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What 1 s a Safety Action P

Th8out heastern Connecticut Cou Boiult he@fas®&G@v er Cmeamtes
regional p | arnend enigv eady ean cfyeder al SpfanBtngegsahbdori Al
to develop an SS4A SSafeAxyiPAani eserrRPeanashhe update
SECOG 2022 Region®@heSpFanyof®pacrbadmapti ons and p
region to i mplement to reduce Thadwhwndeaahs eandh
cities, towns aBHCOGroegheninhotapply for i mpl emen
through the SS4A,pomngilrcaumpitremearetsriggod mmendati ons out
in the plan.

Key Pl an Goal s

T Achiavgoal obadewayg deaths and serious injuries

| denthiifgygh a njuryfnetmwenlsecti ons and roadway se

T Col fecetdback fromandel padll i £toank euhnosl adfeer sr oadways
intersections

T Devel op recommenrdagiitoemsspeci fic safety project
policies and strategies

T Deterknéeyweperfor manceomemsacakepgrogress towards V

T Ensure &EALCOGt s member munmigdéobringl etmeas adaien fund
t hr otulydh f E&dfAlaindi ng .progr am

=

Pl anning Process

As part of the planning process, SECOG convened t
Force, devel oped a Vision Zero goal, conducted a
and high crash opdsitstadrf s gl sedieawddexi sting transpo
policies, created recommendations, and identified

eval uati ooutt hTeh rporuogchess, SECOG engaged the public e

Goal Setting
& Project Set
Up

Safety Plan & Policy Projects & Progress &
W EWSTS Review Strategies Transparency

Engagement
&
Collaboration



https://secogct.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021_RTSP_June22Update.pdf

A Vision Zer -
t he SECOG Re SECOG has set

achieve zero

Federally funded Safety d ; a pro
which includes establishi el SETr 1 0OUS |y
deaths and seTheoB8ECDGj ur B

task force reviewed best 2047
meaningful target which pr oj
identified in the. plan ar

Publi ¢ Engagement

SECOG gathered input from the public and stakehol
i ssues and inform potenti al recommendati ons. The

meetings with thEoWNdea, oinn&ievioddalskst akehol der meeHt
of SECOG6s cities,t hroeven sp luinldi da omebantghrignst &r a bt i ve m
over 200 téspenswas k audits aatndmi gohn liinnpeu tsiiu rbveeeyat i o
600 responses

Key | ssues We Heard

1 Speeding T I'nsufficient enf or cemen
f Distracted driving T Conflicting turning mov
f Drunk or impaired driviingtersections

T Unsafe pedestrian cro9sComgmerci al dri veway tur
T Managing conflicts betweemf iiedti €l es,
pedestrians, bicyclistfisMi asaaldi gnédeé&rintersection
road users (e.g. dirt fbR&ad,dAg&¥sture crashes
etc.) T Nighttime visibility on
T Motorcyclist safety T Red Il ight running

f Stop sign compliance § Poor sightlines, especi

T I'nsufficient bicycle andegpetdatitonaoavergrowth
connectivity



Safety Anal ysi s

The phahudes amrasal ¥ 3ie
documents thegheghpnoogy
ofhi sthoirgihc cr as hbr arsids khi g

Crashes most | 1 kel
serious or fat al
crashes involving

|l ocations). The safety e pl an
: crashes @amldarhk e

recommended sahdtpd po&t

roadways, crashes
countermeasure tool boxe . : t o
. . L. . driver under the i
i denstirsfpyeci fi ¢ projects
. . on state roads, cr
intersections and roadw

roadwaaynsd h-eadcr as|
Bet ween2 @0¥®305 cr ashers freae
injam¢g 423 crashes repulted in serious injur

Projects and Strategies

The updated Saf ety tArd iroent UPHaakne tcyo mamichnl e/yssmmuni ty

i nptudtd eynptriofj ect s across t hloc a&ghioarmseatc hhiodgh tihmej uroy
the plan provides preliminary count dhmeddopres to
pr ojlecctatair @n ¢$bied tdehde prloij sdcreep | Nt wo cat pgopsiees:
identified due to a high fr equenpcryojaencdt ss eivdeerni ttiyf ioe
to a high hoeguencwtsortdfasnhot ed | ocati on of high pe
stakehdl ddosgh pr oj ecitnst oarneo tsoerprasrt aotmaendlt n®meci fi ¢c p

mangyroj ect | ocatmwHmeidaxpesraif.doyesieesude full | ist o
counter measur e rancdo nemeelnedcattgicmont st Tpda @i aa f ul | i st
munici pal projects, use the r®runicipal project gui
I n addistiis@mect i c safety recommendations, regionwi

identified to address key aspsSaferofPepbbéeSalSafsys
Safer Speeds,an$af@aratshoREsroenmended policies and st |
p a g8e4

| mpl ement ati on RieStpatnes, bRegitgynal ,
and Local

As a regional pl ademplge magenaygipo ®EC@IEe t echni cal as

to muni cagpwdcatiesf or policiepronidestavewi dg, | andl
programming of project-spedimpil @ mgmo jae, ¢ tossu banmidt stsittnega t
i mpl ementati on f uannddi nfgu nadpipnl g coafts ineenfsoer scpeamesnitb i | ity

muni ci paltihtei s4 aard



Li st of Top Regi onal Projects
Rank City [ T Project Description
1 Erankl Franklin Turnpike (CT-32) from Franklin Town Hall to Tyler
Road
2 Li sbon River Road (CT-12) from Lee Road to 1-395 Interchange
Fort Hill Road (US-1) from South Road (CT-649) to
3 Gr ot on
Vergennes Court
4 Colches Middletown Road (CT-16) corridor improvements from
Westchester Road(CT-149) to Standish Rd
5 Prest or Poquetanuck Road (CT-ZA) from Laurel Hill Road (CT-12) to
Middle Road
6 Gr ot on | LongHilRoad(US1) from Wayne Road to Poquonnock Rd
7 Erankl Franklin Turnpike (CT-32) from Norwich-Lebanon Road(CT-
87) to Murphy Road
, W Main Street (CT-82) from N High Street to Washington St
8 Nor wi ch
(CT-2)
9 Wi ndham Boston Post Rogd(USG) from _Alrport _Road to Walmart
Driveway (Northridge Drive)
Bank Street (US-1) from Colman Street (CT-639 / US-1) to
10 New Lono
Howard Street
11 Waterfo Hartford Turnpike (CT-85), f:gg;(lj-% WB Off Ramps to Cross
, N Main Street (CT-12) from north of 14th Street to north of
12 Nor wi ch
Edgewood Road
Colman Street (US-1) from Waldo Street to Cedar Grove
13 New Lono
Avenue
14 East L Boston Post Road(US-1) from Church Lane to Flanders Road
y (CT-161)
15 Gr ot on CT-12 corridor, from Charter Oak Drive to Gold Star Highway
(CT-184) WB Off-Ramps Interchange
Norwich-Westerly Road (CT-2) from Mains Crossing Road
16 | North Sto (CT-201) to Swantown Hill Road
. Stonington Road / E Main Street (CT-2) at Palmer Street /
17 Nor wi ch
Palmer Street Ext
Norwich-Westerly Road (CT-2) at Ross Road and Mathewson
18 Prestor .
Mill Road
19 Wi ndham Boston Post Road(US-6) at North Windham Road (CT-203)
20 Col ches Parum Road(CT-354) at Lake Hayward Road
21 Mo nt vi || Norwich Salem Turnpike (CT-82) south of Green Valley Drive
New London Road (CT-85) from Horse Pond Road to Emerald
22 Sal em
Glen Lane
23 Lisbon N Burnham Highway (CT-169) aj[ Kimbal Road and Meadow
Brook Circle
54 Montvil Norwich New London Turnpike (CT-32) from Fort Shantok
Road to Golden Road

10



Rank City [/ ﬂ Project Description

25 Nor wi ch Salem Turnpike (CT-82) frorrljallr—lg% NB Off Ramp to Orchard
: South Street over Frog Bridge, including intersections of
26 Wi ndham Pleasant Street(CT-32) and Main Street (CT-66)
57 Waterf o Boston Post Road(US-1) from Rope Ferry Road (CT-156) to
Miner Lane
. Veterans of Foreign Wars Highway (CT-2 / CT-32) at
28 Nor wi ch Washington Street (CT-2)
. | Liberty Street (CT-2) from Voluntown Road (CT-49) to |-95
29 Stoning NB Off-Ramp
30 Grot on North Road (CT-117) from Gold Star Highway (CT-184) to
Alpha Ave

Rank City |/ | Project Description

1 Sal em ol d Co_lche(s{:ﬂéréf)rmorradeardne_r L
Fire Company t6CHDPY wi ch
. Sal @&mrnpi KWWe Baire €82)r om west
2 Nor wi ct Lane east oSt rDeuenth a m
3 Wi ndhan Main Street (CT-66) from Bridge Street (CT-32) to Arnolds
Lane
4 New Lon{( Broad Street from Ledyard
: CoogbBhmul efvracGdeenmanvi | | -@ 7The
5 Stoning
Jerry Brown Road
Was hi ngttroen€T )Chel sea StPa€nades(
6 Nor wi cf Str,eaeitd Broadway near Namwi
ChelBa®raade
7 Gri swol Mai n S§tGIQet/-1 X8)r om S Main St
Streeewett City
8 Griswol N Main (£tIT6ebm north of( CElOM:
to southAwéEnbenox
: W Br adees)from Peq(6G¥3 ZE)aaivol
9 Stoning t hRI border
10 Wi ndhan Val eyeebm MaAwdé med dStgrhe et
Measuri ng Progress

As communities

Zer o.
t r akceky
performance

The
t @rfagehti seaye r o

pl an

i mpl emented by

past
five

f iared ytetag sn u nmboetro roifs tn ofnat al
.years

in the SECOG region
i dent i,f inmesa smueraessu roefs

fat al and

tnreaacsku r persocgitabkdeesmb er of safety
c o mmiu m éntuynolteearic ho fy ef aart a | and
and serious

11

ampeE@OG
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projects/
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What 1 s a Safety Action P
In 2021, the Bipartisan I nfrastructure Bill estab
prog,ywhmch funds regioniht ehdeddustegr iionuist iaantd vfeast a l |
on roadways within the United States.
The SS4A grant program centers on a Safe System A
A Death and serious injuries on our roads ar e
A People make mistakes
A Responsibility is shared
A Safety ies proactiyv
A Redundancy is cruci al
ThB8outheastern Connecticut ChruencceihvsSeS8dt AaGphannimegt s
grant 4ditm 2@%2 el op a Safety Action Plan, which is a
policies the region can implement toThed&aéetgadw
Action Plan funct$3o@G8GCAs R:mgiupmdalt eTtodnspobltias hed i
202, building on work the region has alTheagy anompl
enabl es communiStEICEOsk ic®@ostshe &emnaewttoi cauptpl v f or
i mpl ementation funding provided through the SS4A

recommendati ons
grant program 1m
Pl an includes a

outl i necdcviemr yt ISea f d fye tAyc t A cotni P afl a
levteaynclomgpe® nelmeé s SOEHIAAE nSadf ebtey oAvc t i
I required componpetndrs,orwdédrh. some

Components of a SROUSNIURES A,
Safety Action P
& 5
Céj Safer %7?,,
1.Leadership Commitrg Rl e %
Setting S :
2.Pl anning Structurg‘g EE
3.Engagement & Col | i 5
4 . Safety Analysis B 3
5. Policy & Process Chw‘%’%
6.Strategy & Project S%;
7. Progress & Transpar €nc oussymysse

13


https://secogct.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021_RTSP_June22Update.pdf

The Pl anning Process

SECOG began the planning process by convening the

committee comprised of regional stakeholders to ¢
deci si oBEL®OGNnEas so devel opeid hee \Miagieomy2aerho® chpdlaes
to reduce fatal and. sBhleacmunse aogr acsomedsu cttoe dz ear cs af et vy

identifying key crash characteristics and high cr
past plans, aexdi pbi ngi €Eennegioonal ahdtlkaencdde, progr a
created recommendati omasndf et rpdleigciess t optb@j @ anpd e me
achieving the Vision Zero goal. Throughout the pr
me mber s of , stthaek ephuoblldiecr s fZ2 mnti kg anedgivos@dd hs

pubagenclihees ement s of the pdesnoriinbge d riorc emer earceet ai

Engagenme@d!| | abor a@iGon

1T Develop and Pal iVélsy o@Go mmi
T Advisory Committee M¢etingkdero Goal
T Formation of Planning Tear
Advisory Committee

T I'nterviews with Muni :ipalities

1T Data Collection
T MeetingSsatWgdrci es o0 Roadway Crashes
o0 Roadway Characteristic
T Safety alnr@adact émni stics
1 WebsamRBublicPFag¢ieng Regi on
Dashboard T High I njury Network I denti
o Historic Crashes
o Risk Factors

T PubOmnmlci Ser vawenxd | nteral tiyve
Ma p
T Relevant Past Planning Eff
T Review of Existing Policie
1 Wal k AuStiesctani ons T Desired Policy Changes

T VirtuaPler&olnn Publ i c NaetﬂnE%oven Safety CountermgasF
i igh I njury Network Priori

Projects
T Regionwide Roadway Safety

T OngoMmmi toring
T PublAvali yR aédheBr ogr ess

14



The SECOG Pl anni2ikg TOowmtse x

Cities, and Boroughs
The SECOG Region is compmidsédodrofugh?2 tiowdsosutdieise €
The region hagig¢ewetsagvainsdl iamaglewrdi ng New London, Grot

Nor wiwichh more urbanikzedevteraé¢t coentmualatr aeseaieed Db
| ower volume roadways sOnthelretharden e ilzendd bysenor e
devel opment

Many of the majaverbadwaybrough SECOG communities
and maintained by Connecticut DewhrleeathefsTaneaes
mai ntained by muni cshpalist hbeswbeEdewntébhyomebadgni zed
nat itarhse Mashant uTcrkiebhatIPeNy u &b dh eigltarei baatli. oONThe tri bal
nat iaonnds SECOG wor k whesehywhyggebbebygsi blshueder s
region has sever al | ar ge t raanfdf itco egnd,neetirsad wwdi mg dt e
casind&d ectirni dNeBw dtoatdde MWW dtliagl in Stonington.

The Southeast Area Transit District (&SfEfAElr)i ng t he
fixed rout éelhweeqnenrhieca egi ondssmtlraarkg eNo rctohnermausnti t R eegsi
train service al so tshddywead aNdvw nL d md cSit oS & &t e n

95k rtehe mantoersénviesg the region.

Quick Facts about the SECOG Regi on
Tot al Pop27@25o0on:

Popul ati on Density ( Deln s6e2s4dt pCoonpnhuerGistogyu)a:m e mi | e (
Popul ation Density (Leas2tl5Depnesoep |Col nghpuunaigteye)imi | e (
Percent of Roads-Owmat5&4 e St ate

Percent of PeobP9% Over 65:

Percent of PeoplO0&% Under 18:

Percent Peoplénof u@ohg/rlHa tsoppfaond rcy : 3 1a% e )

Source: U.S. Census Amé&iyieaan i CroadneuURiotl. SQean
CTDOT Roads (excluding interstates)

15



SECO®& Roadway Safety Prol

When a community member is seriously injured or
killedrwhlijel #migs unpredict e

. ! mig P ‘ Fatal Crashes .
grief to families and | ove 1i es
affect -alhleyofcresate the pe

roadways are pesaépti dh ofig
roadsiasyx acervwmdredit comes 20

bi king ewheml|t ibégleens s phys ;o
protection in the event of g

I n the SECfO&t alegamd,seri ou

been trending upwarmhdaeargdo ng Serious Crashes
crashes saw a downward tre
229l n 2020, serious injury
increase duls.FagaCOV¥FrBshes
generally increasing as we 60
region has s8énfatalndr2aS| ,
bet ween2 2Rle5nme mb e r ienvge nt haart €

] €,

) 20

l ost Iis SEOOMG@Gandevel oped ¢

eIiminatefatalitietshearrdagsO%b,\%QQ\%%D\
NN AT AT T K W Q&

roadways. S N N S G N N S S

A VI SI ON ZERO GOAL FOR THE SECAQG

As part of the Safety Action Pl an G has
goal for achieving Vision Zero. r o
el i mnate all traffic fatalit.] e
recogni zes that | uusnta cocheepathadbal fg SECOG has set

the pain and suffering assoc [ @CIINEVIESZEN0
and serious

death I s preventabl e.

SECOG has committed to a goal 2 O 4 7

deaths in 20 years, by 2047.
page outline the necessary c¢r a
goal

16
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Engagement Goal

Thgoal of publforenhfgagé&mérty Acmmwumivid thenamwa s mt o
members of the public and project stakeholders th
team engaged a geographically representative grou
safety on SECOGGO6s roads through asvamidetiwntef amei o
enhanced the project teamds understanding of safe
anal ysi s.

Engagement Met hods

Vi sion Zero Task Force

The Vision Zero Taaekd Bdrocepwaseandmpi ves from seve

( Norwich, Town of Groton, New London, Stonington,
Stonington), two adtvhoec aMays hoarngtaunci kzeatt i Peenga,ott h & r i b al
Connecticut Department of Transportation. The pro

times during the development of the plan to discu
the draft high injury net woNk, i aomdTZ&erke sFeonrtc et he f i
additionally pr ovihdiegdh enaerflwo yi kn,p ustu gogne sttheed pol i ci es
address roadway safety, and offered additional | o
countermeasures that BoeesnttamedhéenViaieopl Z2ero T,
are in Appendix B.

Stakehol der Meeti ngs

The project team condottetei BReSECOBScommbonilti es,
the Mashantucket PBERaod iTntidravi é&Nvad itomok pl ace bet\
fall of 2025. The meetings wereigmrargahdy aértveinde:
publicmagr&ewn manadgneirnsi sanp@dlt@amsers. These meeting
extensive insight into areas of concern in each <c
t heigh nejfwopnpk)|] chobimmpnly obheeyvedssas such as spee
di stracted driving, and interventions being consi

The project team dddixttieornnaalll ys tnaekte hwoiltdher s wor ki ng
concerns acrioMast cthh & ogt aMee CT, Safe Routes to Schoo
Department of( PRl Depbleameht of Emergency Managem
SecurRetgyibosn al Emer gen®y bPIl & nDiieHa gsthTeeraemd o ppor t uni t i
enhanced acdtc®ss mpo odat & a,f eetsyp eecviaa lulayt ioofn emer gi ng t
modes s ulwihkes. eWatch f or pMea tiderrids,0 amrvoavuiudaibregd

messages ar ounsdp eCoinfniace estbdf ®tda fye Rout es t o School pr
technical assi st amge itvwxthmunlicitpalenhamsce wal ki ng @
schodbhese meetings focused on stratéebpeesabtiadaatddr

19



resouarlcreesafdfyer ed t o municipalities and COGs, and p
Notes from meetings with each community AMRBe | ocat
summary ofwimeketimgsot her regiomsal ns@&ApependsxalCehol

Public Meeting

The project team held three public meetings over
June 2025 (one in person at the SECOG offices, on
public meetings provided an intsofiloct Abh (8S#4 Ak §

program and shared initial top |l ocations and key
devel opment of the high injury network. The proje
on top crash | ocations, raawa me mtnsalc d wlchth e nma dveh,e r¢
concerns, and types of countermeasures tdiegi twaolul d

whiteboards to enable participants to -peasswen ques:t
meeting provided the same exercise using poster b

The second publi onméendizdy2®ad hetdsed on soliciti
on the draft plan, including topN@ptréaorfirtromltolceatp wt
meetings are in Appendix D.

Public Survey

A survey was published EVER FEEL UNSAFE e
engagempmeand esvwasandi stri bu ON ROADWAYS
municipalities and advo@i'BeIV gl 34K K ound
the region to ensure tha ted
the geographic diversit Help us make your roads safer! el l a
the diwdyeys emaeop!| & hter swe |

avai loablie@ee frNmvdmiber t D Take our safety
received 568 (Thtealsunr & ey action plan
respondents to identify 5”“’3’! e d
most frdaqueénmntinyg, waol ksihna

their gener al safety co ght
specliofciact i ons wit hi nwhteh & %? Safe Streets for

they have obser e d usnmide ty L0 Rttt

the survewnr degulfobsindE i n Arnnarndry

20



|l nteractive Map

.......

Dashboard : ke o

The project tedamedadpietdi o °7 % - :
interactive map which a" s s BF o . 1l ace
points and comments at [ = = e
concern ar ourAd timeg eragit °g e@ 2 .

was al so used during t h" o e °°®iod
to collect comment sanodn ™7 77 z ﬁ O °  B
received 258 sesmmangesf R TN &)

responses can be Ffound -
The public input ma
SECOG website.

Wal k Audi t s

The project team cathdtuethbedftivapkl acdttens for cras

These |l ocations were deter mi néhd gthhmayg gvio ytkh ea ndle v e |
suppl emented with input from the public survey, i
The three | ocati omtss cAhwoesneune wenrOaN@owidlhokenedtoenr, Road i n
Sal em, and Norwichtown Gr

ii Norwich. The project teanm

wal k audits with staff f

r
municipality, often inclu
Departments of Public Wor
Pl anning, town @dministra
emergency services provid
audits took place between
n
i

and December 2025. Commo
di scussed incpoded speed
sightlines, red light run
inadequate pedestrian i nf

Recommendati ons were tail
of the three walk audit |
The project team conduct summaeosf which can be foun
Col chester Road in Saler Appencai x
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What We Heard: Safety Con

The Safety Action Plan seeks to identify and addr

communities. Through the public engagement proces
safety issues raised by peopl e whNoo tlaibvlee, twhoernke s atnh
arose from all aspects of public engagement were
sightlines, and insufficient pedestrian and bicyc

COMMON CONCERNS HEARD FROWFMECNAACISPAHE PUB

Speegdi n I nsufficient enf

Di stracted dri Vv Conflicting turnin
intersections

Drunk or i mpairefq( Commerci al driveway
Unsafe pedestrian Mi saligned interse
Managing conflicts
pedestrians, bicycl i s Road departure c

(e.g. dirt bikes,

Mot orcyclist sa Nighttime visibilit

Stop sign compl i Red light runni

I nsufficient bicyc| Poor sightlines, espg¢
connectivity overgrowth
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Wh at We Hear d: Preferred
| mprovements

Below is a selection of the types of safety impro
engagement process as interventions communities w
prefer some treatments to others; for teaxmtmptloe, so
install mppadade hw maintenancemagnber mesr ewhoméoot hb

testing different treatments

T Speed tables or humps Y Rectanrgpildars hbeagons
T Lowering speed | imit (RRFBs) at crosswal ks
T Speed feedback radar dgi@Qusb extensions at <c¢ros
T Narrowing travel |l anedg Raised crosswal ks or in
T I'ncreased enforcement f Leading Pedestrian I nte
T | mproscbdzohs gnage T Sidewal ks

T Bi ke | anes

T Shared use paths
f I mproving inteysection geometr
and tightening turning radid.
f Roundabout s T Center or edge |ine rum
T Alwagt op T High friction surface t
1T Vegetati on management ft®tiimpedveaehouWwdidrees
sightlines T Access management

1 Notur onte d
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What We Heard: Specific L

concern

The project team conduct eals apdarhtor ofugthto rdhdapd lacmrhe s
i njuetywor k. Additionally, community feedback was |
understand the user experience on roadways in the
were asSemseedxampl esargdr ofva eddebda dbke | o w

"Stricter enforcement of
speeding. We need a
better light at the "Install rotary or a
intersection of 354 and bend in road to
Lake Hayward. Too many force people to
accidents.” slow down" —
- Public Survey Public Survey
Respondent Respondent

imuneciste vichltyotitSEonl  Rovite #2 AL the Salem Route 85 (to Stonington- Most of
== imemaction of AL Rte 11) Route One from

©of neadeding to cross where 201. Route #184 @ 1395 speeders Mystic to Pawcatuck.
traftic, especiolly left turns,

fa pocry comiaigl Route # 49. Also Route 27 in

== - 3 _‘..J =l
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Overview of Recent Regi on
The project teamfevxamkl@@84ctashaeader sttared dtshe gene
crashes over thbetagénwaisl eabrualayt shitsp nf adchwesenost recent
available five years &f028l dshrédasthai néowenan i 202 0as
the University of ConnecticuttRBeasbhabowag Repshidtda
the State offh@ommadtyisd st of safety trends includes
including interstates,nobtuti dhéiogrin tfe redithia tse B 1ss theercsa uasre
interstates tend to have | bwpge samedats hs afaeteys t han

countermeasures are not applicable to interstates
Bet ween t2hOel 5y eaanrds 202 4, SECOG communities have

number of crashes resultidgsphntesembdestodetht aksi
betwe2éda7 andh2619eflects the need for a strategic
related injury and fatality.

Bet ween2 @ar0ound 23% of cracshep®fyebalteagduinp anashe

tihsi nle3 5
fat al
1. 5%

crashes
i njury
cfr aghles.

crashasnd

The most common
regi ome-ame
crasapvd, angl € serea ph es
bel ow)vheaer iodt xrash typ
the diversity of road
from the more urban r
vehicleandambabBeri stta
more rur al areas with
crashes. Looking spec
most samgl e vebicFelctno
no-motori st Cc Foas Icersa, s Hhe

types
crasheshi sl

angle crashes.
Crash Severity 2020 -2024
3922, 423, 1.4%

12.8% 135, 0.4%

H Fatal Injury (K)

2,683, 8.7%

® No Apparent Injury
©)

m Possible Injury (C)

Suspected Minor
Injury (B)

B Suspected Serious

Injury (A) 23,568,

76.7%

Source:

r e s ua ntde2d3

120

100

irne sfual ttaeld

Serious and Fatal Crashes
2015 -2024

140

8

6

4

2

o o o o o

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Crash Types 2020 -2024

1%
2% 2%
H Rear-End 3% <7

B Single-Vehicle 15% 31%

H Angle
m Sideswipe
Other/Unknown
® Head-On
19%
Rear to Rear/Side

® Non-Motorist

27%
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Fatal and
Crashes-22Q220

Seriou

Fatal Cr

Serious
Crashes

<
‘/6‘

)

®
~@,
.¥138;\
. Griswold | ¢
165+ J
( °
m(j-m
.\. o‘o')g:\i;:”’
a3 2,
1 3 5 (X MOZtVi"e - (//y7'} . N?l‘th
& ,)\. 7 Stoningto
Fatal I njul _-,/”L}N o0 N
28 \“'. Ledyard ‘7” o
N
: , f AL

RO A APSE\ TR o AP T, )
4 2 3 \© /.;waterford.’.: : } / - .\.
\\o : 3 <

East Lynx\e o°\. °

Serious | njui 3 $
Ve o
VGEL )-SR W
®
1.756 35 7 Miles

Source:

CT Crash Dat



gé:f O Fat al | nj urbyy Clrya
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{> A Ne
W E Q;o’
o am
2 N
e ©
o »
~N
3 ‘ ‘ © Angl e
\ e
Le.@pn’\ N Sprague ./\ / 4 A A @ He aQ@n
®
87wra11 in S/ Lisbo e:/%\‘\p"\, ' @ NoMotoris
z ® \.t .‘\—.
( 138 g @ Re &Ermnd
. Griswold
A @single Ve

@®sSideswipe
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Nor wi ¢ch

experiencadkstulhd i mganti nchreanglegggy on bet ween 20

with over 1CB@B8Bhctygplkssin the reddarexammmggae by co

crashes

are most hNegwlLyo(Ropnce s gptued)caasdhss ndham

(328&fF town in)uiSyngtashedhicle crashes Laerbeanmmst hi
(638 town in)uaryd chdBthaeld (town i RPjedepgptci amhespnshe

most highly represented in NewahdnWané&fbéd of bwnty
injury crashes).
Injury Crashes by Type 2020 -2024 by SECOG
Community
1400 1,325 1,400
|
1200 1,200
1000 1,000
870
| 845
\
800 800
652 630
600 600
498
l 440
| 417
400 400
252
193
200 169 155 144 138 200
118 109 109
70
IS
0 = L o0
ST FT L LT ES LS SL S S S S FE
FTFILFLFTITELST &S LS &N LSS
S F K. & VY @8 D@ P P L
S q§V & & %@(\\ K\ Q/,bé (Jo\(, & c)@«\\ SO & <& Q7 R é\é\
S & X\
$0
m Angle H Rear-End H Single-Vehicle
W Sideswipe H Head-On H Bicyclist/Pedestrian
Unknown Rear to Rear/Side

Sour ce: CT Crash Dat
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Of the coECOMUG Wit i le Lo vVWedr0 t ot, Wl ndhamhbad the | argest
of crrsdqhelsti ngov d%0o M mdyhana 9;hheoswe Ferankl in and Leba
had the highest percentiangeurof ocfr aast® éost @fnwendsw Wtoivreg i
crashes). Ledyard had the hi ghessetr ipoeursc eonrt afgaet aolf icn
(4. 3% of town crashes)
Injury Severity 2020 -2024 by SECOG Community
Norwich NS e 6,182
Groton | I 4,184
New London  INEEG_—_—_ e 3,092
Waterford [N . 2513
Windham | . 2,349
Stonington | NN e 2076
Montville [N e 1967
EastLyme [N e 1,887
Colchester | INEG_— e 1014
Griswold NN e 323
North Stonington | I 694
Preston NN T —— 617
S . 552
Ledyard | I 508
Lebanon [N I 335
Salem I I 329
Frankiin I I 309
Bozrah [N I —— 753
Sprague Il . 125
Mashantucket I N, 2

H Fatal Injury (K)
Suspected Minor Injury (B)

0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Suspected Serious Injury (A) ®Possible Injury (C)
® No Apparent Injury (O)

Source: CT Crash Dat:
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Fat al and Serious I njury
CharactelSiummiacy: of Over
represented crash types

The safety analysis recognized that some crash ty

fatal i njury. The analysis imnelpueéadnsatad syts i osf, prho
compared all roadway crashes to fatal anHOhiseri ous
analysis examined a variety of f ageée®d sdnidnictl udi ng
roadway aleinggn meomtme,nt al factors (e.g. road surface
types ( e:pge.devsethriicalnescirnagsthed sc leendcr ashes), and drivel
circumstances (e. g. i mpaired driving and speedi

Belbsw a summary of the k-ey f|
fepreoenamaliysésamiwméassh es b e RGNS N NENCYW.
2020 andh26G24.s basec| gkiABsSCeG [IEETEENTREIN -3 IR o)
scal e r”m‘)hearéataﬁAc‘)icasaLsshp,eS:etreidou wh e
i njur yfBairasuls,p emitrear i njfiCxiyw c
possible injfirga crash wnhntdh |
damaghe mostemprvesented cr ash HUR seriousl| 8
vehiclecompgshd®s ndg 2al | cr ashe
fat al and serious injury crashes.

e over

someone wa S

Crashes wheserachkmht ¢adiest (a person wa)l karneg,albsiok i I
overepreswintledt hese crashes comprising just wunder
of fat al and serG aséteinjpemelsttwraiganese. | i lswellty itm a e
fatwwlr serioqusompj sy h% olfe sasl It hcaht sohfe sf,a thault olr s er i
i njury Motasrheycl e cr asrhreesp rweesreen taelds,o toovteal i ng about
but 16% of fatjadr yanadr sashréo.us i n

Ot her-repeesented cr ads mgtlypcersalsiihredsleui(8ng ooAs rke g b e
vehiclevergdgbes all sing)ler aethe svleghhiearilees hoeesc epant s
not wearindgl2a% sétartbbsenes vs. 2.*9%rafshalsl oar asthed d:
roadwaly7s% Aoccfr akkhes vs. 9%, DUttt @s(Brdos arcakalsde)s v s.
2.5% of a),| carasshleess on c(WwRre6we focfr akaldevaa y 6 s . 14% of al
and crasheswmend Srtad&Ma¥WEr @shes vs 44% .0f tot al Cr i
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Crash Types More Likely to Resul

| nj urkyA)

l nvol ve a Ped

' 1% oACKas hdsBDvesf T

Crashes

DarikUnl i ghted R

1% oACKashe% of.Ta

X Crashes
x

Under Infhleuenc

9% oACKas he&es%vaesf. Tc
Crashes

Mi nor Arteri al
Coll ector s

5% oACKas heaes2% vosf. T«
Crashes

Hea-®n Col | i s

9% oACKashe®% of.To
Crashes

R

Single Vehicl

39% oRACKas he&s% vosf. T«
Crashes

NowWearing Sea

1% oACKas he&esW%vesf. T

Crashes S
‘&

St ate Road

5% oACKasheasth vosf. T«
Crashes

l nvol ve a Mot

16% fA®r as hels® vest. B

Cr h
ashes m
I\ 2
Curved Roa)

26 oRACKashedsh vosf. T
Crashes
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The following charts offfeprgseatarn i deat ainlal ysitshan
i denti fyainndg uanwlgerr esent ed crash types and contribut
crash type, single vehicle cshseh,typghtbngycbadahn
weat her conditions, road surface conditions, driywv
and roadway alignment.

I n the ohaetlbognrgaer thawentimai cates that the percent

resulting in a fatality or serious injury is grea
al so showed someeponéesbheedndeash types, including
reamd and scirdaesshweisppe and crashes in the rain or snc
Crash Type Single Vehicle Crash Type
Single-VehiCle | —— e —
Angle
Pedestrian | Other Fixed Object
Rear-End o — Tree | ——
Head-On h
o Other | —
Sideswipe e ——
Unknown & Guardrail
Rear to Rear/Side
a Utility/Light Pole |
Other f
CyC“St | Curb h
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% Overturn/Rollover
Ditch/Embankment ‘
Vulnerable User Type
yp Flying Object [
Cyclist h Signage '
Animal ™
Pedestrian — Bridge |
0% 5% 10% 15% 0% 5% 10%

B AllCrashes M Fatality/Serious Injury

33



Road Class Roadway Alignment

Local
Curve RightL

USRoute -
Curve Left ‘
Interstate r

0% 20% 40% 60% Unknown i

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Vehicle Type

passenger Co s
gt Tk (van,pickup ruck,
Motorcycle | a—

Truck (single unit, tractor trailer, with trail'

Other g™

Bicycle g
Bus |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Lighting Condition

Dark-Lighted -
Dark-Not Lighted L

Dawn/Dusk L

Weather Condition

Snow/Wintry Mixr

Otherl
Other I
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M AllCrashes M Fatality/Serious Injury
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Driver Condition*

Apparenty Nommal - R ————

Under the Influence of Medications/Drugs/Alcohol h
Physically Impaired h
Other h
Ill (sick), Fainted g
Emotional (depressed, angry, disturbed, etc.) L
Asleep or Fatigued r
Not Applicable

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Functional Class*

Seatbelt Used*

Minor Arterial

Principal Arterial
Yes P

Major Collector

Local

Interstate

Minor Collector I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

W AllCrashes M Fatality/Serious Injury

* ncompl etieamaltyasies only evaluates( cot@hes wioth!|datr asda
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Hi gh 1 njur yDeNwd Ilwop rke nt

The devel opment of the high injury network is a ¢c¢
injury network is a selection of intersections an
a)ahi story of praesdulctriarscheisn i njury or

b)hi gh risk roadwayl ckafrpcterirssuks in future cr
ofi nformati opastegahAlbingd skatubesh reactive and
proactive towards i mproving roadway safety.

Hi gh | Nptuwwp(rkkl W)ased on Recent Road
Crashes

The first high injwaygy devewbobkhedomponent
using an ArcGl S tool that Wnked crash poi\v\t l oca
roadways and The earsaeschhesonwser e [|ISIEnVkEeRd TtYo SCO
roadways and imapepisteitaoontns| NbwsSeri ous I njur
buffer around i ntfeoroste cbtuifo ngsr eaakde uan d5 0
roadway s €gemernotasdways and intersections
wertehegn ven a scor e basédjuniseebre' c’sues'velrnijtuyryof
associaiédkwﬂthsapdutretﬁe.oﬁrocepsasCh

t woet wor ks wédrmeec haateatdenn Fat al l njury Cr
vehicular crasbdescredmonerp st

(people outside vehicles Wg’\k—i—n—g,—b—i—k—i—n—g—,/scootin

crashes.

HIN Outputs
HIN Inputs HIN Process

uHigh Injury Networkr
MRoadV\(/:a_I)_/DSC()e_Igments videntify the crashes at : S(J-:‘gr)\/wents
( ) each segment and

nRoadway Crashes (CT AETEE e wehicular

Crash Data Repository : TNon-Motorist
2020-2024) ”Cregfcﬁ :g‘g’ﬂgxtsgﬁ&e for vHigh Injury Networkr

vintersections (Derived intersection based on Intersections

from CTDOT Roadway crashes wWVehicular

Segments) fINon-Motorist
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Net wor k based on Ri sk Factor s

I'n addition dtbtor d¢ihdes ed aaslh tamal ysi s approach, which
l ocations with historical  tthree nSlasf eo fStsreadtosu sf oorr Alal
recommends that communbasiedy sassld hdadv dlakpe rai pk oact
on identifying potRnsbknabkdf atal gfsueteucraed eloohcsaftyi ons o f
revi eewoiandgway and conttehattealr r aeWwiathieblugber frequency
severity of crashes.

The SEMCGHR s eidgimj ureyt woakes a proactiideetappriaagc hiigm
|l ocatiwwmlsndroabl e propd eu,dwadkk infglgy eitdcent i fying inter s
corridors in proximity to public asdetacsluchias p
(t r aainlds-roommd bi kTehdianéessklidgh hei woykdehsiofi es communi
t hat are mbawe |hHikgehki ntg tori g kiwehrysuhdgi s i ncl udes

communities with high percentages of zero vehicle
poverty |l ine, and comnxeandiet ioers cwinnheirncidaed nszeoni ng. L
baskdh i mjeamwyrk identifies khbowareifokn sf alhlagadwinmg thhee
completion of CTDOT tr af f iFcors aefxeatfiyp bpar, oijnetcetrss eicnt itohn
pl anned to be converted to ha grhd wnidatkoetitye i inmphemé m:
of thesafratfy icounter measure wil/l reduce the numbet

Th emet hodolsocgoyr itndgRECCFOG-B & skidgh naej wogksbown in the
graphic bel ow
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17 Proximity to Public Assets (Total +12 points)

APublic transit stop within 0.25 miles i 3 points
ASchool within 0.5 miles i 3 points
ABike Facility (trail or on-road bike facility) within 0.25 miles i 3 points

AOther public asset within ~0.25 miles (grocery store, museum, etc. as identified
from the SECOG regional assets layer)i 1 point each, up to 3 points

2 1 Demographics and Zoning (Total +5 points)

ANo Vehicle Household Population greater than 7.4% - 3 points*

ANo Vehicle Household Population between 4%- 7.4% - 2 points*

ANo Vehicle Household Population between 0.6%- 4% - 1 point*

AGreater than 24% of block group population below 200% federal poverty line
(FPL) T 1 point**

ABlock group within mixed use or commercial zoning i 1 point

31 Lesser Risk from Traffic Safety Projects (Total

points)

AWwithin 0.25 miles of a funded project that improves traffic safety (SECOG or
CTDOT project)i Subtract 3 points

*The regionmadvebvelageopulfameroinc @m s@ammuni tiys Durewe wi (t 024 )st and
devi ati onPooifnt3s. 4a%.l o cgarteeadt ebra stehdanonaver age, avearnadger+gle stt &2nda
standard deviations.

*The regi onmdr caevretr agfe popul ati on bel owst Rd %2 0ad%efdedar alhep dAwme
Community SurOv2edy) .(2019
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