items pertaining more to traffic engineering than to law enforcement.

Approximately two weeks after the deadline for the question-
naires to be returned, follow-up letters (see Appendix C) and ques-
tionnaires were sent to those who had not yet responded.

QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY RESULTS

Seventy-two traffic engineers responded to Form A of the ques-
tionnaire and 71 law enforcement officials responded to Form B.
These represent 85% of the total number of questionnaires mailed.
The distribution of respondents is shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS BY CATEGORY
OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Type of Respondent Questionnaire Mumber Number: Percent
Form Mailed Returned  Returned
Traffic Engineer A 75 £8 90.7
Department of Highways and Transportation A 4 y 100.0
Traffic and Safety Engineer
Law Enforcement Official B 78 62 78.2
Department of Transportation Safety B 10 9 90.0

Area Safety Coordinator — —
Total 167 143 85.0

Since the initial purpose of this project was to identify
traffic and safety management needs in Virginia, the survey results
were analyzed with three questions in mind. First, what are the
identifying characteristics of the persons with major traffic engi-
neering responsibilities in Virginia? What is the emphasis on
traffic safety by local officials? For example, what are their Jjob
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classifications? How do they perceive their role in traffic oper-
ations and highway safety activities? Do education/experience
requirements exist for their positions? And, do they keep up with
the state of the art in their fields, for example, by attending
seminars and being involved in professional organizations? Ques-
tions such as these are addressed in the "Characteristics of
Respondents" section of the report.

The second question concerns the responsibilities of these
traffic professionals in the area of traffic operations and safety.
What are Virginia's traffic practitioners doing to improve traffic
operations and safety? Are inventories of traffic control devices
being maintained? Are hazardous locations being identified, and,
if so, how? Is the effectiveness of highway safety improvements
being evaluated? How are traffic engineering and highway safety
problems being evaluated? The analysis of the questionnaire survey
relevant to questions such as these appears in the "Traffic Oper-
ations and Highway Safety Activities" section of the report.

The third question has to do with what traffic practitioners
in Virginia think needs to be done to improve traffic operations
and highway safety in Virginia. What would they like to see
changed or improved in their jurisdictions? Specific questions
were included in the survey questionnaire in addition to more
general discussion questions that provided the respondents an
opportunity to elaborate on specific needs in their jurisdictions.
The responses are discussed in the "Traffic Operations and Highway
Safety Needs" section of the report.

Characteristics of Respondents

Several questions were directed at identifying characteristics
of the respondents. These questions pertained to such items as job
classifications, the education/experience requirements, training
opportunities, and the respondents' perception of their role in
traffic engineering and highway safety activities.

Occupation of Respondents

The occupation of respondents to Form A varied among the cate-
gories listed in Table 2.
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TABLE 2
OCCUPATIONS OF RESPONDENTS TO FORM A

Occupation Number Percentage
District traffic engineer 9 12.5
State traffic and safety engineer 4 5.6
City or town traffic engineer 21 29, 2
City or town manager 17 23,6
Planning officer 1 1.4
Town engineer 4 5.6
Director of public works 9 12,5
Administrative assistant, administrator 7 9.7

As seen in Table 2, city or town traffic engineers and city
or town managers made up the largest groups of respondents to Form
A, 29.2% and 23.6%, respectively. The job classifications were
rather varied, and most of these persons with major traffic engi-
neering responsibilities were not traffic engineers.

Respondents' Perception of Their Role

A question was also directed at identifying how the respondents
perceived their role in traffic engineering and highway safety ac-
tivities. The distribution of responses is shown in Table 3. It
should be noted that whereas in some instances respondents checked

more than one category, only the first category indicated was
tabulated.

As seen in Table 3, the majority of the respondents to Form
A (68%) perceived their role to be an administrative one, with
only 20.8% perceiving their role as being one involving engineering
activities. The results were similar for the respondents to
Form B, with "administrative" being the category checked most fre-
quently. It is interesting, then, that the majority of those per-
sons with major traffic engineering responsibilities did not perceive
their role as being one involving engineering/operational activities.
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TABLE 3

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTION OF THEIR ROLE IN TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
AND HIGHWAY SAFETY ACTIVITIES

Category of Role Respondents Respondents

to Form A to Form B
Number Per- Number Per-
cent cent
Administrative 49 68.1 27 38.0
Research oriented 1 1.4 1 1.4
Engineering/operational 15 20.8 1 4
Technical assistance 2 2.8 3 4.2
Enforcement N/A N/A 16 22.5
Other 2 2.8 13 18.3
Blank 3 4.2 10 4.1

Employees Having Traffic Engineering Responsibilities

As seen in Table 4, more full-time traffic technicians were
employed than full-time traffic engineers. In fact, a little over
half (51.4%) of the communities who responded to Form A indicated
that they employed no full-time traffic engineers and over three-
quarters of them (76.4%) indicated that they employed no part-time
traffic engineers.

TABLE &

EMPLOYEES HAVING TRAFFIC ENGINEERING RESPONSIBILITIES (FORM A)

Cate%ory Number of Employees
o

Position None 1-10  11-20 21-30 _>30  Blank N/A
Full-time 37 31 2 2
traffic engineers (51,4%) (43.1%) (2.8%) (2.8%)
Part-time 55 55 1 4 1
traffic engineers (76.47%) (15.3%) (1.4%) (5.6%) (1.4%)
Full-time 28 35 1 3 5
traffic technicians(38.9%) (48.6%) (L.4%) (4.27) (6.9%)
Part-time 53 11 7 1
traffic technicians(73.6%)  (15.3%) (9.7%) (1.4%

) -
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Table 5 presents the distribution of responses to training
questions by respondents to Form A and Form B. For respondents
to Form A, although slightly more communities indicated they
provided in-house training for employees having traffic engi-
neering responsibilities than not, less than half provided such
training. Even fewer of these respondents indicated that they
themselves had conducted any training in traffic engineering for
their staff. More of these respondents than not (almost 70%)
indicated familiarity with traffic engineering seminars conducted
by the Department of Transportation Safety and Virginia Common-
wealth University. As might be expected, since most of the
respondents to Form B were law enforcement officials with few
traffic engineering responsibilities, few of them indicated that
in-house training in traffic engineering was being provided, and
even fewer (less than 3%) indicated that they themselves had con-
ducted any such training. Also, fewer of the respondents to Form
B than of those to Form A were familiar with any traffic engineering
seminars conducted by the Department of Transportation Safety and
Virginia Commonwealth University.

In addition to questions directly concerning the availability
of training, respondents were questioned on the number of traffic
engineering or highway safety seminars they had attended in the
past three years. As might be expected, respondents to Form A
indicated having attended seminars more often than did respondents
to Form B. s+ The number of seminars attended by respondents to Form
A varied; however, the majority of them (36.1%) had attended from
1l to 5 seminars. As seen in Table 6, 25% of the respondents to
Form A and almost 34% of the respondents to Form B indicated that
they had attended no traffic engineering or highway safety seminars
during the past three years.
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TABLE 6

NUMBER OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING OR HIGHWAY SAFETY SEMINARS
ATTENDED IN THE PAST THREE YEARS

No. of Seminars Respondents Respondents
to Form A to Form B
Number Percent Number Percent
None 18 25.0 24 33.8
1-5 26 36.1 9 12.7
6-~10 8 11.1 1 1.4
More than 10 3 4.2 Q 0.0
Number not specified 8 11.1 8 11.3
N/A 0 0.0 5 7.0
Blank 3 12.5 24 33.8

Personnel and Training Needs

Table 7 presents respondents' ratings of personnel and train-
ing needs. This question was included in Form A, but excluded from
Form B since it seemed more pertinent to traffic engineering than
to law enforcement. As seen in Table 7, a large majority (84.7%)
of the respondents indicated a great need or some need for training
in traffic engineering for employees having traffic engineering
responsibilities. A large number of the respondents indicated a
great need or some need for training (seminars, workshops, etc.) in
traffic engineering for policy makers (legislators, city council,
manager, county executive, etc.), and a great or some need was
indicated for education/experience requirements for traffic engi-
neering personnel. A little over half of the respondents indicated
a great need or some need for an assessment of traffic engineering
manpower needs and for additional traffic engineering manpower,
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Summary of Characteristics

In summary, then, the people having major traffic engineering
responsibilities in Virginia can be typified as follows. First,
their job classification is usually city or town traffic engineer
or city or town manager, and in a substantial percentage of cases
they are directors of public works. As seen by the distribution
of job classifications, most of them are not traffic engineers.
This is substantiated by responses to another question in the sur-
vey which showed that most of the respondents perceived their role
in traffic engineering and highway safety activities to be an ad-
ministrative one rather than one involving engineering activities.
In fact, a little over half of the communities who responded to
Form A indicated that they employed no full-time traffic engineers
and over 75% indicated that they employed no part-time traffic engi-
neers. Although some respondents indicated that in-house training
was being provided for employees having traffic engineering re-
sponsibilities, this number was not very high, and such training
was identified as a great need by respondents later in the question-
naire. While some familiarity with traffic engineering seminars
conducted by the Department of Transportation Safety and Virginia
Commonwealth University was indicated, overall attendance at pro-
fessional seminars such as these had been rather low.

Traffic Operations and Highway Safety Activities

In addition to the questions relating to the characteristics
of traffic practitioners in Virginia, there were questions addressed
to what these traffic professionals were doing in the area of traffic
operations and safety.

Inventory of Traffic Control Devices

As seen in Table 8, over half of the communities responding
to Form A maintained an inventory of traffic control devices (i.e.,
signs, signals, and pavement markings), and an additional few main-
tained an inventory of at least some traffic control devices. These
percentages were considerably lower for respondents to Form B, which
might be expected since Form A respondents were more likely to be
responsible for traffic operations.

11
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TABLE 8

DO YOU MAINTAIN AN INVENTORY OF TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES, i.e.,
SIGNS, SIGNALS, AND PAVEMENT MARKINGS?

Response Respondents Respondents
tc Form A to Form B
Number Percent Number Percent
Yes 49 68.1 12 16.9
No 17 23.6 43 60.6
At least one of the 3 4.2 Y 5.6
above

Blank 3 4.2 12 16.9

Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Improvements

Form A included a question on the frequency of analyses per-
formed to evaluate the effectiveness of traffic and safety improve-
ments. The responses to this question are shown in Table 8. Over
half (55.6%) of the respondents indicated that analyses were being
performed occasionally, with 26.4% responding the analyses were
being performed frequently. Less than 3% indicated that such
analyses were not being performed.

TABLE 9

HOW OFTEN ARE ANALYSES PERFORMED IN YOUR JURISDICTION
TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAFFIC AND SAFETY

IMPROVEMENTS?
Frequency Respondents
Number Percent
Frequently 18 26.4
Occasionally 40 55.6
Seldom 9 12.5
Never 2 2.8

Blank 2.8

[ae]



Sources of Revenue PR
AL
Table 10 presents the data on use of state and federal
sources of revenue. A little over half of all respondents
indicated that they used §402 safety funds available through
the Virginia Department of Transportation Safety. A fairly large
percentage of the respondents to Form A indicated that they used
state funds and other federal funds. Respondents to Form B left
many of the categories blank.

TABLE 10

DO YOU USE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES OF REVENUE?

Form A Form B
Yes No Blank Yes No Blank
(a) 8402 safety funds 39 24 g 39 11 21

available through (54.2%) (33.3%) (12.5%) (54.9%) (15.5%) (29.6%)
Virginia Dept. of

Transportation
Safety
(b) Other federal 25 ) 41 28 5 38
funds (34.7%) ( 8.3%) (56.9%) (39.u4%) ( 7.0%) (53.5%)
(c) State funds 53 5 1y 22 15 34
(73.6%) ( 6.9%) (19.4%) (31.0%) (21.1%) (47.9%)
(d) Other 7 0 65 1 3 67

( 9.7%) ( 0.0%) (80.3%) ( 1.4%) ( 4.,2%) (9u4.4%)

Traffic Engineering Responsibilities

Traffic engineering and safety activities and the individual
or organization associated with performing or implementing those
activities are shown in Table 11. Table 12 shows the individuals
or organizations most frequently associated with performing or
implementing these activities as indicated by respondents to Form
A,

13
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TABLE 12

INDIVIDUALS OR ORGANIZATIONS MOST FREQUENTLY ASSOCIATED
WITH TRAFFIC AND SAFETY ACTIVITIES

Activity

Accident studies

Volume counts

Speed studies

Sidewalk and pedestrian

safety

Evaluation of intersection

hazards

Skid resistance studies

Traffic control in mainte-

nance and construction zones

Traffic signals:

1. Design and timing
2. Installation
3. Operations and Maintenance

Pavement markings:

1. Planning and design
2. Installation
3. Maintenance

Transportation plans

Transit routes and stops

Illumination

Individual or Organization

Local police

Department of Highways and

Transportation

Department of Highways and

Transportation

City or traffic engineer
City or traffic engineer

STUDY NOT PERFORMED

City or traffic engineer

traffic
traffic
traffic

City or
City

City

engineer
or engineer
or engineer
City traffic
City

City

or engineer
traffic

traffic

or engineer

or engineer

Department of Highways and

Transportation
City traffic
City traffic

or engineer

or engineer

Detours

Turning restrictions
Truck routes

School zones

Bicycle routes

Parking

15

City
City
City
City
City
City

or

or

or

or

or

or

traffic
traffic
traffic
traffic
traffic

traffic

engineer
engineer
engineer
engineer
engineer

engineer
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These activities were most frequently being performed by the
city or town engineer or traffic engineer, and often by the De-
partment of Highways and Transportation. Of particular interest
are those activities designated as not being performed. The cate-
gory checked most frequently for skid resistance studies, for
example, was "study not performed," with 28 communities responding
in this manner. Other activities marked "study not performed" in-
clude transit routes and stops (15 communities) and bicycle routes
(12 communities).

Identification of Hazardous Locations

Responses to the question on the identification of hazardous
locations are presented in Table 13. Over half of all the re-
spondents indicated that they had a program to identify hazardous
locations, and almost 70% of the respondents to Form A gave such an
indication. Most of the respondents indicated that they used sev-
eral methods for identifying hazardous locations, with numbers of
accidents being rated as the method used most often.

TABLE 13

A. DO YOU HAVE A PROGRAM TO IDENTIFY HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS?

Response Respondents Respdndents
to Form A to Form B
Nufiber Percent Number Percent
Yes ' 50 69. 4 39 54.9
No 19 26.4 17 23.9
Blank 3 4.2 14 19.7
N/A 0 0.0 1 1.4

16



TABLE 13 (Cont.) 140

O
| Rt

B. IF YOU HAVE SUCH A PROGRAM, WHAT METHOD
DO YOU USE MOST OFTEN?

Method Respondents Respondents
to Form A to Form B
Number Percent Number Percent
Accident rate 0 0.0 1 1.4
Number of
accidents 20 27.8 15 21.1
Accident
severity 2 2.8 1 .
Other 2 2.8 3 b,2
Several of the
above 29 Q.3 21 29.6
Not applicable 3 4.2 8 11.3
Blank 16 22.2 22 31.0

Identification of Operational &nd Safety Problems

Table 14 presents the responses to the question of identifica-
tion of traffic operations and highway safety problems on Form A
and Table 15 gives the categories checked most frequently for each
type of problem.

As noted in Table 15 the traffic operations and highway safety
problems are most frequently identified by complaint by police de-
partment, with citizen complaint and study by respondent's organi-
zation being fairly evenly divided. Of particular interest is the
need for skid resistance treatment, which was most commonly indicated
as not being identified.

Table 16 shows the responses to the same question on Form B,
and Table 17 lists the categories checked most frequently for each
type of problem.

As seen in Table 17, according to respondents to Form B the
traffic operations and highway safety problems are most often identi-
fied by citizen complaint. It is interesting to note, as in the case
of the responses to Form A, that the need for skid resistance treat-
ment was the problem most often not identified.

17
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TABLE 14

FORM A: HOW ARE THE FOLLOWING TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY PROBLEMS USUALLY 1DERTIFIED
IN YOUR JURISDICTION? (CHECK ONE OR MORE CATEGORIES AS APPROPRIATE).

M ) o b
25 38 5§ & &
] [= o O o v
Q [T T Ie] o PSR~ e}
- £ £ >a >ad >xd fe~ g b
R - I . AN 00 AN YN ¢ o
28 8% 33 L% 23 2% w2 %
Type of Problem g Ha e Td Za &8 &89 g
528 H8 39 DX D§ oX 52 8 S
M 00 Oy ©n1O0 O md O = oM
a. Need for additional control devices 28 55 50 40 10 10 1 1
h, Missing, damaged or malfunctioning 55 47 53 15 1
traffic control devices
c. Need for improved signal timing 33 42 40 35 3 6 4
d. Need for additional or improved 48 35 39 36 2 5 1
pavement markings
e. Need for skid resistant treatment 12 7 10 . 8 5 4 32
f. Inadequate or nonexistent roadway 15 A3 27 24 2 5 2 5
lighting '
g. Roadway congestion and capacity 23 33 32 42 10 8 1
h, Intersection safety 27 39 47 38 2 5 1 1
i. Need for school crossing protection 18 36 43 29 7 1 2
j. HNeed for other pedestrian protection j§ 40 42 37 2 4 2 1 1
k. ‘Parking availability 16 kk] 23 39 5 5 1 1 1
1. UNeed for speed zoning 15 38 44 39 4 3
m, WNeed for construction signing ‘ 31 16 23 41 1 4 2 2
n. Roadway obstacles 32 33 38 35 1 2 2
o. Other (please specify) 1 1
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TABLE 15
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MOST FREQUENTLY USED METHODS OF IDENTIFYING TRAFFIC
OPERATIONS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY PROBLEMS

Type of Problem

Additional traffic control
devices

a.

Missing or inoperative traffic b.

control devices
Improved signal timing

Additional or improved pave-
ment markings

Skid resistance treatment
Improved roadway lighting

Roadway congestion and
capacity

Intersection safety

School crossing protection

Other pedestrian protection

Parking availability

Speed zoning

Construction signing

Roadway obstacles

13

(o)

Method of Identification

Citizen complaint
Routine inspection

Citizen complaint

Routine inspection

NOT IDENTIFIED
Citizen complaint

Study by respondent's
organization

Complaint by police
department

Complaint by police
department

Complaint by police
department

Study by respondent's
organization

Complaint by police
department

Study by respondent's
organization

Complaint by police
department



TABLE 18

FORM B: HOW ARE THE FOLLOWING TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY PROBLEMS USUALLY IDENTIFIED IN
YOUR JURISDICTION? (CHECK ONE OR MORE CATEGORIES AS APPROPRIATE.)

i
n v o a
5 g 2o 2 2 5 %9
R o0 o 44 80 M
a 54 ot e O v e o g
Q - 15 [ ES] — o al ™
.1 & 3% RE 2% 23§ o *°
Type of Problem £9 s o o g WH 3 b 8
B A P s G 0 o @O oo
5g BE 2p 2B OEE Zis %o
28 33 ad ©n o ©no Sa = B
a. Need for additional control devices 20 28 19 10 15 1 1 3
b. Missing, damaged or malfunctioning 36 34 7 9 2 1 3
traffic control devices
c. Need for improved signal timing 20 25 13 3 12 1 1 2 3
d, Need for additional or improved 27 25 22 4 13 2 1 2 3
pavement markings
e, Need for skid resistance treatment 8 12 4 5 12 1 19 2 3
£. Inadequate or nonexistent roadway 14 26 S 12 2 14 1 % 2 3
lighting
g. Roadway congestion and capacity 20° 23 20 6 16 4 2 2
h. Intersection safety 21 25 26 5 16 1 2 2 3
i, Need for school crossing proteccrion 17 27 22 2 14 2 2 1 3
j. Need for other pedestrian protection 16 26 19 2 17 1 2 2 3
k. Parking availabilicy 13 22 19 4 12 5 2 2
1. Need for speed zoning 21 31 23 4 16 2 4
m, Need for construction signing 19 13 15 1 13 1 3 2 3
a. Roadway obstacles 23 29 18 2 11 1 1 2 3
o. Other (please specify) 1
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TABLE 17
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MOST FREQUENTLY USED METHODS TO IDENTIFY
TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND HIGHWAY SAFETY PROBLEMS

Type of Problem Method of Identification
a. Additional traffic controcl a. Citizen complaint
devices

b. Missing or inoperative traffic b. Routine inspection
control devices '

¢. Improved signal timing ¢. Citizen complaint
d. Additional or improved d. Routine inspection
pavement markings
e. Skid resistance treatment e. NOT IDENTIFIED
Improved roadway lighting f. Citizen complaint
g. Roadway congestion and g. Citizen complaint
capacity
h. " Intersection safety h. Study by respondent's
organization

i. Schocl crossing protection Citizen complaint

j. Other pedestrian protection Citizen complaint
k. Parking availability Citizen complaint
1. Speed zoning Citizen complaint

m. Construction signing Routine inspection

0908 H R

n. Roadway obstacles Citizen complaint

Frequency of Traffic Operations Activities

A gquestion on the frequency of performing specific traffic

operations and highway safety activities was included in Form A.

The responses to this question are shown in Table 18. Those ac-
tivities indicated as being performed only occasionally (defined

as once or twice a year) include pedestrian studies, volume studies,
identification of substandard or deficient roadway lighting, ad-
justment of speed limits based on current speed studies, travel and
delay studies, highway capacity analysis, and studies relating acci-
dents to specific design features of the roadway. Particularly
important is the identification of substandard or non-skid resistant
pavement, which was most often indicated as never being performed.

21
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Priorities For Safety Projects

In developing a traffic operations and highway safety program,
one of the considerations involves developing a method for estab-
lishing priorities for safety projects. All respondents were
questioned as to whether or not they had such a method. As seen
in Table 189, the responses were fairly evenly divided between
those who had and those who did not. However, for all respondents,
less than half indicated that they had a method for establishing
priorities for safety projects. The methods vary widely in
sophistication. Of those who responded that they do have such a
program, some of the methods indicated were:

1. Availability of funds
2. Accident frequency, data, and analysis
3. Hazard index and accident potential
4. Annual survey of traffic, police and fire needs
5. Citizen participation
6. Traffic volume and analysis
7. Complaints
"8. Cost estimates
8. Environmental effects
10. City or local transportation safety committee -
TABLE 19
DO YOU HAVE A METHOD FOR ESTABLISHING PRIORITIES
FOR SAFETY PROJECTS?
Response Respondents Respondents
to Form A to Form B
. Number Percgnt Number Percent
Yes 33 45.8 27 38.0
No 35 48.6 27 38.0
Not Applicable 0 6.0 3 4.2
Blank 4 5.6 14 19.7

23



Use of the MUTCD

Form A of the questionnaire included a question on the avail-
ability and use of the MUTCD. As can be seen in Table 20, most of
the communities indicated that they had a copy of the MUTCD, and
of these respondents a large percentage said that they routinely
used the MUTCD when installing signals, signs, pavement markings,
etc. Less than 2% indicated that they used the MUTCD only occa-
sionally, and none said that they never used the MUTCD standards.

Highway Safety Program Standard 13

In 1971, Highway Safety Program Standard 13, Traffic Engineer-
ing Services, was issued. This standard, which is administered by
the Federal Highway Administration, requires that "Each state, in
cooperation with its political subdivisions, and each Federal de-
partment or agency which controls highways open to public travel
or supervises traffic operations, shall have a program for applying
traffic engineering measures and techniques, including the use of
traffic control devices, to reduce the number and severity of traf-
fic accidents" (see Appendix D). Both Form A and Form B surveyed
the respondents' familiarity with Standard 13. As seen in Table
21, the majority of respondents indicated that they were not
familiar with it.

TABLE 20

a. Do you have a copy of the MUTCD?

ResEonse Number Percent
Yes 56 81.7
No 4 5.6
Blank 2 2.8

b. If yes, do you use the MUTCD standards when installing signals,
signs, pavement markings, etc.?®

ResEonse Number Percent
Never 0 6.0
Occasionally 1 1.5
Often 11 16.7
Routinely 5y 81.8

*Six respondents left this question blank.

24



TABLE 21

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM STANDARD 137

Response Respondents Respondents
to Form A to Form B
Number  Percent Number Percent
Yes 29 26.4 18 25.4
No 48 66.7 38 53.5
Blank 5 5.9 15 21.1

Accident Records

Since accident data are often used in the development of
countermeasures for traffic operations and highway safety problems,
Form A included a question on the timeliness, availability, and
accuracy of accident report information. Interestingly, over 60%
of the respondents indicated that they had experienced no problems
with delay in receiving accident report information, availability
of accident report information, or accuracy and completeness of
accident report information (see Table 22). However, this result
must be interpreted in light of their needs and uses of accident

data, i.e., some do not need or use the data, thus no problems
are indicated.

TABLE 22

ARE THE FOLLOWING A PROBLEM IN YOUR JURISDICTION?

Yes No Do Not Know Bdank
(a) Delay in receiving 21 Ly 5 3
accident report (29.2%)(61.1%) (5.6%) (4.2%)
information
(b) Unavailability of 158 49 5 3
accident report (20.8%)(68.1%) (6.9%) (4.2%)
information
(¢) Deficiencies in acci- 15 47 7 3
dent report informa- (20.8%)(65.3%) (8.7%) (4.2%)

tion (inconsistencies
in information, incom-
plete information, etc.)

25
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Summary of Activities

The activities of the communities surveyed indicate that
while some efforts were being made to improve traffic operations
and safety, further improvements could be made. Over half of the
communities responding tc Form A maintained an inventory of traf-
fic control devices (i.e., signs, signals, and pavement markings)
although the percentage was not very high. Most of the respond-
ents to Form A indicated that their jurisdictions were performing
some analyses to evaluate the effectiveness of traffic and safety
improvements; less than 3% indicated that such analyses were not
being performed. A little over half of the respondents to Form A
were using §402 safety funds available through the Virginia De-
partment of Transportation Safety; a large percentage of them
indicated that they were using state funds. Skid resistance studies,
including determination of the need for treatments to improve skid
resistance and the identification of substandard or non-skid re-
sistant pavement, often were indicated as not being performed.
Other activities often cited as not being performed were studies
of transit routes and stops and bicycle routes. Most of the re-
spondents had a method for identifying hazardous locations. While
several methods were being used by some respondents, the method
most often cited was based on number of accidents. Less than half
of all respondents indicated that they had a method for establish-
ing priorities for safety projects. Most of the communities indi-
cated that they had a copy of the MUTCD, and of these respondents
a large percentage said they routinely used it when installing
signals, signs, pavement markings, etc. No communities said that
they never used the MUTCD standards. Few respondents indicated
that they were familiar with Highway Safety Program Standard 13.
Over 60% indicated that they had experienced no problems with delay
in receiving accident report information, or with the accuracy and
completeness of accident report information.

Traffic Operations and Highway Safety Needs

In addition to the questions designed to identify character-
istics of the respondents and to determine what was being done in
the area of traffic operations and safety, the survey included
questions on what the respondents considered to be traffic opera-
tions and highway safety needs. Some of these questions required
respondents to rank specific issues. Several open-ended, discus-
sion questions were included in the questionnaire to provide re-
spondents an opportunity to expand on some of the issues mentioned
in the questionnaire and to describe aspects of traffic operations
and highway safety programs in their jurisdictions. Respondents
were also encouraged to make any comments they desired. Following
are discussions of the responses to some of these questions.
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Need for Traffic Operations and Safety Improvements

Table 23 lists the needs for improving specific traffic
operations and highway safety activities as ranked by respond-
ents to Form A. The 15 activities listed were rated according
to whether the respondents indicated that there was a great need,
some need, little need, or no need for the improvements. "Some
need" was the most common rating for each of the activities, ex-
cept for highway capacity analysis and studies to determine com-
pliance with sign standards in the MUTCD, which were most fre-
quently rated "little need."”

The needs were ranked by assigning a value of 3, 2, and 1 to
each response in the categories of great need, some need, and little
need, respectively. These values were added for each category of
need, and the resultant figures used to rank the needs, with the
highest figure being the highest priority and the lowest figure the
lowest priority. In order of priority, the needs were ranked as
follows:

1. Identification of hazardous locations
2. Accident analysis

3. Studies relating accidents to specific design
features of the rocadway

4, Pedestrian safety studies

5. Evaluation of existing traffic control devices
and pavement markings

6. Development of methods for identifying substandard
or deficient roadway lighting
AND
Highway capacity analysis

7. Volume studies

8. Identification of roadside obstacles

9. Simplified techniques for conducting travel and
delay studies

10. Methods by which speed zones are established

11. Adjustment of speed limits based on current speed
studies

27
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12.

13.

14,

Development of procedures for correcting sub-
standard or non-skid resistant pavement

Studies to determine compliance with sign
standards in the MUTCD

Identification of substandard or non-skid resistant
pavement

The needs for improving traffic operations and highway safety
activities as ranked by the respondents to Form B are shown in

Table 24.

Each of the 15 activities listed was rated according to

whether there was a great need, some need, little need, or no need

for 1it.

The needs listed in Table 24 were ranked as described

above for the responses to Form A. The needs were ranked as

follows:
1.

2.

10.

Identification of hazardous locations

Studies relating accidents to specific design
features of the rcadway

Accident analysis

Evaluation of existing traffic control devices
and pavement markings

Pedestrian safety studies

Development of methods for identifying substandard or
deficient roadway lighting

AND

Highway capacity analysis

Identification of roadside obstacles

Methods by which speed zones are established
AND
Volume studies

Adjustment of speed limits based on current speed
studies

AND

Identification of substandard or non-skid resistant
pavement

Studies to determine compliance with sign standards in
the MUTCD
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TABLE 23 1005
How would you describe the need for improving the following:
Great Some Little No Not Blank
Need Need Need Need Applicable
(a) Methods by which speed zones 2 31 21 10 3 5
are established (2.8%) (43.1%) (29.2%) (13.9%) (4.,2%) (6.9%)
(b) Adjustment of speéd limits 2 31 19 10 4 6
based on current speed (2.8% (43.1% (26.4% (13.9%) (5.6%) (8.3%)
studies
(c) 1Identification of substandard 3 25 17 12 10 5
or non-skid resistant (4.27%)  (34.7%) (23.8%)  (16.7%) (13.9%) (6.9%)
pavement
(d) Development of procedures for 5 24 18 8 10 7
correcting substandard or non- (6.9%) (33.3%) (25.0% (11.1% (13.9%) 9.7%)
skid resistant pavement
(e) Development of methods for 11 31 13 8 3 ]
identifying substondard or (15.3%) (43.1%) (18.1%)  (11.1%) (4.2%) (8.3%)
deficient roadway lighting
(f) Simplified techniques for 9 27 17 7 5 7
conducting travel and delay (12.3%) (37.5%) (23,.6%) 9.7%) (6.9% 9.7%)
studies '
(g) Volume studies 11 25 17 12 2 5
(15.2%) (34.7%) (23.867) (16.7%) (2.8%) (6.9%)
(h) Identification of hazardous 13 37 12 6 0 4
locations (18.1%) (51.4%) (16.7%)  (8.3%) { 0.0%) (5.6%)
(1) Accident analysis 16 31 14 4 1 6
(22.2%) (43.1% (19.47%) (5.6%) (1.4%) (8.3%)
(j) Highway capacity analysis 16 18 24 6 2 6
(22.2%) (25.0%) (33.3%) (8.3%) (2.8%) (8.3%)
(k) Pedestrian safety studies 15 31 11 6 . 3 6
(20.8%) (43.1%) (15.3%) (8.3%) (4.2%) (8.3%)
(1) Evaluation of existing traffic 14 30 15 7 0 6
control devices and pavement (19.4%) (41.7%) (20.8%)  (9.7%) {0.0%) (8.37)
markings
(m) Studies relating accidents 12 36 12 4 1 7
to specific design features (16.7%) (50.0%) (16.7%)  (5.6%) (1.4%) (9.7%)
of the roadway
(n) Identification of roadside 5 31 22 7 1 6
obstacles (6.9%) (43.1%) (30.6%) (9.7%) (1.4%) - (8.3%)
(0) Studies to determine 5 19 26 15 2 5
' compliance with sign (6.9%) (26.4%) (36,1%) (20.8%) (2.8%) (6.9%)

standards in the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control
Devices
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11. Development of procedures for correcting sub-
standard or non-skid resistant pavement

12. Simplified techniques for conducting travel
and delay studies.

Traffic Engineering Problems

Table 25 shows the results of the question included in Form A
which required the respondents to rank on a scale from 1 to 8 with
1 indicating most important and 8 being least important a list of
traffic engineering problems in order of importance in their Jjuris-
dictions. The problem ranked most often as most important was
funding and budget, with almost half of the communities considering
it their most important problem. Lack of personnel and training of
personnel were also frequently ranked as "most important”.

TABLE 25

HOW WOULD YOU CATEGORIZE THE MAJOR TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
PROBLEMS IN YOUR JURISDICTION?
(RANK THEM IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE: 1 = MOST IMPORTANT,
8 = LEAST IMPORTANT)

1} 2] 3{ 4}y 5| 6 7| 8| Blank Problem
s = —— —
32418| 6| 4| 1} 2| 3 6 [|(a) Funding and budget
151815 2{ 4| 4| 4 10 Jj(b) Lack of personnel
10{10{15({16} 5| 6 2 8 }(c) Training of personnel
5/ 6| 6] 9{11| 8|15} 4 8 JI(d) Need additional traffic control
devices
bl 20 44 711311318 2 9 "(e) Coordination with other organiza-
tions
2| w|10|11|12(13] 8] 3 9 |I(f) Identification of hazardous
locations
5/ 5| 5{11} 91115} 2 3 Jl(g) Public support
2021 1) 2} 2 g 54 "(h) Other (please specify)
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Another question in Form A asked respondents to list specific
traffic engineering and safety problems in their respective areas.
Many of the responses were related to specific locations and
problem areas for individual localities. Listed in no particular
order, some of the general problems were as follows:

1. Upgrading of existing traffic control devices
and improved pavement markings

2. Installation of additional traffic control
devices

3. Lack of adequate staff and need for trained
personnel

4, Need for additional funds

5. Disregard of speed limits by motorists
6. Accidents at signalized intersections

7. Identification of hazardous locations

8. Upgrading of railrocad crossings

9. Improved pedestrian safety

10. Unavailability of consultants

11. Evaluation and improvement of sight distances

12. Need for increased street capacity.

As in Form A, respondents to Form B were asked to list
specific traffic engineering and safety problems in their respec-
tive areas. Again, many of the responses were specific to indi-
vidual localities, however, some general problems as noted below
were cited.

1. Heavy volume of traffic

2. Poorly designed intersections and markings

3. Need increased enforcement of speed limits

4. Limited funding for training and enforcement

5. Lack of qualified traffic engineering personnel

6. Need evaluation of traffic control devices

7. Signalized intersections.
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Traffic Operations and Safety Improvements

The rankings of measures to improve traffic operations and
safety as indicated by the responses to Form A are presented in
Table 26. The improvements listed were ranked from 1 to 9, with
1 = most important and 9 = least important. Increased funding
was indicated as the most important improvement by almost half
of the respondents. It was followed in order of importance by
additional personnel and training for personnel.

TABLE 26
WHAT DO YOU THINK COULD BE DONE TO IMPROVE TRAFFIC OPERATIONS AND

SAFETY? (RANK THEM IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE: 1 = MOST IMPORTANT,
8 = LEAST IMPORTANT

1y 2 3| 4 Improvemeg};_
3218} 6} 3 Increased fuﬁgg;é
151517} 2 Additional personnel
13{11{13}17 Training for personnel
St 4| 7110 Improved traffic control
devices
6| 5|10 Operational measures
31 3} 2| 6 Improved coordination with
other organizations
21 4] 4|12 Procedure for identifying
hazardous locations
4t wi 719 Increased public support
5 1) 1| 1 Other (please specify)

Form B also included rankings of measures to improve traffic
operations and highway safety and are shown in Table 27. Increased
funding was indicated as the most important improvement by almost
30% of the respondents. Additional personnel and increased public
support were among those ranked highest.
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TABLE 27

WHAT DO YOU THINK COULD BE DONE TO IMPROVE TRAFFIC OPERATIONS
AND SAFETY? (RANK THEM IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE:
1 = MOST IMPORTANT, 8 = LEAST IMPORTANT)

6 71 8} 9| Blank
=;=:= I
201 94 8 5| 51 2 3 1 18

Problem

(a) Increased funding

811012 7| 5| 4| 3| 4| 1 17 (b) Additional personnel

Ll 8|14 | 8] 8] uj 4| 1| 1 19 (¢) Training for personnel

51 5{ 3|13| 6} 7{ 8} 4| 3 17 (d) Improved traffic control
devices

1| 3| 6{12] 9}10}10} 1 19 (e) Operational measures

141 3 4 24(12|11{13] 3 18 (f) Improved coordination with
other organizations

61 71 3| 5 9} 6] 7| 9] 1 18 (g) Procedure for identifying
hazardous locations

17111} 5| 3| u{ 3} 2y 7| 1 18 (h) Increased public support

2 2 1 9 57 (i) Other (please specify)

Respondents were also asked to list traffic engineering and
safety problems they would like to see studied. Again, many of the
responses were specific to the individual localities, but some of
the studies most often cited as being needed by respondents to
Form A were the following:

1. Evaluation of intersections, including signalized
intersections

2. Evaluation of appropriate staffing
3. Evaluation of funding

4. Standardization and evaluation of traffic
control devices and pavement markings

5. Improved railroad crossings

34



11.

Pedestrian safety studies

2

fomh

Identification of hazardous locations
Highway capacity studies

Evaluation of mountain pavement markings
Evaluation of street lighting

Availability of consultants

Respondents to Form B were also asked to list traffic engineer-
ing and safety problems they would like to see studied, and some of
their general responses were as follows:

1.

8'

Pedestrian safety

Enforcement of speed limits

Evaluation of speed zones

Increased personnel and funding
Evaluation of sight distances

Evaluation of traffic control devices
Identification of high accident locations

Evaluation of high accident rate intersections.

Summary of Needs

The traffic operations and highway safety needs identified by
the survey were similar for respondents to Form A and Form B. 1In
one question, respondents were asked to rate the need for improving
specific traffic operations and highway safety activities. The
needs were ranked from highest priority to lowest priority as
given in Table 28.
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Interestingly, the needs were similarly ranked by traffic
engineers and law enforcement officials. Also, traffic engi-
neering problems were categorized much the same by traffic
engineers and law enforcement officials. Both groups ranked
funding and additional personnel as top needs. In addition,
while some of the comments in the discussion questions were
specific to individual jurisdictions, many of the general cate-
gories of responses were the same for traffic engineers and law
enforcement officials. These comments also substantiated some
of the results of the other questions on traffic operations and
highway safety needs.

One of the recurring findings concerns funding. Increased
funding appears to be one of the needs commonly existing through-
out the state.

Another need has to do with increased personnel and training
of personnel. Throughout Virginia there seems to be a need for
increased personnel with expertise in traffic operations and high-
way safety. Training opportunities need to be provided. Lack of
qualified traffic engineering personnel does not, however, seem
to be a problem of simply increasing personnel. Since many of
the localities are too small to support a full-time traffic engi-
neer, many of the respondents suggested the possibility of obtaining
qualified traffic engineering personnel by making such personnel
available on a rotating, consulting basis throughout the state.

Other recurring areas of concern were evaluation of traffic
control devices, identification of hazardous locations, and evalu-
ation of intersections, particularly signalized intersections.
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION
HAROLD C. KING, COMMISSIONER

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
DR. FRANK L.HEREFORD, JR., PRESIDENT

LEO E. BUSSER, 111
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER AND
CHIEF ENGINEER

SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING & APPLIED SCIENCE
JOHN E. GIBSON, DEAN

DR. LESTER A. HOEL, CHAIRMAN

OSCAR K. MABRY DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING

BIRECTOR OF PLANNING

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH COUNCIL

March 12, 1979

M 1 1

JACK H. DILLARD, HEAD - IN REPLY PLEASE
VIRGINIA HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CCOUNCIL REFER TO FILE NO.

BOX 3817 UNIVERSITY STATION
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 22903

In recognition of the continuing need to improve the efficiency and
safety of transportation in Virginia, the Virginia Highway and Transportation
Research Council has recently initiated a comprehensive traffic operations and
safety research management program which is being conducted for the Virginia
Department of Transportation Safety. Although traffic and safety research has
been an integral part of the Council's efforts for a number of years, the pro-
gram is to develop a comprehensive long-range plan for research activities in
traffic engineering and highway safety. The research program includes (1) iden-
tifying traffic and safety management problems and research needs in the state,
including those of cities and towns; (2) categorizing and establishing priorities
on major research areas based on identified needs; (3) examining the prioritized
traffic engineering prcblems; (4) disseminating the results of research through
training, seminars, workshops, etc.; and (5) conducting demonstration projects.

To assist in identifying traffic and safety needs we have prepared the
attached questionnaire which we would appreciate your completing and returning to
us. Please consider each question carefully. The questions have been designed
to determine current problems, and your responses will be used to develop a com~
prehensive program to improve traffic operations and safety in Virginia. We
would appreciate receiving your reply by Monday, April 16, 1979. If you have any
questions, please call Deborah Mitchell or Martin Parker at (80u4) 977-0290.

Thank you for your assistance.
Very truly yours,

AL e
Jack H. Dillard., Head

Va. Highway & Transportaticn
Research Council

A-2
TRANSPORTATION — AMERICA’S LIFELINES
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Recurn Completed Juestionnaire To:

Jeboran a. Mitchell

lesearch Jdnalyst

Virginia dighway & Tramsportacion Research Counci
3ox 3817 Universicy 3Stacion

Charlottesville, Virginia 22903

Virginia Highway and Transportation Research Council
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

IDENTIFICATION OF TRAFFIC AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT NEEDS

Name

Title

Name of Organization

Name c¢f Department

Address

Telephone Number { )

Your assistance and cooperation in completing this questionnaire will assist
in determining traffic engineering and highway safety aneeds in Virginia. The in-
formation you provide will be tabulated along with daca from other jurisdictions
and summarized in a report. If you nave any questions regarding the questionnaire,
please concact Deborah Mitchell, at (804) 877-0290. Please indicate below iZ you
would like to receive a copy of the £inal reporc.

Yes, please send me a copy of the final report.

Title: District Traffic Engineer
State Traffic and Safety Engineer
City or Town Traffic Engineer
City or Town Manager
Planning OFficer
Town Engineer
Director of Public Works
Administrative Assistant, Administrator

Other
Blank

Laad K24

O O el = o
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L. How would you characterize vcur role in traffic engineering and highway sarfety
activities?

2. 3.
b.
3. a.
be.

49 (a) adminisgracive
] (b) research oriencead

13 (¢) engineering/operational
2 (d) technical assistcance
2 (e) other (please specify)
Blank 3

How many traffic engineers are currently employed in your jurisdiction

on a full-time basis? None 237 1-10 31 11-20 2
- Blank 2

How many traffic engineers are currently employed in your jurisdiction
on a part-time basis (for sxample, engineers hired as consultants)?

1-10 11 N/A . 1
None 35 1230 44— Blank—¢

How many traffic techmnicians are currently 2mployed in your jurisdiction

on a full-time basis? None 28 1-10 35 21-30
More than 30 3 Blank _35

O

dow many traffic technicians are currently employed in your jurisdiction
on a part-time basis (for example, technicians contracted for part-time

work)? None 53
1-10 11
N/A 1
Blank 7

4, Do you have specific education/experience requirements for your traific
engineering personnel?

in
1}
.

31 Yes 34 Yo N/A 4 Blank 3

Is in-house training in trarfic eagineering provided for your emplovees
having traffic engineering responsibilities?

35 Yes 32 No N/A 3 Blank 2

Have you conductaed any training in traffic engineering for vour smployees
having traffic engineering responsibilities?

30 YTes 37 Yo N/A _ 3 Blank 2 __

Are you familiar with any trafiic 2ngineering seminars conducted bv the
Department of Transportation Safecy and Virginia Commonwealth University?

50  ves 20y, N/a O Blank _2

&

A~y

1
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6. What is the highest level of training obtained by the traffic personnel
on your stazf?
tumpar of molovees
, ‘ ey la=tn Yii-2o0f S SiA lg\aqk Iyce 3 Craining Yumber of Iapicvees
s - R +77a) registered jrofessional =mgiceer
L7 B 4 & (b) graduace anginazer -
9 I} 3 4 .8(¢) atranded angineering school
19 1 ) 4 47(3) orevious ralaced job 2xperience
3 3 Lo 4 37{e) inencuse training in craffic angineering on the jod
4 3 34(Z% other (pleasa specify)
A
7. Please list the traffic engineering or highway safety seminars you or
your staff have attended in the past three years.
Number of Seminars Number of Respondents
None 18
6-10 8
More than 10 3
Some 8
Blank 9
8. 0f what professional organizations are you a member?
0 (a) Aperican Society of Civil Znginears
1 (b) Inscituce of Transportation Znginaeers
8 {c) 7irginia Saction, Inscituce of Transvortacion IZanginears
2 (d) American Public Vorks Associlation
4 (e) Other (please specify)
32 Two_or more
3. a. Do vou have written job descriptions for traffic engineering positions
in your jurisdiction?
32 Yes 36 Yo Blank 4
5. Do vou have specific assignment of trarffic engineering responsibilircies
by state or city law or ordinance?

29 ¥

13

s 37 No Blank __6




10. How would you describe the need for the following?

Greas Some Litcle No Mot
Need Need Need k A i
iee laad Applicablae Blank

{a) Zducation/exveri:ance require=

2ents for crarfic sngigeering

2ersonnel 13 31 6 3 12 ....__.7_.
{9) Training in traffic aengineer-

ing for employees having

traffic angineering

ragponsibilicies 2 33 4 1 4 2
{¢) Training (seminars, workshops,

2tc.) in traffic engineering

Jor dolicy makers {lagislacors,

city council, managar, sounty

axecucive, atc.) 20 30 9 3 7 __2_
(d) Ariczen job descripcions ior

traffic angineeriang positions 6 16 20 12 12 6
(e) Formal assignment of traffic : '

anginesring posiziouns 6 14 20 11 13 ——8—
(£) An assessmenc of traffic ,

engineering zanpower neads 13 25 14 4 6 ~8
(3) Additional craffic

anginearing nanpower .1 - __21_ _1.6._ _3__ .—Z- 5

ll. a. ‘Are you responsible for collecting data for the Highway Safety Plan for
the Department of Transportation Safety (Highway Safety Division of
Virginia)?

29 Yes 35" No Partly 3 Blank 5

b. Are you responsible for collecting data for the transportation plan as
required by the Federal Highway Administration and Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Administration in your jurisdiction?

22 Yes 38 No Partly 3 Blank 9

—
(3]
.

Do you maintain an inventory of traific control devices, i.e., signs, siznals,
and pavement markings?

49 Yes 17 No At least one of the above 3 Blank 3

13. How often are analyses performed in vour jurisdiction to evaluats the effactiveness
of traffic and safety improvemenrs?

19 Frequently
40 Occasionalily
9 Seldom
2 Never

2 Blank
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14, How would vou rate the attitude of the public in your jurisdiction coward
traffic operations and safety?

33 (a) Interested and involved
33 (b) Interesced but not invelved
3

(¢) Not interested

3 Blank

15 a. How frequently do you deal with the following organizations?

Never  Jcca=~ Oftan  Routinely Nac
sionally Aoplicable Blank

Y Camsporiacion oo _1 29 20 1 2
(b) ’é':;e:;pc. 3f Trans. _Z___ _{4_1_ i(_)_ LO_ . 4
(2) stace Police 18 31 =2 10 4 4
{(d) Division of Yotor

Venicles 20 29 7 5 _6 —_—2
(e) Your 2lanaing Discrice _4_ 30 ds 17 2 3
(£) adjacent Jurisdiccioas _4__ _%_2_ Lé_ 1_2 ___3_ —T
(g) Your Cicy Coumcil i_ ___8_ _.2_9_ ...2_9. _...9_ —-_5——-
(1) You{ Police Officials — .__é gé. _35_ .._.ﬁ. —2_..
(1) Other (please specify) 1 1 2 __68_

b. Please indicate your working relationship with each of the following
organizations,

xcsllant -io:d Fair ff: s o}.‘g:able Blank

Y Timersaia Y 4l 18 & __ 6 3
(%) va. Dept. of Trans. Safecy 29 28 2 ___ 71 _6
(c¢) Stace Police 3_]_-__ El-_ __i —_— 21_. 4
(d) 2dvision of Mocor Venicles _2__2__ __22 __2 —_— %_ ._j_
(a) Your Placming Discrict Z_Z__ _3_!-__ ___6_ —_— _§_ 3
(£) adjacent Jurisdiczions .zi_ £ ___6__ — _6___ ___2__
(3) Your City Couseil 33 23 2 1. 11 2
(h) Tour Police Officials 43 i 2 6 —2

2 2 68

(i) Other (pleasa speciiy)

C. What problems, if any, have you experienced with any of these ocrganizaticns?
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16, Do vou use any of the following sources of revenue?
fes o Blank
§402 safety funds available chrough Virginia DJepar=tment
of Transportatlon Safety 32 24 9
Other {ederal funds {pleasa specify) 25 6 41
Stace funds 33 5 14
Ocher (please specify) 7 65
17. Indicate those who usually perform or implement the following activitias by
checking the appropriate space(s). Please specify if other persons or
agencies are involved.
Your Jurisdiction's
Cilty or Town | Police Other State Dept. of Other Consultant Contractor Study is Not Other
,Engineer Police Highways | State Performed (please
%C%ty or and Agency spec Lfy
ri.” Engr. ) Trans.
2. Accident studies 26 42 1 1 19 1 2
5. Volume counts 35 2 54 1 1
c. Spaed studies 28 25 1 29 l 6 )
4. Sldewalk and pedestrian
safety 46 18 2 11 1 3 6
a. Evaluation of inter-
section hazards 45 27 3 26 1 2 4 l
f. Skid resistance studies 7 5 2 16 1 1 28 7 2
g. Traffic comerol in
maintenance and
constructiun zones 45 20 4 23 3 2 4
h. Traffic signals -
2 5
(1) Design and timing 40 5 1 32 14 2
{2) Installation 32 3 23 1 3 23 1 [
{3) Operations and i
maintenance 36 2 5 g 15 1 8 1 11
i. Pavement markings - .
2
(1) planning and design 51 7 3 28 3 1 1
(2) tnstallation 43 3 15 1 1 15 1 6
(3) Maintenance 43 1 A 13 ! 6 1 7

i« Traasportation plans 29 3 7 L 35 2 10 1 5 13
«. Transit routes and stops 1_9 3 5 { 14 5 15 12
1. Illumination 36 3 10 5 11 3 2 6 7]7
m. Detours 40 19 i 6 1 f 18 1 2 3 4
n., Turning cestrictions 45 14 5 ' 19 ¢ 1 1 3
~. Truck i !

« JTucX rountes 36 12 6 ' 23 i 7 6
n. School rones 37 23 6 ‘ 18 i 1 2 9
1. Ricyele eoutes 28 6 8 I 13 1 12 8
.. Packing 44 19 8 L 12 1 1 5
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18. a. Do you have a program to identify hazardous locatiocns? Jacl

50 Yes 19 No Blank 3

o. If you have such a program, what method do vou use wmost often to identify
hazardous locations?

(a) Accident rate (accidents per 100 2illion vehicle amilas)

20 (b) Yumber of accidents

2 (¢) Accident severity

2 (d) Other, (please specify)
29 Several methods

3

(a) Yot applicable
Blank

16

19. How are the following traffic operations and highway safety problems usually
identified in vour jurisdiction? (Check one or more categcries as appropriata.)

—_—
. >
~ . =
[ < : e
22| 3% 33 3/ 2
- 3 - 2 “
= ] e = - Q- ’.3. =
3 - -~ U - = - a3 -
. - = 2= > 3 > 3 >~ 2 H
- 2: 3.; -.J a8 N R < o N u ¥
R - 2 3 = - - - : -
Type of Problem I A A B - BT - R I -
. - A ] - Do - 3 < a = = 38
3 2 w B E - s 30 3z - I - R -
3 = - 3 3:3 ) = 3 o< - - S 3
= - [E3] > I nI ng ne Sw—| =z

W

2. Need Ior additional control devices 28 155 50 |40 10 10 2
3. Misaing, damaged or malfunczioning

sraffic concrol devices 55 147 53 {15 1
2. Need Zor improved signal timing 33 142 40 135 3 6 4
d. Meed for additiomal or improved

pavement zarkings 48 135 39 {36 2 5 1
2. Need for skid resistanc creacment 19 7 10 8 c 4 29
., Inadequace or non-existamC roadway

Lignting 15 143 | 27 |24 2 |5 2 5
3. Roadway congestion and capacicy 23 133 32 142 10 8 1
a. Iacersection safecy 27 139 47 138 2 5 2
i. VYNeed Ior school :rossing srotaction 18 |36 43 129 7 2

i. Meed for acher jedescrianm srctaction

18 :4Q 42 137
%. 2arking availability 16 (33 23 139 5 5

o
b~
[\C3 OV]
r..‘

+. Yeed Zor 3peed zoning

|

15 138 |44 139 4 |

a. YNeed for construction signing 31 116 23 141 1 4 2 \

n. 3loadway obstacles 32 33 38 i35 1 2 t
0. Other (please speciiy) 1 ! * 1
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20. How often are the following activities performed?

Never Sxperimencally  Occasiomally Ofcen Routinely oc
‘once ot (snce a Apolicable Blgn!
cwice a vear) =onch) )
(327 adjustment of speed
timics dased un Iur-
sent speed studies 7 13 25 _}_ _l_6_ __Z__ 6
(3) Idencificacion oI sub=-
standard 3r aon~skid
resiscant javemenc 21 9 8 3 8 16 7
(¢) Idencificacion of sub~
standard or deficient
roadway ligncing g f 26 . a8 6 3
(d) Travel and deiay
studies 12 12 25 __2__ __L __é__ 1
(2) 7olume studies 2 29 3 _2-_‘:__ _§__ 4
. 5
(£) Accident anaiysis 1 3 23 9 ___%_?__ __2____ —_—
(g) dYigtway capacicy 1 g8 6
AY-3
analysis 6 14 24 1 3 —
(h) Pedesctrian safecy 3 va 33 4 14 6 5
studies —— —_—
(i) EZvaluaction of exiscing
zzaffic conecrsl devizes 1 4 18 11 34 1 3
and pavement markings - e
(j) Studies relacing acci-
deancs co specific
design features of
the roadway 4 6 23 7 19 6 __Z__
(k) Identificacion of 6 26 2 5
roadside obscacles 5 8 20 —
(1) Studies to decermine
compliance with sign
standards in the
Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control 3 1 22 3 37 3 3
Devices
(@) Idemcification of 4
nazardous locations 7 18 7 36
(n) Other (please specily) 1 71

a. Do vou have a method for establishing priorities for safety orojects?

33 Yes 35 Yo Blank _4

5. If yes, please describe your method

A-10C
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22. a. Do you have a copy of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD)?

66 Yes 4 No Blank 2

b. If yes, do vou use the MUTCD standards when installing signals, signs,
pavement markings, etc.?

‘a) Naver

(b) Occasionally

-

—
-

(e) Oftan

o4 {d) Roucinely
6 Blank

23. Are you familiar with Highway Safety Program Standard 137

19 Yes 48 Yo Blank 5

24, How would you describe the need for improving the following?

Great Some Litcle Mo Noc
Yeed Yeed Veed eed  aipplicable Blank
{a) Methods by which speed zones
are estabiished 2 ,31 21 10 3 5
() Adjustment of speed limits
based on current speed
scudiss - 2 31 19 10 4 6
{c) Ildantificacion of subscandard

or aon~skid resiscant
. pavenent

5

=23 1. 1z 10 5

(d) Development of 3rocedures for
correcting susstandard or noa-
skid cesiscant savement 5 24 18 8 10 7

(8) Development 37 method(s) for
idencifying subscandard oz
deficlent voadway lignting 11 31 13 8 3 6

(£) Simplified tacaniques for
sonduccing =ravel and delay

scudies 9 27 17 7 5 7
() Volume studieas 11 25 17 12 2 5
(1) Identificacion of hazardous

locations - 13 37 12 6 4
{1) Accident analysis .16_ 31 14 4 1 6
) dighway capacicy analysis 16 18 24 6 —2 6
{%) Pedescrian sarfecy 3tudias 15 31 11 6 3 6
(1) Evaluacion sf existing zrarffic

control devices and pavement 14 30 15 7 6

zarkings

{m) Sctudies relacing iccidencs

to specific desizn feacures
9f ifhe roadway 12 36 12 4 1 7

(n) Identificacion of roadside

costaclas 5 31 22 7 1 6

(0} Studies zo decermine
ccapliance with sign
standards iaz =he fanual con

Cniform Traffiz Coaczal lavices 5 19 26 15 2 3

‘p) Other {jiease specify) 1 1 70
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25.

~
~4

How often are the following transportation system management techniques used in
vour area?

Never Ixperi- Occa- Ofcen Rouctinely ot
nengally sionallv Applicable Blank

(a) Eacouraguement of

gooling f(car

pooling, vao

pooling, ete.) 22 11 18 5 6 6 4
(8) Use af prefer-

2ntial lanes 43 2 4 4 3 12 4
{¢) Transiz sriority

at incersections 46 2 3 1 1 13 4
d) ?ark & rvide 29 7 10 7 2 12 5

Izcilitias
(2) Sctaggerad 30 é 12 3 6 11 4

work hours

Are the following a problem in your jurisdiction?
Yes N Do Vot Know Blank
(a) Delay in r=ceiving accident repcrt
‘ information 21 A 4 3
(b) Unmavailability of accident report :
information 15 49 5 3
(c) Deficiencies in accident report
information (inconsistencies in
information, incomplete infor-
mation, etec.) 15 47 7 3
How would you categorize the major tra ¢ engineering prodblems in your
jurisdiction? (Rank them in order of importanc 1 = most importantc,
8 = least important) i . )
L 20 g 3 ] 7 3 31
B i
: SR NS T S A vpo2 % 2
e (a) Funding and budger ; ; ! i
15 | i8 | 13 2 4 *; PN T
(b) Lack of personmel ! . : ; ¢
61 s A, 5 5 2 z
(z) Training of personnel ; i . N
(d) Yeed additional traffic conrzei sevices s ? Sy % s s e 3
(e) Coordination with asther orgsnizacions - = U
(£) Identification of hazardous locacions 2 § 4 3 0 i %12 [ g ; 3 3
(g) Public support COE T O A ; it s ? 2 3 3
{(a) Other (please spec:iiy) 202 [ i 2 i s 4
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28. What do you think could be done to improve traffic operations and safety?

(Rank them in order of importance: | = most important, 9 = least important)

T

(a)
(®)
(e}
(d)

3. 13 4 3 [ 7 3 9 Blank

Increased funding scj s i3 rf2y13) 341 3
additional personnel Bpsprfrysisfst 2t 7

13 {11 13 §17 5 [ 1 2 3
Training for oersounel
Improved traffic conrrol devices S R B LU AU B R L °
Operational measures 615110 116 f1ay 3 4 8
Improved coordinacion with other srganizarcions 3131263z 7432 °
Procedure for identifying hazardous locations sz rliojof3ags 7
Increased public suppor: stap7yr 9l 3 3wzl 3

w
[
-
—

—

Other (please 3pecify)

29, Please list specific traffic engimeering and safety problems in vour area.

30. What traffic engineering and safety problems would you like to see studied?

Please feel free to make any additional comments. Thank you for your time and

cooperation.

A-13
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TRANSPORTATION
HAROLD C. KING, COMMISSIONER

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
DR.FRANK L. REREFORD, JR., PRESIDENT

LEO E. BUSSER, I
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER AND
CHIEF ENGINEER

SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING & APPLIED SCIENCE
JOHN E. GIBSON, DEAN

DR. LESTER A. HOEL, CHAIRMAN

OSCAR K. MABRY DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH COUNCIL

4
JACK H. DILLARD, HEAD MarCh 12 2 ‘9 79 IN REPLY PLEASE

VIRGINIA HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH COUNCIL REFER TO FILE NO.

In recognition of the continuing need to improve the efficiency and
safety of transportation in Virginia, the Virginia Highway and Transportation
Research Council has recently initiated a comprehensive traffic operations and
safety research management program which is being conducted for the Virginia
Department of Transportation Safety. Although traffic and safety research has
been an integral part of the Council's efforts for a number of years, the pro-
gram is to develop a comprehensive long-range plan for research activities in
traffic engineering and highway safety. The research program includes (1) iden-
tifying traffic and safety management problems and research needs in the state,
including those of cities and towns; (2) categorizing and establishing priorities
on major research areas based on identified needs; (3) examining the prioritized
traffic engineering problems; (4) disseminating the results of research through
training, seminars, workshops, etc.; and (35) conducting demonstration projects.

To assist in identifying traffic and safety needs we have prepared the
attached questionnaire which we would appreciate your completing and returning to
us. Please consider each question carefully. The questions have been designed
to determine current problems, and your responses will be used to develop a com-
prehensive program to improve traffic operations and safety in Virginia. We
would appreciate receiving your reply by Monday, April 16, 1979. If you have any
questions, please call Deborah Mitchell or Martin Parker at (804) 377-0290.

Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

JZ#Q«M—/ >4

Jack H. Dillard, Head
VYa. Highway & Transportaticn
Research Council

B-2
TRANSPORTATION — AMERICA’S LIFELINES
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Return Compleced OQuestionnaire To:

Dedborah A. Mitchell

Resa2arch Analvst

Virginia Highway & Transportation Research Council
30x 3817 University Stacion

Caarlocresville, Virginia 22903

Virginia Highway and Transportation Research Council
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

_ IDENTIFICATION OF TRAFFIC AND SAFETY MANAGEMENT NEEDS

Name

Ticle

Name of Organization

Name of Department

Address

Telephone Number ( )

Your assistance and cooperation in completing this questionnaire will assist
in determining traffic engineering and highway safety needs in Virginia. The in-
formation vou provide will be tabulated along with data from other jurisdictions
and summarized in a report. If you have any questions regarding the questionnaire,
please contact Deborah Mitchell, at (804) 977-0290. Please indicate below 1f you
would like to receive a copy of the final report.

Yes, please send me a copy of the f£inal report.

Title: Chief of Police or Assistant 43
Communications Coordinator/Grant Coordinator 4
Other position in police department 10
Safety and Community Support Officer 1
Sherriff 2
Other 6
Blank 0
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1. How would you
activities?

characterize vour role in traffic engineering and hignway safety

(3]
.

3.

4.

administrative
1 (b) research orienced
1 {¢) angineering/operational
3 (d) tachnical assistance
13 (e) other (please specify)
16 Enforcement
10 Blank

a. Is in-house training in traffic engineering provided for your employees
having traffic engineering responsibilities?

6 Yes 38 No N/A 14 Blank 13

b. Have you conducted any training in traffic engineering for your employees
having traffic engineering responsibilities?

2 qas 42 Yo N/A 13 Blank _l4

C. Are you familiar with any traffic engineering seminars conducted by the
Department of Transportation Safety and Virginia Commonwealth University?

24 Yes 28 No N/A 5 Blank 14

Please list the traffic engineering or highway safety seminars you or
your staff have attended in the past three years.

Number of Seminars Number of Respondents
None 24
1-5 9
6-10 1
Some 8
N/A 5
Blank 24

0f what professional organizations are you a member?

(a) American Society of Civil Engineers

(b) Ianstituce of Transportation Zagineers

2 (c) Virginiz Sesction, Iastizuce of Traunsportation Zagineers

(d) Americanm Public Works Associacion

4 (e) Other (please specify}
1 TACP

4 VACOP

8 Two or more

52 Blank
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5 . are you responsible for collecting data for the Highway Safety Plan for
the Department of Transportation Safety (Highway Safecy Division of
Virginia)?

Blank 14
32 Yes 24 Yo N/A 1 ank _ 14

6. Do you maintain an inventory of traffic control devices, i.e., signs, signals,
and pavement markings?

12 ves 43 Yo N/A _ 4 Blank _12

e ——————

7 . How would you rate the attitude of the public in your jurisdiction toward
traffic operations and safety?

25 (a) Interested and involved

32 {b) Interested but not involved
2 (¢) Not interested

12 (d) Blank

8 a. How frequently do you deal with the following organizations?

Never Occa=- Often Roucinely Yot
sionally ipolicable Blank

(a) 7a. Dept. of Highways g

Transportation : 29 13 10 3 12
b) Va. D . 0of T .
®) atangrs °F TrEne 24 22 11 1 13
{c) State Police ] 16 18 18 5 13
(@) Dursion of voror 311 19 25 1 12
(e) Your Planning Discricc 29 14 14 2 12
{£)} Mdjacent Jurisdictions 19 21 15 2 14
(g) Your City Council 1 17 21 15 _.__.3 __.._14
(h) Your Police Officials 3 18 22 10 18
(i) Other (please speciivy) 1 1 2 67

|
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b, Plz2ase indicate your working relationship with each of the following

organizations,
Excellent -f:-:d fair Poor Appﬁzaue Blank

@ zi;niiiiéaiioi“‘“"”" ¢ 21 21 4 1 12
(b) Va. Dept. of Trams. Safety _?1_3__ _]ﬁ_ _4__ S ___2__ 13
(c) 3tate Police 30 21 3 5 12
(d) Division of Motor Vehicles _i_]_._. __2_3_ __2__ - _g_ 13
(@) Your Plamning Discrict 18 21 6 _1 1 13
{f) adjacent Jurisdictions _1_2_ __:_3_3_ _4_. . __2_ 13
(3) four City Council 23 21 _l_ _2_ __3_' 14
(h) Your Police Officials 28 s 2 11 16

3 1 1 66

(1) Other (please specify)

Ce What problems, if any, have you experienced with any of these organizations?

9 . Do ycu use any of the following sources of revenue?

fes Jo Blank
(a) 3402 safety funds available through Virginia Departmenc
of Transportation Safacy 39 11 21
(5) Other Zaderal funds (please specify) 28 5 38
{¢) Stats funds _2_3_ _}E __._.3_4.
(d) Octher {(please spocif-,?) ) 1 3 67

10 . a. Do vou have a program to identify hazardous locations?

39 Yes 12 No N/A 1 Blank 14

e

b. If you have such a program, what method do vou use most often to identify
hazardous locations?

1 (a) Accident rate (accidents ser 100 aillion venicle miles)
15 (b) Number of accidents

1 {e¢) accident severicy

3 (d) Other, {please zpecily)
. 8 (e) Not appiicablia

21 (f)Several of the above
22 (g)Blank

B-6
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11 . How are the following traffic operations and hignway safety problems usually
identified in your jurisdiction? (Check one or more cacregories as appropriate.)

1 | 1 i
PN
t ] i
[ [
[ bz, -t 3
3 | = 3 L -
= > - - > - =
3 - - = - Y -
- = -~ 3 >~ = > 3 - z
U - = 20N D e io=m o P
- £ P=oi EaRT vz - - - ]
Tce of Protlem Z3 O - =~ = -z {4
- - = = - a4 -2 = i
z a -~ 3i 3= z 3z z o -
s = -2 - e ~ 3 - = e
=z 3 s<l Az A= AS L=
;
!

e - e
e e e I e————————
s 1
i

1. Need Ior addiziomal control devices 20 28 19 E 10 15 4 i 1
5. Missing, damaged or zmalluactioning

craffic congrol devices 36 34 7 : 9 5 1
2. Mdewd Icr improved signal timing 20 95 ,‘13 I 12 6 1
d. Mead for addizisnal or improvea | l

savazent RArKIngs 27 25 22 f 4 13 ' 7 1

~1 + o
a. leed Zor skid resistanc Ireaczent 8 | 12 L, A ! 5 1 12 ' 6 1 19
. B : i

. loadeguate or non=existent roadway " .

Tizncing 16 | 2612 2 14| 6 | &
3. Roadway congesgion and <apacity 20 23 ! 20 6 16 4 4
1. latersectlion safecy 21 25 % 26 5 16 6 2
L. hweed Ior schoul crossing srctection 17 27 22 2 14 6 i 2
i. Need for ocher pedestrian procaccion 16 26 ; 19 2 17 !A 6 g 2
Xe Pavking availasiiiszy 18 22 19 4 12 l 4 5
L. VYeed Ifor speed zoning 21 311 23, 4 ' 16 ! 6
2. Need Ior construc:sian sigzning 19 i 18§ 15 i 1 | 13 é 6 3
1,  Roscway obstacies 23 29 : 18 ‘ 2 11 ! 6 i 1

|
|

o. Jther iplease speciiv) I i

12. a. Do vou have a method for establishing priorities for safety projects?

27 Yes 27 No N/A 3 Blank 14

b. If ves, please describe your method

13 . Are you familiar with Highway Safety Program Standard 13?7

18 Yes 38 No Blank 15

B~7



14 . How would vou describe the need for improving the following?

iraat Some Litzle o Yot
Naed Need Veed ‘lead Applicaple Blank
(a) Merhods by which speed zones
are astablished 8 24 13 10 2 _l_é__
(5) Adjustment of speed limits
based on curreat speed 10 19 15 11 2 14
studies ——
(c) Identification of substandard
or non~skid resistant
pavement 8 24 11 7 5 16
{d) Development of procedures for
correcting suostandard or non-
skid resistant pavement 7 25 9 6 7

(e) Development of mechod(s) for
identifying substandard or
deficient roadway liznciag 12 23 11 8 3

(Z) Simplified techniques for

;::::::Lng travel and delay 7 22 14 6 7
(g) Yolume studias 9 23 12 5 5
(h) i:;:iii:ation of hazardous 19 23 13 1 2
(1) Accidenc analysis 14 27 12 2 2
(j) Righway capacicy analysis 7 30 12 4 4
(k) Pedescrian safaty sctudies 13 26 12 3 1

(1) Evaluation of exiscing traffic
controidevices and pavement

aarkings ) 11 32 8 4 2

(m) Studies reiating accidencs
to spaciiic desige featurss

- [ L T T o I s b
+~ (VI8 e R S (V) ~ jun o~

of the roadway 16 25 13 2 2 13
(a) L if £
a} o::::clzizuon of roadside 6 25 19 5 2 14

(o) Studias co decermine
compliance with sign

scandards in che Manual oo 7 20 20 7 2 15
. Unifora Traffic Control Devicas ——
{p) Jther (pleasea specify) 1 7

15. What do you think could be done to improve traffic operations and safety?
(Rank them in order of importance: l = most important, 9 = least important)

1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 :] 9 I Blank
e (8) Incressed funding of 5181515 1213 1 B
——ee (B) addicional personsel 8§ 10 112 7 5 4 3 4 1 17
{c) Triining for personnai 44 8 {14 8 8 4 4 1 1 19
(d) Improved traffic control devices sp s 3 {13 6 7 3 4 3 17
(e) Operacional measures . 1 3 6 12 ¢ 11wt 1o 1 19
{f) Improved coordination with other srganizacions 1§ 4 3 4 2 12 11§13 3 18
{g) Procedure for identilying “azardous locacions 6 7 3 5 9 & 7 9 1 18
(h) Increased public suppor:t 7fv bs P33 ta 132t 7 1 18
(1) Other (pleasa spacify) 2 2 1 a 57
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Please list specific traffic engineering and safety problems in your area.

()

-~
o

17 -

What traffic engineering and sarfety problems would you like to see studied?

Please feel free to make any additional comments. Thank you for your time and
cooperation.
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS & TR&‘Néﬂ‘)R atron
HAROLD C. KING, COMMISSIONER

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
DR. FRANK L.HEREFORD, JR, PRESIDENT
LEO E. BUSSER, 111

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER AND
CHIEF ENGINEER

SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING & APPLIED SCIENCE
JOHN E. GIBSON, DEAN

DR. LESTER A. HOEL, CHAIRMAN
DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING

OSCAR K. MABRY
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH COUNCIL

BOX 3817 UNIVERSITY STATION
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VIRGINIA 22903

JACK H. DILLARD, HEAD Ap ri l 2 7 , 19 79 IN REPLY PLEASE 7.1

VIRGINIA HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH COUNCIL REFER TO FILE NO.

Dear

A copy of the attached questionnaire was mailed to you on
March 15, 1979. After compiling the questionnaires which have
been returned, I noticed we have not received your response,

We would like to have every Virginia community represented
in our survey of traffic operations and safety needs in Virginia.
I would sincerely appreciate your completing the attached ques-
tionnaire and returning it at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Dibovah VLA

Deborah Mitchell
Research Analyst

DM/tt

CC: Mr., J. H. Dillard
Mr. W. S. Ferguson
Mr. M. R. Parker, Jr.

Attachment

C-2
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Issucd November 19, 1971

Highway Safety Program Standard 13*

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING SERVICES

Purpose

To assure the full and proper application of
modern traffic engineering principles and uni-
form standards for traffic control to reduce
the likelihood and severity of traffic acui-
dents.

Standard

Each State. in cooperation with its political
subdivisions. and each Federal department or
agency which controls highways open to
public travel or supervises traffic operations.
shall have a program for applying tratfic
engineering measures and techniques. includ-
ing the use of tratfic control devices, to
reduce the number and severity of traffic
accidents.

. The program as a minimum shall consist
of:

A.A comprehensive manpower develop-
ment plan to provide the necessary tratfic
engineering capability. including:

|. Provisions for supplying tratfic
engineering assistance to those jurisdic-
tions unable to justify a full-time traffic
engineering staff.

2. Provisions for upgrading the skills
of practicing traffic engineers, and pro-
viding basic instruction in traffic engi-
neering techniques to subprofessionals
and technicians.

B. Utilization of traffic engineering prin-
ciples and expertise in the planning, design,
construction. and maintenance of the pub-
lic roadways. and in the application of
traffic control devices.

C. A rtraffic control devices plan includ-
ing:

1. An inventory of all tratfic control
devices.

2. Periodic review of existing traffic
control devices, including a systematic
upgrading of substandard devices to con-
form with standards issued or endorsed
by the Federal Highway Administrator.

3. A maintenance schedule adequate
to insure proper operation and timely
repair of control devices. including day-
time and nighttime inspections.

4. Where -appropriate, the application
and evaluation of new ideas and con-
cepts in applying Control devices and in
modifying existing devices to improve
their etfectiveness through controlled
experimentation.

D.An implementation schedule to utilize
traffic engineering manpower to:

. Review road projects during the
planning, design, and construction stages
to detect and correct features that may
lead to operational safety difficulties.

2. Install satety-related improvements
as a part of routine maintenance and/or
repair activities.

3. Correct conditions noted during
routine operational surveillance of the
roadway system to rapidly adjust for the
changes in traffic and road character-
istics as a means of reducing accident
frequency or severity.

*Administered by the Federal Highway Administration.
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4 Conduct tratfic engineering analy-
ses ot all high accident locations and
develop corrective measures.

5. Analyze potentially hazardous locu-
tions, such as sharp curves. steep grades,
and ruilroad grade crossings and develop
appropriate counter-measures.

6. [dentity traffic control needs and
determine short and long range require-
ments.

7. Evaluate the effectiveness ol spe-

cific traffic contrel measures in reducing
the frequency and severity of traffic
accidents.

8. Conduct traffic engineering studies
to establish traffic regulations such as
fixed or variable speed limits.

II. This program shall be periodically eval-
uated by the State., or appropriate Federal
department or agency where applicable, and
the Federal Highway Administration shall be
provided with an evaluation summary.



