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What is a Safety Action Plan? 
The Southeastern Connecticut Council of Governments (SECOG), Southeastern Connecticutôs 

regional planning agency, received a federal Safe Streets for All (SS4A) planning grant in 2024 

to develop an SS4A Safety Action Plan. The Safety Action Plan serves as an update to the 

SECOG 2022 Regional Safety Plan. The plan is a roadmap of specific actions and policies for the 

region to implement to reduce roadway deaths and serious injuries. The plan enables the 22 

cities, towns and boroughs in the SECOG region to apply for implementation funding provided 

through the SS4A program to design, construct or implement policy recommendations outlined 

in the plan.  

 

 

Key Plan Goals 
¶ Achieve a goal of zero roadway deaths and serious injuries 

¶ Identify a high injury network of intersections and roadway segments 

¶ Collect feedback from the public and local stakeholders on unsafe roadways and 

intersections 

¶ Develop recommendations for site specific safety projects and regional safety 

policies and strategies 

¶ Determine key performance measures to track progress towards Vision Zero 

¶ Ensure SECOG is eligible for implementation funds through SS4A.  

 

 

Planning Process 
As part of the planning process, SECOG convened the planning team, formed a Vision Zero Task 

Force, developed a Vision Zero goal, conducted a safety analysis identifying key crash trends 

and high crash clusters, reviewed past traffic safety plans and existing transportation safety 

policies, created recommendations, and identified performance measures for ongoing plan 

evaluation. Throughout the process, SECOG engaged the public and key stakeholders. 

 

 

 

Goal Setting 
& Project Set 

Up

Safety 
Analysis

Plan & Policy 
Review

Projects & 
Strategies

Progress & 
Transparency

Engagement 
& 

Collaboration

https://secogct.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021_RTSP_June22Update.pdf
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A Vision Zero Goal for 

the SECOG Region 
Federally funded Safety Action Plans follow a process 

which includes establishing a target date to eliminate 

deaths and serious injuries. The SECOG vision zero 

task force reviewed best practices and set a 

meaningful target which may be attainable if projects 

identified in the plan are programmed.  

 

Public Engagement 
SECOG gathered input from the public and stakeholders to enhance understanding of safety 

issues and inform potential recommendations. The public engagement process involved 

meetings with the Vision Zero Task Force, individual stakeholder meetings with leaders in each 

of SECOGôs cities, towns and boroughs, three public meetings, an online interactive map with 

over 200 responses, three walk audits at high injury locations and an online survey with over 

600 responses.  

 

Key Issues We Heard 

¶ Speeding 

¶ Distracted driving 

¶ Drunk or impaired driving 

¶ Unsafe pedestrian crossings 

¶ Managing conflicts between vehicles, 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and other 

road users (e.g. dirt bikes, ATVs, 

etc.) 

¶ Motorcyclist safety 

¶ Stop sign compliance 

¶ Insufficient bicycle and pedestrian 

connectivity   

¶ Insufficient enforcement 

¶ Conflicting turning movements at   

intersections 

¶ Commercial driveway turning 

conflicts 

¶ Misaligned intersection geometry 

¶ Road departure crashes 

¶ Nighttime visibility on winding roads 

¶ Red light running 

¶ Poor sightlines, especially due to 

vegetation overgrowth 

 

 

SECOG has set a goal to 

achieve zero roadway deaths 

and serious injuries by 

2047 
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Safety Analysis 
The plan analyzed crash trends and developed a 

high injury network (map of historic high crash 

and high crash risk locations). The safety analysis 

informed the planôs recommended safety policies, 

traffic safety countermeasure toolboxes, as well 

as helped to identify site-specific projects at high 

injury intersections and roadway segments. 

Between 2020-2024, 135 crashes resulted in fatal 

injury and 423 crashes resulted in serious injury.  

 

Projects and Strategies 
The updated Safety Action Plan combines the results of the safety analysis and community 

input to identify projects across the region at high injury locations. For each of the top projects, 

the plan provides preliminary countermeasures to address key safety concerns. The top 40 

project locations are listed below. The projects listed are split into two categories: projects 

identified due to a high frequency and severity of motorist crashes and projects identified due 

to a high frequency of non-motorist crashes and/or noted location of high pedestrian activity by 

stakeholders. Although projects are separated into motorist and non-motorist specific projects, 

many project locations experience multi-modal safety issues. To see the full list of projects with 

countermeasure recommendations and selection criteria, go to page 71. For a full list of 

municipal projects, use the municipal project guide in Appendix A.  

In addition to site-specific safety recommendations, regionwide policies and strategies were 

identified to address key aspects of the Safe Systems Approach ï Safer People, Safer Vehicles, 

Safer Speeds, Safer Roads and Post-Crash Care. Recommended policies and strategies start on 

page 93.  

Implementation Responsibility ï State, Regional, State 

and Local 

As a regional planning agency, SECOGôs implementation role is to provide technical assistance 

to municipalities, advocate for policies on a statewide level, provide training, and develop 

programming of projects. Implementation of site-specific projects and strategies, submitting 

implementation funding applications, and funding of enforcement is the responsibility of 

municipalities and the state.  

 

Crashes most likely to result in 

serious or fatal injury include 

crashes involving a pedestrian, 

crashes on dark-unlighted 

roadways, crashes involving a 

driver under the influence, crashes 

on state roads, crashes on curved 

roadways and head-on crashes. 
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List of Top Regional Projects 

Motorist 

Rank City / Town Project Description 

1 Franklin 
Franklin Turnpike (CT-32) from Franklin Town Hall to Tyler 

Road 

2 Lisbon River Road (CT-12) from Lee Road to I-395 Interchange 

3 Groton 
Fort Hill Road (US-1) from South Road (CT-649) to 

Vergennes Court 

4 Colchester 
Middletown Road (CT-16) corridor improvements from 

Westchester Road (CT-149) to Standish Rd 

5 Preston 
Poquetanuck Road (CT-2A) from Laurel Hill Road (CT-12) to 

Middle Road 

6 Groton Long Hill Road (US-1) from Wayne Road to Poquonnock Rd 

7 Franklin 
Franklin Turnpike (CT-32) from Norwich-Lebanon Road (CT-

87) to Murphy Road 

8 Norwich 
W Main Street (CT-82) from N High Street to Washington St 

(CT-2) 

9 Windham 
Boston Post Road (US-6) from Airport Road to Walmart 

Driveway (Northridge Drive) 

10 New London 
Bank Street (US-1) from Colman Street (CT-639 / US-1) to 

Howard Street 

11 Waterford 
Hartford Turnpike (CT-85), from I -95 WB Off Ramps to Cross 

Road 

12 Norwich 
N Main Street (CT-12) from north of 14th Street to north of 

Edgewood Road 

13 New London 
Colman Street (US-1) from Waldo Street to Cedar Grove 

Avenue 

14 East Lyme 
Boston Post Road (US-1) from Church Lane to Flanders Road 

(CT-161) 

15 Groton 
CT-12 corridor, from Charter Oak Drive to Gold Star Highway 

(CT-184) WB Off-Ramps Interchange 

16 North Stonington 
Norwich-Westerly Road (CT-2) from Mains Crossing Road 

(CT-201) to Swantown Hill Road 

17 Norwich 
Stonington Road / E Main Street (CT-2) at Palmer Street / 

Palmer Street Ext 

18 Preston 
Norwich-Westerly Road (CT-2) at Ross Road and Mathewson 

Mill Road 

19 Windham Boston Post Road (US-6) at North Windham Road (CT-203) 

20 Colchester Parum Road (CT-354) at Lake Hayward Road 

21 Montville Norwich Salem Turnpike (CT-82) south of Green Valley Drive 

22 Salem 
New London Road (CT-85) from Horse Pond Road to Emerald 

Glen Lane 

23 Lisbon 
N Burnham Highway (CT-169) at Kimbal Road and Meadow 

Brook Circle 

24 Montville 
Norwich New London Turnpike (CT-32) from Fort Shantok 

Road to Golden Road 
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Rank City / Town Project Description 

25 Norwich 
Salem Turnpike (CT-82) from I -395 NB Off Ramp to Orchard 

Lane 

26 
Windham 
Willimantic 

South Street over Frog Bridge, including intersections of 
Pleasant Street (CT-32) and Main Street (CT-66) 

27 Waterford 
Boston Post Road (US-1) from Rope Ferry Road (CT-156) to 

Miner Lane 

28 Norwich 
Veterans of Foreign Wars Highway (CT-2 / CT-32) at 

Washington Street (CT-2) 

29 Stonington 
Liberty Street (CT-2) from Voluntown Road (CT-49) to I -95 

NB Off-Ramp 

30 Groton 
North Road (CT-117) from Gold Star Highway (CT-184) to 

Alpha Ave 

Non-Motorist 

Rank City / Town Project Description 

1 Salem 
Old Colchester Road (CT-354) from Gardner Lake Volunteer 

Fire Company to Norwich Road (CT-82) 

2 Norwich 
Salem Turnpike / W Main Street (CT-82) from west of Surrey 

Lane to east of Dunham Street  

3 
Windham 
Willimantic 

Main Street (CT-66) from Bridge Street (CT-32) to Arnolds 
Lane 

4 New London Broad Street from Ledyard Street to Cleveland Street 

5 Stonington 
Coogan Boulevard from Greenmanville Avenue (CT-27) to 

Jerry Brown Road 

6 Norwich 
Washington Street (CT-2), Chelsea Parade St, Crescent 
Street, and Broadway near Norwich Free Academy and 

Chelsea Parade. 

7 Griswold 
Main Street (CT-12 / CT-138) from S Main Street to Ashland 

Street ï Jewett City 

8 Griswold 
N Main Street (CT-12) from north of E Main Street (CT-201) 

to south of Lenox Avenue 

9 Stonington 
W Broad Street (US-1) from Pequot Trail (CT-234) east to 

the RI border 

10 
Windham 
Willimantic 

Valley Street from Mansfield Avenue to High Street 

Measuring Progress 
As communities in the SECOG region implement recommended projects and strategies, they will 

evaluate if implemented improvements are moving the region closer to the goal of Vision Zero. 

The plan identifies measures of outcome, measures of implementation, and strategies to track 

key targets of achieving zero fatal and serious injuries by 2047. Recommended performance 

measures to track progress include the number of safety projects/strategies implemented by 

community each year, the total number of fatal and serious crashes over the past five years 

and the number of non-motorist fatal and serious injury crashes over the past five years.
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What is a Safety Action Plan? 
In 2021, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Bill established the Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) 

program which funds regional planning initiatives aimed at reducing serious and fatal injuries on 

roadways within the United States.  

The SS4A grant program centers on a Safe System Approach that recognizes:  

Å Death and serious injuries on our roads are unacceptable.  

Å People make mistakes.  

Å Responsibility is shared.  

Å Safety is proactive.  

Å Redundancy is crucial. 

The Southeastern Connecticut Council of Governments (SECOG) received a SS4A planning grant 

in 2024 to develop a Safety Action Plan, which is a roadmap for specific actions and policies the 

region can implement to reduce roadway deaths and serious injuries. The Safety Action Plan 

functions as an update to SECOGôs Regional Transportation Safety Plan, published in 2022, 

building on work the region has already completed to improve roadway safety. The plan 

enables communities across the SECOG region in Southeastern Connecticut to apply for 

implementation funding provided through the SS4A program to design and construct 

recommendations outlined in the Safety Action Plan. Every Safety Action Plan through the SS4A 

grant program must include the seven key components, outlined below. SECOGôs Safety Action 

Plan includes all required components, with some modifications to the chapter order. 

 

Components of a 

Safety Action Plan 

 

1. Leadership Commitment & Goal 

Setting 

2. Planning Structure 

3. Engagement & Collaboration 

4. Safety Analysis 

5. Policy & Process Changes 

6. Strategy & Project Selection 

7. Progress & Transparency 

https://secogct.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/2021_RTSP_June22Update.pdf
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The Planning Process 
SECOG began the planning process by convening the planning team and forming an advisory 

committee comprised of regional stakeholders to guide the planning process through key 

decision points. SECOG also developed a Vision Zero goal ï an anticipated date to strive for 

zero fatal and serious crashes. The planning team conducted a safety analysis identifying key 

crash characteristics and high crash clusters, conducted a review of relevant past plans and 

policies, existing Connecticut statewide, regional and local programs, and created 

recommendations for policies, projects and strategies to be implemented towards achieving the 

Vision Zero goal. Throughout the process, SECOG focused on engaging with members of the 

public, stakeholders from the regionôs 22 cities, towns and boroughs, and public agencies. The 

elements of the planning process are described in more detail below. 

Engagement & Collaboration 

 

¶ Advisory Committee Meetings 

 

¶ Interviews with Municipalities 

 

 

¶ Meetings with state agencies 

 

¶ Website and Public Facing Project 

Dashboard 

 

¶ Public On-Line Survey and Interactive 

Map 

 

¶ Walk Audits in select locations 

 

¶ Virtual & In-Person Public Meetings 

   

 

 

 

Goal Setting & Project Set Up 

¶ Develop and Publicly Commitment to 

Vision Zero Goal 

¶ Formation of Planning Team and 

Advisory Committee 

Safety Analysis 

¶ Data Collection 

o Roadway Crashes 

o Roadway Characteristics 

¶ Safety Trends and characteristics in 

Region 

¶ High Injury Network Identification 

o Historic Crashes 

o Risk Factors 

Plan & Policy Review 

¶ Relevant Past Planning Efforts 

¶ Review of Existing Policies and Programs 

¶ Desired Policy Changes 

Projects & Strategies 

¶ Proven Safety Countermeasures 

¶ High Injury Network Prioritization and 

Projects 

¶ Regionwide Roadway Safety Strategies 

Progress & Transparency 

¶ Ongoing monitoring 

¶ Publicly available plan and progress 
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The SECOG Planning Context: 22 Towns, 

Cities, and Boroughs 
The SECOG Region is comprised of 22 towns, cities and boroughs in Southeastern Connecticut. 

The region has several larger cities and towns including New London, Groton, Stonington, and 

Norwich with more urbanized street networks. Several communities are rural characterized by 

lower volume roadways and less dense land use. Others are characterized by more suburban 

development.  

Many of the major roadways travelling through SECOG communities are under State jurisdiction 

and maintained by Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) while others are 

maintained by municipalities. The region shares borders with two federally recognized tribal 

nations ï the Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation and the Mohegan Tribal Nation. The tribal 

nations and SECOG work closely together where roadway safety issues cross borders. The 

region has several large traffic generators and employment and tourist centers, including two 

casinos, Electric Boat in New London, and Mystic Village in Stonington.  

The Southeast Area Transit District (SEAT) is the main transit provider in the area offering fixed 

route bus service between the regionôs larger communities. Amtrak Northeast Regional train 

service also serves New London and Mystic. Interstates 395 and 95 are the major interstates 

serving the region.  

 

Quick Facts about the SECOG Region 

Total Population: 279,025 

Population Density (Densest Community): 1,624 people/square mile (Groton)  

Population Density (Least Dense Community): 215 people/square mile (Sprague) 

Percent of Roads that are State-Owned: 25% 

Percent of People Over 65: 19% 

Percent of People Under 18: 20% 

Percent People of Color (including Hispanic/Latino of any race): 31% 

 

 

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey 5-year estimate 2023, U. S. Census 2020, 

CTDOT Roads (excluding interstates) 
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SECOGôs Roadway Safety Problem 
When a community member is seriously injured or 

killed while traveling, this unpredictable event causes  

grief to families and loved ones. These tragedies also 

affect all of us - they create the perception that 

roadways are unsafe. The perception of unsafe 

roadway is exacerbated when it comes to walking, 

biking or rolling - when there is often less physical 

protection in the event of a crash. 

In the SECOG region, fatal and serious crashes have 

been trending upwards since 2015, though serious 

crashes saw a downward trend between 2016 and 

2019. In 2020, serious injury crashes began to 

increase during COVID-1. Fatal crashes have been 

generally increasing as well, though on average, the 

region has seen around 25-30 fatal crashes every year 

between 2015-2024. Remembering that each life lost is 

too many, SECOG has developed a plan to eliminate 

fatalities and severe injuries on the regionôs roadways. 

 

 

 

A VISION ZERO GOAL FOR THE SECOG REGION 

As part of the Safety Action Plan, SECOG has developed a 

goal for achieving Vision Zero. Vision Zero is a strategy to 

eliminate all traffic fatalities and severe injuries. This goal 

recognizes that just one traffic death is unacceptable, and 

the pain and suffering associated with just one roadway 

death is preventable.  

SECOG has committed to a goal to achieve zero roadway 

deaths in 20 years, by 2047. The charts on the following 

page outline the necessary crash decreases to reach this 

goal.  

Source: CT Crash Data Repository 

SECOG has set a goal to 

achieve zero roadway deaths 

and serious injuries by 

2047 
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The SECOG Vizion Zero Goal was developed by mapping past trends and analyzing necessary 

crash reduction to achieve zero serious and fatal injuries. The following charts outline the 

schedule for achieving Vision Zero.  
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 
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Engagement Goal 
The goal of public engagement for the Safety Action Plan was to communicate with and inform 

members of the public and project stakeholders throughout the planning process. The project 

team engaged a geographically representative group of people who use, maintain, and enforce 

safety on SECOGôs roads through a variety of methods. These conversations and interactions 

enhanced the project teamôs understanding of safety issues as identified through the crash 

analysis. 

Engagement Methods 

Vision Zero Task Force 

The Vision Zero Task Force was comprised of representatives from seven municipalities 

(Norwich, Town of Groton, New London, Stonington, Colchester, Griswold, and North 

Stonington), two advocacy organizations, one federally recognized tribe, and the Connecticut 

Department of Transportation. The project team met with the Task Force three times during the 

development of the plan to discuss preliminary crash analysis findings, share the draft high 

injury network, and present the final plan. The Vision Zero Task Force additionally provided 

early input on the high-injury network, suggested policies and strategies to address roadway 

safety, and offered additional local context for the recommendations and countermeasures that 

are included in the plan.  Notes from the Vision Zero Task Force Meetings are in Appendix B.  

Stakeholder Meetings 

The project team conducted interviews with 16 of the 22 SECOG communities, as well as with 

the Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation. These interviews took place between the summer and 

fall of 2025. The meetings were generally attended by municipal staff ï emergency services, 

public works, mayors, town managers, administrators, and planners. These meetings offered 

extensive insight into areas of concern in each community in addition to those highlighted by 

the high-injury network, including commonly observed safety issues such as speeding or 

distracted driving, and interventions being considered to address ongoing safety concerns.  

The project team additionally met with four external stakeholders working on traffic safety 

concerns across the state ï Watch for Me CT, Safe Routes to School, the Connecticut 

Department of Public Health and DEMHS Regional Emergency Planning Team-Public Health. 

DPH shared opportunities for enhanced access to data to improve safety evaluation, especially 

of emerging transportation modes such as e-bikes. Watch for Me CT is a valuable ally for towns, 

providing curated messages around Connecticut specific safety needs. The Safe Routes to 

School program offers technical assistance to municipalities and non-municipal schools to 

enhance walking and biking to schools. These meetings focused on strategies for addressing 

safety concerns, the abundant resources already offered to municipalities and COGs, and 

potential safety countermeasures. Notes from meetings with each community are located in the 
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municipal guide in Appendix A. A summary of meetings with the other regional safety 

stakeholders is in Appendix C.  

Public Meetings 

The project team held three public meetings over the course of the planning process: two in 

June 2025 (one in person at the SECOG offices, one virtual) and one in January 2026. The first 

public meetings provided an introduction to the Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant 

program and shared initial top locations and key crash trends identified through the 

development of the high injury network. The project team solicited feedback from participants 

on top crash locations, additional locations where improvements could be made, general safety 

concerns, and types of countermeasures they would like to see. The virtual meeting used 

Whiteboards to enable participants to answer questions and share ideas using sticky notes on 

virtual boards, while the in-person meeting provided the same exercise using poster boards and 

sticky notes.  

The second public meeting was held in January 22, 2026 and focused on soliciting feedback on 

the draft plan, including top priority locations and countermeasures. Notes from the public 

meetings are in Appendix D.  

 

Public Survey 

A survey was published online as part of the 

engagement process and was distributed to 

municipalities and advocacy organizations around 

the region to ensure that responses represented 

the geographic diversity of the region, as well as 

the different modes used. The survey was 

available online from June to November 2025 and 

received 568 total responses. The survey asked 

respondents to identify which modes they used 

most frequently, their general safety concerns, 

and to highlight specific locations within their 

communities where they have observed safety 

issues. A summary of the survey results can be 

found in Appendix E. 

 
Flyer advertising the public survey. 
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Interactive Map and 

Dashboard 

The project team additionally developed an 

interactive map which allowed visitors to place 

points and comments at specific locations of 

concern around the region. The map received 

243 responses regarding locations around the 

region. A summary of responses can be found in 

Appendix F.  

 

 

Walk Audits 

The project team additionally conducted walk audits at three of the top locations for crashes in 

the region. These locations were determined through the development of the high-injury 

network and supplemented with input from the public survey, interactive map, and stakeholder 

interviews. The three locations chosen were: Willets Avenue in New London, Old Colchester 

Road in Salem, and Norwichtown Green 

in Norwich. The project team scheduled 

walk audits with staff from each 

municipality, often including the 

Departments of Public Works and 

Planning, town administrators, and 

emergency services providers. Walk 

audits took place between September 

and December 2025. Common issues 

discussed included speeding, poor 

sightlines, red light running, and 

inadequate pedestrian infrastructure. 

Recommendations were tailored to each 

of the three walk audit locations, the 

summaries of which can be found in 

Appendix G. 

The project team conducting a walk audit on Old 

Colchester Road in Salem. 

The public input map was posted on the 

SECOG website. 
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What We Heard: Safety Concerns 
The Safety Action Plan seeks to identify and address pressing safety issues within SECOG 

communities. Through the public engagement process, the planning team heard a great deal of 

safety issues raised by people who live, work, and recreate in the region. Notable themes that 

arose from all aspects of public engagement were speeding, distracted or impaired driving, poor 

sightlines, and insufficient pedestrian and bicycle accommodation. 

 

COMMON CONCERNS HEARD FROM MUNICIPALITIES AND THE PUBLIC  

Speeding Insufficient enforcement 

Distracted driving 
 

Conflicting turning movements at   
intersections 

Drunk or impaired driving Commercial driveway turning conflicts 

Unsafe pedestrian crossings Misaligned intersection geometry 

Managing conflicts between vehicles, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other road users 

(e.g. dirt bikes, ATVs, etc.) 
Road departure crashes 

Motorcyclist safety Nighttime visibility on winding roads 

Stop sign compliance Red light running 

Insufficient bicycle and pedestrian 
connectivity   

Poor sightlines, especially due to vegetation 
overgrowth 
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What We Heard: Preferred Safety 

Improvements 
Below is a selection of the types of safety improvements heard throughout the public 

engagement process as interventions communities would like to see. Certain communities may 

prefer some treatments to others; for example, some communities may be more hesitant to 

install speed hubs due to maintenance concerns, while others are more open.  

 

Speed management 

¶ Speed tables or humps 

¶ Lowering speed limit 

¶ Speed feedback radar signs 

¶ Narrowing travel lanes 

¶ Increased enforcement 

¶ Improved School Zone Signage 

 

Intersection safety 

¶ Improving intersection geometry 

and tightening turning radii 

¶ Roundabouts  

¶ All-way Stop 

¶ Vegetation management to improve 

sightlines 

¶ No Turn on Red 

Pedestrian and bicycle safety 

¶ Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons 

(RRFBs) at crosswalks 

¶ Curb extensions at crosswalks 

¶ Raised crosswalks or intersections 

¶ Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPI) 

¶ Sidewalks 

¶ Bike lanes  

¶ Shared use paths 

 

Other 

¶ Center or edge line rumble strips 

¶ High friction surface treatments 

¶ Striped shoulders and wider lines 

¶ Access management 
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What We Heard: Specific Locations of 

Concern 
Through the development of the high-injury network, the project team conducted a thorough 

crash analysis. Additionally, community feedback was incorporated into the plan to better 

understand the user experience on roadways in the region and ensure that all key locations 

were assessed. Some examples of feedback are provided below. 
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SAFETY ANALYSIS 
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Overview of Recent Regionwide Crashes  
Historic crashes by severity from 2015 to 2024 were examined to understand the general 

change in crashes over the years, but the planôs detailed safety analysis focuses on the most 

recent available five years of crash data between 2020-2024. All crash information was 

collected from the University of Connecticut Crash Data Repository (CTCDR), the roadway crash 

database for the State of Connecticut. The analysis of safety trends includes all roads in the 

SECOG region, including interstates, but high crash clusters are not identified for interstates.  

Between the years 2015 and 2024, SECOG communities have seen an overall increase in the 

number of crashes resulting in serious or fatal injury, despite modest declines in the total 

between 2017 and 2019. This reflects the need for a strategic plan to reduce transportation 

related injury and fatality. 

Between 2020-2024, around 23% of crashes resulted in an injury. Of the injury crashes during 

this time, 135 crashes resulted in fatal injury, 

423 resulted in serious injury. Serious and 

fatal injury crashes accounted for around 

1.5% of all crashes.  

The most common types of crashes in the 

region are rear-end crashes, single-vehicle 

crashes, and angle crashes (see pie chart 

below). The variety of crash types reflects 

the diversity of roadway types in the region, 

from the more urban roadways with multiple 

vehicle crashes and non-motorist crashes to 

more rural areas with more single vehicle 

crashes. Looking specifically at fatal crashes, 

most are single vehicle crashes, followed by 

non-motorist crashes, head-on crashes and 

angle crashes (as shown in Figure 2).  

 

Source: CT Crash Data Repository 
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Fatal and Serious Injury 

Crashes 2020-2024 

Figure 1 

Source: CT Crash Data Repository 

Fatal Crashes 

Serious Injury 

Crashes 

135 
Fatal Injury Crashes 

423 
Serious Injury Crashes 
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Fatal Injury Crashes by Type 

2020-2024 

 

Angle 

Head-On 

Non-Motorist 

Rear-End 

Single Vehicle 

Sideswipe 

13%

12%

8%

51%

3%

13%
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Norwich experienced the most crashes resulting in injury in the region between 2020 and 2024, 

with over 1,300 crashes. Crash types in the region varied by community. For example, angle 

crashes are most highly represented in New London (33% of city injury crashes) and Windham 

(32% of town injury crashes). Single vehicle crashes are most highly represented in Lebanon 

(63% of town injury crashes) and Bozrah (56% of town injury crashes). Pedestrian crashes are 

most highly represented in New London (6% of city injury crashes) and Waterford (5% of town 

injury crashes).  
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Of the SECOG communities with over 2,000 total crashes, Windham had the largest percentage 

of crashes resulting in injury (over 28% of town crashes), however, Franklin and Lebanon had 

the highest percentage of crashes resulting in injury of all towns (over 35% of town crashes). 

Ledyard had the highest percentage of crashes resulting in serious or fatal injury (4.3% of town 

crashes).
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Source: CT Crash Data Repository 
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Fatal and Serious Injury Crash 

Characteristics: Summary of Over-

represented crash types 
The safety analysis recognized that some crash types are more likely to result in a serious or 

fatal injury. The analysis included a test of proportions, or over-representation analysis, that 

compared all roadway crashes to fatal and serious injury crashes during the study period. This 

analysis examined a variety of factors including roadway conditions (e.g. speed limit and 

roadway alignment), environmental factors (e.g. road surface and lighting conditions), crash 

types (e.g. vehicle-pedestrian crashes and single-vehicle crashes), and driver contributing 

circumstances (e.g. impaired driving and speeding).  

Below is a summary of the key findings from the over-representation analysis, which examines 

crashes between 2020 and 2024. The abbreviation KA is used to describe crashes where 

someone was killed or seriously injured. This is based on the widely used KABCO scale 

where ñKò is a fatal crash, ñAò is a suspected serious injury crash, ñBò is a suspected minor 

injury crash, ñCò is a possible injury crash and ñOò is a crash with just property damage. The 

most over-represented crash type was single-vehicle crashes, comprising 27% of all crashes 

and 39% of fatal and serious injury crashes.  

Crashes where a vehicle struck a non-motorist (a person walking, biking, rolling, etc.) are also  

over-represented, with these crashes comprising just under 2% of all crashes, but about 15% 

of fatal and serious injury crashes. Crashes involving pedestrians were more likely to result in a 

fatality or serious injury, comprising less than 1% of all crashes, but 12% of fatal or serious 

injury crashes. Motorcycle crashes were also over-represented, totaling about 2% of all crashes, 

but 16% of fatal and serious injury crashes.  

Other over-represented crash types include single vehicle crashes into trees (9% of KA single 

vehicle crashes versus 2% of all single vehicle crashes), crashes where vehicle occupants were 

not wearing a seatbelt (12% of KA crashes vs. 2.5% of all crashes*), crashes on unlit dark 

roadways (17% of KA crashes vs. 9% of total crashes), DUI crashes (9% of KA crashes vs. 

2.5% of all crashes*), crashes on curved roadways (26% of KA crashes vs. 14% of all crashes) 

and crashes on State-owned roadways (53% of KA crashes vs 44% of total crashes). 

*Incomplete dataset ï analysis only evaluates crashes with data available (~50-60% of total crashes) 
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Crash Types More Likely to Result in Fatal or Serious 

Injury 

 

 

 

q xz

Involve a Pedestrian 

12% of KA Crashes vs. 0.5% of Total 

Crashes 

Single Vehicle Crash 

39% of KA Crashes vs. 27% of Total 

Crashes 

Dark ï Unlighted Roadways 

17% of KA Crashes vs. 9% of Total 

Crashes 

Not Wearing Seatbelt 

12% of KA Crashes vs. 2.5% of Total 

Crashes 

Under the Influence 

9% of KA Crashes vs. 2.5% of Total 

Crashes 

State Road 

53% of KA Crashes vs. 44% of Total 

Crashes 

Minor Arterials & Major 

Collectors 

51% of KA Crashes vs. 42% of Total 

Crashes 

Involve a Motorcycle 

16% of KA Crashes vs. 1.5% of Total 

Crashes 

Head-On Collision 

9% of KA Crashes vs. 2% of Total 

Crashes 

Curved Roadway 

26% of KA Crashes vs. 14% of Total 

Crashes 
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The following charts offer greater detail on the over-representation analysis and methods for 

identifying over- and under-represented crash types and contributing factors. The tables include 

crash type, single vehicle crash type, bicycle and pedestrian crashes, lighting conditions, 

weather conditions, road surface conditions, driver contributing circumstances, vehicle type, 

and roadway alignment.  

In the charts, a blue bar longer than the green bar indicates that the percentage of crashes 

resulting in a fatality or serious injury is greater than the percentage of all crashes. The analysis 

also showed some notable under-represented crash types, including crashes with an animal, 

rear-end and sideswipe crashes, and crashes in the rain or snow.
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*Incomplete dataset ï analysis only evaluates crashes with data available (~50-60% of total crashes) 
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High Injury Network Development 
The development of the high injury network is a critical part of the Safety Action Plan. The high 

injury network is a selection of intersections and roadway corridors with either:  

a) a history of past crashes resulting in injury or, 

b) high risk roadway characteristics likely to result in future crashes. The incorporation 

of not only past crashes, but also high-risk features is both reactive and proactive 

towards improving roadway safety. 

High Injury Network (HIN) based on Recent Roadway 

Crashes 

The first high injury network component was developed 

using an ArcGIS based tool that linked crash point 

locations to roadways and intersections. The crashes 

were linked to roadways and intersections by putting a 

150-foot buffer around intersections and a 50-foot 

buffer around roadway segments. The roadways and 

intersections were then given a score based on the 

severity of injuries associated with linked crashes. As 

part of the process, two networks were created ï one 

based on recent vehicular crashes and one based on 

recent non-motorist (people outside vehicles walking, 

biking, scooting etc.) crashes. 

SEVERITY SCORE 

Non-Serious Injury Crash: 1 pt 

each 

Serious Injury Crash: 5 pts 

each 

Fatal Injury Crash: 10 pts each 

 

HIN Inputs
иRoadway Segments 

(CTDOT)
иRoadway Crashes (CT 
Crash Data Repository 

2020-2024)
иIntersections (Derived 
from CTDOT Roadway 

Segments)

HIN Process
иIdentify the crashes at 

each segment and 
intersection

иCreate a severity score for 
each segment and 

intersection based on 
crashes 

HIN Outputs
иHigh Injury Network т

Segments
иVehicular
¶Non-Motorist

иHigh Injury Network т
Intersections
иVehicular
¶Non-Motorist
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Map X. High Injury Network 

Based on Recent Vehicular 

Crashes  

Severity Score 

9 - 12 

13 - 17 

18 - 24 

25 - 35 

36 - 53 

High Injury Network Based 

on Recent Motorist Crashes  
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High Injury Network Based 

on Recent Non-Motorist 

Crashes  

Severity Score 

3 - 4 

5 

6 - 8 

25 - 35 

36 - 53 
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Network based on Risk Factors  
In addition to the traditional trends-based crash analysis approach, which focuses on identifying 

locations with historical trends of serious or fatal crashes, the Safe Streets for All program 

recommends that communities also develop risk-based analyses that take a proactive approach 

on identifying potential future locations. Risk-based analyses identify future locations of risk by 

reviewing roadway and contextual attributes that are correlated with a higher frequency and 

severity of crashes. 

The SECOG risk-based high-injury network takes a proactive approach in identifying high-risk 

locations for vulnerable road users (people walking, biking, rolling, etc.) by identifying 

intersections and corridors in proximity to public assets such as public transit stops, schools, 

and bike facilities (trails and on-road bike lanes). The risk-based high-injury network also 

identifies communities that are more likely to have higher walking or biking trips versus driving. 

This includes communities with high percentages of zero vehicle households, communities 

below the federal poverty line, and communities within dense mixed-use or commercial zoning. 

Lastly, the risk-based high-injury network identifies locations that may be at a lower risk 

following the completion of CTDOT traffic safety projects in the future. For example, if an 

intersection is planned to be converted to a roundabout in the future, it is highly likely that the 

implementation of the traffic safety countermeasure will reduce the number of serious and fatal 

crashes.  

The methodology for scoring of the SECOG risk-based high-injury network is also shown in the 

graphic below. 
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*The regional average no vehicle population based on American Community Survey (2024) is 0.6% with a standard 

deviation of 3.4%. Points allocated based on greater than average, average + 1 standard deviation, and average + 2 

standard deviations.  

**The regional average percent of population below the 200% federal poverty line is 24% based on the American 

Community Survey (2019-2023).  

 

ÅPublic transit stop within 0.25 miles ï3 points

ÅSchool within 0.5 miles ï3 points

ÅBike Facility (trail or on-road bike facility) within 0.25 miles ï3 points

ÅOther public asset within ~0.25 miles (grocery store, museum, etc. as identified 
from the SECOG regional assets layer) ï1 point each, up to 3 points

1 ïProximity to Public Assets (Total +12 points)

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

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

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

ÅGreater than 24% of block group population below 200% federal poverty line 
(FPL)  ï1 point**

ÅBlock group within mixed use or commercial zoning ï1 point

2 ïDemographics and Zoning (Total +5 points)

ÅWithin 0.25 miles of a funded project that improves traffic safety (SECOG or 
CTDOT project) ïSubtract 3 points

3 ïLesser Risk from Traffic Safety Projects (Total -3 
points)
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Risk-Based 

Motorist Score 

High Injury Network Based 

on Motorist Risk Factors  
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Risk-Based Non-

Motorist Score 

High Injury Network Based on 

Non-Motorist Risk Factors 


























































































































