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Executive Summary  
The Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant program, established as part of the Bipartisan 

Infrastructure Law (BIL) in 2022, allocates $5 billion over five years (2022-2026) to support regional, local, 

and tribal initiatives aimed at preventing serious injuries and fatalities from roadway crashes. This funding 

can be used to develop Safety Action Plans or implement project proposals outlined in such plans. 

The Rockingham Planning Commission (RPC) was awarded a planning grant from the first round of SS4A 

to develop regional Safety Action Plans for the four New Hampshire MPOs (NRPC, RPC, SNHPC, and 

SRPC). These comprehensive plans aim to reduce or eliminate serious injuries and fatalities through data-

driven and holistic strategies developed in a transparent and inclusive process. Safety Action Plans include 

required components and are a prerequisite for applying for SS4A Implementation Grant funding. 

A Safety Action Plan is a detailed, data-driven roadmap that outlines specific measures and strategies to 

enhance transportation safety, reduce crash frequency and severity, and ultimately achieve zero fatalities 

and serious injuries. It includes a comprehensive analysis of crash data, identification of high-risk locations 

and behaviors, and targeted interventions. Developed through collaboration with stakeholders such as 

transportation agencies, law enforcement, public health organizations, and community members, the plan 

outlines projects, policies, and ongoing communication efforts to foster a shared understanding and 

responsibility for safety. 

The RPC Safety Action Plan focuses on several key areas. Firstly, it involves analyzing safety data and input, 

where data on reported crashes were scrutinized to identify "hot spots" for historic traffic crashes and 

determine risk factors leading to serious injury and fatal crashes. Local and regional plans and policies 

were reviewed to understand the decision-making tools influencing roadway safety projects, and 

community input was gathered to incorporate the lived experiences of residents, workers, and travelers in 

the region and surrounding areas. Secondly, the plan determines safety problems and emphasis areas by 

summarizing the results of data analysis and community input to identify specific safety issues and 

establish prioritized safety countermeasure recommendations based on road classification. The analysis of 

crash types and emphasis areas revealed patterns and behaviors that can be addressed through a 

comprehensive approach, incorporating engineering, enforcement, education, and emergency response.  

Lastly, strategies are identified by linking the emphasis areas, according to the development context, with 

the elements and principles of the Safe Systems approach. Proven safety countermeasures for engineering 

and infrastructure formed the primary set of strategies, following procedures like the Road Safety Audit 

method. Additional strategies, including education, enforcement, and data collection, were also 

considered. Specific actions were identified for each strategy to create an implementation framework, and 

action items were prioritized for execution in Priority Focus Areas and along the High Injury Network. 

The implementation of the plan involves seeking various funding sources for the outlined actions. The 

RPC region and its partners will strategically align these actions for potential funding through the NHDOT 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), federal discretionary grants such as the Safe Streets for All 

program, and other state and federal funding sources. Implementing these projects will require ongoing 

coordination with partners, including NHDOT, NH Department of Safety, Regional Transit Agencies, and 

local communities. The plan also incorporates performance metrics to monitor ongoing and continuous 

implementation efforts, centered on reducing or eliminating serious injuries and fatalities from roadway 
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crashes. These metrics rely on traditional data sources such as reported crashes, supplemented by 

gathering additional data such as near misses and insights from the experiences of the region residents. 

Updating this plan every five years is essential to align with the latest NH New Hampshire Strategic 

Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), new federal and state funding opportunities, and evolving traffic safety issues 

and priorities. 

The ultimate goal of this plan is to achieve zero deaths and serious injuries on our roadways by 2050. By 

employing a comprehensive and systematic approach, the RPC aims to utilize data-driven methods to 

identify and implement effective countermeasures aimed at reducing crashes in the RPC region. 
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Introduction  

New Hampshireõs Regional Planning Commissions were established by state law 

in 1969 as advisory bodies formed voluntarily by member communities. The 

Rockingham Planning Commission (RPC) was created in 1981 from the merger of 

two smaller commissions. Regional Planning Commissions provide technical 

planning assistance to communities, promote regional cooperation, and conduct 

planning in areas such as transportation, land use, water resources, housing, 

economic development, and emergency management. The RPC is governed by 

a Board of Commissioners, consisting of volunteer  representatives appointed by 

the 27 member communities' Planning Boards and Boards of Selectmen or  

City Councils. 

The Commissionõs region consists of 27 of the 37 Rockingham County communities in Southeast New 

Hampshire. Communities in the RPC region include Atkinson, Brentwood, Danville, East Kingston, Epping, 

Exeter, Fremont, Greenland, Hampstead, Hampton, Hampton Falls, Kensington, Kingston, New Castle, 

Newfields, Newington, Newton, North Hampton, Plaistow, Portsmouth, Raymond, Rye, Salem, Sandown, 

Seabrook, South Hampton, and Stratham. The region has a total population of approximately 196,100. All 

roadways excluding interstates in this region total approximately 1,985 miles.  

The RPC is dedicated to enhancing transportation safety with the goal of eliminating deaths and serious 

injuries from crashes by 2050. This plan outlines the transportation risks, safety data, and strategies for 

improving safety across the region. Implementing this plan will enhance transportation safety for 

residents and visitors alike. Developed with input from various safety partners and stakeholders, this 

Safety Action Plan represents a continuous effort to make safety improvements. The ultimate goal of this 

plan is to achieve zero deaths and serious injuries on our roadways. 

As stated in the RPCõs 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan, safe travel for all road 

users in everyday and emergency scenarios is a primary goal for the regionõs 

transportation system.  

What is a Safety Action Plan? 

The Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant program, established as part of the Bipartisan 

Infrastructure Law (BIL) in 2022, allocates $5 billion over five years (2022-2026) to support regional, local, 

and tribal initiatives aimed at preventing serious injuries and fatalities from roadway crashes. This funding 

can be used to develop Safety Action Plans or implement project proposals outlined in such plans. 

A Safety Action Plan is a strategic roadmap designed to enhance safety within a community or 

organization by identifying risks and outlining specific measures to mitigate them. It begins with a 
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thorough assessment and analysis of potential hazards, gathering data on crashes and near-misses, and 

incorporating input from stakeholders to understand safety concerns comprehensively. 

The plan sets clear safety objectives and establishes performance indicators to measure progress. It details 

actionable steps, such as infrastructure improvements, policy changes, training programs, and public 

awareness campaigns, all within defined timelines. Roles and responsibilities are clearly assigned to ensure 

coordination and accountability.  The plan's execution is continuously monitored to stay on track, with 

regular performance evaluations to measure effectiveness. Periodic reviews allow for adjustments based 

on feedback and evolving circumstances. 

Need for a Safety Action Plan  

Southeastern New Hampshire has a robust highway network that has been strategically developed to 

support the region's high quality of life, strong economy, and distinct community character. Significant 

investments continue to be made in maintaining and improving infrastructure systems to support both 

communities and businesses, and enhance transportation networks to ensure efficient and reliable 

connectivity across the region. In recent years, the region has begun to focus on increasing non-

motorized and public transportation options to help residents adapt to the high cost of energy and to 

provide alternatives to private vehicle use. This effort aims to improve safety, reduce traffic congestion, 

lower emissions, and improve overall accessibility. 

The Rockingham Planning Commission is dedicated to eliminating  fatalities and serious injuries on the 

roadway network. However, progress on improving transportation safety in the region has been limited, 

and people of all ages and abilities continue to be killed and seriously injured in roadway crashes. A first 

step in eliminating fatalities and serious injuries is to conduct a regional safety analysis to better 

understand the patterns and trends behind the 22,105 crashes, 282 serious injuries, and 65 fatalities that 

occurred in the region  in recent years. Understanding the data highlights the critical need for 

interventions in areas such as distracted and impaired driving, intersection safety, and protection for 

vulnerable road users like pedestrians and motorcyclists. The analysis underscores the importance of 

addressing specific groups, including older and teenage drivers, to enhance overall road safety in the 

region. The Safety Action Plan pulls together the analysis and appropriate strategies into a cohesive 

framework that helps the RPC and the local communities identify priorities  and facilitate system 

improvements that help reach the goal of zero fatalities and serious injuries in the region. 

Safe System Approach 

The Safe System Approach is a holistic and comprehensive strategy for road safety that aims to reduce 

the risk of severe injuries and fatalities from road traffic crashes. It is based on the understanding that 

while human error is inevitable, road traffic fatalities and serious injuries are not. It works by building and 

reinforcing multiple layers of protection to both prevent crashes from happening in the first place and 

minimize the harm caused to those involved when crashes do occur. 

Six Principles form the basis of the Approach:  

ý Deaths and serious injuries are unacceptable and the elimination of crashes that result in death 

and serious injuries should be prioritized. 
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ý Humans make mistakes and the transportation system should be designed and operated to 

accommodate certain types and levels of human mistakes and avoid death and serious injuries 

when a crash occurs. 

ý Humans are vulnerable and the transportation system should be designed and operated in a 

manner that accommodates physical human vulnerabilities. 

ý Safety is proactive and tools are available to help prevent crashes rather than reacting only when 

they occur. 

ý Redundancy is crucial and risk can be reduced by strengthening the system so that when one part 

fails other parts still protect people.  

ý Responsibility is shared and all stakeholders are vital to preventing fatalities and serious injuries. 

The Five Elements that form the Safe System address every aspect of crash risk:  

ý Safe Speeds ð promote safer speeds in all roadway environments through context appropriate 

design, education, and enforcement. 

ý Safe Roads ð design roadways to mitigate human mistakes and encourage safer behaviors. 

ý Safe People ð encourage responsible driving and behavior by people who use the roadways. 

ý Post-Crash Care ð Expedite access to post-crash emergency medical care and ensure a safe 

working environment for emergency responders. 

ý Safe Vehicles ð Expand availability of vehicle systems and features that help prevent crashes and 

minimize the impacts of crashes on occupants and non-occupants. 

 

 

Figure 1. Safe System Approach Wheel (FHWA) 
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Safety for All  
Essential to the mission of the RPC is to ensure that safe transportation applies to everyone in the region. 

The RPC 2023 Regional Housing Needs Assessment, 2050 Long Range Transportation Plan, and 

Coordinated Human Services Plan all identify and highlight various communities in our region who may 

face different transportation safety impacts due to factors like vehicle access, age, ability, and income.  

For example, crash data analysis for the Safety Action Plan shows that older adults in the region are 

involved in significantly more crashes than younger drivers. The lack of public transit available for older 

drivers can be a barrier to safely accessing everyday destinations throughout the region. Additionally, 

future trends in transportation like the continuing increase in vehicle height and weight could post a 

greater risk to pedestrians, especially children who are already lower in a driverõs field of vision, and 

people with disabilities. By understanding the demographic groups that are most impacted by certain 

transportation issues, more strategic and effective planning can take place for safer outcomes. 

Improving safety outcomes for everyone in the region also aligns with the RPCõs goal of enhancing fair 

access to jobs, education, healthcare, recreation, commerce, and essential services. Safe, affordable 

transportation options are a key part of how the RPC strives to reduce cost burdens and expand economic 

opportunities for all households in the region. 

The Justice40 Initiative and ETC Explorer 

The now-rescinded Justice40 Initiative was launched in 2021 to confront and rectify decades of 

underinvestment in disadvantaged communities by channeling resources to those most affected by 

climate change, pollution, and environmental hazards. To help guide resources to these disadvantaged 

communities, the Equitable Transportation Community (ETC) Explorer had been developed as part of the 

Justice40 Initiative to evaluate Census Tracts nationally in the following metrics: Transportation Insecurity, 

Health Vulnerability, Environmental Burden, Social Vulnerability, and Climate and Disaster Risk Burden. 

The ETC Explorer was utilized as part of the equity assessment of this Plan to identify the disadvantaged 

communities within the RPC region.  

The process of evaluating Transportation Insecurity, Health Vulnerability, Environmental Burden, Social 

Vulnerability, and Climate and Disaster Risk Burden involves summing ranked normalized indicators for 

each component to generate a composite score. This composite score for each component is then 

percentile-ranked against all other census tracts, both nationally and statewide, through USDOT's 

National Results and State Results dashboards, respectively. 

Census tracts are rated from 0% to 100%, with 0% indicating the least disadvantaged and 100% the most. 

A census tract is deemed disadvantaged if its overall index score places it at or above the 65th percentile, 

a cutoff chosen for consistency with the Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST). This 

percentile threshold was validated through sensitivity analyses for its appropriateness in the Equitable 

Transportation Community (ETC) Explorer. 

To generate an Overall Score, the ranked Component Scores are summed, with Transportation Insecurity 

given double weight based on feedback from the Request for Information (RFI) process and further 

sensitivity analyses. This Overall Score is then percentile-ranked again to produce the Final Index Score, 

allowing a comparative assessment of each census tract's overall disadvantage both nationally and 

statewide. 
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This methodology provides comprehensive insights into the interplay of various factors contributing to 

transportation disadvantage. It offers flexibility in qualifying tracts as disadvantaged and assesses 

cumulative impactsñcombined environmental, social, or economic effects that can be more significant 

collectively than individually. By focusing on cumulative impacts, communities facing the highest 

combined burdens can be identified, thereby enabling more targeted and bene ficial funding for projects 

in those areas. 
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Vision, Mission, & Goal  

Vision 
By employing a comprehensive and systematic approach, we will implement 

data-driven and proven safety measures to reduce crash risks for all road users in 

the RPC region. 

Mission 
Encourage and maintain cooperation among private and public stakeholders in 

implementing the 4 E's strategiesñeducation, enforcement, engineering, and 

emergency responseñto cultivate a safety culture where even one death on RPC 

region roadways is unacceptable. 

Goal 
Reduce the number of fatalities and serious injuries by 50% by 2035, working 

toward 0 by 2050. 
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Safety Action Plan Approach  
RPC implemented the FHWA Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) process to develop the Safety Action Plan. This 

approach is a FHWA Proven Safety Countermeasure.  

Stakeholder Identification   

During this phase of the planning process, the RPC identified additional stakeholders, such as the RPC 

TAC committee and focus group members, to inform the plan. The leadership team simultaneously 

pinpointed further data and research topics and developed a vision statement to articulate the local safety 

culture and desired outcomes for the plan . 

  

Figure 2. Infographic showing the Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) process (FHWA) 
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Public Engagement and Data Analysis  

Data on reported crashes were analyzed to identify hot spots for historic traffic crashes. Further analysis of 

these crashes was completed to determine the risk factors  most closely correlated with  crashes resulting 

in serious injuries and fatalities. Current local and regional plans and policies were reviewed to identify 

local roadway safety priorities projects. Community input was gathered to incorporate the lived 

experiences of residents, social service providers, workers, and travelers using various modes in the RPC 

region and surrounding areas.  

Determin ing Safety Priorities  and Emphasis Areas  

The results of data analysis and community input were summarized to identify specific safety issues and to 

establish prioritized safety countermeasure recommendations based on road classification. The analysis of 

crash types and emphasis areas revealed patterns and behaviors that can be addressed through a 

comprehensive approach, incorporating engineering, enforcement, education, and emergency response. 

Identify ing Strategies and Projects  

Strategies were developed by combining public input from the Safety Action Plan survey and focus 

groups with the data analysis mentioned above, and integration of appropriate elements from the Safe 

Systems Approach (Page 11).  

Evidence-based safety countermeasures for engineering and infrastructure formed the primary set of 

strategies, following procedures like the Road Safety Audit method. The recommended strategies were 

further shaped and refined Specific actions were identified for each strategy to create an implementation 

framework. Action items were prioritized for execution in Priority Focus Areas and along the High Injury 

Network. This plan will be used to refine strategies and develop specific projects, timelines, and cost 

estimates. 

Plan Implementation  

The actions outlined in this plan are strategically aligned for potential funding through the NHDOT 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), federal discretionary grants such as the Safe Streets for All 

program, and other state and federal funding sources. Implementing these projects will require ongoing 

coordination between the RPC, NHDOT, RPC member communities and other partners.  

Future Plan Updates and Evaluation 

This plan incorporates performance metrics to monitor ongoing and continuous implementation efforts. 

These metrics are centered on reducing or eliminating serious injuries and fatalities from roadway crashes. 

They rely on traditional data sources such as reported crashes, supplemented by gathering additional data 

such as near misses and insights from the experiences of the region residents. Updating this plan every 

five years is essential to align with the latest New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP),2 new 

federal and state funding opportunities, and evolving traffic safety issues and priorities. 

 
2 2022-2026 New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan: https://www.dot.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt811/files/inline -

documents/strategic -highway-safety-plan-2022-2026.pdf 

https://www.dot.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt811/files/inline-documents/strategic-highway-safety-plan-2022-2026.pdf
https://www.dot.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt811/files/inline-documents/strategic-highway-safety-plan-2022-2026.pdf
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Outreach Efforts  

The RPC used several methods of outreach to involve the public in the development of the Safety Action 

Plan. A dedicated page on the platform Public Input was created, consisting of an online survey and 

interactive input map . The RPC also organized a sequence of meetings with the projectõs Steering 

Committee, the New Hampshire RPC Transportation Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and focus 

group meetings with  key stakeholders. Focus groups for the plan included bicyclists, motorcyclists, and 

social service professionals who serve people disproportionately impacted by crash injuries and fatalities, 

such as older adults. 

The collective feedback from these meetings guided the project team's development of a series of 

recommendations aimed at improving local roadway safety. The contributions from the general public , 

primarily expressed through the online survey, were critical in capturing a detailed understanding of  local 

experiences and priorities. This engagement was especially valuable as it facilitated input from individuals 

with disabilities, parents of young children, and those lacking access to private motor vehicles. These 

groups are often underrepresented in public involvement processes, but  offer unique perspectives on 

roadway safety. 

Focus Group Meetings 

Three focus-group meetings were conducted to gather input from plan stakeholders. RPC staff facilitated 

detailed discussions with motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, motorcyclists, and social service providers 

located near the regionõs largest overall crash hot spot in Portsmouth. 

The primary objectives of the meetings were to review the Safety Action Plan approach and gain insight 

on public concerns about local roadway safety. The feedback obtained from these meetings was 

integrated with the results from the Public Survey. 

Public Webpage 

For the Roadway Safety Action Plans, a web page was developed and hosted on the Strafford Regional 

Planning Commissionõs website to provide comprehensive information about the Roadway Safety Action 

Plans. This page includes an overview of the Roadway Safety Action Plans and background on the funding 

sourceñUSDOTõs SS4A program. Graphs were included that presented data on fatal and serious injury 

crashes over the past five years for each of the four MPOs, based on information from the New Hampshire 

Department of Transportation. Additionally, the page features details regarding stakeholder and 

committee meetings. To help community members understand the planõs goals, the web page explains 

the Safe System Approach to transportation safety and its alignment with New Hampshireõs SHSP. 

Public Survey  

A critical engagement tool used for the Roadway Safety Action Plan included an online survey. The survey 

featured questions that asked participants to help the project team better understand  the publicõs 

experiences when walking, driving, bicycling, or using a mobility device within the four Metropolitan 

Planning Organization regions in New Hampshire. The survey was published and advertised  on June 7, 

2024, and was open until July 16, 2024. The survey garnered just over 1,000 responses. 
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Respondents were asked to provide information on their demographics, their typical modes of 

transportation, and how safe they feel while using different modes of transportation. The survey also 

included questions about their top road safety concerns related to driver behavior and road conditions, as 

well as space for respondents to suggest potential safety improvements and share specific safety 

concerns. A full list of the questions and summary of the answers is available in Appendix A. 

In addition to the questions, respondents had the option to add markers to an interactive map to 

highlight locations within  each MPO region where they feel unsafe using specific modes of transportation 

and ideas where they would like to see safety improvements. Suggestions for potential improvements 

included road maintenance and condition, pedestrian-friendly infrastructure, expanding bike lanes, 

addressing traffic congestion, enhancing public transportation, better signage and pavement markings, or 

other infrastructure ideas provided by respondents. A total of 1007 individuals completed the online 

survey, with just over 1,700 markers expressing safety concerns and/or ideas for improvements, as shown 

in Figures 3-6. 

Of the 1,729 individual markers placed: 

¶ 809 (47%) related to motor vehicle safety concerns 

¶ 425 (25%) for pedestrian safety 

¶ 334 (19%) for bicycle safety 

¶ 161 (9%) were in the other safety improvement category 
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Figure 3: Map of Motor Vehicle Safety Improvement Requests from Survey 

 

Some key takeaways from the motor vehicle safety questions include: 

¶ Dangerous Intersections:  Survey respondents indicated that intersections in the region can feel 

dangerous due to poor visibility, high speeds, and confusing layouts. 

¶ Speeding Issues: Speeding was one of the most common concerns among the public input 

received. Respondents suggested reducing speed limits and increasing patrolling of high -speed 

crash locations and implementing traffic calming measures such as speed bumps and medians.  

¶ Traffic Signal Improvements:  The responses from public outreach showed support for better 

traffic signal synchronization and the addition of new traffic signals at busy intersections to 

improve traffic flow and safety.  

¶ Roundabouts:  Several respondents suggested adding or improv ing existing roundabouts to 

reduce intersection crashes related to human error  and reduce congestion. 

¶ Signage Improvements:  Better signage is needed to guide drivers, especially at confusing 

intersections and traffic circles. Improved signage can help reduce accidents and improve traffic 

flow. 
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¶ Visibility Issues:  Poor visibility due to overgrown vegetation, parked cars, and inadequate 

lighting is a common concern  among the public . Respondents suggested trimming vegetation, 

improving lighting, and removing  or relocating parking spaces away from intersections and 

crosswalks to enhance sightlines. 

¶ Road Maintenance:  roads in poor condition as a potential safety hazard. Roads and bridges in 

need of maintenance can result in crashes and related public safety concerns. 

¶ Enforcement of Traffic Laws:  Public input received for the plan indicated  a need for better 

enforcement of traffic laws, including speed limit enforcement , yielding to pedestrians, and 

obeying traffic signals. Increased police presence and the use of traffic cameras are suggested to 

deter violations. 
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Figure 4: Map of Pedestrian Safety Improvement Requests from Survey 

 

Some key takeaways from the pedestrian input include: 

¶ Need for More Crosswalks: There is a significant demand for additional crosswalks in various 

areas to enhance pedestrian safety. 

¶ Improved Sidewalks, Winter Maintenance, and Accessibility Enhancements: Respondents 

emphasized the need for better-maintained sidewalks, including addressing gaps, repairing 

existing pathways, and ensuring ADA compliance. Furthermore, maintaining clear sidewalks 

during winter is crucial for pedestrian safety, as many become impassable due to snow and ice. 

Additionally, there was frequent reference to enhancing accessibility for individuals with 

disabilities which includes installing curb ramps and ensuring sidewalks are navigable for 

wheelchairs. 

¶ Better Lighting: Improved lighting at intersections, mid-block crossings and along sidewalks is a 

common request to ensure pedestrian visibility and safety, especially at night. 
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¶ Traffic Calming Measures: There were multiple calls for implementing traffic calming measures 

such as speed bumps, narrower roads, and better signage to slow down vehicles in areas of high 

pedestrian activity. 

¶ Pedestrian Signals and Signage: Enhanced pedestrian signals, including countdown timers and 

flashing signs, are needed to make crossing streets safer for pedestrians. 

¶ Addressing Dangerous Intersections: Specific intersections have been identified as particularly 

dangerous for pedestrians, requiring immediate modification or  redesign. 

¶ Enforcement of Traffic Laws: Better enforcement of existing traffic laws, such as no-turn-on-red 

rules, speed limit enforcement, and yielding to pedestrians at crosswalks, is necessary to improve 

pedestrian safety. 

  

Figure 5: Map of Bicycle Safety Improvement Requests from Survey 
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Some key takeaways from the bicycle input include: 

¶ Strong Desire for Protected Bike Lanes: Many respondents emphasized the need for physically 

separated bike lanes to ensure cyclist safety, as painted lines alone are not sufficient. 

¶ Improvement of Existing Infrastructure and Integration with Public Transport: There were 

multiple calls for the enhancement and extension of existing bike lanes and trails. In addition, safe 

access for bicyclists traveling from town to town was identified as a priority. Respondents 

emphasized the need for better integration of bike lanes with public transport routes to facilitate 

more seamless multi-modal  connections. 

¶ Traffic Calming Measures: Several comments suggested implementing traffic calming measures, 

such as reducing/enforcing speed limits, narrowing lanes, and adding properly designed and 

placed rumble strips, to make roads safer for people on bicycles. Note that bicyclist safety should 

be considered when evaluating whether to install rumble strips on narrow shoulders. 

¶ Education and Enforcement: Respondents highlighted the need for better education and 

enforcement of traffic laws for both motorists and cyclists to improve safety and compliance. This 

also included improved data collection on crashes involving vulnerable road users and better 

documenting in crash reports when driver distraction was likely a contributing factor, even if there 

was no citable offense.  

¶ Visibility and Signage: Improved signage to alert drivers to the presence of bicyclists and to 

indicate shared roadways was a common suggestion. 

¶ Addressing Specific Dangerous Areas: Many respondents pointed out specific areas that are 

particularly dangerous for bicycling and need immediate attention, such as busy intersections, 

roundabouts, and roads with high-speed traffic. 

¶ Community Engagement and Support: Encouraging community support and engagement in 

promoting bicycling as a safe and viable mode of transportation was seen as important. 
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Some key takeaways from the other safety input include: 

¶ Street Lighting: Participants indicated a need for improved lighting at several intersections and 

along routes throughout the region to improve visibility and safety for drivers, pedestrians, and 

cyclists. 

¶ Secure Bike Parking: As bike infrastructure expands, secure bike racks can reduce the risk of bike 

theft and encourage more people to bicycle. 

¶ Crosswalk Signage: There is a demand for improved crosswalk signage and closer spacing of 

crosswalks along higher-volume local roads, near transit facilities, and at intersections to prevent 

crashes and near misses. 

¶ Public Transit Expansion: There was strong support in the public input received for expanding 

public transit services, including more frequent buses, longer operating hours, and better 

connectivity between towns to improve safe access for all road users, including those who are 

unable to drive due to age or health reasons. 

Figure 6: Map of Other Safety Improvement Requests from Survey 
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¶ Traffic Signal Adjustments: Suggestions included reconfiguring traffic signals during peak hours 

and implementing adaptive signal timing to improve traffic flow, improve safety for crossing 

pedestrians and bicyclists, and to reduce roadway hazards related to congestion. 

¶ Speed Control: Respondents expressed support for better speed enforcement and traffic calming 

measures, such as speed bumps and stop signs, to ensure less collisions between vehicles and 

other roadway users. 
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Existing Efforts  

2022-2026 New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan  

The New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is an integral component of the State's 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP). This Federal-aid program utilizes funds to implement 

strategies and countermeasures aimed at reducing fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. Each 

State receives HSIP funding and develops a report to indicate how the money will be used on 

infrastructure related projects that align with the SHSPõs Critical Emphasis Areas (CEAs). 

The RPC Safety Action plan follows a process similar to the  data-driven and multidisciplinary effort to 

develop the SHSP. In both plans, safety is the top focus, and both have emphasis areas outlining the key 

crash types and risks, listing specific strategies for addressing the safety problems. Both approaches use 

the Safe System approach. Through this comprehensive approach, New Hampshire aims to create a safer, 

more sustainable transportation environment that protects all road users and supports the state's vision 

of zero traffic-related fatalities and serious injuries. 

SHSP Critical Emphasis Areas (CEAs)3 

Intersections ð The junction of two or 

more roadways. 

Roadway Departure ð Crashes 

involving drivers drifting out of their 

lanes into opposing traffic or off the 

roadway. 

Distracted Driving ð Any non-driving 

activity that a person engages in while 

driving that causes inattentiveness or 

distracts them from the primary task of 

driving. Four main types of distraction 

are visual, manual, cognitive, and 

drowsiness. 

Impaired Driving  ð Driving under the 

influence of alcohol and/or drugs.  

Speed and Aggressive Driving  ð 

Speeding is driving above speed 

reasonable and proper for the roadway 

conditions. 

 
3 New Hampshire 2022-2026 Strategic Highway Safety Plan 

Vehicle Occupant Protection ð Vehicle 

occupant protection is the proper use of 

seat belts, child safety restraints, and 

other vehicle safety features that help to 

avoid or reduce the severity of injuries 

that might result from a crash. 

Older Drivers ð Crashes involving 

drivers aged 65 and older. 

Teen Traffic Safety ð Crashes involving 

drivers 18 and under. 

Vulnerable Roadway Users 

(Motorized) ð Crashes involving 

motorcyclists or other motorized 

vulnerable roadway users (i.e., scooters 

or Off-Highway Recreational Vehicles 

[OHRVs]). 

Vulnerable Roadway Users (Non -

Motorized) ð Crashes involving 

pedestrians (including wheelchair users), 

bicyclists, and e-bikes. 
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Local, Regional , and State  Plans 
Local, regional, and state transportation plans were reviewed for relevance to roadway safety and 

alignment with Safety Action plan goals and strategies. Plans reviewed included the following:  

State Plan Summaries 

2022-2026 New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) 
The 2022-2026 New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is an ambitious initiative aimed at 

achieving zero fatalities and serious injuries on state roadways. Focus areas include intersection safety, 

preventing roadway departures, and mitigating distracted and impaired driving through education and 

stricter enforcement. The plan also addresses speed management, vehicle occupant protection, and safety 

improvements for vulnerable road users like pedestrians, cyclists, and motorcyclists. Collaboration with 

local, regional, and national entities is essential, along with community involvement and stakeholder 

engagement. The SHSP emphasizes a data-driven, adaptable approach for deploying targeted safety 

interventions and enhancing regional safety efforts. It provides a valuable framework for regional safety 

action plans by advocating for prioritizing interventions in high-risk areas based on data analysis. The plan 

develops targeted strategies for each critical emphasis area, tailored to specific regional needs, ensuring 

continuous improvement through regular reviews and updates based on new data and feedback. 

2022 New Hampshire Highway Safety Plan (HSP) 
The New Hampshire Highway Safety Plan (HSP) is a detailed strategy aimed at enhancing the safety of all 

road users in the state. This plan builds on previous efforts and incorporates updated data and 

methodologies to address current safety challenges effectively. Developed by the New Hampshire Office 

of Highway Safety, the plan targets key issues such as speeding, impaired driving, and seatbelt usage, 

citing increases in speed-related fatalities and impaired driving incidents as critical areas of concern. To 

address these issues, the HSIP combines education, enforcement, and engineering solutions, including 

public awareness campaigns, stricter penalties, increased police presence, and roadway improvements. 

The plan relies on data-driven decision-making to allocate resources effectively, monitor the success of 

interventions, and make necessary adjustments. Collaboration with local, regional, and national 

organizations and community involvement is emphasized to align safety efforts and share best practices. 

Overall, the HSP provides a thorough framework to improve road safety and foster a safer driving 

environment statewide. 

2023 New Hampshire Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
The 2023 New Hampshire Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan outlines a comprehensive strategy aimed at 

enhancing the safety and accessibility of active transportation across the state. Building on previous 

efforts, the plan integrates recommendations from the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) and aims to 

make all modes of travel, including biking and walking, safer and more convenient for users of all ages 

and abilities. Key elements include addressing pedestrian fatalities, which accounted for 9% of total 

roadway fatalities between 2015-2019; enhancing infrastructure, and promoting policies such as Complete 

Streets in various communities. The plan also stresses the importance of developing a network of bike 
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facilities and addressing gaps in the sidewalk infrastructure to encourage more sustainable and healthy 

transportation options. Through these measures, the state aims to create a safer and more connected 

environment for pedestrians and cyclists. 

2023 New Hampshire Vulnerable Road User Safety Assessment (VRUSA) 
The 2023 New Hampshire Vulnerable Road User Safety Assessment (VRUSA) is a crucial initiative focused 

on enhancing the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists on the state's roads. This assessment is a critical part 

of New Hampshire's Highway Safety Improvement Program and primarily aims to reduce the rising 

number of fatal and serious crashes involving these vulnerable groups through data-driven analysis. 

Mandated by federal guidelines, the VRUSA identifies high-risk areas and proposes targeted strategies 

and interventions to address these risks. Key actions include improving road design, increasing public 

awareness, and fostering collaborations among various stakeholders, including local, regional, and 

national organizations. The assessment also emphasizes continuous improvement and adaptation based 

on ongoing data collection and feedback, ensuring that New Hampshire's roads become increasingly 

safer for non-motorists. 

2024 New Hampshire HSIP Implementation  Plan 
The 2024 New Hampshire Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Implementation Plan is a 

targeted initiative mandated due to the state's failure to meet significant safety performance measures in 

2022. It focuses on critical areas such as reducing fatalities and improving safety for all road users, 

especially vulnerable road users like pedestrians and bicyclists, through data-driven efforts. Developed by 

the New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT), the plan integrates strategies across 

education, enforcement, and engineering solutions to address key safety issues including speeding, 

impaired driving, and inadequate seatbelt usage. Emphasizing collaboration, the HSIP Implementation 

Plan involves partnerships with local, regional, and national organizations to enhance safety measures and 

share best practices. This comprehensive approach ensures continuous improvement, guided by regular 

updates and feedback based on emerging data. 

Local & Regional Plan Summaries  

2015 Rockingham Planning Commission Regional Master Plan  
The 2015 Rockingham Planning Commission (RPC) Regional Master Plan provides a comprehensive 

framework for the region's development, with a significant emphasis on transportation. The transportation 

section addresses several critical issues and challenges, such as aligning limited financial resources with 

the growing needs of the transportation network. The plan emphasizes the preservation, maintenance, 

and modernization of the existing transportation system, aiming to improve safety and operational 

efficiency. Key safety takeaways include the implementation of traffic calming measures, enhancement of 

road infrastructure, and development of pedestrian and bicycle pathways to improve safety for non-

motorized users. The plan also integrates "Complete Streets" elements to ensure that streets are designed 

for safe use by all, regardless of age, ability, or mode of transportation. By following these strategies, the 

RPC aims to create a safer, more efficient, and sustainable transportation network, while promoting 

regional collaboration and long-term resilience. 
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2050 Long Range Transportation Plan  
The 2050 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) developed by the Rockingham Planning Commission is a 

federally mandated planning document that outlines significant transportation infrastructure 

improvements for the next 25 years. Covering the Metropolitan Planning Area, the LRTP addresses key 

areas including automotive, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and freight transportation. The plan sets specific 

goals, strategies for achieving them, and performance metrics to monitor progress. Utilizing data-driven 

analysis and continuous public involvement, the LRTP prioritizes projects designed to enhance regional 

connectivity, safety, and sustainability. Compliance with federal regulations as per 23 CFR Part 450.324 

ensures the plan integrates effectively with broader regional and national transportation strategies. By 

focusing on land use coordination, multimodal connectivity, and fiscal constraints, the plan aims to 

develop a comprehensive and resilient transportation network that addresses current conditions and 

anticipates future needs. 

2025-2028 Rockingham Planning Commission Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP)  
The 2025-2028 Rockingham Planning Commission Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a 

structured, multi-year initiative that presents a prioritized list of transportation projects slated for 

implementation within the Metropolitan Planning Organization area over four Federal fiscal years (2025-

2028). This TIP was officially adopted on March 12, 2025, and is developed collaboratively by the RPC, 

regional transit agencies, and the New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT). The TIP 

focuses on addressing regional transportation needs through projects aimed at enhancing connectivity, 

safety, and infrastructure for various transportation modes, including automotive, transit, bicycle, and 

pedestrian paths. It aligns with the broader Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and adheres to federal 

regulations, ensuring consistency and coordination with the Statewide Transportation Improvement 

Program (STIP). Regular amendments and updates are incorporated to reflect evolving priorities and 

regulatory compliance, supported by community and stakeholder engagement to maintain the program's 

responsiveness to the region's dynamic transportation challenges. 

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)  
The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) of the Rockingham Metropolitan Planning Organization 

outlines the planning priorities and tasks to be addressed within each two-year period (currently 2024-

2025), emphasizing a unified approach to transportation planning. Required under the 3Cs (Continuing, 

Cooperative, Comprehensive) metropolitan planning process, the UPWP ensures compliance with 

Metropolitan Planning Rules. The document specifies the sources and amount of available funding to 

achieve these objectives, providing a comprehensive overview of all activities to be undertaken by the 

MPO, prioritizing projects, and ensuring the development of a safe, reliable, and sustainable 

transportation network. It integrates planning efforts across different levels of government and 

community stakeholders, thereby fostering regional collaboration and addressing both state and local 

transportation needs. 
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Data Analysis  

Background  
This Safety Action Plan is driven by data analysis that identified when, where, and how crashes occurred in 

the Rockingham Planning Commission (RPC) region. Fatal, serious injury, minor injury, possible injury, and 

property damage only crashes were analyzed for the period of 2018-2022. Non-fatal crash data which is 

managed by the Department of Motor Vehiclesõ DMV VISION Crash Records Management System (CRMS) 

was distributed to the consultant for analysis. The data source for fatal crashes was the federally 

maintained Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS). 

For the development of the Safety Action Plan, the RPC analyzed crash data identifying when, where, and 

how crashes in the RPC region occurred. By analyzing crash data from 2018 to 2022, RPC has identified 

crash patterns and trends to consider in safety planning efforts. This analysis includes all crash types, from 

minor incidents to those resulting in serious injuries or fatalities. 

Data sources include the Department of Motor Vehiclesõ Crash Records Management System (CRMS) for 

non-fatal crashes and the federally maintained Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) for fatal crashes. 

This Safety Action Plan prioritizes crashes with the most severe outcomes in fatalities, serious injuries, and 

minor injuries to guide safety improvement recommendations. By aligning with the emphasis areas 

outlined in the 2022-2026 New Hampshire Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), RPC can focus its efforts 

on high-impact locations, policies, and programs for moving towards zero roadway deaths. This 

coordinated approach supports the long-term goal of eliminating traffic fatalities and serious injuries in 

the region by 2050. 

Key Findings 
During the five-year period from 2018 to 2022, the RPC region experienced notable trends in crash 

severity and contributing factors. There were 65 fatal crashes, 282 resulting in serious injuries, and 2,270 

causing minor injuries. Despite a reduction in total crashes during 2020, coinciding with COVID-19 

restrictions, the number of serious injury crashes remained high, suggesting that decreased traffic 

volumes may have led to higher speeds and more severe outcomes. The overall proportion of crashes 

resulting in fatalities or injuries increased from 11% in 2018 to 13.3% in 2022, underscoring a growing 

safety concern. The data indicates that roadway departures, speed, aggressive driving, and improper 

occupant protection were significant factors in fatal crashes, highlighting the need for targeted safety 

interventions. 

The emphasis area analysis further identified key factors in crash occurrences, with Older Drivers, 

Distracted Driving, and Occupant Protection as the most frequently recorded emphasis areas. Notably, 

Vulnerable Motorized Users (motorcycles and mopeds) and Vulnerable Non-Motorized Users (bicycles 

and pedestrians) had the highest rates of fatal, serious, or minor injuries, at 60% and 57%, respectively. 

These findings emphasize the critical need for strategies targeting specific risky behaviors, such as 

speeding and aggressive driving, especially among vulnerable road users. Additionally, the overlap 

between different emphasis areas, such as impaired driving and road departures, illustrates the complex 

nature of crash causation. Addressing these issues through improved road designs, enhanced 
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enforcement, and public education could significantly advance efforts to reduce fatal and serious injury 

crashes by 50% by 2035, and achieve the ultimate goal of zero fatalities by 2050. 

General Trends 

During the 5-year period from 2018 to 2022 , there were 65 fatal crashes, 282 crashes resulting in serious 

injury, and 2,270 minor injury crashes in the RPC region. Figure 7 shows the trend of fatal, serious, and 

minor injury crashes.  

Figure 7: Fatal, Serious, and Minor Injury Crashes by Year, RPC 
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Table 1 shows the total number of crashes across levels of severity ð fatal, serious injury, minor injury, 

possible injury, and property damage only.4  Total crashes reached a low in 2020, during the widespread 

COVID-19 related restrictions. However, the decrease in total crashes did not decrease the number of 

serious injuries. In fact, during this five-year period, the second highest total for serious injury crashes was 

recorded in 2020. A potential reason is that as traffic volume decreases, more open roads allow drivers to 

drive faster, leading to more severe injury outcomes. Over the 5-year period between 2018 and 2022, the 

overall percentage of crashes that resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury5 increased each year. In 2018, 

11% of crashes resulted in fatality, serious injury, or minor injury, but by 2022, the proportion increased 

to13.3%.  

Table 1: Crash Totals by Severity 

Crash Severity 
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Row Total  

Fatal 17 9 9 14 16 65 

Serious Injury 46 56 60 58 62 282 

Minor Injury  471 505 369 417 508 2,270 

Possible Injury 192 218 191 168 187 956 

Property Damage Only 4,135 4,312 3,036 3,425 3,624 18,532 

Column Total 4,861 5,100 3,665 4,082 4,397 22,105 

 

 

 
4 Victims who suffer a serious or minor injury experience broken bones, severe or medium bleeding, unconsciousness, and 

dislocations. Possible injury involves minimum bleeding, scrapes, and/or bruises. Source KABCO Injury Classification Scale and 

Definition s ð FHWA (chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://highways.dot.gov/media/20141 ). 

5 The KABCO scale is a functional measure of the injury severity for any person involved in the crash. K-Fatal Injury, A-Suspected 

Serious Injury, B-Suspected Minor Injury, C-Possible Injury, and O-No Apparent Injury  
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Emphasis Area Analysis 

Table 2 shows the total crashes recorded in the region  during the 5 -year period from 2018-2022. The 

emphasis areas are the primary factors involved in New Hampshire crashes as identified in the SHSP. SHSP 

emphasis areas are listed as rows and broken down by injury severity as columns. Please note that the 

columns do not add up to the ôTotalõ shown in the column header as crashes can often involve multiple 

emphasis areas at once ð for example, a crash involving a distracted driver who is speeding and driving 

while impaired would involve three emphasis areas. 

The three emphasis areas with the most crashes in the RPC were: 

ý Older Drivers (4,514 crashes) 

ý Distracted Driving (4,341 crashes) 

ý Occupant Protection (2,387 crashes). 

The ôPercent of Emphasis Area Resulting in KAB column in Table 2: Crash Severity by Emphasis Area shows 

the percent of total crashes for each emphasis area that resulted in a fatal (K), serious (A), or minor (B) injury. 

The three emphasis areas with the highest occurrence of fatal, serious, and minor injuries are Vulnerable 

Motorized Users ð Motorcycles/Mopeds (60%), Vulnerable Non-Motorized Users ð Bikes/Pedestrians (57%), 

and Speed and Aggressive Driving (28%).  

Table 2: Crash Severity by Emphasis Area 

SHSP Emphasis 

Area Crashes 

Fatal 

(K) 

n=65 

Serious 

Injury 

(A) 

n=282 

Minor 

Injury 

(B) 

n =2,270 

Possible 

Injury (C) 

n = 956 

Property 

Damage 

Only (O) 

n = 18,532 

Percent of 

Emphasis 

Area 

Resulting in 

KAB 

Percent 

of Total 

KAB 

Row 

Total 

Intersections 14 7 126 62 862 14% 6% 1,071 

Roadway Departure 38 54 298 115 1,401 20% 15% 1,906 

Distracted Driving 4 44 527 217 3,549 13% 22% 4,341 

Impaired Driving 18 50 196 58 752 25% 10% 1,074 

Speed and 

Aggressive Driving 

26 17 81 12 300 28% 5% 436 

Occupant 

Protection 

37 68 386 138 1,758 21% 19% 2,387 

Older Drivers (65+) 20 64 531 217 3,682 14% 24% 4,514 

Teen Drivers (18 

and Younger) 

5 11 224 82 1,743 12% 9% 2,065 

Vulnerable 

Motorized Users ð 

Motorcycles and 

Mopeds 

16 77 240 48 176 60% 13% 557 

Vulnerable Non-

Motorized Users ð 

Ped/Bikes 

8 11 91 16 67 57% 4% 193 
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The three emphasis areas that accounted for the greatest proportion of the 65 fatal crashes during the 5-

year period were: 

¶ Roadway Departure (38 crashes, 58%), 

¶ Speed and Aggressive Driving (26 crashes, 40%), 

¶ Occupant Protection (37 crashes, 57%).  

Figure 8Error! Reference source not found.  shows the crash severity outcomes for these three emphasis 

areas. The large proportion of fatal crashes versus non-fatal crashes indicate that crashes involving 

roadway departures, speed, aggressive driving, and occupant protection are disproportionately fatal . For 

instance, Speed and Aggressive Driving was a factor in only 1% of non-fatal Roadway Departure crashes, 

but 47% of fatal crashes. Similarly, improper occupant protection was a factor in 12% of non-fatal 

roadway departure crashes, but 47% of fatal crashes. This high level of overlap can be addressed through 

recommended strategies identified in this plan.  Countermeasure strategies that address these emphasis 

areas can help make significant progress in reaching the target of a 50% reduction in fatal and serious 

injury crashes by 2035 and 0 fatal and serious injury crashes by 2050.  
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Figure 9: Crash Severity Share by Emphasis Area for Remaining Emphasis Areas 

Figure 9Error! Reference source not found. shows the remaining 7 emphasis areas. Teen Drivers are evenly 

distributed across all crash severities, indicating that crashes related to Teen Drivers are not 

overrepresented or underrepresented in any severity. Older Drivers are slightly overrepresented in fatal 

crashes but are otherwise evenly distributed across non-fatal severities. Crashes involving bicyclists and 

pedestrians (Vulnerable Non-Motorized Users) are overrepresented in fatal crashes, accounting for 12% of 

fatal crashes, but 4% of serious and minor injury crashes. Vulnerable Motorized Users ð 

Motorcycles/Mopeds are overrepresented in fatal and serious injury crashes, while Distracted Driving is 

underrepresented in those crash severities. Gathering accurate data on Distracted Driving is difficult, and 

it is thus believed to be underreported  as a contributing factor . 

Emphasis Area Highlights  
The following section highlights important crash factors for the following five emphasis areas, which 

represent the three with the highest proportion of fatal crashes and the two vulnerable road user 

emphasis areas; Roadway Departure, Occupant Protection, Speed and Aggressive Driving, Vulnerable 

Motorized Users ð Motorcycles and Mopeds, and Vulnerable Non-Motorized Users ð Bicycles and 

Pedestrians. 
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Roadway Departure 

¶ There were a total of 1,906 crashes involving a Roadway Departure during the 5-year period. 

¶ 38 (58%) of the 65 fatal crashes during the 5-year period involved a Roadway Departure. 

¶ Approximately 20% of all Roadway Departure crashes resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury. 

¶ Of the 38 fatal Roadway Departure Crashes, 18 (47%) also involved Speed and Aggressive Driving. 

¶ 13 (34%) of the 38 Roadway Departure crashes occurred on a curved roadway. 

¶ 22 (58%) of the 38 Roadway Departure crashes occurred in dark lighting conditions. 

Occupant Protection 

¶ There were a total of 2,387 crashes involving improper Occupant Protection during the 5-year 

period.  

¶ 37 of the 65 fatal crashes (57%) during the 5-year period involved improper occupant protection. 

During the 5-year period, the average seat belt usage rate was 74% in New Hampshire, and 91% 

Nationwide 6. 

¶ Approximately 21% of all Occupant Protection crashes resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury. 

¶ 11 (30%) of the 37 fatal Occupant Protection crashes involved Impaired Driving. 

¶ The rate of unbelted occupants is higher in the early morning hours (12:00 AM through 5:00 AM).  

Speed and Aggressive Driving 

¶ There were 436 crashes involving Speed and Aggressive Driving during the 5-year period. 

¶ 26 (40%) of the 65 fatal crashes during the 5-year period involved Speed and Aggressive Driving. 

¶ 28% of Speed and Aggressive Driving Crashes resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury. 

¶ 12 (46%) of the 26 fatal Speed and Aggressive Driving crashes also involved Impaired Driving. 

¶ 62% of fatal crashes involving Speed and Aggressive Driving occurred in dark lighting conditions. 

Lower traffic volumes in the late evening and early morning hours allow for drivers to reach 

higher speeds, which leads to more severe injury outcomes in crashes.  

 

 
6Seat Belt Use in 2022 ð NHTSA (https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/Publication/813487 ) 
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Figure 10: Percent of Crashes with an Unbelted Occupant, By Hour 

 

Figure 11: Percent of Crashes Involving Speed and Aggressive Driving, By Hour 
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Vulnerable Motorized Users ð Motorcycle and Mopeds 

¶ There were a total of 557 crashes involving a Vulnerable Motorized User during the 5 -year period. 

¶ 16 (25%) of the 65 fatal crashes involved a Vulnerable Motorized User during the 5-year period. 

¶ Approximately 60% of all Vulnerable Motorized User crashes resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor 

injury. This is the highest rate of all emphasis areas. 

¶ 9 (56%) of the 16 fatal crashes involved riders not wearing a helmet (Occupant Protection). 17% of 

serious and minor injury crashes involved no helmet usage. 

¶ 8 (50%) of the 16 fatal Vulnerable Motorized User crashes also involved Speed and Aggressive 

Driving by the operator . 

¶ 8 of the 16 (50%) fatal Vulnerable Motorized User crashes occurred on a Local Road or Street. 

Vulnerable Non-Motorized Users ð Pedestrians and Bicycles 

¶ The database included  a total of 193 crashes involving a Vulnerable Non-Motorized User during 

the 5-year period, though  actual numbers were likely higher these types of crashes are often not 

reported 

¶ Approximately 57% of all Vulnerable Non-Motorized User crashes resulted in a fatal, serious, or 

minor injury. 

¶ 8 (12%) of the 65 fatal crashes involved a Vulnerable Non-Motorized User during the 5 -year 

period. 

¶ The 8 fatal crashes occurred on three different road classifications ð Minor Arterial (4), Principal 

Arterial (2), and Local Road or Street (2). 

¶ 171 (89%) of the 193 Vulnerable Non-Motorized User crashes occurred in a non-intersection 

location. This includes 6 of the 8 fatal crashes, and 10 of the 11 serious injury crashes. 

¶ Approximately 16% of fatal, serious, and minor injury Vulnerable Non-Motorized User crashes 

involved an older driver, 5% involved a teen driver, and 15% involved a distracted driver.  

Crossmatrix Analysis  
When a crash occurs, there can be multiple factors that caused the crash. When analyzing crashes to 

identify trends in emphasis area involvement, we acknowledge the same possibility ð there can be an 

older driver, who is not wearing their seatbelt, and hit s a pedestrian. Stated another way, a single crash 

can involve multiple emphasis areas. Table 3 below shows the overlap between emphasis areas in crashes 

that resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury ð the percentages listed are in reference to the emphasis 

area in the column header. For example, 25% of Impaired Driving crashes also involved a Roadway 

Departure.  

The highest overlap in Table 3 is observed at the intersection of Impaired Driving and Occupant 

Protection. Approximately 32% of Impaired Driving crashes also involved improper Occupant Protection 

(unbelted passengers). This overlap indicates that multiple risk-taking behaviors are often factors in a 

crash. Enhanced enforcement of Impaired Driving, increased outreach in schools, and media campaigns 

can target the overlap of these risk-taking behaviors. The second highest overlap in Impaired Driving 

crashes are Roadway Departures, with 25% of Impaired Driving crashes involving a Roadway Departure.  

Strategies for addressing Teen Driver safety should emphasize the dangers of distracted driving. While 

teen drivers were involved in approximately 9% of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes, 28% of those 
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crashes involved distracted driving. Distracted driving is believed to be underreported in non -fatal 

crashes, and therefore the level of involvement may be even higher. 

Approximately 22% of people in the RPC are aged 65 or older, however, it is unknown what percent of 

older people have a driverõs license. In the RPC, 24% of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes involved 

people aged 65 or older. Older drivers were involved in 31% of fatal, serious, and minor injury intersection 

crashes during the 5-year period, which is the highest percent overlap for the Older Driver emphasis area. 

While the aging process affects everyone differently, intersection design should meet the needs of older 

drivers, which may include installing high-visibility signal backplates, high-visibility signage, and the 

distribution of educational materials which advise the public on new design elements.  

Itõs also important to note the disparities that are present in the chart. For example, only 8% of Motorcycle 

and Moped crashes involved Speeding, however, approximately 21% of Speeding involved crashes 

involved a motorcycle or moped. This suggests that while speeding is not a prevalent problem for all 

motorcycle or moped involved crashes, speeding crashes that involved a motorcycle or moped operators 

disproportionately result in a fatal, serious, or minor injury due to their vulnerability and lack of prote ction. 

This disparity highlights the point that safety improvements that target a specific problem --  for example 

road diets to reduce speeding --  can provide an outsized benefit to other goals, like reducing the severity 

of Motorcycle and Moped crashes. 
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Table 3: Fatal (K), Serious (A), and Minor Injury (B) Crashes Crossmatrix Analysis 

Percent of 

2018-2022 RPC 

region crashes 

resulting in 

fatal, serious, 

and minor 

injury crashes 

(KAB) 

Intersections 
Roadway 

Departure 

Distracted 

Driving 

Impaired 

Driving 
Speeding 

Occupant 

Protection 

Older 

Drivers 

(65+) 

Teen 

Drivers (18 

and 

Younger) 

Motorcycles 

and Mopeds 

Bikes and 

Pedestrians 

Intersections - 2% 6% 3% 6% 5% 7% 8% 5% 11% 

Roadway 

Departure 
4% - 13% 25% 20% 22% 10% 9% 12% 2% 

Distracted 

Driving 
23% 19% - 12% 3% 23% 20% 28% 13% 15% 

Impaired 

Driving 
5% 17% 6% - 26% 17% 5% 3% 8% 10% 

Speeding 5% 6% 1% 12% - 7% 2% 7% 8% 1% 

Occupant 

Protection 
16% 28% 20% 32% 27% - 17% 17% 13% 8% 

Older Drivers 

(65+) 
31% 16% 21% 11% 10% 22% - 12% 17% 16% 

Teen Drivers (18 

and Younger) 
14% 5% 11% 3% 14% 8% 5% - 5% 5% 

Motorcycles and 

Mopeds 
10% 10% 7% 10% 21% 9% 9% 7% - 2% 

Bikes and 

Pedestrians 
8% 1% 3% 4% 1% 2% 3% 2% 1% - 

Total 6% 15% 22% 10% 5% 19% 24% 9% 13% 4% 

High Degree of Overlap  

Moderate Degree of Overlap  

Low Degree of Overlap  
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Systemic Analysis  
The systemic analysis for this plan used crash trees to identify multiple factors that are at play in each crash. 

While the crossmatrix exclusively analyzes emphasis area involvement in crashes, the systemic crash tree 

analysis incorporates several other data fields that are of interest. For example, road classification, weather 

conditions, lighting conditions, road curvature, and crash types. The Systemic Analysis is distinguished from 

the High Injury Network analysis by its inclusion of crashes on all road classifications. The High Injury Network 

excludes crashes on limited access roadways, such as interstates and freeways. Crash data used to develop the 

crash trees were retrieved from two different sources, the FARS database for fatal crashes and New Hampshire 

Statewide crash dataset for all other injury crashes. The FARS database and New Hampshire Statewide crash 

dataset do not contain the same data categories and information for each crash, therefore it is not possible to 

create crash trees containing both fatal and injury crashes.  

Crash Tree: Crashes Involving Speeding 
The crash tree below shows a breakdown of fatal crashes that involved speeding during the 2018-2022 period 

in Rockingham. The crash tree also includes roadway classification and urban vs rural designation. Of the 26 

fatal crashes that involved speeding during the five-year period, 12 (46%) occurred on a Local Road or Street. 

This finding provides an opportunity for focused speeding enforcement on Local Roads and Streets and may 

indicate that roadway design on Local Roads and Streets is too welcoming to speeding drivers.  
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Speeding Involved Fatal Crashes RPC, 2018-2022 

Figure 12: Speeding Involved Fatal Crashes Crash Tree 
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The data on suspected serious and minor injury crashes indicates that a significant portion occurs on major 

collectors, especially in urban areas, with 75 out of 98 crashes (77%) happening on major collectors, and 63 of 

these (84%) occurring in urban settings. This underscores that urban major collectors are the primary locations 

for serious injury crashes related to speeding, with fewer incidents occurring on other road types like minor 

arterials and principal arterial interstates. In contrast, the data on fatalities related to speeding shows a 

different distribution. Out of 26 total fatalities, only a small portion occurs on major collectors (2, or 8%), all of 

which are in urban areas.  

The crash tree below shows a breakdown of suspected serious injury crashes that involved speeding during 

the 2018-2022 period in Rockingham. The crash tree also includes roadway classification and urban vs rural 

designation. Of the 17 suspected serious injury crashes that involved speeding during the five-year period, 11 

(65%) occurred on a Friday, Saturday or Sunday during a non-peak hour. This finding provides an opportunity 

for focused speeding enforcement at the end of the week and weekends during off peak hour times.  
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Figure 13: Speeding Involved Suspected Serious Injury and Suspected Minor Injury Crashes Crash Tree 
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Crash Tree: Pedestrian Involved Crashes 
 

 

When analyzing the location of pedestrian involved fatal crashes, the systemic analysis indicated that five of the 

six crashes occurred away from an intersection, and five of the six occurred during the nighttime. Improving 

lighting along corridors where pedestrians are common, and introducing mid-block crossings with Pedestrian 

Refuge Islands where there are long stretches between crosswalks is recommended to encourage the use of 

safe crossings for pedestrians. Other pedestrian safety infrastructure includes Rectangular Rapid Flashing 

Beacons (RRFBs) and Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBs). 
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Figure 14: Speeding Involved Suspected Serious Injury Crashes Crash Tree 

Speeding Involved Suspected Serious Injury  Crashes RPC, 2018-2022 
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Fatal Pedestrian Crashes RPC, 2018-2022 
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Figure 15: Pedestrian Crashes Crash Trees 
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Figure 17: Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (PHB) 

(Source: FHWA) 

Figure 16: Crosswalk Visibility Enhancements 

(Source: FHWA) 
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Crash Tree: Location of Fatal Crashes 
The following crash tree shows breakdown of fatal crashes, based on whether they occurred at an intersection. 

Intersections are a natural conflict point since they are the convergence of road users traveling in different 

directions, however most fatal crashes (78%) occurred away from an intersection. Furthermore, 33 of the 51 

non-intersection crashes (65%) did not involve a collision with a motor vehicle. Crash types for those 33 crashes 

include fixed object crashes (23), rollover crashes (2), pedestrian (5) or bicycle involved crashes (1), falling or 

jumping from a vehicle (1), and striking a railway car (1). This finding directs focus toward other road design 

factors, like roadway curvature, pedestrian safety at non-intersection locations, and presence of fixed objects at 

non-intersection locations. It also indicates that improving intersection safety at four-way intersections, 

including signal timing and signage and other improvements can help to reduce the number of fatal crashes. 

 

Figure 18: Fatal Crashes Crash Tree 

 

Building on Figure 18, which categorizes fatal crashes by their occurrence at intersections, a crash tree was 

developed to further break down these crashes by rural and urban environments. The majority of fatal crashes 

(86%) occurred in urban settings. Of the 65 fatalities, nine (14%) took place in rural areas, and eight of these 

nine rural fatalities (89%) occurred away from intersections. Additionally, six of those eight non-intersection 

rural crashes (74%) did not involve another motor vehicle. 

In urban settings, 43 out of 56 fatal crashes (77%) happened away from intersections. Among these 43 

crashes, 27 (64%) did not involve another motor vehicle. The crash tree demonstrates that fatalities in both 

rural and urban areas predominantly occur away from intersections and do not involve another vehicle. 
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These findings support the previous crash tree's conclusions, highlighting the need for countermeasures 

focused on other road design factors, such as roadway curvature, pedestrian safety at non-intersection 

locations, and the presence of fixed objects at non-intersection locations. 

 

Figure 19: Fatal Crashes Crash Tree (Urban/Rural Split) 
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Equity Analysis  
The U.S. Department of Transportation identifies census tracts that face a cumulative burden as a result of 

underinvestment in transportation, across five measures: Transportation Insecurity, Climate and Disaster Risk 

Burden, Environmental Burden, Health Vulnerability, and Social Vulnerability7. Census tracts are considered 

òTransportation Disadvantagedó if the overall index score for a given tract is in the 65th percentile (or higher) 

when compared to all other U.S. census tracts. Data from the USDOT Equitable Transportation Community 

(ETC) explorer were analyzed to identify tracts in Rockingham that were considered Transportation 

Disadvantaged on a nationwide level.  

There is one census tract in the RPC that is òTransportation Disadvantagedó, tract 1071 in Portsmouth. This 

census tract faces a high environmental burden, and high social vulnerability (Table 4). Some of the factors 

that determine environmental burden are toxic release sites proximity, percent of housing stock built before 

1980 and impaired surface water. Factors that determine social vulnerability include, percent of population 

aged 65 and older, limited English proficiency, housing cost burden, and unemployment rate. The RPC as a 

region, however, scores above the 65th percentile in transportation insecurity, indicating that the region faces 

transportation insecurity. Tract 1071 is not considered transportation insecure.  

 

Table 4: USDOT Transportation Disadvantaged Index Summary, RPC 

Census Tract Climate & 

Disaster Risk 

Burden 

Environmental 

Burden 

Health 

Vulnerability 

Social 

Vulnerability 

Transportation 

Insecurity 

Tract 1071 58 89 40 73 56 

Average for RPC 22 47 25 23 75 

Hot Spot Maps  
 

During the 5-year period, there were 525 total crashes (2%) that occurred in a Transportation Disadvantaged 

census tract in the RPC. Of those 525 crashes, 68 (13%) resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury Figure 20 

shows the òhot spotsó where there are relatively large concentrations of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes 

(in orange) and òcold spotsó (in blue) where lower relative concentrations exist. Census tracts that are 

considered òTransportation Disadvantagedó are shaded gray. The highest concentrations of fatal, serious, and 

 
7 Transportation Insecurity  ð occurs when people are unable to get to where they need to go to meet the needs of their daily life 

regularly, reliably, and safely.  

Environmental Burden  ð includes variables measuring factors such as pollution, hazardous facility exposure, water pollution, and the 

built environment.  

Social Vulnerability  ð a measure of employment, educational attainment, poverty, housing tenure, access to broadband, and housing 

cost burden. 

Health Vulnerability  ð assesses the increased frequency of health conditions that may result from exposure to air, noise, and water 

pollution, as well as lifestyle factors such as poor walkability, car dependency, and long commute times. 

Climate and Disaster Risk Burden  ð reflects sea level rise, changes in precipitation, extreme weather, and heat which pose risks to the 

transportation system.  

For more information, please visit the USDOT Equitable Transportation Community (ETC) Explorer ð Understanding the Data - 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/0920984aa80a4362b8778d779b090723/page/Understanding-the-Data/ 
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minor injury crashes during the 5-year period were in Portsmouth and Salem. Other areas of high 

concentration were in Seabrook, Epping, Greenland, Plaistow, and Hampton.  

  

Figure 20: Fatal, Serious, and Minor Injury Hot Spots 
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High Injury Network  

Figure 21 shows the High Injury Network (HIN) corridors for the RPC region. The High Injury Network analysis 

identifies a subset of roads in the RPC where a high proportion of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes 

occur. The analysis identifies which road each fatal, serious, or minor injury crash occurred on, and attributes 

each crash to the correlating roadway segment. Crashes with geographic (XY) coordinates that are greater 

than 100 feet from a road, and crashes occurring on limited access highways (ex: interstates) were excluded 

from this analysis. Crashes on limited access roads were excluded to focus improvement recommendations on 

roads which are maintained by local governments. 

Each roadway segment must be at least a half mile in length and have at least six fatal, serious, or minor 

severity crashes to qualify for the analysis. Crashes are multiplied by the crash cost values shown in Table 5 

and divided by the length of the roadway segment. Segments are then ranked from 1 to 50 based on the 

highest to lowest crash cost scores. 

Table 5: Crash Costs for New Hampshire (Source: Crash Costs for Highway Safety Analysis, FHWA) 

Crash Severity Crash Cost 

Fatal or Serious Injury $1,328,148 

Minor Injury $111,200 

There were a total of 2,322 fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes over the 5-year period in  the RPC region. 

On the 50 corridors included in analysis, there were 811 fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes. In total, the 

High Injury Network makes up only 7% of the road network in the RPC region but accounts for 35% of fatal, 

serious, and minor injury crashes. The 47 miles of Principal Arterial roads (such as NH 101, 125, 111, etc.) on 

the HIN make up 70% of all Principal Arterial roads in RPC. The 38 miles of Minor Arterial (such as Ocean 

Boulevard, Market Street, NH 33) make up 46% of all Minor Arterial roads. Combined, Principal Arterial and 

Minor Arterials are the road class for 66% of HIN crashes. The rows in Table 6 are organized by road 

classification hierarchy, where Interstates typically carry high volumes of traffic at high speeds, and local roads 

typically carry lower volumes at the lowest speeds. 

Table 6: HIN Summary by Road Classification 

Road Classifications Total Eligible 

Crashes 

Total 

Miles 

HIN 

Crashes 

% HIN 

Crashes 

HIN 

Miles 

% HIN 

Miles 

Interstate* 210 64 0 0% 0 0% 

Principal Arterial - 

Other Freeways and 

Expressways 

251 79 0 0% 0 0% 

Principal Arterial - 

Other 

428 68 385 40% 47 31% 

Minor Arterial 398 82 234 37% 38 44% 

Major Collector 391 206 127 15% 29 22% 

Local 535 1,199 59 8% 14 4% 

No Functional System** 75 245 0 0% 0 0% 

Grand Total 2,322 1,975 811 100% 129 100% 

*Note that many roads classified as Interstate were excluded from this analysis since they are considered limited access 

highways. 

** Roads with no functional classification either lack classification identifying data or are private roadways. 
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Figure 21: High Injury Network and Disadvantaged Census Tracts 
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Census Data Overrepresentation Analysis 

Additional analysis compared Transportation Disadvantaged census tracts with census tracts for key 

underserved populations. These census tracts show areas where there are higher populations than the rest of 

the RPC region for the following demographic groups:  

¶ Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) populations 

¶ Persons with a disability 

¶ Persons aged 65 and older 

¶ Persons in poverty 

¶ Zero vehicle households 

¶ Households with limited English proficiency 

This analysis identifies overrepresented populations on a region wide scale, helping to provide the basis for 

certain safety countermeasure recommendations. For example, areas where poverty rates are higher would 

benefit from countermeasures that emphasize safety for alternative, less expensive modes of transportation 

like transit, walking, and bicycling. Areas with Limited English Proficiency should provide educational materials 

and conduct transportation safety outreach in languages other than English. Census tracts with high rates of 

disabled persons should conduct public outreach to identi fy the needs of the community and employ 

appropriate safety countermeasures. 
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BIPOC Populations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The region wide average for people who identify as Black, Indigenous, or a person of color is approximately 

9%. There are several census tracts throughout the region where BIPOC account for 25% to 33% of the census 

tract population. Approximately 29% of people in tract 1003.02 and 34% of people in tract 1004.01 (both in 

Salem) identify as Black, Indigenous, or a person of color. Approximately 26% of people in tract 1071 

(Portsmouth), which is a Transportation Disadvantaged tract, identify as Black, Indigenous, or a person of 

color.  

 

Figure 22: BIPOC Populations by Census Tract 
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Persons with a Disability 

The region wide disability rate is approximately 11%. While most census tracts that have a higher disability 

rate are still within 5% of the region wide average, a census tract in Kingston (tract 1051) and a tract in 

Seabrook (tract 630.01) have rates of approximately 18%.  

 

 

Figure 23: Persons with a Disability by Census Tract 
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Limited English Proficiency 

The region wide rate of people with limited English proficiency is approximately 1%. Census tracts 1003.02 

and 1004.01 (both in Salem) have the two highest rates in the RPC region, with rates of 7% and 9% 

respectively. Tract 1071 (Portsmouth) has the third highest rate, at 6% -- this tract is Transportation 

Disadvantaged. Ensuring that educational materials for road and transportation safety are available in 

languages other than English is important for bridging the language barrier. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24: Limited English Proficiency by Census Tract 
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Persons Aged 65 and Older 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approximately 22% of people are aged 65 and older in the Rockingham Planning Commission region. Tract 

630.04 in Seabrook has the highest percent of residents aged 65 and older. Many of the census tracts with 

higher rates of people aged 65 and older are on coastal census tracts. As we age, we can become more 

susceptible to injury, reaction time can become slower, and safe driving abilities can be reduced. Itõs important 

to note that, while everyone ages, aging does not affect everyoneõs abilities in the same ways. When 

considering safety improvement countermeasures, RPC may offer older driver education programs and 

consider how the needs of older drivers differ from other driver groups in the region. 

Figure 26 shows all crashes involving an older driver that resulted in a fatal, serious, or minor injury. These 

crashes are overlaid on census tracts with a higher-than-average rate of residents who are aged 65 or older 

(as also shown in Figure 25). Census tract labels are not shown to prioritize the clarity of the crash data. 

Figure 25: Persons Aged 65 and Older by Census Tract 
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Approximately 40% of older driver crashes resulting in a fatal, serious, or minor injury occurred in a shaded 

census tract, compared to 39% of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes involving all age groups.  

 

 

Figure 26: Older Driver Crashes Overlaid on Tracts with a Higher-than-Average Rate of Persons Aged 65 

or Older, RPC 
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Persons in Poverty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The region wide poverty rate is approximately 5%. The four census tracts with the highest poverty rates are 

tract 620 (17%, East Kingston), tract 650.08 (14%, Hampton), and tracts 1071 (12%, Portsmouth) and 630.04 

(12%, Hampton). Countermeasure recommendations in census tracts with higher rates of poverty should be 

selected with the consideration that households in poverty are more likely to use transportation modes other 

than cars for some or all of their trips. Countermeasures should emphasize providing safety for pedestrians, 

bicyclists, and transit users.  

During the 5-year period, approximately 47% of all fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes occurred in census 

tracts where the poverty rate was higher than the RPC region average ð in comparison, 45% of possible injury 

and property damage only crashes occurred in these census tracts, indicating a slight overrepresentation of 

Figure 27: Persons in Poverty by Census Tract 
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higher injury outcomes. Approximately 46% of bicycle and pedestrian crashes with a fatal, serious, or minor 

injury also occurred in census tracts where the poverty rate was higher than the RPC region average.  

Zero Vehicle Households 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Zero vehicle households are households that do not have access to at least one vehicle. The rate of zero 

vehicle households in RPC is approximately 1%. The rate of zero vehicle households is highest in tracts 630.01 

(7%, Seabrook), 1003.01 (6%, Salem), and 550.02 (5%, Raymond). During the 5-year period, approximately 35% 

of all crashes occurred in a census tract where a higher-than-average amount of households do not have 

access to at least one vehicle. Bicycle and pedestrian crashes resulting in a fatal, serious, or minor injury were 

slightly overrepresented in these census tracts, accounting for 36% of such crashes (Figure 29). 

Figure 28: Zero Vehicle Households by Census Tract 
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Figure 29: Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes Overlaid on Higher-than-Average Rate of Zero 

Vehicle Households, RPC 
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Prioritization of Safety Countermeasure 

Improvements  
The following safety recommendations are categorized based on roadway functional classification and crash 

emphasis area. The recommendations have also been prioritized based on which crash emphasis areas 

contribute to the greatest share of fatal, serious, and minor injury crashes in the region.  

Prioritization by Road Classification  
The following section provides safety countermeasure recommendations that are prioritized by road 

classification, in the following order: 

1. Major Highways (Principal  and Minor Arterial Roads)  Principal and minor arterial roads are 

higher-volume highways intended for statewide  and interstate travel. Principal arterial roads in 

the region include NH Route 4, NH 101 and NH 125. Minor arterial roads include NH 108 and NH 

111. While bicycle and pedestrian travel on some minor arterials like NH 108 is legal and fairly 

common, principal arterial roads primarily serve vehicle travel at higher speeds. These roads are 

typically owned by the Federal Highway Administration or NHDOT. 

2. Collector roads . Collector roads typically accommodate a lower traffic volume connection 

between arterial and local roads. For example, NH 27 is a collector road that connects NH 101, a 

principal arterial, to local roads in Epping, Exeter, Brentwood, and Raymond. This makes NH 27 a 

more suitable route for some vulnerable road users like bicyclists who seek lower volume 

connections between downtowns and local roads, such as Watson Road in Exeter. These roads are 

most often owned by NHDOT or other state agencies. 

3. Local roads . Local roads are owned by municipalities and typically include residential streets, side 

streets, and other lower volume town roads . These roads provide access to local residences and 

businesses. 

 

   
Principal Arterial: NH 125, 

Plaistow, NH 

Collector: NH 27 (Epping Road), 

Exeter, NH 

Local: Main Street, 

Newmarket, NH 

 

Figure 30: Representative Roadways by Classification 
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Roadway classifications are prioritized in the plan based on how frequently that classification was found on 

the High Injury Network (HIN). During the 2018-2022 period, 40% (385) of fatal, serious, and minor injury 

crashes that occurred on the HIN were on Principal Arterial roads, and 37% (234) were on Minor Arterial roads. 

Approximately 15% occurred on Collector roads, and 8% occurred on Local roads. Limited access roads -- 

which include interstates (such as I-95), freeways, and expressways ð were excluded from the high injury 

network analysis and are excluded from this prioritization. The order in which the road classifications are 

presented also follows road hierarchy principles: Arterial roads typically carry the highest volume of traffic and 

provide access to commercial activity centers while being disconnected from dwellings. Collector roads and 

local roads each carry lower traffic volumes, and are less connected to commercial activity, and provide more 

direct access to neighborhoods.  

Each road classification is presented with two or more example corridors from the HIN that are representative 

of corridors with the same classification. Examples of infrastructure focused countermeasure 

recommendations are then provided. These countermeasure recommendations are not exhaustive. Please see 

the  Strategy Tables section for a complete list of actions that may be taken to reduce fatal, serious, and minor 

injuries. 

Arterial Roads 
 

Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To 

Street 

Calef Highway (NH 125) 1 Epping Brentwood 

Border 

Lee Hill 

Road 

Road Classification: Minor Arterial 

Context: Two-lane undivided to four-lane divided scenic commercial, recreational, and residential street with 

high pedestrian traffic.  

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Lane narrowing/striping edge lines 

¶ Speed feedback signs 

¶ Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) 

¶ Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHBs) 

¶ Bicycle lanes 

¶ Crosswalk visibility enhancements 

¶ Road diets 

¶ Improve lighting along roadways  

¶ Install/repair sidewalks where necessary 
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Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Route 111 3 Hampstead   

Road Classification: Principal Arterial 

Context: Rural/Two-Lane Arterial 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Center/edge line rumble strips 

¶ Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves 

¶ Clear zone management 

¶ Systemic stop-controlled improvements  

¶ Lane narrowing/striping edge lines 

¶ Speed feedback signs 

Collector Roads 
 

Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Route 27 5 Raymond Dudley Road Prescott Road 

Road Classification: Collector Road 

Context: Regional collector ranging from two lane rural design with shoulders to two lane small town 

commercial activity. 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves 

¶ Center/edge line rumble strips; note that bicycle safety should be considered when determining where 

to install these. 

¶ Clear zone maintenance 

¶ Improve lighting along roadways  

¶ Speed feedback signs 

¶ Transverse rumble strips where speeds drop in towns 
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Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Route 286 33 Seabrook Washington Street Ocean Boulevard 

Road Classification: Two Lane Collector Road 

Context: Low-density residential connector with passing zones 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Center/edge line rumble strips; note that bicycle safety should be considered when determining where 

to install these. 

¶ Clear zone maintenance 

¶ Systemic stop-controlled improvements  

¶ Lane narrowing/striping edge lines 

¶ Speed feedback signs 

¶ Access management 

Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Atlantic Ave 24 North Hampton Hobbs Road Ocean Boulevard 

Road Classification: Two Lane Collector Road 

Context: Suburban Residential 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves 

¶ Clear zone management 

¶ Systemic stop-controlled improvements  

¶ Improve lighting along roadways 

¶ Speed feedback signs 

¶ Center/edge line rumble strips; note that bicycle safety should be considered when determining where 

to install these. 
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Local Roads 
 

Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Batchelder 9 Seabrook Dexter Drive Route 107 

Road Classification: Local Road 

Context: Low density industrial, medium density residential 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Center/edge line rumble strips  

¶ Clear zone management 

¶ Systemic stop-controlled improvements  

¶ Lane narrowing/striping edge lines  

¶ Speed Feedback Signs 

¶ Widen paved shoulders 

¶ Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves 

Street Name:  

 

HIN Rank City From Street To Street 

Railroad Ave 17 Seabrook Lafayette Road Centennial Street 

Road Classification: Local Road 

Context: Low density residential 

Countermeasure Recommendations: 

¶ Appropriate speed limits for all users 

¶ Improve lighting along roadways  

¶ Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves 

¶ Clear zone management 

¶ Speed feedback signs 

¶ Centerline/edge line rumble strips  
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Prioritization by Emphasis Area  
The following section prioritizes safety countermeasure recommendations based on emphasis area 

involvement. The chosen emphasis areas were overrepresented in fatal, serious, and minor injury outcomes. 

Safety recommendations that are based on road classification versus recommendations based off of emphasis 

area involvement can be seen as two sides of a coin. While prioritizing roads based on road classification is a 

proactive systemic approach which focuses on entire corridors, analyzing crash outcomes for emphasis area 

involvement is more of a reactive approach. 

 Prioritizing safety countermeasures which address emphasis areas which are overrepresented in fatal, serious, 

and minor injuries will result in the greatest reductions in more severe injury outcomes. 

 

 

Roadway departure 

 

 

 

 

Speeding and aggressive driving 

 

 

 

 

Occupant protection (seat belt usage) 

 

 

 

 

Impaired driving 

 

 

 

 

Vulnerable motorized users (motorcycles and mopeds) 

 

 

 

 

Vulnerable non-motorized users (pedestrians and bicyclists) 
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Countermeasure Context Emphasis Area Addressed 

Enhanced delineation for horizontal curves All contexts 

 
Improve lighting along roadways All contexts 

 
Transverse rumble strips Suburban, rural 

 
Centerline and edge line rumble strips Suburban, rural 

 
Clear zone management Suburban, rural 

 
Appropriate speed limits for all users All contexts 

 
Road diets All contexts 

 
Speed feedback signs All contexts 

 
Widen/pave shoulders Suburban, rural 

 
 

Install Safety EdgeSM treatment Suburban, rural 

 
High Friction Surface Treatment Suburban, rural 
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Countermeasure Context Emphasis Area Addressed 

Speed humps/tables Urban, suburban, 

low speed rural 

 
Adopt an adult seat belt law All contexts 

 
Promote seat belt education campaigns All contexts 

 
Adopt a motorcycle helmet law All contexts 

 
Conduct high visibility enforcement All contexts 

  
Medians and Pedestrian Refuge Islands Urban, suburban 

 
Leading Pedestrian Interval Urban, suburban, 

rural 

 
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) Urban, suburban 

 
Crosswalk Visibility Enhancements Urban, suburban, 

rural 

 
Bike Lanes Urban, suburban 
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Strategy Tables  
Emphasis Area:   Intersections 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of intersection crashes. 

Success Metric:   Reduce the number of intersection crashes by 50% by 2035. 

Table 7: Intersections 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΝЮΝаНÉǃƚƣĲůŔĦНċƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰНŸŉНũŸƽрĦŸƚƣНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНċƣНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚ 
ΝЮΝЮΝ ÅĲĬƨĦĲНũĲŉƣрƣƨƖŰНĦŸŰǰŔĦƣƚНĤǃН

ƖĲĦŸŰǯŊƨƖŔŰŊНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚНƽŔƣőН
ƖŸƨŰĬċĤŸƨƣƚЯНƖĲƚƣƖŔĦƣĲĬН
ĦƖŸƚƚŔŰŊНÖрƣƨƖŰƚНыÅ9ÖÑьЯНŸƖН
ůĲĬŔċŰНÖрƣƨƖŰƚНы~ÖÑьЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÖƖĤċŰЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН[ĲĬĲƖċũН
?ŔƚĦƖĲƣŔŸŰċƖǃЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΥ cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΝЮΞ fůƓƖŸƻĲНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНƚŔŊŰċŊĲН
ċŰĬНũŔŊőƣŔŰŊНƣŸНŔůƓƖŸƻĲН
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНƻŔƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΥΥΝН
ыŰŔŊőƣƣŔůĲь 

cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΝЮΟ ĬĬНũĲŉƣрƣƨƖŰЯНƖŔŊőƣрƣƨƖŰЯНŸƖН
ĦĲŰƣĲƖНƣƨƖŰНũċŰĲƚНċƣН
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚНƽőĲƖĲНƚƓĲĲĬƚНċƖĲН
ƣŸŸНőŔŊőНƣŸНƣƨƖŰНƚċŉĲũǃНƣŸНŸƖНŉƖŸůН
ċНƖŸċĬƽċǃЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

[ĲĬĲƖċũН
?ŔƚĦƖĲƣŔŸŰċƖǃЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[НƻċƖŔĲƚ ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΝЮΠ 9ŸŰƻĲƖƣНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚНċƣНƣŸƽŰН
ŊċƣĲƽċǃƚНƣŸНƖŸƨŰĬċĤŸƨƣƚНƣŸН
ƚũŸƽНƚƓĲĲĬƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

[ĲĬĲƖċũН
?ŔƚĦƖĲƣŔŸŰċƖǃЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΠΤΟ 

cŔŊő xŸŰŊ 

ΝЮΝЮΡ ÉĲƓċƖċƣĲНũĲŉƣНƣƨƖŰНũċŰĲƚНċŰĬН
ŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƓƖŸƣĲĦƣĲĬНũĲŉƣНƣƨƖŰН
ƚŔŊŰċũНƓőċƚĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΤΥ cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΝЮΣ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƚǃƚƣĲůŔĦН
ċƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰНŸŉНůƨũƣŔƓũĲНũŸƽрĦŸƚƣН
ĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНċƣНƚƣŸƓр
ĦŸŰƣƖŸũũĲĬНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[НƻċƖŔĲƚ cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΝЮΝЮΤ fŰƚƣċũũНƣƖċŰƚƻĲƖƚĲНƖƨůĤũĲНƚƣƖŔƓƚН
ŔŰНċĬƻċŰĦĲНŸŉНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚЮН
EŰƚƨƖĲНƓƖŸƓĲƖНŸƨƣƖĲċĦőНőċƚН
ĤĲĲŰНĦŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬНċŰĬН
ĦŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНƽŔƣőН c?§ÑНƽőĲƖĲН
ƖĲƕƨŔƖĲĬЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ НÅƨƖċũ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΦΜΟН
ыƖƨƖċũь 

xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΝЮΥ ÂƖŸőŔĤŔƣНÅŔŊőƣрÑƨƖŰр§ŰрÅĲĬНċŰĬН
ŔŰƚƣċũũНċĦĦŸůƓċŰǃŔŰŊНƚŔŊŰċŊĲН
ċƣНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚНƽŔƣőНőŔŊőНƻŸũƨůĲН
ƓĲĬĲƚƣƖŔċŰНĦŸŰǰŔĦƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÖƖĤċŰЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[НƻċƖŔĲƚ ~ĲĬŔƨů ÉőŸƖƣ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΝЮΞаНfůƓƖŸƻĲНĬċƣċНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲũċƣĲНƣŸНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΝЮΞЮΝ ÂĲƖŉŸƖůНƖŸċĬƽċǃНƚċŉĲƣǃНċƨĬŔƣƚН

ŸŰНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚНŸƖН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚНƣŸНŉƨƖƣőĲƖНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃН
ƣőŸƚĲНƖŸċĬƽċǃНŉĲċƣƨƖĲƚНċŰĬН
ƨƚĲƖНĤĲőċƻŔŸƖƚНƣőċƣНĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣĲН
ƣŸНƚĲƻĲƖĲНĦƖċƚőĲƚНċŰĬНƚĲũĲĦƣН
ƣőĲНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲН
ĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

xŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚН
ċŰċũǃǍĲĬ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũ cÉfÂЯН[ĲĬĲƖċũН
?ŔƚĦƖĲƣŔŸŰċƖǃЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΝЮΞЮΞ ?ĲƻĲũŸƓНċНƓƖŸĦĲƚƚНƣŸНŔŰƻĲŰƣŸƖǃН
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНĬċƣċНŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН
ƣƖċǭŔĦНƻŸũƨůĲƚЯНƖŸċĬƽċǃН
ċƣƣƖŔĤƨƣĲƚЯНċŰĬНƣƖċǭŔĦНċƚƚĲƣНĬċƣċН
ŉŸƖНƨƚĲНŔŰНƣƖċǭŔĦНƚċŉĲƣǃН
ĲƻċũƨċƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

xŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚН
ċŰċũǃǍĲĬ 

 о ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũ cÉfÂЯН c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦ 

 о xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΝЮΟаНEŰőċŰĦĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΝЮΟЮΝ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНőŔŊőũǃНƓƨĤũŔĦŔǍĲĬНċŰĬН

ƻŔƚŔĤũĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНŸŉНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃН
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬН
ƣǃƓĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΝЮΠаНEĬƨĦċƣĲНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНŸŰНőŸƽНƣŸНŰċƻŔŊċƣĲНŰĲƽНŉŸƖůƚНŸŉНƣƖċǭŔĦНĦŸŰƣƖŸũНыĲЮŊЮЯНǰċƚőŔŰŊНǃĲũũŸƽНċƖƖŸƽЯНƖŸƨŰĬċĤŸƨƣƚьНċŰĬНƣƖċŔŰНĬĲƚŔŊŰĲƖƚНċŰĬН
ƓũċŰŰĲƖƚНŸŰНĤĲƚƣНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚЮ 
ΝЮΠЮΝ ÂċƖƣŰĲƖНƽŔƣőНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЯНŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊН

ƣőĲН?~éНċŰĬН?ƖŔƻĲƖƚНEĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰН
ÉĦőŸŸũƚНƣŸНĬĲƻĲũŸƓНċŰĬНůċƖťĲƣН
ůċƣĲƖŔċũНыĲЮŊЮЯНƻŔĬĲŸƚЯНǰǃĲƖƚЯН
ŸŰũŔŰĲНůċƣĲƖŔċũЯНÂƨĤũŔĦНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲН
ŰŰŸƨŰĦĲůĲŰƣƚНяÂÉ ƚѐьН

ƣőƖŸƨŊőНƻċƖŔŸƨƚНĦőċŰŰĲũƚЯНƚƨĦőН
ċƚНƚŸĦŔċũНůĲĬŔċЯНƣŸƽŰНƽĲĤƚŔƣĲƚЯН
ŰĲƽƚũĲƣƣĲƖƚЯНĲůċŔũЯНċŰĬН
ĦőċůĤĲƖНŸŉНĦŸůůĲƖĦĲН
ůĲĲƣŔŰŊƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§ÑЯН
 c§cÉ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦũŔĦťƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΝЮΠЮΞ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊНƽŔƣőНƖŸċĬН
ĬĲƚŔŊŰĲƖƚНċŰĬНƓũċŰŰĲƖƚНŸŰНĤĲƚƣН
ƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚН
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸŰНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

[cì Н
ÑĲĦőŰŔĦċũН
ƚƚŔƚƣċŰĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΝЮΠЮΟ fŰƚƣċũũНƚŔŊŰċŊĲНċƣНőŔŊőр
ƓĲĬĲƚƣƖŔċŰНƻŸũƨůĲНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚН
ƽőĲƖĲНÅŔŊőƣрÑƨƖŰƚрŸŰрÅĲĬНċƖĲН
ƓĲƖůŔƚƚŔƻĲНċũĲƖƣŔŰŊНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНƣŸН
ƽċƣĦőНŉŸƖНƓĲĬĲƚƣƖŔċŰƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÖƖĤċŰЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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Emphasis Area:   Roadway Departure 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of roadway departure crashes. 

Success Metric:   Reduce the number of roadway departure crashes by 50% by 2035. 

Table 8: Roadway Departure 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΞЮΝНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲŰŊŔŰĲĲƖŔŰŊНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНƣŸНƖĲĬƨĦĲНƖŸċĬƽċǃНĬĲƓċƖƣƨƖĲНĦƖċƚőĲƚЮ 
ΞЮΝЮΝ fŰƚƣċũũНĦĲŰƣĲƖũŔŰĲНŸƖНĲĬŊĲНũŔŰĲН

ƖƨůĤũĲНƚƣƖŔƓƚЮНEŰƚƨƖĲН
ċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲНŸƨƣƖĲċĦőНőċƚНĤĲĲŰН
ĦŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΥН
ыƖƨƖċũь 

~ĲĬŔƨů ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΝЮΞ ìŔĬĲŰНċŰĬоŸƖНƓċƻĲНƚőŸƨũĬĲƖƚНŔŰН
ċƖĲċƚНƽőĲƖĲНƣőĲƖĲНŔƚНċНƚƓĲĦŔǯĦН
ƚċŉĲƣǃНŰĲĲĬНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚН
ƽŔƣőНċНƖĲĦŸƻĲƖǃНċƖĲċНċŰĬНƣŸН
ŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲНƓőǃƚŔĦċũНƚƓċĦĲН
ĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНċŰĬНƓĲŸƓũĲН
ƽċũťŔŰŊНѼНĤŔťŔŰŊНŔŰНƣőĲНƚőŸƨũĬĲƖЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[Н
ĬĲƓĲŰĬĲŰƣН
ŸŰН
ƚőŸƨũĬĲƖН
ƽŔĬƣő 

~ĲĬŔƨů xŸŰŊ 

ΞЮΝЮΟ fŰƚƣċũũНÉċŉĲƣǃНEĬŊĲÉ~НƽőĲŰН
ƖĲƚƨƖŉċĦŔŰŊНƖŸċĬƽċǃƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ŸƣНŔŰН9~[Н
9ũĲċƖŔŰŊőŸ
ƨƚĲ 

cŔŊő xŸŰŊ 

ΞЮΝЮΠ ÂƖĲрƣƖĲċƣНƖŸċĬНƚƨƖŉċĦĲНċŰĬН
ŔůƓƖŸƻĲНƖŸċĬНĦũĲċƖċŰĦĲНĬƨƖŔŰŊН
ƚŰŸƽНĲƻĲŰƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ŸƣНŔŰН9~[Н
9ũĲċƖŔŰŊőŸ
ƨƚĲ 

cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΞЮΝЮΡ fŰƚƣċũũНŸƖНƽŔĬĲŰНƖĲƣƖŸƖĲǰĲĦƣŔƻĲН
ƓċƻĲůĲŰƣНůċƖťŔŰŊƚНŸŰНĦĲŰƣĲƖН
ũŔŰĲƚНċŰĬНĲĬŊĲНũŔŰĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉНÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΥΤΤН
ыƖƨƖċũь 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΞЮΝЮΣ ÂƖŸƻŔĬĲНĲŰőċŰĦĲĬНĦƨƖƻĲН
ĬĲũŔŰĲċƣŔŸŰЯНƚƨĦőНċƚНĦőĲƻƖŸŰƚН
ċŰĬНƓċƻĲůĲŰƣНůċƖťŔŰŊƚНŔŰН
ċĦĦŸƖĬċŰĦĲНƽŔƣőН~ÖÑ9?Н
ĦƖŔƣĲƖŔċЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

9ƨƖƻĲƚНŸŰН
~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΤΞΡН
ыŰŸŰр
ŔŰƣĲƖƚĲĦƣŔŸ
Űь 

~ĲĬŔƨů ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΝЮΤ ÖƚĲНcŔŊőН[ƖŔĦƣŔŸŰНÉƨƖŉċĦĲН
ÑƖĲċƣůĲŰƣНыc[ÉÑьНƣŸНŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲН
ƣƖċĦƣŔŸŰНƣőƖŸƨŊőНƚőċƖƓНĦƨƖƻĲƚН
ƓƖŔŸƖŔƣŔǍŔŰŊНċĦĦŸƖĬŔŰŊНƣŸНĦƖċƚőН
ƖċƣĲЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аН
ΜЮΡΞΦ 

~ĲĬŔƨů xŸŰŊ 

ΞЮΝЮΥ fůƓƖŸƻĲНũŔŊőƣŔŰŊНċũŸŰŊН
ƖŸċĬƽċǃƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΣΥ ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΞЮΝЮΦ fŰƚƣċũũНůĲĬŔċŰНĤċƖƖŔĲƖƚНċũŸŰŊН
őŔŊőрƚƓĲĲĬНĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚНƽŔƣőНċН
őŔƚƣŸƖǃНŸŉНŉƖŸŰƣрƣŸрŉƖŸŰƣН
ĦŸũũŔƚŔŸŰƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΡΤН
ыŉċƣċũН
ĦƖċƚőĲƚь 

~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΞЮΞНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНċŰĬНƚƣƖċƣĲŊŔĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲĬƨĦĲНƣőĲНŉƖĲƕƨĲŰĦǃНŸƖНƚĲƻĲƖŔƣǃНŸŉНƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲНĦƖċƚőĲƚЮ 
ΞЮΞЮΝ EŰƚƨƖĲНŔŰƚƣċũũċƣŔŸŰНŸŉНƓƖŸƓĲƖН

ƚŔŊŰНƓċĦťċŊĲЯНƓċƻĲůĲŰƣН
ůċƖťŔŰŊƚЯНċŰĬНǰċŊŊĲƖН
ŸƓĲƖċƣŔŸŰƚНƓĲƖНƣőĲН~ċŰƨċũНŸŰН
ÖŰŔŉŸƖůНÑƖċǭŔĦН9ŸŰƣƖŸũН?ĲƻŔĦĲƚН
ы~ÖÑ9?ьЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ŸƣНŔŰН9~[Н
9ũĲċƖŔŰŊőŸ
ƨƚĲ 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΞЮΞ ÂƖŸůŸƣĲНƚċŉĲƣǃНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊН
ĲǭŸƖƣƚоƓƖŸŊƖċůƚНŉŸƖНƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲН
ƓĲƖƚŸŰŰĲũНċŰĬНÑƖċǭŔĦНfŰĦŔĬĲŰƣН
~ċŰċŊĲůĲŰƣНыÑf~ьНƖĲƚƓŸŰĬĲƖƚЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÑНÉċŉĲƣǃН
ÉĲĦƣŔŸŰЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÑƖċĬĲН
ƚƚŸĦŔċƣŔŸŰƚ 

 о xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΞЮΞЮΟ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƻċƖŔċĤũĲНƚƓĲĲĬН
ũŔůŔƣƚНċƣНƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉНÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΦΞН
ыƨƖĤċŰьбН
ΜЮΣΥΠН
ыƖƨƖċũь 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΞЮΠ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƣĲůƓŸƖċƖǃН
ƓċƻĲůĲŰƣНůċƖťŔŰŊƚНċŰĬН
ƓċƻĲůĲŰƣНĦŸŰĬŔƣŔŸŰƚНĬƨƖŔŰŊН
ĦŸŰƚƣƖƨĦƣŔŸŰЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

fŰĦũƨĬĲНŔŰН
ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНÉĦŸƓĲН
ŸŉНìŸƖťНìőĲƖĲН
ƓƓũŔĦċĤũĲЮН 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΞЮΡ НÑĲůƓŸƖċƖǃНƣƖċŰƚƻĲƖƚĲНƖƨůĤũĲН
ƚƣƖŔƓƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƽŸƖťНǍŸŰĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚ 

fŰĦũƨĬĲНŔŰН
ÂƖŸŢĲĦƣНÉĦŸƓĲН
ŸŉНìŸƖťНìőĲƖĲН
ƓƓũŔĦċĤũĲЮН 

9~[аНΜЮΣΣН
ыƨƖĤċŰНċŰĬН
ƚƨĤƨƖĤċŰь 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΞЮΟаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƖŸċĬƽċǃНĬĲƓċƖƣƨƖĲНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΞЮΟЮΝ EĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНŔŰƻŸũƻŔŰŊНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊН

ƖĲƚƓŸŰƚŔĤũǃНĬƨƖŔŰŊНƽŔŰƣĲƖН
ƽĲċƣőĲƖНŸŰНƽĲĤƚŔƣĲоÂÉ ƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
ÉĦőŸŸũƚЯН
?ƖŔƻĲƖƚН
EĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

cÉfÂЯН~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũН
ŸƖНÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о xŸƽ §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ΞЮΟЮΞ ÖƚĲНƣƖċǭŔĦНƚŔůƨũċƣŸƖНċƣН
ĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНĲƻĲŰƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о xŸƽ §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ΞЮΟЮΠ EĬƨĦċƣĲНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНċĤŸƨƣНƻĲőŔĦũĲН
ůĲĦőċŰŔĦċũНŉċŔũƨƖĲƚНĤǃН
ƓƖŸůŸƣŔŰŊНƻĲőŔĦũĲНůċŔŰƣĲŰċŰĦĲН
ċŰĬНƨƓőŸũĬŔŰŊНċŰŰƨċũНƚċŉĲƣǃН
ŔŰƚƓĲĦƣŔŸŰƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

 cН?~é  о xŸƽ §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ΞЮΟЮΡ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊНŸŰНƖŸċĬƽċǃН
ĬĲƓċƖƣƨƖĲНĦƖċƚőНĲŰŊŔŰĲĲƖŔŰŊН
ůŔƣŔŊċƣŔŸŰНċƓƓƖŸċĦőĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

[cì Н
ÑĲĦőŰŔĦċũН
ƚƚŔƚƣċŰĦĲ 

 о xŸƽ ÉőŸƖƣ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΞЮΠаНEŰőċŰĦĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƖŸċĬƽċǃНĬĲƓċƖƣƨƖĲНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΞЮΠЮΝ fŰĦƖĲċƚĲНƣőĲНŰƨůĤĲƖНŸŉНőŸƨƖƚНŸŉН

ŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНċŰĬНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬН
ĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬН
ƣǃƓĲƚ 

ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ cŔŊő §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΞЮΠЮΞ fŰĦƖĲċƚĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНŸŉН
ĲǂĦĲƚƚŔƻĲНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНƚƓĲĲĬНƽŔƣőНċŰН
ĲůƓőċƚŔƚНŸŰНƽŔŰƣĲƖНƽĲċƣőĲƖН
ĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÅƨƖċũЯН
ÉƨĤƨƖĤċŰ 

ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ cŔŊő §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΞЮΡаНfůƓƖŸƻĲНĬċƣċНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲũċƣĲНƣŸНƖŸċĬƽċǃНĬĲƓċƖƣƨƖĲНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΞЮΡЮΝ ÑƖċŔŰНƚƣċǭНċŰĬНŸƣőĲƖƚНŸŰНĬċƣċН

ĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚН
ƣĲĦőŰŔƕƨĲƚНƣŸНŔůƓƖŸƻĲНƣőĲН
ƕƨċũŔƣǃНŸŉНŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНċƻċŔũċĤũĲН
ƣŸНĲǂƓũċŔŰНƣőĲНƖĲċƚŸŰƚНŉŸƖНċŰĬН
ƖĲƚƨũƣƚНŸŉНĦƖċƚőĲƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

[cì ЯН c?§ÑЯН
ÅĲŊŔŸŰċũНċŰĬН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

 о xŸƽ ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΞЮΡЮΞ 9ŸŰƣŔŰƨĲНƣŸНƚőċƖĲНĬċƣċНƽŔƣőН
ƚċŉĲƣǃНƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚНƣŸНŔŰŉŸƖůН
ťŰŸƽũĲĬŊĲНŸŉНƓƖĲƻċŔũŔŰŊНŔƚƚƨĲƚЯН
ŔŰĦũƨĬŔŰŊНÖÑéƚо ÑéƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
xŸĦċũНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚőŔƓƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

[cì ЯН c?§ÑЯН
ÅĲŊŔŸŰċũНċŰĬН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

 о cŔŊő §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ΞЮΡЮΟ ÂĲƖŉŸƖůНƖŸċĬƽċǃНƚċŉĲƣǃНċƨĬŔƣƚН
ŸŰНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚНƣŸНŉƨƖƣőĲƖН
ŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНƣőŸƚĲНƖŸċĬƽċǃНŉĲċƣƨƖĲƚН
ċŰĬНƨƚĲƖНĤĲőċƻŔŸƖƚНƣőċƣН
ĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣĲНƣŸНƚĲƻĲƖĲНĦƖċƚőĲƚН
ċŰĬНƚĲũĲĦƣНƣőĲНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲН
ĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ÅÉ ƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũ cÉfÂ  о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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Emphasis Area:   Distracted Driving 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of distracted driving crashes. 

Success Metric:   Reduce the number of distracted driving crashes by 50% by 2035. 

Table 9: Distracted Driving 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΟЮΝаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΟЮΝЮΝ ?ĲƻĲũŸƓНċŰĬНŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣНċН

?ŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬН?ƖŔƻŔŰŊНĦƣŔŸŰНÂũċŰНƣŸН
ċĬƻŸĦċƣĲНŉŸƖНċƣƣĲŰƣŔƻĲНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů xŸŰŊ 

ΟЮΝЮΞ EŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲНċƽċƖĲŰĲƚƚНƓƖŸŊƖċůƚН
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚŔŰŊНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮН
9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНċƣНũĲċƚƣНŸŰĲНċŰŰƨċũН
ƓƨĤũŔĦНƚĲƖƻŔĦĲНċŰŰŸƨŰĦĲůĲŰƣНĤǃН
§cÉНċĤŸƨƣНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮН
ÅĲċĦőНŸƨƣНƣŸНƚĦőŸŸũƚНƣŸНĲŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲН
ǃŸƨƣőНƣŸНĤĲНċĬƻŸĦċƣĲƚНŉŸƖНċƣƣĲŰƣŔƻĲН
ĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮНfŰƻŸũƻĲНƣőĲНfŰŢƨƖǃН
ÂƖĲƻĲŰƣŔŸŰН9ĲŰƣĲƖНƣŸНǯŰĬНƽċǃƚНƣŸН
ŔŰƻŸũƻĲНċŰĬНƓċƖƣŰĲƖНƽŔƣőНƚĦőŸŸũƚЮН
9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНċŰНċŰŰƨċũН НĦċůƓċŔŊŰН
ƽŔƣőНÂÉ ƚНƣőċƣНŉŸĦƨƚНŸŰН
ŔůƓċŔƖůĲŰƣНċŰĬНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣŔŸŰЮНìŸƖťН
ƽŔƣőНƣőĲНƓƨĤũŔĦНŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНŸǭŔĦĲƖН
ċƣНƣőĲН§cÉНƣŸНĬĲƻĲũŸƓНƚƓĲĦŔǯĦН
ůĲƚƚċŊĲƚНŉŸƖНĬŔǭĲƖĲŰƣН
ĬĲůŸŊƖċƓőŔĦƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲЮНEŰŊċŊĲН
ƚŸĦŔċũНƚĦŔĲŰƣŔƚƣН
ŸŰНůĲƚƚċŊĲН
ŉƖċůŔŰŊЮ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΟЮΝЮΟ 9ƖĲċƣĲНċНĦŸċũŔƣŔŸŰНċŊċŔŰƚƣН
ĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮНÑőĲНĦŸċũŔƣŔŸŰќƚН
ŊŸċũНƽŔũũНĤĲНƣŸНƚƨƓƓŸƖƣНũĲŊŔƚũċƣŔŸŰЯН
ċŰĬНŉƨƖƣőĲƖНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНĲǭŸƖƣƚЮН
fĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНůĲůĤĲƖƚНŉŸƖН
ƣőĲНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНƣċƚťНŉŸƖĦĲЮН
fĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНƣǃƓĲƚНŸŉН
ŸƖŊċŰŔǍċƣŔŸŰƚоċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚНŉŸƖН
ŔŰĦũƨƚŔŸŰНŸŰНƣőĲНƣċƚťНŉŸƖĦĲЮН
9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНċƣНũĲċƚƣНƚŔǂНůĲĲƣŔŰŊƚН
ċŰŰƨċũũǃНŉŸƖНƣőĲНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊН
ƣċƚťНŉŸƖĦĲЮНfŰƻŸũƻĲНůŸƖĲН
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНŸƖŊċŰŔǍċƣŔŸŰƚЮН 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲбН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΟЮΞаНEŰőċŰĦĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΟЮΞЮΝ ÑċƖŊĲƣНƓĲƖŔŸĬƚНŸŉНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНƽŔƣőН

ũŸĦċũоÉƣċƣĲНĦŸũũċĤŸƖċƣŔŸŰНыĲЮŊЮЯН ~Н
ċŰĬНÂ~НƣŔůĲƚьЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔ

 ᴖ
cŔŊő §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ΟЮΞЮΞ ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНũĲŊŔƚũċƣƨƖĲНċŰĬНĦŸƨƖƣƚНН
ƣŸНůċŔŰƣċŔŰНŸƖНƚƣƖĲŰŊƣőĲŰН
ĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНũĲŊŔƚũċƣŔŸŰН
ƣőƖŸƨŊőНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċĬƻŸĦċĦǃЮН
ÂũċĦĲНƣŸƓŔĦНŸŰНÑƖċǭŔĦНÉċŉĲƣǃН
9ŸůůŔƚƚŔŸŰНċŊĲŰĬċНċŰŰƨċũũǃЮН
9ŸŰƣŔŰƨĲНƣŸНċĬƻŸĦċƣĲНŉŸƖН
ůċŔŰƣċŔŰŔŰŊНĦƨƖƖĲŰƣНũċƽЮНÅĲƻŔĲƽН
ĦƨƖƖĲŰƣНƓĲŰċũƣŔĲƚНƖĲũċƣĲĬНƣŸНőċŰĬƚр
ŉƖĲĲНũċƽНċŰĬНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
ċĬŢƨƚƣůĲŰƣƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲбН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő xŸŰŊ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΟЮΞЮΟ fĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНŸƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНŔŰƻŸũƻŔŰŊН
ƻĲőŔĦũĲрƣŸрŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲН
ƣĲĦőŰŸũŸŊǃНƽőŔĦőНőĲũƓНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲН
ĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНŸŰНĦƨƖƖĲŰƣН
ƚƣċƣƨƚНŸŉНƚƨƖƖŸƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ŔŰŉƖċƚƣƖƨĦƣƨƖĲЮН ĬƻŸĦċƣĲНŉŸƖН
ĦŸŰƣŔŰƨĲĬНŔůƓƖŸƻĲůĲŰƣНŔŰрƻĲőŔĦũĲН
ĲũĲĦƣƖŸŰŔĦƚНċŰĬНƚċŉĲƣǃНƚǃƚƣĲůƚНƣŸН
ƖĲĬƨĦĲНƣőĲНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣŔŸŰНƣőĲǃНůċǃН
ƓƖĲƚĲŰƣНƣŸНƣőĲНĬƖŔƻĲƖЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚőŔƓƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

ÑőŔƚНƚĲĲůƚНƣŸН
ĤĲНċНŰċƣŔŸŰċũр
ũĲƻĲũНŔƚƚƨĲЮ 

 о xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΟЮΟаНfůƓƖŸƻĲНĬċƣċНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲũċƣĲНƣŸНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΟЮΟЮΝ ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНũċƽНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣН

ċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚНƣŸНĬĲƻĲũŸƓНƓƖŸĦĲĬƨƖĲƚНƣŸН
ĤĲƣƣĲƖНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНċŰǃНƖŸũĲНƓũċǃĲĬНĤǃН
ĬƖŔƻĲƖНĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНĦŸŰƚŔƚƣĲŰƣũǃН
ƖĲĦŸƖĬНƣőċƣНŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНŸŰНĦƖċƚőН
ƖĲƓŸƖƣƚЯНƖĲŊċƖĬũĲƚƚНŸŉНƽőĲƣőĲƖНƣőċƣН
ĬŔƚƣƖċĦƣŔŸŰНŔƚНċНĦŔƣċĤũĲНŸǭĲŰƚĲ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

9őċŰŊĲƚНƣŸН
ĬċƣċН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰН
ƓƖŸĦĲƚƚĲƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?~éЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΟЮΟЮΞ ÅĲƚĲċƖĦőНƣŸŸũƚНŉŸƖНũċƽН
ĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНƣŸНĬĲƣĲƖůŔŰĲНŔŉНċН
ůŸƣŸƖŔƚƣНƽċƚНƨƚŔŰŊНċŰНĲũĲĦƣƖŸŰŔĦН
ĬĲƻŔĦĲЮН 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

xŔƚƣНŸŉН
ƓŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
ƣŸŸũƚНċŰĬН
ƚĲũĲĦƣŔŸŰНŸŉН
ƓƖĲŉĲƖƖĲĬН
ƣŸŸũЮ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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Emphasis Area:   Impaired Driving 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of impaired driving crashes. 

Success Metric:   Reduce the number of impaired driving crashes by 50% by 2035. 

Table 10: Impaired Driving 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΠЮΝаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΠЮΝЮΝ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣН ĬƻċŰĦĲĬНÅŸċĬƚŔĬĲН

fůƓċŔƖĲĬН?ƖŔƻŔŰŊНEŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣН
ы Åf?EьНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊНƣŸНƣƖċŔŰНũċƽН
ĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНŸǭŔĦĲƖƚНƣŸН
ŸĤƚĲƖƻĲЯНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃЯНċŰĬНċƖƣŔĦƨũċƣĲН
ƣőĲНƚŔŊŰƚНŸŉНŔůƓċŔƖůĲŰƣЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů xŸŰŊ 

ΠЮΝЮΞ 9ŸŰƚƨũƣНƽŔƣőН?ƖƨŊНÅĲĦŸŊŰŔƣŔŸŰН
EǂƓĲƖƣƚНŸŰНĤĲƚƣНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣŸН
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ΠЮΝЮΟ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНÉÑ§ÂН?ìfНÂƖŸŊƖċůНƣŸН
ĦŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНũŸĦċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣőċƣН
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƓƖŸŊƖċůН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů xŸŰŊ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΠЮΝЮΠ EŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲНĦŸũũċĤŸƖċƣŔŸŰН
ĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНũŸĦċũЯНĦŸƨŰƣǃЯНċŰĬН
ÉƣċƣĲНƓŸũŔĦĲНƣŸНƓƖŸċĦƣŔƻĲũǃН
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƣőĲНĬċŰŊĲƖƚНŸŉН
ŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮНEŰŊċŊĲН
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃрĤċƚĲĬН
ŸƖŊċŰŔǍċƣŔŸŰƚНƣŸНƖĲċĦőНċƣрƖŔƚťН
ƓŸƓƨũċƣŔŸŰƚНƚƣċƖƣŔŰŊНƽŔƣőНŸŰĲН
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНċŰĬНĲǂƓċŰĬНƣŸН
ċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚЮН
fĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНƣŸƓрǯƻĲНċƣрƖŔƚťН
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНŔŰНƣőĲНÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
ŉŸĦƨƚНċĦƣŔƻŔƣŔĲƚНċƣНƣőĲƚĲН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
97§ƚН
ĲŰŊċŊĲĬ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΠЮΝЮΡ ÂƖŸůŸƣĲНƓƖŸŊƖċůƚНƣőċƣН
ĲĬƨĦċƣĲНƣőĲНƓƨĤũŔĦНċĤŸƨƣНƣőĲН
ƖŔƚťНċŰĬНĦŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰĦĲƚНŸŉН
ŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮНÂŸƚƣНŸŰНƣőĲН
§cÉќНƚŸĦŔċũНůĲĬŔċНƚŔƣĲƚНŉŸƖНƣőĲН
ċŰŰƨċũН?ƖŔƻĲНÉŸĤĲƖНŸƖН]ĲƣН
ÂƨũũĲĬН§ƻĲƖН9ċůƓċŔŊŰЮНcŸƚƣН
ƓƖĲƚƚНĦŸŰŉĲƖĲŰĦĲƚНŉŸƖНƣőĲН
ƓƨĤũŔĦНŉŸƖНƣőĲН?ƖŔƻĲНÉŸĤĲƖНŸƖН
]ĲƣНÂƨũũĲĬН§ƻĲƖН9ċůƓċŔŊŰЮН
9ƖĲċƣĲНǰǃĲƖƚНƚƨůůċƖŔǍŔŰŊНƖŔƚťƚН
ŸŉНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНċŰĬН
ĬŔƚƣƖŔĤƨƣĲНƣŸН?~éНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚНċŰĬН
őŔŊőНƚĦőŸŸũƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲЯНxŸĦċũН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΠЮΞаНEŰőċŰĦĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΠЮΞЮΝ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНÂƨĤũŔĦŔǍĲĬНƚŸĤƖŔĲƣǃН

ĦőĲĦťƓŸŔŰƣƚЮН ŸƣĲНƣőċƣНƣőĲН
ƓŸũŔĦĲНůƨƚƣНŉŸũũŸƽНċНƓƖŸƣŸĦŸũН
ƣőċƣНŔŰĦũƨĬĲƚНŢƨĬŔĦŔċũН
ċƨƣőŸƖŔǍċƣŔŸŰНŉŸƖНƣőĲН
ĦőĲĦťƓŸŔŰƣНċŰĬНċŰНċĬƻċŰĦĲН
ƓƨĤũŔĦНŰŸƣŔĦĲЮНìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНÂŸũŔĦĲН
?ĲƓċƖƣůĲŰƣƚНƣŸНĲǂƓũŸƖĲНƣőĲН
ƓŸƚƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃНŸŉНĬŔƚƣƖŔĤƨƣŔŰŊН
ƓĲƖƚŸŰċũНĤƖĲċƣőċũǃǍĲƖƚНƣŸН
őŔŊőĲƖрƖŔƚťНŊƖŸƨƓƚЮН 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũ  cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΠЮΞЮΞ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНcŔŊőНƻŔƚŔĤŔũŔƣǃН
ƚċƣƨƖċƣŔŸŰНƓċƣƖŸũƚЮН9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲН
ċĦƖŸƚƚНũŸĦċũНŢƨƖŔƚĬŔĦƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΠЮΞЮΟ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũНǯĲũĬН
ƚŸĤƖŔĲƣǃНƣĲƚƣŔŰŊЯНĤƖĲċƣőċũǃǍĲƖН
ƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊЯНċŰĬН?ÅEНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊНŔŰƣŸН
ĤŸƣőНƣőĲНƓċƖƣрƣŔůĲНċŰĬНŉƨũũрƣŔůĲН
ƓŸũŔĦĲНċĦċĬĲůŔĲƚЮНfĬĲŰƣŔŉǃН
ŸƓƓŸƖƣƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНƣŸНŔŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН
ĤƖĲċƣőċũǃǍĲƖНċŰĬН?ÅEНƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÉН§cÉ  о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΠЮΞЮΠ 9ŸŰƣŔŰƨĲНƣċƖŊĲƣĲĬНƓċƣƖŸũƚНċŰĬН
ŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣНċũũрőŸƨƖƚНƓċƣƖŸũƚН
ƨƚŔŰŊНĬƖƨŊНƖĲĦŸŊŰŔƣŔŸŰНĲǂƓĲƖƣƚН
ы?ÅEƚьЮНEŰŊċŊĲНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃр
ĤċƚĲĬНŸƖŊċŰŔǍċƣŔŸŰƚНƣŸНƖĲċĦőН
ċƣрƖŔƚťНƓŸƓƨũċƣŔŸŰƚНƚƣċƖƣŔŰŊН
ƽŔƣőНŸŰĲНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣǃНċŰĬН
ĲǂƓċŰĬНƣŸНċĬĬŔƣŔŸŰċũН
ĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚЮНfĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНƣŸƓрǯƻĲН
ċƣрƖŔƚťНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚНŔŰНƣőĲН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬНŉŸĦƨƚНċĦƣŔƻŔƣŔĲƚНċƣН
ƣőĲƚĲНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΠЮΞЮΡ ?ĲƻĲũŸƓНċŰĬНƓƖŸůŸƣĲНƓƨĤũŔĦН
őĲċũƣőНŔŰŔƣŔċƣŔƻĲƚНŔŰН
ĦŸũũċĤŸƖċƣŔŸŰНƽŔƣőНũċƽН
ĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċŰĬНőĲċũƣőĦċƖĲН
ƓƖŸƻŔĬĲƖƚНƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНŉƖĲĲНŸƖН
ƖĲĬƨĦĲĬрĦŸƚƣНĤƖĲċƣőċũǃǍĲƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖŔĬĲƚőċƖĲНŸƖНƣƖċŰƚŔƣН
ƻŸƨĦőĲƖƚНƣŸНŔŰĬŔƻŔĬƨċũƚНƽŔƣőН
ƚƨĤƚƣċŰĦĲНƨƚĲНĬŔƚŸƖĬĲƖƚЯН
ƣőĲƖĲĤǃНƖĲĬƨĦŔŰŊНƣőĲНŔŰĦŔĬĲŰĦĲН
ŸŉНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНŔŰНċƣрƖŔƚťН
ƓŸƓƨũċƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН9ŸƨŰƣǃЯН
ċŰĬНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũН
[ƨŰĬƚ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΠЮΟаНfůƓƖŸƻĲНĬċƣċНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲũċƣĲНƣŸНŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 
ΠЮΟЮΝ ÂĲƖŉŸƖůНƖŸċĬƽċǃНƚċŉĲƣǃНċƨĬŔƣƚН

ŸŰНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣǃНĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚНƣŸНŉƨƖƣőĲƖН
ŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНƖŸċĬƽċǃНŉĲċƣƨƖĲƚНċƚН
ƽĲũũНċƚНĬƖŔŰťŔŰŊНĲƚƣċĤũŔƚőůĲŰƣН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚНƣőċƣНĦŸůĤŔŰĲĬНƽŔƣőН
ŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНƣőċƣНĦŸŰƣƖŔĤƨƣĲН
ƣŸНƚĲƻĲƖĲНĦƖċƚőĲƚНċŰĬНƚĲũĲĦƣН
ƣőĲНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲН
ĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§Ñ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ÅÉ ƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũ cÉfÂ  о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΠЮΟЮΞ fůƓƖŸƻĲНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНƨƚĲНŸŉН
ŔůƓċŔƖĲĬНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНĬċƣċНŉŸƖН
ĲǭĲĦƣŔƻĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣЮН
ÂƖŸĬƨĦĲНċŰŰƨċũНůċƓƓŔŰŊНƣőċƣН
ŔũũƨƚƣƖċƣĲƚНĦƖċƚőНċŰĬНĦŔƣċƣŔŸŰН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚНƖĲũċƣĲĬНƣŸНfůƓċŔƖĲĬН
?ƖŔƻŔŰŊНŔŰĦŔĬĲŰƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÉН
§cÉЯН
 c?§ÑН
ÉċŉĲƣǃН
ÉĲĦƣŔŸŰ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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Emphasis Area:   Speed and Aggressive Driving 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of speed and aggressive driving crashes. 

Success Metric:   Reduce the number of speed and aggressive driving crashes by 50% percent by 2035. 

Table 11: Speed and Aggressive Driving 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬН
xĲċĬН ŊĲŰĦǃН
ыċŰĬНƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΡЮΝаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲŰŊŔŰĲĲƖŔŰŊНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНƣŸНƖĲĬƨĦĲНƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊНċŰĬНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬНĦƖċƚőĲƚНċŰĬНŔůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƖŸċĬƽċǃНĬĲƚŔŊŰƚНƣőċƣНċƖĲН
ƚĲũŉрĲŰŉŸƖĦŔŰŊЮ 
ΡЮΝЮΝ ÉĲƣНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲНƚƓĲĲĬНũŔůŔƣƚН

ĤċƚĲĬНŸŰНƣőĲНƨƚĲНŸŉНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲН
ċŰĬНĲƻŸũƻŔŰŊНĲŰŊŔŰĲĲƖŔŰŊН
ƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƖŸċĬƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΡЮΝЮΞ EǂƓċŰĬНƣőĲНƨƚĲНŸŉНĦŸŰƣĲǂƣр
ƚƓĲĦŔǯĦНċĬƻŔƚŸƖǃНƚƓĲĲĬНƚŔŊŰƚНƣŸН
ċĬƻŔƚĲНůŸƣŸƖŔƚƣƚНƽőĲƖĲНƣƖċƻĲũŔŰŊН
ċƣНƣőĲНƓŸƚƣĲĬНƚƓĲĲĬНŔƚНŔũũр
ċĬƻŔƚĲĬЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΥΤ cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΡЮΝЮΟ fŰƣƖŸĬƨĦĲНƻċƖŔċĤũĲНƚƓĲĲĬНũŔůŔƣƚН
ŉŸƖНőŔŊőНƣĲůƓŸƖċũНƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

?ƨƖŔŰŊН
ůŸƖŰŔŰŊНċŰĬН
ĲƻĲŰŔŰŊН
ĦŸůůƨƣĲƚН
ŸŰНůċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΤΝН
ыƨƖĤċŰь 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΡЮΝЮΠ fŰĦƖĲċƚĲНƣőĲНƨƚĲНŸŉНÅċĬċƖНÉƓĲĲĬН
[ĲĲĬĤċĦťНÉŔŊŰƚНƣŸНŰŸƣŔŉǃНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚН
ŸŉНƣőĲŔƖНƚƓĲĲĬƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΦΡН
ыƖƨƖċũь 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬН
xĲċĬН ŊĲŰĦǃН
ыċŰĬНƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΡЮΝЮΡ ÅĲĬƨĦĲНũċŰĲНƽŔĬƣőƚНƣőƖŸƨŊőНƖĲр
ƚƣƖŔƓŔŰŊНƣŸНĲŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲНƚũŸƽĲƖН
ƚƓĲĲĬƚЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

~ċŢŸƖН
ĦŸũũĲĦƣŸƖƚН
ċŰĬНƖƨƖċũН
ůŔŰŸƖН
ċƖƣĲƖŔċũƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[Н
ĬĲƓĲŰĬĲŰƣН
ŸŰНƽŔĬƣőН
ƖĲĬƨĦƣŔŸŰ 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΡЮΝЮΣ fŰƚƣċũũНƣƖċŰƚƻĲƖƚĲНƖƨůĤũĲНƚƣƖŔƓƚН
ƣŸНĲŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲНũŸƽĲƖНƚƓĲĲĬƚЮН
9ŸŰĬƨĦƣНċƓƓƖŸƓƖŔċƣĲНŸƨƣƖĲċĦőН
ŔŰНċĬƻċŰĦĲНŸŉНŔŰƚƣċũũċƣŔŸŰЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΣΣН
ыƨƖĤċŰНċŰĬН
ƚƨĤƨƖĤċŰь 

xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΡЮΝЮΤ fŰƚƣċũũНƣƖċǭŔĦНĦċũůŔŰŊН
ĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНƣőċƣНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲН
ƻĲƖƣŔĦċũНĬĲǰĲĦƣŔŸŰНыĲЮŊЮЯНƚƓĲĲĬН
őƨůƓƚНŸƖНƖċŔƚĲĬНĦƖŸƚƚƽċũťƚьН
ċŰĬНőŸƖŔǍŸŰƣċũНĬĲǰĲĦƣŔŸŰНыĲЮŊЮЯН
ĦőŔĦċŰĲƚЯНĦĲŰƣĲƖНŔƚũċŰĬƚЯНŸƖН
ƣƖċǭŔĦНĦŔƖĦũĲƚьНƣŸНũŸƽĲƖНƚƓĲĲĬƚН
ŸŰНũŸĦċũНƖŸċĬƽċǃƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƚŔƣĲƚ 

xŸĦċũН
ƖŸċĬƽċǃƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

cÉfÂЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[Н
éċƖŔĲƚ 

xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΡЮΞаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΡЮΞЮΝ ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНsƨĬŔĦŔċũН§ƨƣƖĲċĦőН

xŔċŔƚŸŰƚНƣŸНĲŰĦŸƨƖċŊĲНŢƨĬŔĦŔċũН
ƖĲƚƓĲĦƣНŉŸƖНċŰĬНƚƨƓƓŸƖƣНŸŉН
ƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊНĦŔƣċƣŔŸŰƚЮН?ĲƻĲũŸƓНċН
őċŰĬŸƨƣНċŰĬНƓƖĲƚĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰНŉŸƖН
sƨĬŔĦŔċũН§ƨƣƖĲċĦőНxŔċŔƚŸŰƚН
őŔŊőũŔŊőƣŔŰŊНĬƖċůċƣŔĦН
ĬŔǭĲƖĲŰĦĲƚНŔŰНƚƨƖƻŔƻċũНƖċƣĲƚНŉŸƖН
ƻƨũŰĲƖċĤũĲНƨƚĲƖƚНƽőĲŰНőŔƣНĤǃН
ĦċƖƚНƣƖċƻĲũŔŰŊНċƣНƚƓĲĲĬƚНċƣНΞΜН
ůƓőНƻƚЮНΟΜНůƓőНƻƚЮНΠΜНůƓőЮН
ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНsƨĬŔĦŔċũН§ƨƣƖĲċĦőН
xŔċŔƚŸŰƚНƣŸНĲǂƓũŸƖĲНƣƖċŰƚŔƣŔŸŰŔŰŊН
ƣŸНċŰНŔŰĦŸůĲрĤċƚĲĬНǯŰĲН
ƚǃƚƣĲůЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĬŔƚƣƖŔĤƨƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬН
xĲċĬН ŊĲŰĦǃН
ыċŰĬНƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΡЮΞЮΞ EĬƨĦċƣĲНƣőĲНƓƨĤũŔĦНŸŉНƣőĲН
ĬċŰŊĲƖƚНċŰĬНĦŸŰƚĲƕƨĲŰĦĲƚНŸŉН
ƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊЮНÂċƖƣŔĦŔƓċƣĲНŔŰН
ĦċůƓċŔŊŰƚНũŔťĲН cÑÉ ќƚНљ§ĤĲǃН
ƣőĲНÉŔŊŰНŸƖНÂċǃНƣőĲН[ŔŰĲњНċŰĬН
љÉƣŸƓНÉƓĲĲĬŔŰŊН7ĲŉŸƖĲНŔƣНÉƣŸƓƚН
òŸƨњЮНfũũƨƚƣƖċƣĲНƣőĲНĬŔǭĲƖĲŰĦĲНŔŰН
ƣƖċƻĲũНƚƓĲĲĬƚНƽŔƣőНƖĲƚƓĲĦƣНƣŸН
ĤƖċťŔŰŊНĬŔƚƣċŰĦĲНċŰĬНĦƖċƚőН
ƚƨƖƻŔƻċĤŔũŔƣǃЮН9ŸŰƚƨũƣНƽŔƣőН
ƓƖŸŉĲƚƚŔŸŰċũƚНŸŰНĲǭĲĦƣŔƻĲН
ůĲƚƚċŊĲНŉƖċůŔŰŊЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉ 

 о xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΡЮΞЮΟ EŰŊċŊĲНxċƽНEŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣН
xŔċŔƚŸŰНŔŰНĦŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣŔŰŊН
ŔŰŔƣŔċƣŔƻĲƚНƣőċƣНċĬĬƖĲƚƚН
ƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÉН§cÉ  о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΡЮΟаНEŰőċŰĦĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНċĦƣŔƻŔƣǃНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΡЮΟЮΝ 9ŸŸƖĬŔŰċƣĲНƽŔƣőНEŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣН

§ǭŔĦĲƖƚНƣŸНƓƖŔŸƖŔƣŔǍĲН
ĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНŸŉНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚНƽŔƣőНċН
őŔƚƣŸƖǃНŸŉНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬН
ĦƖċƚőĲƚЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
őŸƨƖƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΡЮΟЮΞ ÖƚĲНÅċĬċƖНÉƓĲĲĬН[ĲĲĬĤċĦťН
ÉŔŊŰƚНƣŸНŰŸƣŔŉǃНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНŸŉН
ƖĲĬƨĦĲĬНƚƓĲĲĬНũŔůŔƣƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[аНΜЮΦΡ cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬН
xĲċĬН ŊĲŰĦǃН
ыċŰĬНƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΡЮΟЮΟ ĬƻŸĦċƣĲНŉŸƖНƣőĲНũĲŊċũŔǍċƣŔŸŰНŸŉН
ċƨƣŸůċƣĲĬНƚċŉĲƣǃНĦċůĲƖċƚНƣŸН
ċĬĬƖĲƚƚНƚƓĲĲĬЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНƖŸċĬƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΡЮΠаНfůƓƖŸƻĲНĬċƣċНĦŸũũĲĦƣŔŸŰНċŰĬНċŰċũǃƚŔƚНƓƖċĦƣŔĦĲƚНƣőċƣНƖĲũċƣĲНƣŸНƚƓĲĲĬрƖĲũċƣĲĬНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΡЮΠЮΝ ~ċŔŰƣċŔŰНċНĬċƣċĤċƚĲНŸŉНũŸĦċƣŔŸŰН

ŸŉНċũũНƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊНƖĲũċƣĲĬНƣŔĦťĲƣƚН
ċŰĬНĦƖċƚőĲƚНƣŸНǯŰĬНƚƓĲĲĬŔŰŊН
ĦŸƖƖŔĬŸƖƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

9ŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬН
ŸƖНŰŸƣ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?~éЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΡЮΠЮΞ fŰĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲНƣőĲНŰĲĲĬƚНŸŉНċũũН
ƨƚĲƖƚНƽőĲŰНƚĲƣƣŔŰŊНƚƓĲĲĬНũŔůŔƣƚН
ċŰĬНƨƚĲНĬċƣċНƣŸНŔŰŉŸƖůНƣőĲН
ƚĲũĲĦƣŔŸŰНŸŉНƣőĲНƚƓĲĲĬНũŔůŔƣЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

9ŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬН
ŸƖНŰŸƣ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

 c?§ÑН
7ƨƖĲċƨНŸŉН
ÑƖċǭŔĦЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΡЮΠЮΟ 9ŸůƓŔũĲНĬċƣċНƖĲũċƣĲĬНƣŸНĬƖŔƻĲƖН
ƚƓĲĲĬЮН9ŸŰƚŔĬĲƖНƓƨĤũŔĦũǃН
ƚőċƖŔŰŊНÑŸůÑŸůНĬċƣċЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲНċŰĬН
xŸĦċũНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

9ŸŰĬƨĦƣĲĬН
ŸƖНŰŸƣ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ  о cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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Emphasis Area:   Vehicle Occupant Protection 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of vehicle occupant protection compliance rates. 

Success Metric: Reduce the number of crashes that cite a lack of vehicle occupant protection as a contributing factor 

by 50% by 2035. 

Table 12: Vehicle Occupant Protection 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΣЮΝаНÉƣƖĲŰŊƣőĲŰНƚĲċƣĤĲũƣНũċƽƚ 
ΣЮΝЮΝ ĬƻŸĦċƣĲНŉŸƖНƣőĲНċĬŸƓƣŔŸŰНŸŉНċŰН

ċĬƨũƣНƚĲċƣНĤĲũƣНũċƽНċŰĬНċН
ůŸƣŸƖĦǃĦũĲНőĲũůĲƣНũċƽЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
~ĲĬŔĦċũН
ÂƖŸƻŔĬĲƖƚЯН
ÉċŉĲƣǃН]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

ĬŸƓƣŔŸŰНŸŉН
ƣőĲНũċƽ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

ÂƖŔƻċƣĲН
EŰƣŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о cŔŊő §ŰŊŸŔŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΣЮΞаНEĬƨĦċƣĲНƖĲƚŔĬĲŰƣƚНŸŰНƚĲċƣĤĲũƣНũċƽƚНċŰĬНƣőĲНŔůƓŸƖƣċŰĦĲНŸŉНƨƚŔŰŊНċНƚĲċƣĤĲũƣ 
ΣЮΞЮΝ ìŸƖťНĦũŸƚĲũǃНƽŔƣőН ĲƽН

cċůƓƚőŔƖĲќƚНÑĲĲŰН?ƖŔƻŔŰŊН
ÂƖŸŊƖċůНƣŸНŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲНƣĲĲŰНƚĲċƣН
ĤĲũƣНƨƚċŊĲНƣőƖŸƨŊőНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰН
ĦċůƓċŔŊŰƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉĦőŸŸũН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦċůƓċŔŊŰƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

ᵔᵔ  ᴖ xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ΣЮΞЮΞ ÉƨƓƓŸƖƣНƣőĲНĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣНŸŉН
ĦőŔũĬНƖĲƚƣƖċŔŰƣНũċƽƚНĤǃН
ĦŸŰĬƨĦƣŔŰŊНůŸĤŔũŔǍċƣŔŸŰНĲǭŸƖƣƚЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲЯН
9ŸƨŰƣǃНÉőĲƖŔǭЯН
9ŔƣŔĲƚЯНxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ΣЮΞЮΟ ÂċƖƣŰĲƖНƽŔƣőНĦŸƖƓŸƖċƣĲН
ƚƣċťĲőŸũĬĲƖƚНċŰĬНŸƣőĲƖН
ċƻċŔũċĤũĲНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНƖĲƚŸƨƖĦĲƚН
ƣŸНƓƖŸůŸƣĲНŔŰĦƖĲċƚĲĬНŸĦĦƨƓċŰƣН
ƓƖŸƣĲĦƣŔŸŰ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
~ċŢŸƖН
EůƓũŸǃĲƖƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚőŔƓƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

ÂƖŔƻċƣĲН
EŰƣŔƣŔĲƚЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

ᵔᵔ  ᴖ xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬН
ÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΣЮΞЮΠ ÂƖŸƻŔĬĲНĦőŔũĬНƖĲƚƣƖċŔŰƣН
ĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНƓƖŸŊƖċůƚНċŰĬН
ŔŰŉŸƖůċƣŔŸŰНƣŸНƓċƖĲŰƣƚЯН
ŊƨċƖĬŔċŰƚЯНĦċƖĲŊŔƻĲƖƚЯНċŰĬН
ůĲĬŔĦċũНƓĲƖƚŸŰŰĲũНыĲЮŊЮЯНƣőĲН
 ĲƽНcċůƓƚőŔƖĲНÂĲĬŔċƣƖŔĦН
ÉŸĦŔĲƣǃьЮНÂċƖƣŰĲƖНƽŔƣőНƚĦőŸŸũƚН
ċŰĬНċŰŰƨċũũǃНƚĲŰĬНċНŰĲƽƚũĲƣƣĲƖН
ĬĲƣċŔũŔŰŊНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰНƓƖŸŊƖċůƚЮН
~ċƖťĲƣНƣőƖŸƨŊőНƚŸĦŔċũНůĲĬŔċН
ŔŰŉċŰƣНƚĲċƣНĦőĲĦťƚНċƻċŔũċĤũĲНċƣН
ũŸĦċũНƓŸũŔĦĲЯНǯƖĲЯНċŰĬНE~ÉН
ƚƣċƣŔŸŰƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉĦőŸŸũН
?ŔƚƣƖŔĦƣƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĲŰŊċŊĲůĲŰƣН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 
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Emphasis Area:   Older Drivers 

Emphasis Area Objective: Reduce the frequency and severity of crashes involving older drivers. 

Success Metric: Reduce the number of crashes involving older drivers by 50% by 2035. 

Table 13: Older Drivers 

 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΤЮΝаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲŰŊŔŰĲĲƖŔŰŊНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚНƣŸНƖĲĬƨĦĲНŸũĬĲƖНƖŸċĬНƨƚĲƖНĦƖċƚőĲƚЮ 
ΤЮΝЮΝ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĦŸƨŰƣĲƖůĲċƚƨƖĲƚН

ŉƖŸůНƣőĲН[cì Н§ũĬĲƖН?ƖŔƻĲƖН
cŔŊőƽċǃН?ĲƚŔŊŰН~ċŰƨċũаН
fŰĦƖĲċƚĲНƚŔǍĲНċŰĬНũĲƣƣĲƖНőĲŔŊőƣН
ŸŉНƖŸċĬƽċǃНƚŔŊŰƚЯНƽŔĬƣőНŸŉН
ƚƣƖŔƓŔŰŊЯНċŰĬНƨƚĲНƖĲƣƖŸр
ƖĲǰĲĦƣŔƻĲНƚŔŊŰċũНĤċĦťрƓũċƣĲƚбН
ŔůƓƖŸƻĲĬНƚŔŊŰċŊĲНċŰĬНċĦƨŔƣǃЯН
ĦũċƖŔƣǃбНƚĲŰŔŸƖНĦĲŰƣĲƖНƚŔŊŰċŊĲбН
ċĬƻċŰĦĲНƚŔŊŰċŊĲЮ 

 c?§ÑЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ũŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

cÉfÂЯНН[ĲĬĲƖċũН
?ŔƚĦƖĲƣŔŸŰċƖǃЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

9~[Н
ƻċƖŔĲƚ 

cŔŊő ÉőŸƖƣ 

ΤЮΝЮΞ ÑƖċŔŰНƚƣċǭНŸŰНƣőĲНƨƚĲНŸŉНƣőĲН
§ũĬĲƖН?ƖŔƻĲƖНcŔŊőƽċǃН?ĲƚŔŊŰН
~ċŰƨċũНƖĲŉĲƖĲŰĦĲЮ 

 c?§ÑЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚ 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƣƖċŔŰŔŰŊƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
ÅŸċĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲƖН
ÉƓĲĲĬƚЯН
ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

[cì Н
ÑĲĦőŰŔĦċũН
ƚƚŔƚƣċŰĦĲ 

 о cŔŊő xŸŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΤЮΞаНfůƓũĲůĲŰƣНĲĬƨĦċƣŔŸŰċũНĲǭŸƖƣƚНƣŸНċĬĬƖĲƚƚНŸũĬĲƖНƖŸċĬНƨƚĲƖНƚċŉĲƣǃЮ 
ΤЮΞЮΝ fůƓũĲůĲŰƣНƣőĲН9ċƖ[ŔƣНƓƖŸŊƖċůН

ƣŸНƓƖŸůŸƣĲНĦŸŰƣŔŰƨĲĬНƚċŉĲН
ĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНċŰĬНůŸĤŔũŔƣǃНċůŸŰŊН
ŸũĬĲƖНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНĤǃНŉŸĦƨƚŔŰŊН
ċƣƣĲŰƣŔŸŰНŸŰНƚċŉĲƣǃЯНĦŸůŉŸƖƣЯН
ċŰĬНǯƣЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÉƣċƣĲН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉН ĬƨũƣНѼН
ŊŔŰŊНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲƚН

ы7 Éь 

xŸĦċƣŔŸŰƚН
ċŰċũǃǍĲĬ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

 cÑÉ ЯН
 c?§ÉН§cÉЯН
 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

 о xŸƽ ~ĲĬŔƨů 
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 ƨůĤĲƖ ĦƣŔŸŰ 

ÂƖŸƓŸƚĲĬНxĲċĬН
ŊĲŰĦǃНыċŰĬН

ƓċƖƣŰĲƖƚь 

ĦƣŔƻŔƣǃН
ÂĲƖŉŸƖůċŰĦĲН
~ĲƣƖŔĦ ƓƓũŔĦċƣŔŸŰ 

xċŰĬНÖƚĲН
9ŸŰƣĲǂƣ 

ÉċŉĲН
ÉǃƚƣĲůН
EũĲůĲŰƣ 

ÂŸƣĲŰƣŔċũН
[ƨŰĬŔŰŊН
ÉŸƨƖĦĲƚ ÅċƣŔŰŊ ÂƖŔŸƖŔƣǃ 

fůƓũĲůĲŰƣċƣŔŸŰН
ÑŔůĲН[ƖċůĲ 

ΤЮΞЮΞ ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНƣőĲНƚƣċƣĲНƣŸНĦƖĲċƣĲНċН
ũŔĦĲŰƚĲНƖĲŰĲƽċũНƓŸũŔĦǃНċŰĬНċН
ƖĲŉĲƖƖċũНƚǃƚƣĲůНƣŸНŔĬĲŰƣŔŉǃНŸũĬĲƖН
ĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНƽőŸНƚőŸƨũĬНŰŸƣНĤĲН
ĬƖŔƻŔŰŊЮ 

ÉƣċƣĲЯН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉН ĬƨũƣНѼН
ŊŔŰŊНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲƚН

ы7 Éь 

ĬŸƓƣŔŸŰНŸŉН
ƓŸũŔĦǃ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 c?~é ᵔ  ᴖ cŔŊő ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΤЮΞЮΟ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣН ÅÂНÉůċƖƣН?ƖŔƻĲƖН
ƓƖŸŊƖċůНƣŸНőĲũƓНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНŸƻĲƖНΡΡН
ƖĲŉƖĲƚőНƣőĲŔƖНĬƖŔƻŔŰŊНƚťŔũũƚЮ 

9ŔƣŔĲƚЯН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉН ĬƨũƣНѼН
ŊŔŰŊНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲƚН

ы7 Éь 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ƓƖŸŊƖċůƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

 ŸŰƓƖŸǯƣН
ĬƻŸĦċĦǃН

]ƖŸƨƓƚ 

ᵔᵔᵔ  ᴖ ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΤЮΞЮΠ 9ŸŰĬƨĦƣН9ŸǭĲĲНƽŔƣőН9ŸƓƚН
ĦċůƓċŔŊŰНƣŸНĤƨŔũĬНƖĲũċƣŔŸŰƚőŔƓƚН
ĤĲƣƽĲĲŰНƖŸċĬНƨƚĲƖƚНċŰĬНũċƽН
ĲŰŉŸƖĦĲůĲŰƣЮ 

9ŔƣŔĲƚЯННxŸĦċũН
ÂŸũŔĦĲЯН7ƨƖĲċƨН
ŸŉН ĬƨũƣНѼН
ŊŔŰŊНÉĲƖƻŔĦĲƚН

ы7 Éь 

 ƨůĤĲƖНŸŉН
ĦċůƓċŔŊŰН
ĲƻĲŰƣƚ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖНÅŸċĬН
ÖƚĲƖƚ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũНŸƖН
ÉƣċƣĲНÂŸũŔĦĲ 

 о xŸƽ xŸŰŊ 

ÉƣƖċƣĲŊǃНΤЮΟаНÂƖŸƻŔĬĲНċũƣĲƖŰċƣŔƻĲНůĲċŰƚНŸŉНƣƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣċƣŔŸŰНŉŸƖНŸũĬĲƖНĬƖŔƻĲƖƚНƚŸНƣőĲǃНĬŸНŰŸƣНŰĲĲĬНƣŸНĤĲНĤĲőŔŰĬНƣőĲНƽőĲĲũЮ 
ΤЮΟЮΝ ìŸƖťНƽŔƣőНũŸĦċũНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЯН

ƣƖċŰƚŔƣНċŰĬНƓċƖċƣƖċŰƚŔƣНċŊĲŰĦŔĲƚН
ƣŸНƓƖŸƻŔĬĲНƣƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣċƣŔŸŰН
ċƚƚŔƚƣċŰĦĲНƓƖŸŊƖċůƚНƣőċƣН
ċƚƚŔƚƣНƚĲŰŔŸƖƚНƽőŸНĦċŰŰŸƣН
ĬƖŔƻĲЮН 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÑƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣċƣŔŸŰН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŊƖċůƚН
ŸǭĲƖĲĬ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

ÑƖċŰƚŔƣН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЯН

 c?§ÑЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

ΤЮΟЮΞ EǂƓċŰĬНƣƖċŰƚŔƣНċĦĦĲƚƚНŔŰН
ƨŰĬĲƖƚĲƖƻĲĬНĦŸůůƨŰŔƣŔĲƚЮ 

~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũŔƣŔĲƚЯН
ÑƖċŰƚƓŸƖƣċƣŔŸŰН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚ 

ÂƖŸŊƖċůƚН
ŸǭĲƖĲĬ 

ũũНċƖĲċƚ ũũНċƖĲċƚ ÉċŉĲƖН
éĲőŔĦũĲƚ 

ÑƖċŰƚŔƣН
ŊĲŰĦŔĲƚЯН

 c?§ÑЯН
~ƨŰŔĦŔƓċũ 

 о ~ĲĬŔƨů ~ĲĬŔƨů 

  
































