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In 1998, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
with the assistance of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) approved its Strategic Highway Safety Plan. That plan 
identified 22 key emphasis areas that, if focused on, would reduce the annual highway deaths by 
5,000 to 7,000 nationwide. 

In 2005, Section 1401 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA‐LU) required each state to develop and implement a Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). The purpose of the SHSP is to identify key safety needs and guide 
investment decisions to achieve significant reductions in highway fatalities and serious injuries 
on all public roads. SAFETEA‐LU required that each state have a SHSP signed and in place by 
October 1, 2007, in order to receive a fully apportioned share of federally allocated Highway 
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) funds. 

In 2009, AASHTO and FHWA developed Toward Zero Deaths: A National Strategy on 
Highway Safety, the function of which is to provide a framework for national, state, and local 
traffic safety planning efforts. The focus of this strategy is twofold; first, to identify and create 
opportunities for changing the culture as it relates to highway safety, and second, to develop 
strong leadership that can impact highway safety through engineering, enforcement, education, 
and emergency medical services (EMS), public policy and health, media, and through other 
efforts. 

Chapter 1: 
Background 
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Strategic Planning in Texas 

In 2006, the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) led the effort to produce the first 
SHSP for Texas. Strategic planning in Texas builds on existing safety programs and provides a 
comprehensive framework for data‐driven decision making. Further, the Texas SHSP establishes 
statewide goals, objectives, and key emphasis areas in consultation with federal, state, local, and 
private sector safety stakeholders. In addition to satisfying federal requirements for highway 
safety planning, it serves as an initial attempt to identify key safety needs and guide investment 
decisions intended to lead to significant reductions in highway fatalities and serious injuries on 
all public roads. 

The 2006 SHSP provided a detailed description of the analysis of crash data, stakeholder survey, 
and workshop of safety professionals used to guide TxDOT in identifying special highway safety 
emphasis areas. Further, it described crash reduction goals and objectives related to those issues 
and countermeasures that may be used to achieve them. Since the original plan development in 
2006, Texas has worked with a diverse set of transportation safety stakeholders to revise the 
SHSP in order to facilitate continuous improvement. Because the SHSP is intended to be a living 
document, iterations include either an updated version of the plan from the previous year or a 
report of progress. Updates use new information to build upon the previous framework. 
Therefore, the current year’s update repeats a great deal of the previous plans and adds newer 
crash data. Readers in search of a complete history are referred to previous versions of the plan 
and progress reports. 

Texas SHSP Mission 

The mission of the Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) is to reduce the human and 
societal costs of motor vehicle traffic crashes, deaths, and injuries by: 

• Implementing effective highway safety countermeasures; and by 

• Changing the current driving culture in Texas to a Traffic Safety Culture, one that emphasizes: 

• Safety; 
• Economy; and 
• Civility 

Where We Are 

State crash data, along with travel and population data were used to provide estimates of various 
measures of roadway safety. The table below list the number of fatalities and incapacitating 
injuries as well as their rates per one hundred million vehicle‐miles traveled (100M VMT) and 
per one hundred thousand populations (100K pop.) for the state for the years 2009 through 2013. 
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Incapacitating injuries include those classified in TxDOT’s Crash Record Information System 
(CRIS) as “A‐incapacitating injuries”.  TxDOT defines this injury type as any injury, other than 
a fatal injury, which prevents the injured person from walking, driving or normally continuing 
the activities he was capable of performing before the injury occurred.  The CRIS data used in 
this table and the following chapters is as of August 17, 2014. 

Table 1. Fatality and incapacitating injuries rate per VMT and population (Texas Department of Transportation, 
2013) (U.S. Census Bureau) 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Fatalities (K) 3,060 3,067 3,413 3,385 

Fatality rate per 100M VMT 1.31 1.29 1.44 1.38 

Fatality rate per 100K 
population 12.17 11.96 13.10 12.80 

Incapacitating injuries (A) 15,274 14,793 16,207 16,777 
Incapacitating injury rate per 

100M VMT 6.52 6.23 6.81 6.86 

Incapacitating injury rate per 
100K population 60.74 57.69 62.19 63.43 

 

Where We Would Like to Be 

Although fatalities and incapacitating injuries have declined since 1996, the state has seen an 
increase in recent years. The general consensus among those involved in transportation safety is 
that further reductions are not only desirable, but feasible. Texas must continue to seek safety 
improvements by deploying a diverse set of countermeasures that address both engineering and 
behavioral issues. Technological improvements in automobile and roadway engineering, 
enforcement methods, medical treatment, as well as in educational processes suggest we have 
not reached the limits of our capabilities to reduce crashes and injuries. Strategic planning to 
enable these reductions, however, requires that a target goal be established. This is never an easy 
task because the goal must be practical enough to have the possibility of being achieved yet, 
lofty enough to present a challenge to the transportation safety community. 

State Goals – Fatalities  

Texas supports the “Toward Zero Deaths” national strategy and therefore has a goal of achieving 
a consistent reduction in fatalities from year to year until this goal is reached. However, if there 
is an increase, the goal is for the increase to be less than or equal to 2%, or better than the 
National percent change in fatalities. . 
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Period Texas Change US Change 
Texas Increase 

Equal to or Less 
than 2%? 

Texas Increase 
Less than the 

National 
change? 

2012 to 2013 -0.8% -2.1% No Increase No Increase 
2011 to 2012 11.4% 3.3% No No 
2010 to 2011 0.2% -1.6% No Increase No Increase 

 

Updating the Strategic Plan 

Previous iterations of the Plan and Progress Reports have included updated crash data, the 
contributions, and input of personnel representing numerous agencies and other parties interested 
in traffic safety, as well as actions and changes created by the recent Legislative sessions. 

This year’s Report of Progress incorporates information from the benchmark year of 2010 to 
2013.  In addition to the raw numbers for each year, five year averages of fatalities and 
incapacitating injuries have also been added to each crash category.  The use of the five year 
moving averages reduces the effects of any one year, with unexplained and unusual number of 
fatalities or incapacitating injuries. 

 

Roadway Safety Emphasis Area 

The safety issues have been grouped into four emphasis areas. These areas and the safety issues 
that have been grouped under them are presented in the following figure. The use of emphasis 
areas simply provides a convenient way of presenting the issues and the countermeasures that 
follow. It should be noted that the emphasis areas are not mutually exclusive, but rather 
integrated. An example of this interdependence of the emphasis is that a DUI related crash 
(driver behavior) data may also be represented in the head-on (crash-type & location) and 
involved a motorcycle (system user). 
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Figure 1: SHSP emphasis areas

 

 

The following table is an overview of the fatal and incapacitating injury crashes in the state for 
2013.  In the following chapters more detailed information is provided for each crash type. 

Table 2: Fatal and incapacitating injury crashes by emphasis area, 2013 

 
K&A 

Crashes 
% of 
Total Rural Urban 

All 16,468  42% 58% 
Run-off the Road 5,688 35% 57% 43% 

Head-on 991 6% 67% 33% 
Intersection 5,624 34% 27% 74% 
Work Zone 619 4% 40% 60% 

Railroad Grade Crossing 80 0% 41% 59% 
Older Drivers 2,033 12% 41% 59% 
Young Drivers 2,672 16% 42% 58% 
Motorcyclists 2,312 14% 39% 61% 

Bicyclists 344 2% 17% 83% 
Pedestrians 1,452 9% 23% 77% 
Large Trucks 1,063 6% 67% 33% 

Driving Under the Influence 3,304 20% 51% 49% 
Speed Related 2,447 15% 65% 35% 

Lack of Restraint Use 2,389 15% 60% 40% 
Distracted Driving 2,999 18% 37% 63% 
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2014 SHSP Workshops 

The Texas A&M Transportation Institute (TTI) has worked on behalf of the Texas Department 
of Transportation (TxDOT) to revise the Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan. Part of the 
revision process involved the collection of input from traffic safety stakeholders throughout 
Texas. TTI drew upon the experience and expertise of stakeholders from a diverse set of 
backgrounds:  representatives from engineering, law enforcement, education, emergency medical 
fields, and individuals who have an interest in traffic safety were asked to participate in the 
revision process.  

In an effort to ensure the diversity of traffic issues was represented in the revised SHSP, TTI 
hosted five regional workshops. The locations for the workshops were selected in order to foster 
participation from agencies representative of the different regions of the state. These workshops 
were held in Pharr, Austin, College Station, Lubbock, and Dallas over the course of a two-week 
period in April 2014. Except for the College Station workshop which was held in TTI’s Gilchrist 
building, the workshops were held at the local TxDOT district offices.  An additional session 
was also held in May at the 2014 Traffic Safety Conference in San Antonio, Texas.  The 
workshops afforded stakeholders the opportunity to contribute to the statewide blueprint for 
highway safety activities and funding for the next several years. Attendance from the combined 
workshops totaled 237. For an overview of the regional workshops, see the table below.   

Table 3: 2014 SHSP workshops  

Regional 
Workshop Pharr Austin College 

Station Lubbock Dallas San Antonio 

Date April 16 April 17 April 23 April 28 April 30 May 13 

Location 

TxDOT 
Pharr 

District 
Office 

TxDOT 
Austin 
District 
Office 

TTI – 
Gilchrist 
Building 

TxDOT 
Lubbock 
District 
Office 

TxDOT 
Dallas 
District 
Office 

2014 Traffic 
Safety 

Conference: 
Session 12 

Attendees 24 53 49 32 38 41 

 

In addition to these workshops, TTI invited stakeholders to provide input electronically via 
surveys. This afforded individuals who were unable to attend one of the regional workshops the 
opportunity to contribute to the SHSP. TTI received 166 completed surveys. TTI has worked to 
integrate the feedback received from both the regional workshops and electronic surveys in order 
to maintain and put forth a SHSP representative of the traffic safety issues in Texas. (See 
Appendix C)  
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The following analysis and countermeasure details have been modified from previous versions of 
the SHSP using information gained from the workshops and surveys. Crash and injury counts are 
not exclusive to the specified categories.  Crashes may be accounted for in multiple sections due 
to the crash type definitions. 

Safety Issues, Target Goals, and Countermeasures 

The following pages present a discussion of the safety issues designed to help meet the state 
goals which are set forth in the SHSP report.  
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Crashes classified in the category of Crash Type and Location involves a specific aspect of the 
roadway or a specific manner of collision.  The crashes include: 

• Run-off the road crashes 
• Head-on crashes 
• Intersection crashes 
• Work zone crashes 
• Railroad grade crossing crashes  

  

Chapter 2: 
Crash Type and Location 
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Run-off the Road Crashes 

Crashes which involve a single motor vehicle where the first harmful event occurred on the 
shoulder, beyond the shoulder or in the median of the roadway are identified as run-off the road 
crashes (ROR).   

The majority, 57 percent, of the crashes occurred in areas identified as rural or an area with a 
population of less than 5,000.  The following chart illustrates the number of fatal and 
incapacitating run-off the road crashes.  In 2013, there were 1,239 fatal crashes and 4,449 
incapacitating crashes in this category. 

Figure 2: Run-off the road crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

There were 1,339 fatalities and 5,365 incapacitating injuries related to run-off the road crashes, a 
two percent and three percent increase, respectively, compared to 2012. The following chart 
illustrates the number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries resulting from the rural and urban 
crashes illustrated above.   
  

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 495 1,816 439 1,808 455 1,926 521 1,938
Rural 667 2,124 705 2,256 732 2,338 718 2,511
Total 1,162 3,940 1,144 4,064 1,187 4,264 1,239 4,449

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

4500

5000

Cr
as

he
s 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 15 

 

 
Figure 3: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to run-off the road crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury run-off the road 
crashes by 10 percent, as compared to 2010. Based on the counts reported above there has been 
an 11 percent increase in the number of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes in 2013 compared 
to 2010. 

Five Year Averages 

Using a five year rolling average of fatal and incapacitating injuries from 2005 through 2013 
period, a decreasing trend in the average number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries can be 
illustrated.  The trend lines in figure 4 and their respective equations with negative slopes 
indicate a decreasing trend. 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 1,240 1,227 1,317 1,339
Incapacitating Injuries 4,924 4,899 5,197 5,365
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Figure 4: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in run-off the road 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

Although the trend line illustrated by the five year averages indicates a decrease, a review of the 
percentage of change between the five periods show that in the last two periods there was a one 
percent increase in the average number of fatalities and a three percent increase in the number of 
incapacitating injuries. 

Table 4: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for run-off the road crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -1% -2% 0% 1% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -3% -2% 0% 3% 

 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 1,299 1,280 1,260 1,255 1,272
Incapacitating Injuries 5,015 4,855 4,741 4,737 4,882

y = -7.88x + 1296.8 

y = -38.34x + 4961 

 -
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Linear (Fatalities) Linear (Incapacitating Injuries)



Texas Department of Transportation 
 17 

 

1st Harmful Event 

Taking into account the first harmful event of the 
crashes it was found that 71 percent of the fatal 
and incapacitating injury crashes involve the 
motor vehicle hitting a fixed object such as a sign, 
guardrail, or tree. Twenty-five percent of the 
crashes had a first harmful event of the vehicle 
overturning.   

Countermeasures 

Education 

• Ensure that driver education and defensive 
driving curriculums include information 
concerning curves, curve warnings, and 
behaviors that lead to ROR crashes, such 
as fatigue, distractions, and overdriving 
curves.  

Engineering 

• Increase the use of paved shoulders on FM 
roads to increase the “forgiveness” of the 
road during road departures. 

• Continue to install shoulder and centerline 
rumble strips. 

• Install more pavement width to allow edge 
lines. 

• Provide progressive levels of treatment for 
curves based on crash experience. 
Treatments might include increased use of 
chevron signs, use of speed activated curve 
warnings and LED curve displays, and 
high friction surface treatment. 

• Use 30 degree slope or safety wedge for 
pavement edges to facilitate returning to 
the roadway. 

• Continue to remove trees, relocate utility 
poles, and protect culverts or remediate risks by other means. 

  

Chevron Pavement 
Markings 

Chevron pavement markings are a 
promising traffic engineering tool for 
reducing speeds on the approach to 
freeway-to-freeway connector ramps.  One 
particular case for this countermeasure is 
Ramp K at the interchange of US-54 and 
IH-10 in El Paso, Texas, where a 
converging chevron pavement marking 
pattern was installed.  This ramp connects 
US-54 westbound to IH-10 westbound. This 
particular freeway-to-freeway connector 
ramp has a posted advisory speed of 30 mph 
on the curve, which requires motorists to 
reduce from 60 mph to 30 mph as they enter 
the curve.  Prior to the installation of the 
chevron pavement markings, motorist 
speeds at the start of the curve and middle 
of the curve ranged between 47 to 48 mph. 
This indicates that on average motorists 
reduced their speed by about 12 to 16 mph 
as they traversed from the upstream location 
to the start or mid of the curve, and is in 
contrast to the 30 mph reduction 
recommended by the curve advisory speed 
of 30 mph.   Following the installation of 
the chevron pavement markings, researchers 
found a slight decrease in overall mean 
speed.  Although, motorists continued to 
decrease their speeds on an average by 12 to 
16 mph on approach to the connector curve 
the speeds of motorists driving 15 mph 
above the posted advisory speed decreased 
after the installation of chevron pavement 
markings at the start of the connector curve.  
Additionally, it was found that heavy trucks 
had a higher reduction in mean speeds when 
compared to passenger vehicles (Voigt & 
Kuchangi, 2007).   
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Enforcement 

• Increase DUI and speed enforcement as a 
means of reducing ROR crashes. 

EMS 

• Reduce EMS response time in rural areas. 
This could require increasing coverage 
and/or providing EMS training of 
volunteers. 

  

Rumble Strips 

Edgeline rumble strips alert drivers with 
sound and vibration when their vehicles 
cross the edge of the roadway. Centerline 
rumble strips function in much the same 
way but alert the driver when their vehicle 
crosses into oncoming traffic. Rumble 
strips, both edgeline and centerline, are the 
most popular countermeasures submitted 
for funding consideration in the Highway 
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) in 
Texas.  Rumble strip projects routinely have 
one of the highest benefit-cost ratios and 
over 250 projects with edgeline rumble 
strips, centerline rumble strips or a 
combination of both were programmed for 
funding as part of the Texas HSIP in 2013.  
The use of edgeline rumble strips has been 
found to reduce rural run-off the road 
crashes by 36 percent.  Additionally, 
centerline rumble strips have been found to 
reduce rural head-on crashes by 44 percent 
and urban head-on crashes by 64 percent 
(Texas Department of Transportation, 
2013).   
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Head-On Crashes 

Head‐on crashes occur when two vehicles traveling opposite directions collide.  This may be due 
to a vehicle traveling the wrong way on a one‐way route, a vehicle attempts to pass without 
sufficient clearance on an undivided roadway, or a driver losing control of a vehicle and crossing 
over into an opposing lane of oncoming traffic. In 2013, there were 399 fatal and 592 
incapacitating crashes in this category. 

Figure 5: Head-on crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there was a decrease in the number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries resulting 
from head-on crashes in comparison to 2012. There were 524 fatalities and 1,058 incapacitating 
injuries in 2013.   

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 91 260 82 228 105 268 99 225
Rural 277 301 247 287 300 313 300 367
Total 368 561 329 515 405 581 399 592
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Figure 6: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to head-on crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury head-on crashes by 
15 percent, as compared to 2010. Based on the counts reported above there has been a seven 
percent increase in the number of fatal and incapacitating injury head-on crashes.  

Five Year Averages 

Using a five year rolling average of fatal and incapacitating injuries from 2005 through 2013 
period, a decreasing trend in the average number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries can be 
illustrated.  The trend lines in Figure 8 and their respective equations show a substantial decrease 
in the average number of incapacitating injuries and a steady decrease in the average number of 
fatalities. 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 461 423 534 524
Incapacitating Injuries 1,085 964 1,091 1,058
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Figure 7: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in head-on crashes, 
2005-2013 

 

The percentage of change between the five year averages also indicates a decrease in the 
incapacitating injures from 2005 to 2013, but for the average number of fatalities the percentage 
of change between the last two periods indicates a slight increase. Table six list the percent 
changes over the five averaged periods. 

Table 5: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 head-on crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -4% -6% -3% 1% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -6% -7% -7% -1% 

 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 557 536 503 488 490
Incapacitating Injuries 1,330 1,251 1,168 1,082 1,067

y = -18.22x + 569.54 

y = -69.42x + 1387.8 
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Wrong Side of the Road  

Wrong side head-on crashes include crashes occurring as 
the result of an individual driving on the wrong side of the 
road, but it is not in an attempt to pass another vehicle. 
Over 80 percent of these crashes occurred in rural areas.  
Since 2010 there has been an increasing trend in the 
percentage of head-on crashes which are classified as 
“wrong way, not passing”.  

Figure 8: Percentage of fatal and incapacitating head-on crashes 
classified as wrong way, not passing 

 

Wrong Way on a One-Way 

Head-on crashes also occur when a driver drives the wrong direction on a one-way road.  In 
2013, there were 63 fatalities and 53 incapacitation injuries resulting from such crashes. Since 
2010, annually four to five percent of all head-on crashes were identified as resulting from a 
driver going the wrong way down a one-way road. More than half of those crashes were also 
identified as involving alcohol. 
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Cable Median Barriers 

When they occur, cross-median crashes are 
typically violent in nature and have a high 
probability of multiple fatalities and serious 
injuries. A cross-median crash is where a 
vehicle departs from its traveled way to the 
left, traverses the median separation 
between the highway’s directional lanes, 
and collides with a vehicle traveling in the 
opposite direction. Adequate barrier 
protection can prevent many of these severe 
cross-median crashes. Cable barrier systems 
have emerged as both an effective and 
economical median barrier system as 
compared to traditional concrete and metal 
beam systems. Cable barriers feature 
strands of tensioned cable secured along a 
series of metal posts. The system is 
designed so the posts and the wire cables 
absorb the energy of a vehicle striking the 
barrier. After striking the barrier, the 
vehicle is guided along by the cables until it 
slows to a stop, with the goal of keeping the 
vehicle from crossing over into opposing 
traffic (Cooner, Rathod, Alberson, Bligh, 
Ranft, & Sun, Development of guidelines 
for cable median barrier systems in Texas, 
2009).  
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Figure 9: Percentage of wrong way, one-way crashes involving alcohol, 2009-2013 

 

Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Install more concrete and cable median barriers. 
• Increase the installation of centerline rumble strips. 
• Install passing lanes. 
• Widen roadways to increase control and recovery areas. 
• Address wrong way entrance onto freeways by seeking novel lineation treatments and by 

taking advantage of freeway monitoring technology to detect wrong way drivers.  

  

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatal Crashes 67% 52% 69% 52%
Incapacitating Crashes 67% 52% 59% 76%
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Intersection Crashes 

An intersection crash is one that occurs within the boundaries of an intersection or in which the 
first harmful event occurred on an approach to or exit from an intersection and resulted from an 
activity, behavior, or control related to the movement of traffic through an intersection. 

In 2013, there were 5,624 fatal and incapacitating injury crashes.  As expected due to the larger 
number of intersections, the majority of these crashes, 74 percent, happened in urban areas.   

Since 2010, there has been an overall increasing trend in both fatal and incapacitating injury 
crashes; although there was a decrease in the number of fatal crashes from 2012 to 2013.   

Figure 10: Intersection crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 772 deaths and 6,217 incapacitating injuries related to intersection crashes.  
Both are an increase in count in comparison to the 2010 counts, but the fatalities are down from 
2012. 
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tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 376 3,354 412 3,292 457 3,463 418 3,729
Rural 250 1,016 254 1,079 295 1,043 278 1,199
Total 626 4,370 666 4,371 752 4,506 696 4,928

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

Cr
as

he
s 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 25 

 

Figure 11: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to intersection crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury intersection-
involved crashes by five percent, as compared to 2010. Based on the counts reported above there 
has been a 13 percent increase in the number of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes. 

Five Year Averages 

The five year rolling averages for the 2005 to 2013 indicate decreasing trend in the number of 
fatalities and the number of incapacitating injuries resulting from intersection related crashes. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 686 719 839 772
Incapacitating Injuries 5,595 5,448 5,732 6,217
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Figure 12: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in intersection 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

The percentage of change between the five year averages also indicates a decrease in the 
incapacitating injuries from 2005 to 2013, but for the average number of fatalities the percentage 
of change between the last two periods indicates a slight increase. Table seven list the percent 
changes over the five averaged periods. 

Table 6: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 in intersection crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -2% -2% 0% -2% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -3% -3% -2% 2% 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 787 771 757 758 746
Incapacitating Injuries 6,045 5,840 5,667 5,579 5,677

y = -9.54x + 792.26 

y = -99.68x + 6060.8 
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Urban vs. Rural 

Although more of the intersection crashes happened in urban areas, the percentage of fatal 
crashes in rural areas is considerably higher that the percentage of fatal crashes in the urban 
areas. 

 Urban Rural 
2010 10% 20% 
2011 11% 19% 
2012 12% 22% 
2013 10% 19% 

Failure to Yield the Right of Way 

According to the crash data approximately one-third of the intersection crashes are attributed to a 
driver failing to yield the right of way (FTYROW).    

 K&A Intersection  
Crashes 

K&A Intersection 
Crashes, FTYROW 

% of Total 

2010 4,996 1728 35% 
2011 5,037 1675 33% 
2012 5,258 1788 34% 
2013 5,624 1862 33% 

Countermeasures 

 Engineering 

• Implement engineering solutions to reduce red‐light running, such as changes in signal 
timing (i.e. longer yellow, all‐red phase). 

• Enhance advanced warning at intersections through the use of signing, flashing beacons 
or transverse rumble strips. 

• Provide high friction surface treatments at intersection approaches to reduce vehicle 
stopping distances. 

• Consider the use of roundabouts to reduce the number of incapacitating crashes. 
• Add more turn bays and acceleration lanes on high speed rural roads. 
• Eliminate limited sight distance on all roads. This includes high speed rural and urban 

intersections where sight distance limitations exist due to vegetation, signing, and other 
obstructions. 
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• Construct grade separations 

Enforcement 

• Consider the use of photographic traffic 
signal enforcement (red light cameras) by 
municipalities. 

Education 

• Add information on gap acceptance and 
intersection crash frequency to a 
standardized driver education curriculum 
and to programs targeting elderly drivers. 

• Promote better access management 
policies and practices by educating 
consultants and developers on driveway 
regulations in relation to intersections and 
by coordinating with city, county, and state 
engineers. 

EMS 

• Encourage the use of emergency vehicle 
signal preemption. 

  

Modern Roundabouts 

A modern roundabout is a one-way, circular 
intersection where traffic flows counter 
clockwise around a center island. Modern 
roundabouts use yield signs rather than 
traffic lights to control vehicles entering the 
intersection. This intersection design only 
has eight potential conflict points, opposed 
to a traditional “four-way” signalized 
intersection which has 32 potential conflict 
points. 

A modern roundabout can help save driver 
and pedestrian lives, as well as greatly 
reduce the number and severity of crashes. 
National crash statistics show that 
roundabouts reduce fatal crashes about 90 
percent, reduce injury crashes about 75 
percent, and reduce overall crashes about 35 
percent, when compared to other types of 
intersection control. A modern roundabout 
saves commute time by increasing traffic 
capacity 30 percent to 50 percent even with 
vehicles traveling at slower speeds. The 
community also benefits from a safer 
intersection that lasts more than twice as 
long as traffic lights that have to be 
installed, maintained, adjusted, and 
repaired. There is also a reduction in air 
pollution and an increase in fuel savings 
because vehicles are not idling at traffic 
lights. 

This improvement in traffic and road 
engineering continues to be implemented 
across Texas.  In order to maximize the 
safety impact of the roundabouts many 
cities and communities have undertaken 
educational campaigns or provided 
educational materials on their websites 
informing drivers how to navigate a 
roundabout (City of Sugar Land, 2014) 
(Mills, Duthie, Machemehl, Ferguson, 
Waller, & Sun, 2011) (Schatz, 2011).     
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Work Zone Crashes 

Work zone crashes are those crashes that occur in a construction or maintenance zone, regardless 
of whether or not the crash was construction related. The number of work zone crashes is 
directly related to the number of work zones. This exposure rate must be considered when 
analyzing this traffic safety issue. 

Since 2010, there has been an annual increase in the total number of fatal and incapacitating 
injury crashes. This correlates with the increase number of work zones miles. In 2013, there were 
108 fatal and 511 incapacitating crashes. 

Figure 13: Work zone crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

The year 2012 resulted in the most number of fatalities (132) during the four year period.  In 
2013, there were 116 fatalities representing a reduction of 12 percent from 2012; however, there 
was a seven percent increase in incapacitating injuries which totaled 656.  The majority of the 
fatalities and injuries in work zone areas are not individuals working in the work zone, but 
motorist traveling through the work zone.  

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 48 283 68 291 63 315 50 321
Rural 41 137 43 140 53 148 58 190
Total 89 420 111 431 116 463 108 511
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Figure 14: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries in work zone crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes, related to 
work zones by five percent, as compared to 2010. Based on the counts reported above there has 
been a 22 percent increase in the number of fatal and incapacitating injury work zone crashes. 

Five Year Averages 

The five year rolling averages for the 2005 to 2013 indicate decreasing trend in the number of 
fatalities and an increasing trend for the average number of incapacitating injuries resulting from 
work zone related crashes. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 102 118 132 116
Incapacitating Injuries 554 558 612 656
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Figure 15: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in work zone crashes, 
2005-2013 

 

Using the rolling averages which helps to reduce the effect of crash counts from any one year on 
the trend, a reduction in fatalities and serious injuries is visible. 

Table 7: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 in work zone crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  3% -4% -2% -9% 
Incapacitation 

Injuries  9% -4% 0% -2% 

 

Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Reduce the number, duration and impact of work zones. 
• Implement new technologies for work zone traffic control devices such as portable 

rumble strips and sequence lighting. 

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 132 136 130 127 115
Incapacitating Injuries 561 612 588 588 578

y = -4.2x + 140.76 

y = 1.08x + 582.24 
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• Improve work zone design practices. 
• Create safe, efficient enforcement areas 

when planning a work zone. 
• Develop procedures to effectively manage 

work zones. 
• Encourage the use of truck mounted 

attenuators. 

Education 

• Increase knowledge and awareness of 
work zones. 

Enforcement  

• Improve driver compliance with work zone 
traffic controls through the use of law 
enforcement officers trained in 
enforcement procedures in work zones. 

 

  

Truck Mounted 
Attenuators 

Highway agencies have recognized work 
zone crashes are a serious and growing 
concern with an increased demand for 
infrastructure repair in the United States and 
Texas. A key aspect of a safe work zone is 
the ability to separate workers inside the 
work zone from traffic which may be 
adjacent to the work area. Positive 
protection devices are designed to 
physically prevent vehicles traveling 
through work zones from entering space 
occupied by workers, equipment, materials, 
or roadside hazards. Truck mounted 
attenuators (TMAs) are one type of positive 
protection devices. TMAs absorb the impact 
energy of a rear-end crash into the work 
vehicle, reducing the severity of the crash 
for both the motorist and workers. A 
previous report prepared for the Texas 
legislature estimated a savings of $23,000 
per crash in injury and damages as 
compared to a vehicle striking a stationary 
construction vehicle. Because TMAs are 
able to absorb crashes at highway speeds, 
they have been utilized during the I-35 
construction project, and many of the 
deployed TMAs have been hit. Although 
TMAs do not reduce the frequency of 
crashes, they do reduce the severity of the 
crashes, improving safety for both motorists 
and workers (Texas Department of 
Transportation, 2014).   
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Railroad Grade Crossing Crashes 

This area includes crashes that occur at at-grade railroad/highway crossings, whether or not a 
train was involved. Since 2010, there has been an increasing trend in the number of these types 
of crashes.  

Figure 16: Railroad grade crossing crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 34 fatalities and 60 incapacitating injuries in crashes involving railroad grade 
crossings. 

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 6 21 10 20 13 19 15 32
Rural 9 13 6 7 11 13 15 18
Total 15 34 16 27 24 32 30 50
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Figure 17: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to railroad grade crossing crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to continue the current railroad grade crossing safety improvement 
program. Although there have been years which indicated a reduction in the number of fatal and 
incapacitating crashes, in 2013 there was a definite increase in the number of fatal and 
incapacitating crashes related to railroad grade crossings. 

Five Year Averages 

The five year rolling averages for the 2005 to 2013 indicate a decreasing trend in the number of 
fatalities and incapacitating injuries resulting from railroad grade crossing crashes. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 16 17 30 34
Incapacitating Injuries 39 30 45 60
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Figure 18: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in railroad grade 
crossing crashes, 2005-2013 

 

Using the rolling averages, which helps to reduce the effect of crash counts from any one year on 
the trend, a reduction in fatalities and serious injuries is visible. The percentage of change 
between the five year averages also indicates a continuing decrease in the average number of 
fatalities and serious injuries. 

Table 8: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 in railroad grade crossing crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -6% -18% -13% -5% 
Incapacitating 

injuries  -7% -17% -16% -9% 

 

Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Continue to install warning lights and gates at public road grade crossings. 

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 38 35 29 25 24
Incapacitating Injuries 73 67 56 47 43

y = -3.72x + 41.32 

y = -8.02x + 81.1 
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• Enhance passive crossing warnings with flashing lights and/or delineation posts for 
increased conspicuity and for channelization of traffic. 

• Encourage signal preemption for intersections prior to rail grade crossings. 
• Continue to eliminate at‐grade railroad crossings through construction of overpasses and 

underpasses where appropriate. 
• Continue to complete corridor studies to identify candidate crossings for closure, 

consolidation, or elimination. 

Education 

• Educate adult drivers and children on the dangers of at‐grade railroad crossings. 

Texas Operation LifeSaver 

Texas Operation Lifesaver is a nonprofit public safety organization whose mission is to prevent collisions, injuries 
and fatalities on and around railroad tracks and highway-rail grade crossings.  This is accomplished through a 
statewide network of authorized trained volunteers who work to educate the public about rail safety.  Few people 
realize that in the U.S., a person or vehicle is hit by a train roughly every three hours, and that's a reality Texas 
Operation Lifesaver is determined to change.  Texas has more track miles and public railroad crossings than other 
states, therefore public education and enforcement of traffic laws related to rail are paramount to public safety. 

A Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) grant makes it possible for Texas Operation Lifesaver to offer Rail 
Safety Awareness training for police officers in communities that have had a consistent occurrence of rail incidents.  
Since most police departments do not have sufficient funding to allow officers to travel to training sites outside of 
their immediate areas, the grant provides funds for reimbursement of mileage and one nights’ lodging.  This Rail 
Safety Awareness training for law enforcement is the only one of its kind in Texas and possibly the U.S. 

Officers learn the dynamic differences between vehicle/vehicle and vehicle/train crashes. Also, investigating a 
vehicle/train crash is not like investigating a vehicle/vehicle crash, beginning with the fact that a locomotive engineer 
does not require a Drivers’ License to operate a locomotive. 

In this training officers become aware of the various ways rail incidents impact them and their communities.  They 
learn about available tools, technologies and strategies and how they can be applied in their respective jurisdictions to 
prevent, prepare for and respond to rail incidents at highway-rail grade crossings and rail corridors.  

Officers will also understand how communication and networking between local law enforcement and railroad police 
can contribute to more effective management of rail incidents in their communities. 

To date in 2014, Texas Operation Lifesaver has reported to TxDOT 741 Operation Lifesaver public education 
presentations impacting 15,641 drivers.  Presentations are made by authorized trained volunteers and audiences 
included professional truck drivers (CDL), school bus drivers, EMS personnel, Driver Education students, 
commercial bus drivers, commercial truck driving schools and general adult drivers. 

-Sally Tingle, Director Operation LifeSaver 
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This section includes analysis of crashes classified with regard to the specific individuals 
involved in the crashes. The crash types include: 

• Older Drivers 
• Young Drivers 
• Motorcyclists 
• Bicyclists 
• Pedestrians 
• Large Trucks.  

Fatality and incapacitating injury counts for vulnerable users (motorcyclists, bicyclists and 
pedestrians) are for those individuals only. 

  

Chapter 3: 
System Users 
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Older Drivers 

Older driver crashes are those crashes involving at least one driver age 65 or older.  The fatalities 
and injuries shown are for all persons involved, not just older driver unless specifically stated. 

Figure 19: Older driver crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 502 fatalities and 2,078 incapacitating injuries in crashes involving an older 
driver.  Fifty-four percent of the fatalities and 44 percent of the incapacitating injuries in these 
crashes were drivers over 65. The fatalities and incapacitating injuries in crashes involving older 
drivers have increased over the four year period.   
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tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 164 798 158 802 165 974 178 1,020
Rural 209 489 214 473 209 504 255 580
Total 373 1,287 372 1,275 374 1,478 433 1,600
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Figure 20: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to older driver crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the rate of fatal and incapacitating crashes per licensed older 
driver by 15 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the number of licensed drivers and fatal and 
incapacitating injury crashes for the category of older drivers and all drivers, rates were 
calculated. The following chart illustrates the crash rates for the two categories.  Both show an 
increasing trend from 2010 to 2013, but the crash rate for older drivers is approximately two 
points less each year. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 415 404 419 502
Incapacitating Injuries 1,718 1,637 1,898 2,078
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Figure 21: Fatal & Incapacitating crash rate of drivers over 65 years of age compared to all drivers 

 

 

Licensed Drivers and Crash Rate 

Older drivers involved in these crashes ranged from 65 to 99 years of age.  According to the 
Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS) records, in 2013, there were 2,135,364 licensed 
drivers in that age range in the state of Texas. 

Table 9: Number of licensed drivers in Texas, 2013 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Older Drivers 2,085,466 2,136,835 2,253,232 2,135,504 

All Drivers 15,157,650 15,122,518 15,252,192 13,953,657 
Note 1: Older driver count for 2013 includes all people over 65 with a valid Texas driver's license 
Source 1: FHWA Highway Statistics series 2010-2012, TXDPS 2013 

Five Year Averages 

The five year rolling averages for the 2005 to 2013 indicate increasing trend in the number of 
fatalities and incapacitating injuries resulting from crashes involving older drivers. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Older Driver 7.96 7.71 8.22 9.52
All Drivers 9.63 9.63 10.43 11.80
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Figure 22: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in older driver 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

In alignment with the increasing rates and trend lines the percentage of change of the five year 
averages also indicate an increasing number of fatalities between the last two periods. 

Table 10: Percent change of 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 in older driver crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -1% -1% 0% 4% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  1% -1% 3% 5% 

 

Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Improve signing, modify traffic control devices and pavement markings to accommodate 
older drivers, e.g., provide shoulder rumble strips, wider striping, illuminated street name 
signs.  

• Add more turn bays and acceleration lanes on high speed rural roads. 

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 419 414 411 411 428
Incapacitating Injuries 1,638 1,647 1,630 1,678 1,770

y = 1.66x + 411.58 

y = 29.54x + 1583.6 
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• Eliminate limited sight distance on all roads. This includes high speed rural and urban 
intersections where sight distance limitations exist due to vegetation, signing, and other 
obstructions. 

Education 

• Improve driving competency of older adults by offering training programs. 
• Communicate driving and licensing issues and alternative transportation options to older 

drivers and family members. (This communication should also include law enforcement 
and medical personnel and include educational materials regarding potential driving 
problems associated with aging and how to recognize them.) 

Public Policy and Other 

• Develop community mobility resource guide. 
• Develop, implement, and otherwise encourage public/private partnerships that provide 

transportation alternatives to the personal vehicle. 
• Provide vouchers for alternative transportation options. 
• Develop incentives for older drivers to adopt advanced vehicle technologies that could 

assist them with age‐related driving problems, e.g., back‐up warning devices. 
• Improve links among driver records, vehicle registration information and 

physical/functional impairments and medical conditions affecting driving capability. 
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Young Drivers 

Young driver crashes are classified as crashes involving at least one driver age 15 to 20 years 
old.  In previous versions of the SHSP, this category was named “Teen Drivers” and only 
included crash statistics for crashes involving drivers age 15 to 19.  In 2013, there were 419 fatal 
crashes and 2,253 incapacitating crashes related to young drivers. 

Figure 23: Young driver crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

The fatalities and injuries are not only for young drivers unless specifically stated. This group of 
drivers also includes young adults driving with a learner’s permit.  According to DPS, in 2013, 
there were 87,010 learner’s permits registered to individuals’ age 15 to 20 years old.   

In 2013, there were 502 fatalities and 2,929 incapacitating injuries in crashes with at least one 
young driver. The young drivers in the crashes made up 36 percent of the fatalities and 38 
percent of the incapacitating injuries. 
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2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 198 1,438 185 1,321 197 1,466 189 1,366
Rural 251 879 231 824 235 843 230 887
Total 449 2,317 416 2,145 432 2,309 419 2,253
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Figure 24: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to young driver crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the rate of fatal and serious injury crashes per thousand licensed 
young drivers by 15 percent, as compared to 2010.  The objective has been changed to reflect the 
change in this crash category from “teen drivers” to “young drivers”  

According to DPS, in 2013, there were 880,087 young drivers with a valid driver’s license or 
learner’s permit in the state of Texas.  The following illustrates the number of valid licenses and 
permits by age. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 517 490 493 502
Incapacitating Injuries 3,172 2,890 3,071 2,929
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Figure 25: Number of licensed drivers and permit holders age 15-20, 2013 

 

Analyzing registered driver information available for the Federal Highway Administration for 
drivers age 16 to 20 and the fatal and incapacitating injury crashes, shows that the young driver 
group has a much higher crash rate than that of all drivers.   Registered driver data was not 
available for the age 15 group, therefore that information is not reflected in the chart below. 
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License 88 69,140 69,674 175,516 232,585 246,074
Permit 28,009 32,232 25,811 596 225 137
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Figure 26: Crash rate of young drivers compared to all drivers 

 
Note 3: Drivers age 15 are excluded from the chart based on lack of information available from source. 
Source 2: FHWA Highway Statistics series 2010-2012, TXDPS 2013 

 

Five Year Averages 

Although there has been a slight increase in fatalities related to young driver crashes from 2012 
to 2013, a review of the five year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 indicates a decrease in the 
average number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to young driver crashes. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Drivers Age 16-20 27.71 27.97 30.17 33.15
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Figure 27: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in young driver 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

The percentage of change from one five year average to the next also indicates a continuous 
reduction of the average number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries over the 2005 to 2013 
time period. 

Table 11: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for young driver crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -6% -7% -7% -6% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -7% -7% -6% -5% 
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Incapacitating Injuries 3,032 2,806 2,603 2,440 2,312
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Countermeasures 

Enforcement 

• Increase enforcement of zero‐tolerance 
alcohol laws for underage drivers. This 
would include filing DWI charges where 
appropriate instead of DUI charges. 

• Increase enforcement of graduated driver 
license (GDL) restriction violations. 

Education 

• Conduct teen driver education programs in 
schools and elsewhere, including state‐
supported novice driver education and 
traffic safety‐related teen awareness 
programs. 

• Develop and implement distracted driving 
public information and education (PI&E) 
messages targeted to teens.  

• Develop and implement educational 
programs and PI&E messages for parents 
of novice drivers, e.g., appropriate vehicle 
selection for new drivers, information 
about young driver risks, behavioral 
considerations, etc. 

  

Teens in the Driver Seat 

Established in 2002, Teens in the Driver 
Seat is a peer-to-peer traffic safety program 
for youth.  Additionally, the program 
addresses all major risks for teens.  The 
program aims to get student leaders to take 
responsibility for educating their peers on 
the importance of traffic safety.  To date, 
Teens in Driver Seat is in over 750 high 
schools and has touched almost one million 
teenagers.  Teens in the Driver Seat is not 
limited to high school students. In 2010, the 
program expanded into junior high schools 
and in 2012 the program established a 
university component with U in the Driver 
Seat.  One example of Teens in the Driver 
Seat in action is Cy Falls High School.  For 
10 years, Cy Falls had at least one student 
die in a crash.  This all ended in 2011, when 
Cy Falls implemented Teens in the Driver 
Seat.  Principal Becky Denton credits Teens 
in the Driver Seat for a culture change 
among the students to drive more safely.  
This change has permeated the culture of 
Cy Falls, and in 2013, the school marked 
three years without losing a student to a 
fatal crash (Henk, 2014) (Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute, 2014).     
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Public Policy and Other 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of graduated 
licensing and alter as necessary, e.g., 
increase hours of nighttime driving 
restriction, require adult‐supervised driving 
practice. 

• Develop means and methods for taking 
advantage of technological capabilities for 
external and in-vehicle surveillance and 
recording of vehicle information (speed, 
acceleration, hard braking, etc.), including 
incentives for voluntary use of black box 
devices for monitoring driving 
performance. 

• Implement programs providing 
transportation options for teens in addition 
to personal vehicles.  

• Move away from parent taught driver 
education and return to sanctioned, 
supervised programs.1 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 

Graduated Driver’s 
Licensing 

Driving inexperience and distractions are 
often blamed for a higher crash rate among 
teen-aged drivers.  In order to combat this, 
Texas established a Graduated Drivers 
Licensing Program.  This program aims to 
use both education as well as enforcement 
to decrease the rate of crashes among this 
population.  Effective January 1, 2002, 
Texas teens have to complete a two phase 
program in order to receive a restriction-
free driver’s license.  In Phase One, teens, 
under age 18, must hold an instruction 
permit for a minimum of six months before 
graduating to Phase Two and receiving a 
provisional license.  During Phase One, the 
teen must complete an approved driver 
education course and reach their 16th 
birthday.  Additionally, any time he or she 
drives a vehicle, he or she must have a 
licensed operator, who is over 21 years of 
age, in the front seat.  Once the teen has 
obtained a provisional license and entered 
Phase Two, other restrictions apply.  During 
Phase Two, teen drivers may not have more 
than one passenger less than 21 years of age 
who is not a family member.  Additionally, 
the teen driver may not drive between the 
hours of 12:00am and 5:00am, unless 
driving is necessary for employment, 
school, school-related activities, or a 
medical emergency.  The provisions of 
Phase Two apply to the teen’s driver’s 
license for a period of twelve months.  A 
teen driver is exempt from the restrictions 
of Phase Two if they are accompanied by a 
licensed driver 21 years of age or older in 
the front seat.  On September 1, 2009, teen 
drivers under the age of 18 became 
restricted from using a wireless 
communication device, including a hands-
free device, while operating a motor vehicle 
(Texas Department of Public Safety, 2011).        
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Motorcyclists 

Motorcycle crashes are those that involve at least one motorcycle, motor scooter, or moped, 
including police motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles. Fatalities and incapacitating injuries 
reported below are for motorcycle operators and passengers only. 

In 2013, the majority of the crashes, 61 percent, occurred in urban areas. When looking at all of 
the fatal and incapacitating injury motorcycle crashes for the 2010 to 2013 time period, it was 
found that 53 percent of the crashes can be classified as one motor vehicle crashes meaning that 
only the motorcycle was involved in the crash. 

Figure 28: Motorcycle crashes where a motorcycle rider sustained a fatal or incapacitating injury, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 497 motorcycle fatalities and 1,969 incapacitating injuries.  Of the 480 riders 
killed in 2013, 133 were motorcycle drivers with a reported blood alcohol concentration (BAC) 
level greater than zero and 86 percent of those were at or above the 0.08 BAC level.  The 
average BAC for those drivers was 0.158.  
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Figure 29: Motorcycle rider fatalities and incapacitating injuries, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the rate of fatal and incapacitating crashes per thousand 
registered motorcycles by 15 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the number of registered 
motorcycles and the fatal and incapacitating crash counts for 2010 and 2012 the rate was 
calculated. For 2010, the fatal and incapacitating crash rate per thousand registered motorcycles 
is 4.90.  In comparison to the 2010 rate, the 2012 rate increased by eight percent to 5.27.  

Registered Motorcycles 

According to the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Statistic Series, since 2010 there 
have been an increasing number of registered motorcycles in the state of Texas. The number of 
registered motorcycles for 2013 is not available at the time this report was written. 
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Figure 30: Registered motorcycles in the state Texas, 2010-2012 

 

Five Year Average 

The five year rolling average of motorcycle fatalities and incapacitating injuries indicate a 
decrease trend in incapacitating injuries and an increase trend in motorcycle rider fatalities. 

Figure 31: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in motorcycle 
crashes, 2005-2013 
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The percentage of change between the last two five year periods indicates a decrease in both the 
fatalities and incapacitating injuries of motorcycle riders.  

Table 12: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for motorcycle crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  3% 6% 2% -2% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -1% -1% 1% -5% 

 

Helmet use 

Annually, there were higher rates of motorcyclist killed that did not wear a helmet, in 
comparison to those who did wear a helmet.  In 2013, the rate of motorcyclist killed that wore a 
helmet was 0.39 and the rate for motorcyclist killed and not wearing a helmet was 0.53. 

Figure 32: Rate of helmet use for motorcycle riders by killed, 2010-2013 

 

Motorcycle Safety Course 

According to DPS, in 2013, there were 862,013 individuals with valid motorcycle licenses.  In 
accordance with Texas law, motorcycle drivers are required to take the Motorcycle Safety 
Course (MSC).  A review of motorcycle crash data was done to identify motorcycle drivers 
killed in crashes with Texas driver’s licenses.  Those records were then matched to DPS’ 
Motorcycle Safety Course attendance records to determine if those motorcycle drivers killed had 
completed the Motorcycle Safety Course.  It was found that of the 1,620 motorcyclists identified 
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74 percent had not taken the motorcycle safety course. The following lists the number of drivers 
by attendance.  

Table 13: Motorcycle driver fatalities based on MSC completion 

MSC 
Attendance 

2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 

Yes 79 116 104 124 423 
No 290 309 301 297 1197 

Unknown 0 0 1 0 1 
Total 369 425 406 421 1621 

Of the drivers killed over the 2010 to 2013 period between thirty-five and thirty-nine percent are 
classified as unlicensed or not having an “M” classification on their driver’s license. 

Table 14: Percentage of motorcycle drivers killed that are unlicensed, 2010-2013 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Killed 150 181 168 180 
% of 
Total 35% 39% 38% 39% 

Texas Motorcycle Safety Coalition 

The Texas Motorcycle Coalition serves as a public forum to discuss issues concerning motorcycle safety. The 
coalition meets several times a year to address ways to reduce the number of crashes involving motorcycles and 
deaths and injuries that result from these crashes. Among the members of the coalition, there are dealership owners, 
rider coaches, rider course owners, club members, as well as individuals that represent a large variety of motorcycle 
related interests and concerns. The coalition hosts an annual Motorcycle Safety Forum in which presenters and 
participants attend to discuss opportunities to reduce the amount of crashes involving motorcycles.  

Along with serving as a public forum, the Coalition participates in various events throughout the year. These events 
range from motorcycle specific, such as the Republic of Texas Biker Rally, and general public, like the Texas 
Sandfest. The purpose of attending these events is to spread awareness of the issue of motorcycle safety. Depending 
on the nature of the event, the safety messages pushed are tailored to the appropriate audience. At biker events, the 
message of “Drink. Ride. Lose.” is expressed through koozies, patches, and pieces of literature that are all distributed 
to attendees. At general public events, the messages of “Share the Road”, and “Look Twice for Motorcycles” is 
shared through bumper stickers, koozies, and key chains.  

Along with displaying the messages of “Look Twice for Motorcycles” and “Share the Road” on PI and E materials at 
events, the messages can be seen throughout Texas on electronic road signs during Motorcycle Safety Month. The 
use of these messages was increased during peak riding season, typically April – August. These simple messages help 
remind motorists that they’re not the only ones on the road.  Through various means of disseminating the messages, 
these two safety messages are able to reach thousands of individuals in Texas, and are most often met with warm 
responses from motorcyclists, and non-motorcyclists alike. 
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Countermeasures 

Enforcement 

• Target enforcement on specific motorcycle/motorist behaviors. 

Education 

• Train law enforcement in the detection of impaired riders. 
• Develop educational programs for justice system personnel with regard to motorcycle 

laws. 
• Increase participation in rider education and training programs. 
• Increase helmet and protective gear usage through education. 
• Create education programs that address specific unsafe behaviors of motorcyclists, 

including alcohol issues. 
• Conduct PI&E campaigns and other educational programs to increase motorist awareness 

of motorcycles, including helmet requirements, awareness of motorcycle presence, safe 
driving practices around motorcyclists (e.g., following and stopping distances, passing 
technique), and the unique characteristics of motorcycles such as braking and 
acceleration differences between motorcycles and four‐wheel passenger vehicles. 

EMS 

• Increase participation of EMS personnel in helmet use advocacy. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Enlist support of and participation in motorcycle safety initiatives by formal and informal 
motorcycle groups. 

• Require the use of motorcycle helmets for all riders and/or increase the current insurance 
threshold for helmet requirement exemption. 1, 2 

• Revise the motorcycle license law to require motorcycle operator training and safety 
courses as a condition of purchasing/registering a motorcycle.1, 2 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
2 SB 1967 requires new applicants for a class M license to take an approved training course and requires a minimum 
of $10,000 of insurance to ride without a helmet. 
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Bicyclists 

Bicyclist’s crashes involve at least one bicycle and one motor vehicle. Fatalities and 
incapacitating injuries reported in this section are for the bicyclists only. Often crashes involving 
bicyclist result in fatalities and incapacitating injuries for the cyclist due to their vulnerability. 

Figure 33: Crashes where a bicyclist sustained a fatal or incapacitating injury, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 48 bicyclist fatalities and 296 incapacitating injuries.  Eighty-two percent of 
the crashes happened in urban areas where the population is greater than 5,000.  It is unclear at 
this time if the riders involved were riding for pleasure or as a primary source of transportation. 

Of the 48 cyclists killed in 2013, 12 percent (6 cyclists) had a positive BAC level, only one of 
the six had a BAC under the 0.08 limit; the average BAC for all six cyclists was 0.175. 
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Table 15: Bicyclist fatalities and incapacitating injuries, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury crashes involving 
bicycles by 10 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the total counts for the fatal and 
incapacitating crashes in 2010 and 2013, it is found that there is a five percent increase in crashes 
between the two years. 

Five Year Averages 

The five year averages of the fatalities and incapacitating injuries sustained by cyclist since 2005 
indicated an increase in fatalities and incapacitating injuries.  The trend line indicates only a 
slight increase in the average number of fatalities, but the increase in incapacitating injuries is on 
a steady increase. 

 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 43 47 56 48
Incapacitating Injuries 286 247 286 299
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Figure 34: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in bicycle crashes, 
2005-2013 

 

The largest percentage of increase in incapacitating injuries was found between the first four 
periods.   

Table 16: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for bicycle crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -2% 0% 3% 0% 
Incapacitating 

injuries  6% 4% 6% 2% 
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Incapacitating Injuries 228 241 251 266 272
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Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Integrate bicycles into transportation system 
(improve connectivity). 

• Increase the use of paved shoulders. 

Education 

• Conduct PI&E campaigns on bicycle traffic 
laws and the use of bicycle safety equipment 
for both bicyclists and non‐biking motorists. 

• Increase enforcement of bicycle right‐of‐way 
traffic laws. 

• Conduct bicycle training programs for school 
age children and adults using bicycles for both 
recreation and transportation. 

• Increase motorist awareness of bicycles: 
“Share the Road.”  

• Improve bicycle and bicyclist visibility by 
conducting PI&E campaigns. 

EMS 

• Increase participation of EMS personnel in helmet and other safety equipment use 
advocacy. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Improve bicyclist safety in and around school zone areas. 
• Encourage local ordinances regarding bicycle helmet use. 
• Encourage municipalities to pass vulnerable road user statutes. 

 

  

Please BE KIND to 
Cyclists 

Established in response to recent deaths in 
the Austin bicycle community caused by 
traffic crashes, Please BE KIND to Cyclists 
has worked to bring about social and public 
policy changes related to cyclist and 
motorist behavior. The organization’s 
mission is achieved through education 
efforts, aid to victims of crashes, and special 
events and meetings. Its VIP Cyclist Law of 
Common Sense program works to educate 
cyclists on traffic laws as well as measures 
cyclists can take to ensure their continued 
safety on the road. Special events like 
“Pedaling for Safer Roads” and “Dialogue 
with the D.A.” help to develop positive 
connections between community leaders, 
lawmakers, key stakeholders, and cyclists 
(Please BE KIND to Cyclist, 2014). 
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Pedestrians 

Pedestrian crashes involve at least one pedestrian and one motor vehicle. Casualties related to 
pedestrian crashes are reported for pedestrians only. In 2013 there were 481 fatal and 971 
incapacitating pedestrian crashes. 

Figure 35: Crashes where a pedestrian sustained a fatal or incapacitating injury, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 488 pedestrians killed and 1,022 incapacitated in motor vehicle crashes. The 
number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries sustained by pedestrians has increased over the 
four year period.  
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Urban 260 656 291 683 334 753 310 803
Rural 92 160 125 174 140 178 171 168
Total 352 816 416 857 474 931 481 971
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Figure 36: Pedestrian fatalities and incapacitating injuries, 2010-2013 

Of the pedestrians killed in 2013, 123 had a reported BAC level greater than zero. Eighty-two 
percent of those with positive BACs were at or above the 0.08 BAC level. The average BAC was 
0.195. 

2015 Objectives and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and serious injury crashes involving 
pedestrians by 10 percent, as compared to 2010. Based on the total fatal and incapacitating 
crashes in 2010 and 2013 there is a 24 percent increase. 

Five Year Averages 

The trend lines based on the five year rolling averages of fatal and incapacitating injuries 
indicate and increasing trend in both injury severities. While the slope of the average fatalities is 
less than the slope of the incapacitating injuries both the calculated averages show an increase 
over the 2005 to 2013 period. 
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Fatalities 357 425 487 488
Incapacitating Injuries 865 905 977 1,022
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Figure 37: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in pedestrian crashes, 
2005-2013 

 

The percentage of change in averages over the five year periods also indicates an increase in the 
number of fatalities and incapacitating injuries. 

Table 17: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for pedestrian crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -4% 2% 4% 2% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  0% 4% 3% 1% 
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Incapacitating Injuries 859 862 896 920 932
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Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Improve signals, signs, and crosswalk 
markings at intersections. 

• Improve pedestrian environments through 
traffic calming. 

• Increase the number of sidewalks and 
walkways in rural and urban areas. Needs 
are especially great in and around ports of 
entry. 

• Remove impediments to walking on 
existing sidewalks. 

• Increase sight distance to and from 
intersections and increase lighting at 
intersections and crosswalks. 

Enforcement 

• Increase enforcement of pedestrian laws 
and public intoxication laws in urban and 
rural areas. 

Education 

• Develop PI&E materials concerning 
pedestrian crashes regarding the 
responsibilities of both pedestrian and 
driver, including appropriate actions 
following vehicle breakdowns. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Improve pedestrian safety in and around 
school zone areas. 

• Implement programs for removing 
disabled vehicles and their occupants from 
limited access highways and extending 
hours, especially at night, of existing 
“courtesy patrol” programs. 

• Develop programs to encourage safe 
walking rather than driving for appropriate 
trips.  

 

The Walkable Community 
Program of the Alamo 
Area MPO 

The Alamo Area Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (AAMPO) has developed its 
Walkable Community Program (WCP) to 
teach citizens and public officials about the 
benefits of walking and bicycling for 
transportation. The program has three 
components: 1) walking and bicycling 
education classes that target students and 
adults with knowledge about safe walking 
and bicycling; 2) bike rodeos that use 
hands-on bike riding to reinforce safe 
bicycling habits for children; and 3) 
walkable community workshops. At 
workshops, MPO staff helps residents 
understand the potential improvements that 
can be made to their streets to encourage 
more active transportation. Over the last 
decade, grant programs, such as TxDOT’s 
Traffic Safety Grant, have allowed the MPO 
to reinforce safe cycling messaging by 
providing thousands of helmets and bike 
light sets at WCP events.  

The MPO works with many transportation 
partners on these efforts and for its Safety 
Program, which makes traffic crash data 
accessible to the public. Agency staff 
members from cities in the AAMPO study 
area, VIA Metropolitan Transit, TxDOT 
and the Alamo Area Council of 
Governments as well as representatives of 
bicycling and walking organizations and 
citizens representing the public at large 
meet monthly as the MPO’s Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Mobility Advisory Committees 
(BMAC and PMAC). BMAC and PMAC 
help the MPO prioritize funding for 
transportation projects, assist with the 
development of plans and planning studies, 
and support safety and educational 
campaigns and events like the MPO’s 
annual Walk & Roll Rally during National 
Bike Month. 

-Allie Blazosky, Alamo Area MPO 
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Large Trucks 

This section deals with crashes that involve at least one large truck. Large trucks are defined as 
those vehicles with a body style of truck‐tractor and may or may not be a commercial vehicle.  

Figure 38: Large truck crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 382 fatalities and 942 incapacitating injuries related to large truck crashes.  
The majority of these crashes occurred in rural areas. As expected from the increasing number of 
large truck crashes, the fatalities and incapacitating injuries for these crashes are also on the rise. 
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Urban 93 238 86 212 96 248 78 273
Rural 176 313 195 321 249 366 254 458
Total 269 551 281 533 345 614 332 731
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Figure 39: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to large truck crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and serious injury crashes involving large 
trucks by 10 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the crash totals listed in Figure 38, it was 
found, in comparison to 2010, there has been a 30 percent increase in the number of fatal and 
incapacitating crashes in 2013. 

Five Year Averages 

Using the five year averages the effect of anyone year on the trend is minimized.  When looking 
at the five year rolling averages for 2005 to 2013, both fatalities and incapacitating injuries 
indicate a decreasing trend.   

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 313 314 394 382
Incapacitating Injuries 700 667 809 942
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Figure 40: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in large truck 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

Using the same five year averages to calculate the percentage of change from one period to the 
next, a decrease is evident, but the percentage change in the last two five year periods does 
indicate a slight increase in incapacitating injuries. 

Table 18: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for large truck crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -5% -4% -1% -1% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -1% -7% -3% 1% 
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Countermeasures 

Engineering 

• Reduce driver fatigue‐related crashes by 
providing center and shoulder rumble 
strips and truck parking areas. 

• Increase use of heavy truck lane 
restrictions.  

• Increase the  turning radius at 
intersections. 

• Resurface highways with heavy truck 
traffic to increase skid numbers. 

Enforcement 

• Increase speed enforcement of commercial 
(i.e., truck) motor vehicles. 

• Increase inspections of trucks for safety 
equipment and violations. Consider 
decreasing minimum jurisdiction size for 
conducting Level 1 truck inspection.1 

Education 

• Increase public knowledge about 
techniques for sharing the road with trucks 
and other vehicles. 

• Conduct PI&E campaigns on heavy 
vehicle operational/performance 
limitations, rules, crash experience, and 
restrictions. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Create adequate storage for truck 
inspection stations in and around ports of 
entry.  

 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 

Large Trucks – Energy 
Development (EDev) 
Impact 

Over the past decade, the United States has 
seen a boom of Energy Development 
(EDev).  In Texas, much of this growth has 
been seen in the oil and gas industry due to 
the rise of hydraulic fracturing (“fracking”).  
Though EDev can be found in urban areas, 
it is primarily concentrated in rural and 
agricultural areas.  These areas have local 
infrastructure that is designed for low traffic 
volumes.  EDev affects roadway traffic and 
driver characteristics in that it brings more 
large, heavy trucks and younger, male 
drivers on the roadways.  Additionally, 
EDev activity is difficult to predict.  EDev 
can require over 1,000 truck trips to develop 
and fracture a single well, which is the 
equivalent of millions of passenger cars 
traveling these roads.  Some roadway safety 
issues associated with EDev to consider are: 
roadway condition, roadway design, 
congestion, commercial vehicle operations, 
many benefits for communities, 
landowners, states, and industry partners, 
EDev can also result in transportation 
system impacts, including an impact on 
traffic safety.  Since 2009, Texas has seen 
an increase in the number of large trucks 
involved in both fatalities and fatal crashes.  
With the continued growth of the oil and 
gas industry, planning for growth and 
associated impacts on local communities 
and states will continue to be very 
important for the safety of the state as a 
whole (Bierling, 2014).    
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This section includes analysis of crashes classified with regard to the specific driving behaviors. 
The crashes are: 

• Driving Under the Influence (DUI) 
• Speed Related 
• Lack of Restraint 
• Distracted Driving 

  

Chapter 4: 
Driver Behavior 
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Driving Under the Influence (DUI) 

DUI, in this context, is used as a general term to include both driving while intoxicated (DWI) 
and driving under the influence (DUI) offenses. DUI crashes involve at least one driver under the 
influence of alcohol or other drugs, including prescribed medications. In 2013, there were 1,224 
fatal and 2,080 incapacitating crashes in the category of driving under the influence of alcohol or 
other drugs. 

Figure 41: Driving under the influence of alcohol or other drugs, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, there were 1,388 fatalities and 2,814 incapacitating injuries related to driving under the 
influence. From 2012 to 2013, there was a nine percent decrease in the incapacitating crash 
counts.  

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 604 1,124 551 1,051 566 1,180 568 1,048
Rural 596 978 619 1,006 635 1,039 656 1,032
Total 1,200 2,102 1,170 2,057 1,201 2,219 1,224 2,080
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Figure 42: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to driving under the influence of alcohol or drug 
crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and serious injury DUI‐involved crashes by 
10 percent, as compared to 2010. Comparing the total of fatal and incapacitating crashes in 2010 
to 2013 there is a 0.06 percent decrease in the number of DUI crashes.  Looking at the fatal 
crashes only indicates an increase in crashes, but the incapacitating crashes alone show a one 
percent decrease. 

Five Year Averages 

Based on the three year averages, there was an increase of one percent in fatalities and a decrease 
of three percent in the number of incapacitating injuries.  Over the four year period the number 
of incapacitating injuries has fluctuated between a high of 3,117 in 2012 and a low of 2,814 
injuries in 2013.  Fatalities on the other hand saw a decrease in 2011, but they have been on an 
increasing trend since then. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 1,347 1,299 1,359 1,388
Incapacitating Injuries 3,042 2,822 3,117 2,814
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Figure 43: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in DUI crashes, 2005-
2013 

 

Based on the five year averages, the percentage of change between periods has decreased from a 
nine percent increase to a three percent increase in the last five year period for fatalities.  For 
incapacitating injuries the percentage of change between the last two five year periods is less 
than one percent. 

Table 19: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for DUI crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  9% 4% 3% 3% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  0% -2% 1% 0% 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 1,051 1,141 1,184 1,225 1,260
Incapacitating Injuries 2,885 2,879 2,832 2,853 2,859

y = 50.16x + 1021.6 

y = -7.82x + 2884.7 
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Of the drivers involved in fatal and incapacitating injury DUI crashes, 1,396 had a reported BAC 
in CRIS.  The average BAC for the tested drivers is 0.168, which is more than twice the legal 
limit of 0.08. 

Table 20: Average of reported BACs for drivers in fatal and incapacitating crashes, 2013 

Crash Severity Drivers Average BAC 
Fatal 780 0.169 

Incapacitating 
Injury 616 0.166 

Total 1396 0.168 

According to CRIS data as of October, 23, 2014, in 2013 2,094 drivers had a blood, breath or 
urine specimen taken; of those, 32 percent (670 drivers) had no BAC result reported. 

Countermeasures 

Enforcement 

• Continue to use Selective Traffic 
Enforcement Programs (STEPs) to deter 
drunk driving. 

• Increase enforcement of vehicle 
confiscation law. 

• Increase enforcement of Zero Tolerance 
laws for underage drivers. 

• Increase the use of “No Refusal” tactics to 
deter individuals from driving after 
drinking as well as improve the acquisition 
of BAC results through blood tests in 
response to high refusal rates related to 
breath testing. 

• Warrants should be used to obtain 
evidence when breath or blood tests are 
refused.1  

Education 

• Continue PI&E campaigns to encourage 
people not to drive impaired. 

• Increase training and the use of new 
technology to reduce DUI processing time 
of suspects. 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 

No Refusal 

In Bexar County, suspected drunk drivers 
who refuse breath tests must undergo a 
mandatory blood draw under the county’s 
no refusal policy. The no refusal policy is 
supported through a TxDOT grant, and has 
extended from weekends only, to a current 
365 days a year effort. The three primary 
goals of the no refusal policy are;  

1.To reduce the number of alcohol and 
other drug related collisions that result in 
death and serious bodily injury;  

2.To deter individuals from driving while 
intoxicated;  

3. To increase conviction rates for those 
who choose to drive intoxicated.  

The 2014 No Refusal Grant year began on 
October 1, 2013, and to date has resulted in 
3,275 DWI 1st offense arrests (Bexar 
County Criminal District Attorney's Office, 
2014).  
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• Develop bilingual, culturally appropriate, materials for anti‐DUI campaigns. 
• Educate judges and prosecutors concerning DUI laws. 
• Educate the general public, including legislators, in regards to the financial burden and 

human impact of DUI. 

EMS 

• Promote alcohol screening in trauma centers and emergency rooms. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Consider tougher penalties for drivers convicted of having blood alcohol concentrations 
of 0.15 or greater, if research demonstrates that such penalties do not adversely affect 
sentencing.1  

• Limit the ability of drivers charged with DWI/DUI to plea bargain the charge down to a 
lesser offense.1  

• Require all drivers involved in fatal crashes to be tested for alcohol use.1  
• Establish minimum sentencing for DWI/DUI offenses.1  
• Re‐evaluate, strengthen, and create uniform enforcement of administrative license 

revocation (ALR) law.1  
• Encourage expansion of DWI courts as a viable track for offenders. 
• Improve BAC reporting through breath and/or blood testing. 
• Increase the use of interlock devices as a condition of bond for DUI, intoxicated assault 

and intoxicated manslaughter. 
• Explore ways to make DUI offenders less anonymous (zebra plates, public service 

appearances, etc.). 
• Develop, implement, and maintain effective designated driver campaigns and programs 

(both short-term demonstrations and long‐term, sustained campaigns). 
• Develop and implement programs that provide rapid response for DWI/DUI reported by 

citizens. A dedicated phone number for reporting would be useful. 
• Explore issues related to implementing sobriety check points.1  

  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
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Speed Related 

Speed related crashes include those crashes where unsafe speed or speeding over the limit was 
cited as a contributing factor. In 2013, there were 700 fatal crashes and 1,747 incapacitating 
crashes in this category.  

Figure 44: Speed related crashes, 2010-2013 

 

  

Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating Fatal Incapaci-
tating Fatal Incapaci-

tating
2010 2011 2012 2013

Urban 240 621 226 630 239 610 262 591
Rural 444 1,058 421 996 443 1,086 438 1,156
Total 684 1,679 647 1,626 682 1,696 700 1,747
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Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, speed related crashes resulted in 784 deaths and 2,308 incapacitating injuries.   

Figure 45: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to speeding crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and serious injury speed‐related crashes by 
10 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the crash counts listed in figure 44, there is a four 
percent increase in the total number of fatal and incapacitating crashes in 2013 compared to 
2010. 

Five Year Averages 

Although the annual fatality and incapacitating injury counts illustrate an increasing trend from 
2011 to 2013, the five year rolling averages for speed related fatalities and incapacitating injuries 
indicate a steady decrease from 2005 to 2013.  

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 756 719 765 784
Incapacitating Injuries 2,259 2,108 2,263 2,308
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Figure 46: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in speed related 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

The percentage of change between the five year periods also supports the decreasing trend seen 
from the five year rolling averages. 

Table 21: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for speed related crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -3% -6% -4% -4% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -4% -7% -4% -2% 

 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 894 870 817 787 759
Incapacitating Injuries 2,635 2,524 2,345 2,257 2,219

y = -35.3x + 931.22 

y = -109.84x + 2725.5 
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Crash by Roadway System 

The following chart illustrates the type of roadway 
system where speed related crashes occur.  

 

Countermeasures  

Engineering  

• Conduct speed studies on roads with poor 
geometrics. 

• Encourage the use of traffic calming 
(roundabouts, bumps, striping, etc.) in low speed urban and rural areas. 

• Encourage the use of speed activated feedback or warning signs to increase compliance 
with speed limits. 

Enforcement 

• Continue to use Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) projects to deter 
speeding. 

• Use minimally marked enforcement vehicles to enforce speed laws. 
• Continue speed enforcement in school and work zones. 

Education 

• Develop and implement PI&E campaigns targeting speed and speed‐related behaviors 
(adjusting speed according to conditions, using the left lane for passing only, etc.). 

• Encourage the addition of learning modules to driver education curriculums to address 
safe speed selection according to conditions. 

Local Road/Street 
25% 

Farm to 
Market 

22% County 
Road 
15% 

US 
Highway 

11% 

Interstate 
11% 

State  
Highway 

10% 

Other 
6% 

STEP Enforcement: Lewisville Police 
Department 

In fiscal year 2013, the Lewisville Police 
Department (PD) received a selective traffic 
enforcement program (STEP) grant to deter 
motorists from speeding. Peace officers 
provided input on what areas of town they 
were seeing the highest number of traffic 
violators (including crashes and traffic stops 
being made by officers), and thus, which 
areas should be included for enforcement 
during the grant period. Each location was 
surveyed to confirm the non-compliance 
and was then added to the grant operations 
plan. Lewisville PD selected 14 site 
locations for enforcement. Of those sites, 
ten showed higher compliance by drivers 
from the pre-surveys to the post-surveys. 
The pre-compliance rate was 25.97% while 
post compliance was 28.1%. In all, there 
was a 2.13% increase in compliance for all 
the sites surveyed. Lewisville peace officers 
spent 1,254 hours enforcing speed limits 
and issued 4,716 citations related to 
speeding. 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 81 

 

Public Policy and Other 

• Require tougher penalties for excessive speeding (e.g., 20 percent or more above the 
limit) and in special corridors. Earmark a portion of the fines collected for state and local 
safety initiatives.1  

• Encourage insurance companies to provide incentives to discourage speeding among their 
clients. 

• Consider legislation allowing automated speed enforcement.1  

  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
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Lack of Restraint Use 

This section refers to casualties to a vehicle driver or occupant who was not restrained. Fatalities 
and injuries related to lack of restraint use do not include those individuals who do not have 
access to a restraint such as motorcycle riders, pedestrians, bicyclists,  or individuals riding in the 
bed of a pickup truck. In 2013, there were 878 fatal and 1,511 incapacitating crashes in the 
category of lack of restraint use.  

Figure 47: Crashes where a motor vehicle occupant was unrestrained and sustained a fatal or incapacitating 
injury, 2010-2013  

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

According to 2013 survey results, Texas had a seatbelt use rate of 90.28 percent (Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute Center for Transportation Safety, 2013). In the same year there were 945 
fatalities and 1,959 incapacitating injuries related to lack of restraint use.  
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tating
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Urban 295 696 287 665 312 726 300 651
Rural 517 786 540 801 568 846 578 860
Total 812 1,482 827 1,466 880 1,572 878 1,511
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Figure 48: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries of unrestrained motor vehicle occupants, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objective and Progress 

The objective for 2015 is to reduce the number of fatalities and serious injuries involving 
unrestrained drivers and/or occupants (where restraint use is known and applicable) by 15 
percent, as compared to 2010. Using the sum of the unrestrained fatality and incapacitating 
injury counts for 2010 and 2013, the percentage of change indicates a one percent increase. 

Five Year Averages 

Although the fatality count indicates an increase in deaths between 2012 and 2013, the five year 
averages of fatalities related to lack of restraint use indicates a decreasing trend.  The same is 
true for the incapacitating injuries in this category. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 868 873 980 945
Incapacitating Injuries 1,973 1,909 2,025 1,959

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500
Pe

op
le

 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 84 

 

Figure 49: Five year rolling averages and trends of lack of restraint use fatalities and incapacitating injuries, 
2005-2013 

 

The percentage change between the five year averages also indicates a decrease in the number of 
fatalities and incapacitating injuries of persons failing to use seat belts. 

Table 22: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for unrestrained fatalities and 
incapacitating injuries 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -7% -6% -2% -2% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -11% -7% -6% -3% 

 

  

2005-2009 2006-2010 2007-2011 2008-2012 2009-2013
Fatalities 1,106 1,027 965 947 926
Incapacitating Injuries 2,612 2,333 2,176 2,047 1,977

y = -43.96x + 1126.2 

y = -155.5x + 2695.7 
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Countermeasures 

Enforcement 

• Continue to use Selective Traffic 
Enforcement (STEP) projects to increase 
occupant restraint use. 

Education 

• Continue public information and education 
(PI&E) campaigns to encourage occupant 
restraint use giving special attention to low 
use population sub‐groups. 

• Increase the quantity of bilingual 
educational materials for safety belt and 
child seat campaigns. 

• Promote community child seat checkup 
events and establish permanent 
checkpoints in local areas. 

• Encourage and/or increase educational 
efforts focused on pre‐drivers (school 
programs, roll‐over convincers, etc.). 

• Develop PI&E materials with better 
instructions for child and booster seat 
installation. 

• Continue to educate people about the state 
safety belt and child seat laws. 

EMS 

• Encourage hospitals to ensure children are 
properly restrained before they are 
discharged. 

Public Policy and Other 

• Increase penalties for occupant protection 
violations.1  

• Develop strategies to address nighttime 
safety belt use. 

• Make non‐use of safety belts and child seats a moving violation in Texas to encourage 
perennial non‐users to buckle‐up.1  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 

Child Safety Seats 

The proper use of child safety seats reduces 
the risk of injury and death. In 2013, the 
Texas AgriLife Extension Service worked 
to increase seat belt and child restraint use 
among historically low-use populations in 
Texas. During this time, AgriLife 
conducted 33 child safety seat checkup 
events and 20 booster seat campaigns. 
Through a combination of inspections at 
checkup events, fitting stations, and 
individual appointments, AgriLife inspected 
2,407 child safety seats, and distributed and 
replaced 1,677 child safety seats. Proper 
safety seat use lowers the risk of injury and 
death, leading to reduced medical costs, 
avoidance of lost future earnings, and 
improved quality of life. These economic 
benefits are an estimated $1,988 per child 
age 0 to 4, $2347 per child age 4 to 7 for 
new seats distributed, and $558 per child for 
seat misuse (with an assumed 75% 
continued use). Based on this formula, the 
total economic impact for the 2,407 
inspections AgriLife conducted is 
$2,590,808. In addition to educating the 
community about proper safety restraint use 
through child seat checkup events, AgriLife 
worked with emergency medical services to 
extend the reach of its message. Contacting 
108 pediatrician offices, AgriLife provided 
offices with information on best practices 
for child safety seats to share with their 
patients. Resources created by Passenger 
Safety were also posted on the Texas 
Medical Association website for physicians 
to download (Family and Consumer 
Sciences, Texas A&M AgriLife Extension 
Services, 2014). 
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Distracted Driving 

Distracted driving crashes include those where distraction in the vehicle, driver inattention, or 
cell phone use was cited as a contributing factor. In 2013, there were 234 fatal and 888 
incapacitating crashes related to distracted driving. 

Figure 50: Distracted driving crashes, 2010-2013 

 

Fatalities and Injuries 

In 2013, the number of fatalities made a decrease from the previous year to 463. Incapacitating 
injuries increased to 3,202.  
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Figure 51: Fatalities and incapacitating injuries related to distracted driving crashes, 2010-2013 

 

2015 Objectives and Progress 

The 2015 objective is to reduce the number of fatal and incapacitating injury distracted driving 
related crashes by 10 percent, as compared to 2010. Using the crash counts listed in figure 50, 
there is an 11 percent increase in the total number of fatal and incapacitating distracted driving 
crashes. 

Five Year Averages 

In contrast to the annual fatalities and incapacitating injury counts the five year rolling averages 
show a decreasing trend in the fatalities and incapacitating injuries for the period of 2005 to 
2013. 

2010 2011 2012 2013
Fatalities 446 415 471 463
Incapacitating Injuries 2,948 2,850 3,036 3,202
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Figure 52: Five year rolling averages and trends of fatalities and incapacitating injuries in distracted driving 
crashes, 2005-2013 

 

The percentage of changes between the five year rolling averages also indicate a decreasing 
trend, which aligns with the trend lines plotted in Figure 52. 

Table 23: Percentage of change in 5 year rolling averages from 2005 to 2013 for distracted driving crashes 

% Change 
from Prior 

Period 

2005-
2009 

2006-
2010 

2007-
2011 

2008-
2012 

2009-
2013 

Fatalities  -6% -5% -2% -3% 
Incapacitating 

Injuries  -6% -5% -3% 0% 
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Fatalities 530 500 474 465 453
Incapacitating Injuries 3,386 3,197 3,047 2,970 2,974
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Countermeasures 

Education 

• Train police officers to investigate and record cell 
phone usage as a contributing crash factor. 

• Develop and disseminate educational materials to 
raise awareness of the risks of cell phone use and 
driving. 

Public Policy and Other  

• Develop a baseline for crashes related to cell phone 
use (voice or text messaging). 

• Institute penalties for drivers using cell phones 
while vehicle is moving.1  

• Encourage traffic safety stakeholders and 
municipalities to promote the development of 
ordinances that restrict the use of wireless 
communication devices by drivers while the vehicle 
is in motion.1  

  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 

Texting and Driving 

Texas law prohibits cell phone use in school 
zones, by school bus drivers while children 
are present and drivers under the age of 18, 
but it does not have a state wide ban on cell 
phone use while driving. A number of 
municipalities have begun passing and 
enforcing local bans to improve public 
safety while driving. More than two dozen 
Texas municipalities have passed 
ordinances banning texting while driving. 
Cities such as El Paso, Amarillo, and 
Corpus Christi have taken the texting ban a 
step further and extended the ban to include 
talking on a cell phone. El Paso was the first 
Texas municipality to adopt an ordinance 
that prohibited all cellphone use while 
operating a motor vehicle. From April 1, 
2010, when the ordinance went into effect, 
to December 31, 2011, the El Paso Police 
Department issued 15,422 tickets for using 
a cellphone while driving. During this 
enforcement period, the city collected 
nearly $1 million in fines from cellphone 
violators. Since the ban went into effect, the 
El Paso Police Department has seen a 
decrease in the number of overall crashes 
throughout the city. Through March 2012, 
the department had seen about 40 fewer 
crashes than within the same time frame the 
year before.  El Paso continues to address 
the issue of distracted driving through high 
visibility and consistent enforcement. 
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Issues addressed in this emphasis area are indirectly related to crashes. They primarily deal with 
information intended to improve the safety of the highway system. It is a rare occurrence where 
specific crash data can be called upon to evaluate the effectiveness of the information required 
for the highway system to operate. Rather, success is usually measured in terms of overall crash 
reductions system wide. It is often difficult if not impossible to evaluate the benefit of 
information in affecting safety improvements using crash data; therefore, logic, common sense, 
and experience must be used to establish the beneficial nature of the relationship. 

In the following sections, crash data is not used as evidence of a need for safety improvements. 
Rather, the need for the information and its potential benefit should be apparent from the 
relationship of that information to the safe operation of the highway system. 

  

Chapter 5: 
System Administration 
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Traffic/Crash Records 

The Texas crash data system is called the Crash Record Information System (CRIS). Crash 
records are essential for identifying problems, developing and evaluating countermeasures, and 
assessing the state and progress of the highway system. Crash data are current and readily 
available for use by state and local stakeholders. 

E911 Reporting Systems 

Enhanced 911 (E911) are systems that allow Public Safety Answering Points to identify the 
location of someone making an emergency call on a cell phone. Such cell phone calls are often 
made from the scene of traffic crashes, the absence of widespread E911 capabilities continues to 
be a serious roadway safety issue. Money is available to implement E911 more widely, but is not 
being spent by the state. The number of services that have implemented E911 systems is 
unknown at this time. Data should be gathered from the appropriate agency so that progress can 
be evaluated. 

Recommendations 

The emergency medical services community should take the lead in pressing for the expenditure 
of already available funds to increase deployment of E911 systems in Texas. 

Public Awareness 

Most drivers are unaware of the magnitude of losses associated with crashes or cannot interpret 
how those losses affect them directly. Further, the driving task has become so routine and 
comfortable that drivers give little thought to the risks associated with the activity. In truth, the 
risks are generally small. However, within the safety community, it is well known that certain 
behaviors dramatically increase one or both aspects of risk, probability and/or severity of crash 
involvement. 

Work continues in raising public awareness of traffic safety issues and problems. Through the 
Traffic Safety Program in TxDOT, there have been extensive public information and education 
(PI&E) efforts in motorcycle safety, anti‐DUI, safety belts, distraction, and other areas. TxDOT 
is also a co‐sponsor of an annual statewide traffic safety conference held since 2008. Efforts to 
educate the public about traffic safety issues should continue. 

Recommendation 

Work on the development of a “safety culture” in the state of Texas. 
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Policy Maker Awareness 

Policy makers at all levels need to be made aware of the magnitude of the losses resulting from 
traffic crashes and of the emotional and economic burden created by those losses. Awareness, 
hopefully, will lead to informed legislative and policy actions that support highway safety 
initiatives. During legislative years, members of many organizations concerned with traffic 
safety provided information to legislators or members of their staff or testified before various 
committees. Efforts to educate policy makers about traffic safety issues should continue. 

Recommendation 

Develop approaches/methods and support for disseminating information to policy makers, e.g., 
central dedicated websites. 
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Iterative Planning 

This version of the Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan represents the most recent step in the 
iterative process of focusing attention on transportation safety issues in the state. This report 
furthers the planning process by supplementing previous efforts by using current crash data from 
CRIS to perform a detailed analysis of each of the crash emphasis areas and to assess progress 
made toward achieving the crash reduction goals established for 2015. 

A series of workshops will continue to be held periodically to review progress toward achieving 
crash reduction goals and to suggest new countermeasures or emphasis areas. These workshops 
allow Texas to augment the quantitative crash data with qualitative data collected directly from  

• Law enforcement  
• Advocacy groups  
• Transportation safety professionals; and  
• Other stakeholders related directly or indirectly to transportation 

Strategic Planning Process 

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP‐21) continues the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP) as a core Federal‐aid program. This program is codified at 23 

Chapter 6: 
Planning Process 
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U.S.C. 148 with implementing regulations at 23 C.F.R. Part 924. To obligate HSIP funds, among 
other requirements, a State must have in effect a State Highway Safety Improvement Program 
under which the State develops, implements, and updates a SHSP that identifies and analyzes 
highway safety problems and opportunities. The SHSP is a State's comprehensive transportation 
safety plan, based on safety data, developed after consultation with a broad range of safety 
stakeholders, and approved by the Governor of the State or a responsible State agency. The 
SHSP must demonstrate the following features: 

A Consultative Approach 

The State must develop the SHSP in consultation with other stakeholders. Stakeholders include: 
• Highway safety representative of the Governor of the State; 
• Regional transportation planning organizations and metropolitan planning organizations, 

if any 
• Representatives of major modes of transportation; 
• State and local traffic enforcement officials; 
• Persons responsible for administering section 130 at the State level; 
• Representatives conducting Operation Lifesaver; 
• Representatives conducting a motor carrier safety program 
• Motor vehicle administration agencies; and 
• Other major State and local safety stakeholders; 

While not required, States may also consult with stakeholders not explicitly identified depending 
on their transportation safety needs. These needs should include: 

• Active involvement of and cooperation among multidisciplinary stakeholders; and 
• Sharing of safety data and information systems. 

The SHSP must consider other State, regional or local transportation and highway safety 
planning processes and outcomes. The SHSP should also consider tribal planning processes and 
outcomes with respect to each area of the State under the jurisdiction of an Indian tribal 
government. 

An overall evaluation of the planning process will be conducted in 2015. The results of this 
evaluation will be included in the target year assessment. Likewise, an evaluation of the extent to 
which statewide crash reduction goals were achieved will be included, as will the future goals. 

Coordination 

The SHSP is a State's comprehensive transportation safety plan. The SHSP must be consistent 
with 23 U.S.C. 135(g), which pertains to the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). The State must coordinate its HSP, data collection, and information systems with the 
SHSP (as required under Highway Safety Programs, MAP‐21 Section 31102). Other State 
transportation safety plans, such as the Commercial Vehicle Safety Plan (CVSP), the Statewide 
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Transportation Plan, Metropolitan Transportation Plans, and local road and tribal safety plans 
should be developed in coordination with the SHSP. This coordination should include, at a 
minimum, high‐level goals, objectives and strategies that are consistent with those in the SHSP. 

SHSP’s must also analyze and make effective use of State, regional, local, or tribal safety data. 
States should use the best available safety data to identify critical highway safety problems and 
safety improvement opportunities on all public roads, including non‐State‐owned public roads 
and roads on tribal land. When determining State transportation safety problems and priorities, 
States should analyze crash (fatalities and serious injuries, at a minimum), roadway, and traffic 
data. 

Consideration of Additional Safety Factors 

States should also consider additional safety factors when identifying emphasis areas and 
strategies for their SHSP updates. These factors are: 

• Findings of Road Safety Audits (RSA). RSA findings can be analyzed to identify 
common countermeasure recommendations, which may be particularly appropriate for 
systemic implementation. 

• Locations of fatalities and serious injuries. 
• Locations that possess risk factors for potential crashes. 
• Rural roads, commensurate with fatality data. 
• Motor vehicle crashes that include fatalities or serious injuries to bicyclists and 

pedestrians. 
• Cost‐effectiveness of improvements. 
• Improvements to rail‐highway grade crossings. 
• Safety on all public roads, including non‐State‐owned public roads and roads on tribal 

land. 
• Older Drivers and Pedestrians Special Rule: If the rate of traffic fatalities and serious 

injuries for drivers and pedestrians 65 years of age and older in a State increases during 
the most recent 2-year period, then the Older Drivers Special Rule would apply, and 
States must include strategies to address those increases in the SHSP updates. 

A Performance‐Based Approach 

MAP‐21 establishes a performance‐based Federal‐aid highway program, which necessitates that 
States develop performance‐based plans and programs. To support this approach, performance 
measures will be established by the U.S. Department of Transportation. For the HSIP, of which 
the SHSP is an integral part, these measures will be for States to assess the number and rate of 
serious injuries and fatalities. A minimum set of performance measures is also required and the 
States are required to set "targets" for these HSIP and HSP performance measures. 

SHSPs have been at the forefront of a performance‐based approach since they were first required 
under SAFETEA‐LU. States commonly include measurable goals and objectives in their SHSPs, 
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enabling them to track the status of SHSP implementation efforts and monitor progress. SHSPs 
should continue to support this performance‐based approach by including measurable goals and 
objectives. The SHSP goals and objectives, which typically span multiple years, are not the same 
as the annual "targets" that States will establish and report on in the HSIP and HSP; however, 
they should be consistent with and advance the HSIP and HSP performance measures and their 
associated "targets." 

Use of Effective Strategies and Countermeasures 

The SHSP describes a program of strategies to reduce or eliminate safety hazards. High priority 
should be given to those strategies that can significantly reduce roadway fatalities and serious 
injuries in the SHSP emphasis areas. States should implement the strategies and countermeasures 
that will most effectively address their roadway safety problems. Systemic improvements and 
low‐cost countermeasures should also be given consideration. 

Addressing 4Es When Determining Highway Safety Strategies 

The SHSP must address a variety of factors when determining strategies for the SHSP emphasis 
areas. Key factors include the highway safety elements of engineering, education, enforcement, 
and emergency services (the 4 E’s). This can apply to both infrastructure and non‐infrastructure 
emphasis areas, as appropriate. For example, if speed is an emphasis area in a State SHSP, the 
State may consider a variety of "4 E" strategies to reduce or mitigate the impact of speeding. 
Strategies might include increasing law enforcement efforts to reduce speeding (enforcement), 
applying traffic calming measures such as speed humps and roundabouts (engineering), 
delivering public information campaigns that focus on the dangers of speeding (education), and 
utilizing Emergency Medical Services data to quantify the burden to the health care system and 
the cost to the community (emergency services). 

SHSP Evaluation 

To obligate funds under the HSIP, as part of their highway safety improvement programs, States 
must evaluate their SHSPs on a regular and recurring basis as required by the Secretary to ensure 
the accuracy of data and priority of proposed strategies. During SHSP development, States 
should pay particular attention to what will be measured (i.e., performance measures) and how 
progress will be determined. States should have in place mechanisms for regularly tracking 
SHSP implementation and monitoring progress. 

A comprehensive evaluation should occur, at a minimum, as part of the State's SHSP update. 
This should include a review of SHSP implementation, including, for example, assessing 
whether the strategies are being implemented as planned, and reviewing the State's progress in 
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meeting SHSP goals and objectives, such as reductions in the number and rate of crashes, 
fatalities and serious injuries in the SHSP's emphasis areas. 

Evaluation results should be used, at a minimum, to confirm the validity of the emphasis areas 
and strategies and address SHSP process and performance issues that can be improved upon or 
incorporated in the SHSP update. 

Approval of SHSP Update 

A State must update its SHSP in accordance with requirements established by the Secretary of 
Transportation and seek approval of its process for updating such plan. To fulfill these 
requirements, a State should submit to the FHWA Division Administrator its updated SHSP, 
along with a detailed description of the process it used to update the plan. A State may include 
this description as a section, chapter, or appendix in the SHSP; in the cover or transmittal letter 
for the SHSP; or as a standalone document. The State should address, at a minimum, the 
elements discussed in this guidance and any other requirements included in a future rulemaking. 

A State's SHSP update process will be approved if: (1) the SHSP is consistent with the 
requirements for updates and approval for an SHSP; and (2) the process the State used to update 
the SHSP is consistent with the requirements of 23 US Code Section 148. The FHWA Division 
Administrator will notify the State when its updated SHSP process has been reviewed and 
approved. The FHWA Division Administrator may seek input from the appropriate NHTSA 
Regional Administrator and FMCSA Division Administrator during the approval process. The 
SHSP will be posted on the USDOT website. 

Penalty for Failure to Have an Approved Updated SHSP 

If a State fails to have an updated SHSP with a process approved by the FHWA Division 
Administrator, the State will not be eligible to receive additional formula obligation limitation 
during the annual redistribution of one-year obligation limitation, which is referred to as "August 
Redistribution." 

To avoid the penalty, States must have an updated SHSP with an approved process by August 1 
of the fiscal year beginning after the date of the establishment of the requirements. The penalty 
will remain in effect for each succeeding fiscal year until the fiscal year during which the plan 
has an approved process, which must be by August 1 to avoid the penalty that year. 

Fundamentally, the SHSP provides the basis for an improved traffic safety planning process for 
the future. Regional and local organizations and others interested in traffic safety should continue 
to participate in the planning process and future plans should consider and incorporate regional 
and local safety interests. It is hoped that such groups will use the SHSP to develop detailed 
plans that will identify safety issues, countermeasures, and implementation plans for their 
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respective area. Further, it is hoped that future SHSP efforts will be able to draw heavily upon 
these plans.  



Texas Department of Transportation 
 99 

 

Appendix A:  Data Source and Glossary 
Data Sources 

All crash and casualty data in this document originated from Texas peace officer crash reports, 
received and processed by TxDOT, as coded in the Texas Crash Record Information System 
(CRIS). The data reported in the present document included crashes and casualties coded in 
CRIS as of July 17, 2014. Crash and casualty frequencies based on crash type and specific driver 
classifications and/or driver behaviors are dependent on how each of those categories is defined 
and the specific data codes used. Definitions of the pertinent variables employed are provided 
below and are stated in terms of crashes. Casualties reported in the SHSP related to the crashes 
included deaths and incapacitating injuries to all persons involved in a given crash type unless 
otherwise stated. 

Crash Identification Glossary 
Crash Type & Location 

Crash Definition CRIS Data Codes 

Run Off the Road Crash - All 

A single vehicle crash where the impact of 
the first harmful event occurred on the 
shoulder, beyond the shoulder or in the 
median of the roadway. 

ROAD_RELAT_ID VALUES = 
2 - Off Roadway, or 
3 - Shoulder, or 
4 – Median, and 
COLLSN_ID = 
1 - OMV Vehicle Going Straight, or 
2 - OMV Vehicle Turning Right, or 
3 - OMV Vehicle Turning Left, or 
4 - OMV Vehicle Backing, or 
5 - OMV Other 

Run Off the Road Crash – 
Hit Fixed Object 

A single vehicle crash where the 
impact of the first harmful event occurred 
on the shoulder, beyond the shoulder or in 
the median of the roadway and which 
resulted from hitting a fixed object. 

ROAD_RELAT_ID VALUES = 
2 - Off Roadway, or 
3 - Shoulder, or 
4 - Median, and 
COLLSN_ID = 
1 - OMV Vehicle Going Straight, or 
2 - OMV Vehicle Turning Right, or 
3 - OMV Vehicle Turning Left, or 
4 - OMV Vehicle Backing, or 
5 - OMV Other, and 
HARM_EVNT_ID = 
7 - Fixed Object 

Run Off the Road Crash - 
Overturned 

A single vehicle crash where the impact of 
the first harmful event occurred on the 
shoulder, beyond the shoulder or in the 
median of the roadway and which resulted 
in the vehicle overturning. 

ROAD_RELAT_ID VALUES = 
2 - Off Roadway, or 
3 - Shoulder, or 
4 - Median, and 
COLLSN_ID = 
1 - OMV Vehicle Going Straight, or 
2 - OMV Vehicle Turning Right, or 
3 - OMV Vehicle Turning Left, or 
4 - OMV Vehicle Backing, or 
5 - OMV Other, and 
HARM_EVNT_ID = 
10 - Overturned 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 100 

 

Crash Type & Location 
Crash Definition CRIS Data Codes 

Head On Crash - All 
A crash involving two vehicles going 
straight, that were traveling in opposite 
directions prior to impact. 

COLLSN_ID = 
30 - OD Both Going Straight 

Head On Crash –  
Wrong Side, Not Passing 

A crash involving two vehicles going 
straight that were traveling in opposite 
directions prior to impact. One of vehicles 
was on the wrong side of the roadway, but 
was not passing. 

COLLSN_ID = 
30 - OD Both Going Straight, and 
CONTRIB_FACTR_ID = 
70- Wrong Side - Not Passing 

Intersection and 
Intersection Related 
Crash - All 

A crash that occurs within the boundaries of 
an intersection or in which the first harmful 
event occurred on an approach to or exit 
from an intersection and resulted from an 
activity, behavior- or control-related to the 
movement of traffic units  through the 
intersection. 

INTRST_RELAT_ID = 
1 - Intersection, or 
2 - Intersection Related 

Intersection and Intersection 
Related Crash - Failure to 
Yield Right of Way 

A crash in which the first harmful event 
occurred on an approach to or exit from an 
intersection and resulted from an activity, 
behavior- or control-related to the 
movement of traffic units through the 
intersection and in which at least one 
vehicle failed to yield right of way. 

INTRST_RELAT_ID = 
1 - Intersection, or 
2 - Intersection Related), and 
CONTRIB_FACTR_ID = 
32 - Failed To Yield Row – Emergency 
Vehicle, or 
33 - Failed To Yield Row – Open Intersection, 
or 
35 - Failed To Yield Row – Stop Sign, or 
36 - Failed To Yield Row – To Pedestrian, or 
37 - Failed To Yield Row – Turning Left, or 
38 - Failed To Yield Row – Turn On Red, or 
39 - Failed To Yield Row – Yield Sign 

Work Zone Crash 
A crash in a construction zone or other 
maintenance area, whether or not it was 
construction related. 

CRASH ROAD CONSTRUCTION ZONE 
FLAG_ID = Y, or 
CRASH ROAD CONSTRUCTION ZONE 
WORKER FLAG_ID = Y, or 
OTHR_ FACTR = 
49 - Construction Zone - Not Construction 
Related), or 
50 - Construction Zone - Construction 
Related, or 
51 - Other Maintenance Area - Not 
Construction Related, or 
52 - Other Maintenance Area - Construction 
Related 

Railroad Grade Crossing 
Crash 

A crash at an at-grade railroad/highway 
crossing, whether or not a train was 
involved. 

CRASH RAILROAD RELATED FLAG ID = Y, 
or 
HARM_EVNT = 3 - RR Train, or 
PHYSICAL FEATURE = 17 – RR Grade 
Crossing, or 
OBJECT STRUCK = 
10 - Hit Train Moving Forward) , or 
11 - Hit Train Backing), or 
12 - Hit Train Standing Still, or 
13 - Hit Train-Action Unknown, or 
24 - Hit Railroad Signal Pole or Post, or 
25 - Hit Railroad Crossing Gates 
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System User Crashes Definition CRIS Data Codes 

Older Driver Crash A crash involving at least one driver age 65 
or older. Drivers Age ≥ 65 

Young Driver Crash A crash involving at least one driver 15 – 
20 years of age. Drivers Age ≥ 15 and ≤ 20 

Motorcyclist Crash 

A crash involving at least one motorcycle, 
motor scooter, or moped, includes police 
motorcycles. Casualties related to 
motorcyclist crashes are reported for 
motorcycle operators and passengers only. 

VEH_BODY_STYLE_ID = 
71 - Motorcycle, or 
90 - Motorcycle Police OR 
PERSN_TYPE_ID = 
5 - Driver Of Motorcycle Type Vehicle, or 
6 - Passenger On Motorcycle Type Vehicle 

Bicyclist Crash 

A crash involving at least one bicycle and 
one motor vehicle. Casualties related to 
bicyclist crashes are reported for bicyclists 
only. 

HARM_EVNT_ID = 5 - Pedalcyclist, or 
PERSN_TYPE_ID = 3 - Pedalcyclist 

Pedestrian Crash 

A crash involving at least one pedestrian 
and one motor vehicle. Casualties related to 
pedestrian crashes are reported for 
pedestrians only. 

HARM_EVNT_ID = 1 - Pedestrian, or 
PERSN_TYPE_ID = 4 - Pedestrian 

Large Truck Crash 
(formerly Commercial 
Driver Crash) 

A crash involving at least one large truck, 
defined as a truck tractor or semi-trailer. 

VEH_BODY_STYL_ID = 
87 - Truck-Tractor,  

 
User Behavior Crash Definition CRIS Data Code 

Driving Under the 
Influence (DUI) of 
Alcohol or Drugs Crash 

A crash involving at least one driver under 
the influence of alcohol or other drug. 

CONTRIB_FACTR_ID = 
67 - Under Influence – Alcohol, or 
45 - Had Been Drinking, or 
68 - Under Influence – Drug, or 
62 - Taking Medication, or 
DRIVER BAC TEST RESULTS > 0, or 
DRIVER SUBSTANCE TEST RESULT = - 
Positive 

Speeding Related 
Crash 

A crash in which at least one driver was 
speeding above the limit or driving at an 
unsafe speed below the limit. 

CONTRIB_FACTR_ID = 
60 - Speeding - Unsafe (Under Limit), or 
61 - Speeding - (Over limit) 

Lack of Restraint Use – 
Unrestrained Casualty 

An injury or death to a vehicle driver or 
occupant (where restraint usage is known 
and applicable), involved in any crash, who 
was not restrained. 

PRSN_TYPE_ID = 
1 – Driver 
2 – Passenger/Occupant, and 
REST_ID = 
8 - None 

Distracted Driving A crash in which at least one driver was 
distracted, inattentive, or using a cell phone. 

CONTRIB_FACTR_ID = 
19 – Distraction In Vehicle 
20 – Driver Inattention 
72 – Cell/Mobile Phone Use 
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Appendix B: Countermeasure Glossary 
Crash Type and Location 
Run-off the Road Crashes 
Education 

• Ensure that driver education and defensive driving curriculums include information concerning curves, 
curve warnings, and behaviors that lead to ROR crashes, such as fatigue, distractions, and overdriving 
curves. 

Enforcement 
• Increase DUI and speed enforcement as a means of reducing ROR crashes. 

Engineering 
• Increase the use of paved shoulders on FM roads to increase the “forgiveness” of the road during road 

departures. 
• Continue to install shoulder and centerline rumble strips. 
• Install more pavement width to allow edge lines. 
• Provide progressive levels of treatment for curves based on crash experience. Treatments might include 

increased use of chevron signs, use of speed activated curve warnings and LED curve displays, and high 
friction surface treatment. 

• Use 30 degree slope or safety wedge for pavement edges to facilitate returning to the roadway. 
• Continue to remove trees, relocate utility poles, and protect culverts or remediate risks by other means. 

EMS 
• Reduce EMS response time in rural areas. This could require increasing coverage and/or providing EMS 

training of volunteers. 
Head-on Crashes 
Engineering 

• Install more concrete and cable median barriers. 
• Increase the installation of centerline rumble strips. 
• Install passing lanes. 
• Widen roadways to increase control and recovery areas. 
• Address wrong way entrance onto freeways by seeking novel lineation treatments and by taking 

advantage of freeway monitoring technology to detect wrong way drivers. 
Intersection Crashes 
Education 

• Add information on gap acceptance and intersection crash frequency to a standardized driver education 
curriculum and to programs targeting elderly drivers.  

• Promote better access management policies and practices by educating consultants and developers on 
driveway regulations in relation to intersections and by coordinating with city, county, and state 
engineers. 

Enforcement 
• Consider the use of photographic traffic signal enforcement (red light cameras) by municipalities. 
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Engineering 
• Implement engineering solutions to reduce red-light running, such as changes in signal timing (i.e. longer 

yellow, all-red phase). 
• Enhance advanced warning at intersections through the use of signing, flashing beacons or transverse 

rumble strips. 
• Provide high friction surface treatments at intersection approaches to reduce vehicle stopping distances. 
• Consider the use of roundabouts to reduce the number of incapacitating crashes. 
• Add more turn bays and acceleration lanes on high-speed rural roads. 
• Eliminate limited sight distance on all roads. This includes high speed rural and urban intersections where 

sight distance limitations exist due to vegetation, signing, and other obstructions. 
• Construct grade separations. 

EMS 
• Encourage the use of emergency vehicle signal preemption. 

Work Zone Crashes 
Education 

• Increase knowledge and awareness of work zones. 
Enforcement 

• Improve driver compliance with work zone traffic controls through the use of law enforcement officers 
trained in enforcement procedures in work zones. 

Engineering 
• Reduce the number, duration, and impact of work zones. 
• Implement new technologies for work zone traffic control devices such as portable rumble strips and 

sequence lighting. 
• Improve work zone design practices. 
• Create safe, efficient enforcement areas when planning a work zone. 
• Develop procedures to effectively manage work zones. 
• Encourage the use of truck mounted attenuators. 

Railroad Grade Crossing Crashes 
Education 

• Educate adult drivers and children on the dangers of at-grade railroad crossings. 
Engineering 

• Continue to install warning lights and gates at public road grade crossings. 
• Enhance passive crossing warnings with flashing lights and/or delineation posts for increased conspicuity 

and for channelization of traffic. 
• Encourage signal preemption for intersections prior to rail grade crossings. 
• Continue to eliminate at-grade railroad crossings by construction of overpasses and underpasses where 

appropriate. 
• Continue to complete corridor studies to identify candidate crossings for closure, consolidation, or 

elimination. 
 

System Users 
Older Drivers 
Education 

• Improve driving competency of older adults by offering training programs. 
• Communicate driving and licensing issues and alternative transportation options to older drivers and 

family members. (This communication should also include law enforcement and medical personnel and 
include educational materials regarding potential driving problems associated with aging and how to 
recognize them.) 
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Engineering 
• Improve signing, modify traffic control devices and pavement markings to accommodate older drivers, 

e.g., provide shoulder rumble strips, wider striping, illuminated street name signs. 
• Add more turn bays and acceleration lanes on high speed rural roads. 
• Eliminate limited sight distance on all roads. This includes high speed rural and urban intersections where 

sight distance limitations exist due to vegetation, signing, and other obstructions. 
Public Policy and Other 

• Develop community mobility resource guide. 
• Develop, implement, and otherwise encourage public/private partnerships that provide transportation 

alternatives to the personal vehicle. 
• Provide vouchers for alternative transportation options. 
• Develop incentives for older drivers to adopt advanced vehicle technologies that could assist them with 

age-related driving problems, e.g., back-up warning devices. 
• Improve links among driver records, vehicle registration information and physical/functional impairments 

and medical conditions affecting driving capability. 
Young Drivers 
Education 

• Conduct teen driver education programs in schools and elsewhere, including state-supported novice 
driver education and traffic safety-related teen awareness programs. 

• Develop and implement distracted driving public information and education (PI&E) messages targeted to 
teens.  

• Develop and implement educational programs and PI&E messages for parents of novice drivers, e.g., 
appropriate vehicle selection for new drivers, information about young driver risks, behavioral 
considerations, etc. 

Enforcement 
• Increase enforcement of zero-tolerance alcohol laws for underage drivers. This would include filing DWI 

charges where appropriate instead of DUI charges. 
• Increase enforcement of graduated driver license (GDL) restriction violations 

Public Policy and Other 
• Evaluate the effectiveness of graduated licensing and alter as necessary, e.g., increase hours of nighttime 

driving restriction, require adult-supervised driving practice. 
• Develop means and methods for taking advantage of technological capabilities for external and in-vehicle 

surveillance and recording of vehicle information (speed, acceleration, hard braking, etc.), including 
incentives for voluntary use of black box devices for monitoring driving performance. 

• Implement programs providing transportation options for teens in addition to personal vehicles. 
• Move away from parent taught driver education and return to sanctioned, supervised programs. 

Motorcyclists 
Education 

• Train law enforcement in the detection of impaired riders. 
• Develop educational programs for justice system personnel with regard to motorcycle laws. 
• Increase participation in rider education and training programs. 
• Increase helmet and protective gear usage through education. 
• Create education programs that address specific unsafe behaviors of motorcyclists, including alcohol 

issues. 
• Conduct PI&E campaigns and other educational programs to increase motorist awareness of motorcycles, 

including helmet requirements, awareness of motorcycle presence, safe driving practices around 
motorcyclists (e.g., following and stopping distances, passing technique), and the unique characteristics of 
motorcycles such as braking and acceleration differences between motorcycles and four-wheel passenger 
vehicles. 

Enforcement 
• Target enforcement on specific motorcycle/motorist behaviors.  



Texas Department of Transportation 
 105 

 

EMS 
• Increase participation of EMS personnel in helmet use advocacy. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Enlist support of and participation in motorcycle safety initiatives by formal and informal motorcycle 

groups. 
• Require the use of motorcycle helmets for all riders and/or increase the current insurance threshold for 

helmet requirement exemption. 1, 2 
• Revise the motorcycle license law to require motorcycle operator training and safety courses (see note) as 

a condition of purchasing/registering a motorcycle.1,2  
Bicyclist 
Education 

• Conduct PI&E campaigns on bicycle traffic laws and the use of bicycle safety equipment for both bicyclists 
and non-biking motorists. 

• Increase enforcement of bicycle right-of-way traffic laws. 
• Conduct bicycle training programs for school age children and adults using bicycles for both recreation 

and transportation. 
• Increase motorist awareness of bicycles: “Share the road.” 
• Improve bicycle and bicyclist visibility by conducting PI&E campaigns. 

Engineering 
• Integrate bicycles into transportation system (improve connectivity). 
• Increase the use of paved shoulders. 

EMS 
• Increase participation of EMS personnel in helmet and other safety equipment use advocacy. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Improve bicyclist safety in and around school zone areas. 
• Encourage local ordinances regarding bicycle helmet use. 
• Encourage municipalities to pass vulnerable road user statutes. 

Pedestrian 
Education 

• Develop PI&E materials concerning pedestrian crashes regarding the responsibilities of both pedestrian 
and driver, including appropriate actions following vehicle breakdowns. 

Enforcement 
• Increase enforcement of pedestrian laws and public intoxication laws in urban and rural areas. 

Engineering 
• Improve signals, signs, and crosswalk markings at intersections. 
• Improve pedestrian environments through traffic calming. 
• Increase the number of sidewalks and walkways in rural and urban areas. Needs are especially great in 

and around ports of entry. 
• Remove impediments to walking on existing sidewalks. 
• Increase sight distance to and from intersections and increase lighting at intersections and crosswalks. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Improve pedestrian safety in and around school zone areas. 
• Implement programs for removing disabled vehicles and their occupants from limited access highways 

and extending hours, especially at night, of existing “courtesy patrol” programs. 
• Develop programs to encourage safe walking rather than driving for appropriate trips. 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
2 SB 1967 requires new applicants for a class M license to take an approved training course and requires a minimum 
of $10,000 of insurance to ride without a helmet. 
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Large Trucks 
Education 

• Increase public knowledge about techniques for sharing the road with trucks and other vehicles. 
• Conduct PI&E campaigns on heavy vehicle operational/performance limitations, rules, crash experience, 

and restrictions. 
Enforcement 

• Increase speed enforcement of commercial (i.e., truck) motor vehicles. 
• Increase inspections of trucks for safety equipment and violations. Consider decreasing minimum 

jurisdiction size for conducting Level 1 truck inspections.1 
Engineering 

• Reduce driver fatigue-related crashes by providing center and shoulder rumble strips and truck parking 
areas. 

• Increase use of heavy truck lane restrictions and consider implementation of “truck only” lanes in areas 
identified as having very high commercial vehicle volumes during concentrated, typically nighttime, 
periods. 

• Increase the turning radius at intersections. 
• Resurface highways with heavy truck traffic to increase skid numbers. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Create adequate storage for truck inspection stations in and around ports of entry. 

User Behavior 
Driving Under the Influence 
Education 

• Continue PI&E campaigns to encourage people not to drive impaired. 
• Increase training and the use of new technology to reduce DUI processing time of suspects. 
• Develop bilingual, culturally appropriate, materials for anti-DUI campaigns. 
• Educate judges and prosecutors concerning DUI laws. 
• Educate the general public, including legislators, in regards to the financial burden and human impact of 

DWI/DUI. 
Enforcement 

• Continue to use Selective Traffic Enforcement Programs (STEPs) to deter drunk driving. 
• Increase enforcement of vehicle confiscation law. 
• Increase enforcement of Zero Tolerance laws for underage drivers. 
• Increase the use of “No Refusal” tactics to deter individuals from driving after drinking as well as improve 

the acquisition of BAC results through blood tests in response to high refusal rates related to breath 
testing. 

• Warrants should be used to obtain evidence when breath or blood tests are refused. 
EMS 

• Promote alcohol screening in trauma centers and emergency rooms. 

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
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Public Policy and Other 
• Consider tougher penalties for drivers convicted of having blood alcohol concentrations of 0.15 or greater, 

if research demonstrates that such penalties do not adversely affect sentencing. 
• Limit the ability of drivers charged with DWI/DUI to plea bargain the charge down to a lesser offense.1 
• Require all drivers involved in fatal crashes to be tested for alcohol use.1 
• Establish minimum sentencing for DWI/DUI offenses.1 
• Re-evaluate, strengthen, and create uniform enforcement of administrative license revocation (ALR) law.1 
• Encourage expansion of DWI courts as a viable track for offenders. 
• Improve BAC reporting through breath and/or blood testing. 
• Increase the use of interlock devices as a condition of bond for DUI, intoxicated assault and intoxicated 

manslaughter. 
• Explore ways to make DUI offenders less anonymous (zebra plates, public service appearances, etc.). 
• Develop, implement, and maintain effective designated driver campaigns and programs (both short-term 

demonstrations and long-term, sustained campaigns). 
• Develop and implement programs that provide rapid response for DWI/DUI reported by citizens. A 

dedicated phone number for reporting would be useful. 
• Explore issues related to implementing sobriety check points.1 

Speed 
Education 

• Develop and implement PI&E campaigns targeting speed and speed-related behaviors (adjusting speed 
according to conditions, use the left lane for passing only, etc.). 

• Encourage the addition of learning modules to driver education curriculums to address safe speed 
selection according to conditions. 

Enforcement 
• Continue to use STEPs to deter speeding. 
• Use minimally marked enforcement vehicles to enforce speed laws. 
• Continue speed enforcement in school and work zones. 

Engineering 
• Conduct speed studies on roads with poor geometrics. 
• Encourage the use of traffic calming (roundabouts, bumps, striping, etc.) in low speed urban and rural 

areas. 
• Encourage the use of speed activated feedback or warning signs to increase compliance with speed limits. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Require tougher penalties for excessive speeding (e.g., 20 percent or more above the limit) and in special 

corridors. Earmark a portion of the fines collected for state and local safety initiatives.1 
• Encourage insurance companies to provide incentives to discourage speeding among their clients. 
• Dedicate a portion of citation revenue back to enforcement efforts (such as STEP programs) and other 

state and local traffic safety initiatives.1  
• Consider legislation allowing automated speed enforcement.1  

  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
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Lack of Restraint Use 
Education 

• Continue public information and education (PI&E) campaigns to encourage occupant restraint use giving 
special attention to low use population sub-groups. 

• Increase the quantity of bilingual educational materials for safety belt and child seat campaigns. 
• Promote community child seat checkup events and establish permanent checkpoints in local areas. 
• Encourage and/or increase educational efforts focused on pre-drivers (school programs, roll-over 

convincers, etc.). 
• Develop PI&E materials with better instructions for child and booster seat installation. 
• Continue to educate people about the state safety belt and child seat laws. 

Enforcement 
• Continue to use STEPs to increase occupant restraint use. 

EMS 
• Encourage hospitals to ensure children are properly restrained before they are discharged. 

Public Policy and Other 
• Increase penalties for occupant protection violations.1  
• Develop strategies to address nighttime belt use. 
• Make non-use of safety belts and child seats a moving violation in Texas to encourage perennial non-users 

to buckle-up.1  
Distracted Driving 
Education 

• Train police officers to investigate and record cell phone usage as a contributing crash factor. 
• Develop and disseminate educational materials to raise the awareness of the risks of cell phone use and 

driving. 
Public Policy and Other 

• Develop a baseline for crashes related to cell phone use (voice or text messaging). 
• Institute penalties for drivers using cell phones while vehicle is moving.1  
• Encourage traffic safety stakeholders and municipalities to promote the development of ordinances that 

restrict the use of wireless communication devices by drivers while the vehicle is in motion.1  

  

                                                 
1 May require legislative action. 
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Appendix C: SHSP Workshop 
Workshop Attendees 
Last Name First Name Title Organization Email 

Alexander John W. Traffic Sergeant Mesquite Police 
Department jalexand@mesquitpolice.org 

Allbritton Glenn Area Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) glenn.allbritton@txdot.gov 

Alvarez Pedro Director of 
Maintenance 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) pedro.alvarez@txdot.gov 

Appleton Robert A. 

Director of 
Transportation 
Planning and 
Development 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) bob.appleton@txdot.gov 

Ashbrook Shirley Program Manager Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) shirley.ashbrook@txdot.gov 

Baker Ron  
Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) ron.baker@txdot.gov 

Ballew Doug Program Coordinator Austin/Travis Co. HHSD doug.ballew@austintexas.gov 

Barnes Phil Training Manager Texas A&M Engineering 
Extension Service (TEEX) 

philip.barnes@Texas A&M 
Engineering Extension Service 

(TEEX).tamu.edu 

Barrett Imelda 
Director of 

Transportation 
Operations 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Imelda.Barrett@txdot.gov 

Bassett Roy  
Lubbock Police 

Department rbassett@mylubbock.us 

Bauer Lauralea TxDOT Program 
Manager 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) lauralea.bauer@txdot.gov 

Beaty Nancy Justice of the Peace 
Pct. 2 Rockwall County nbeaty@rockwallcountytexas.com 

Bell Lee Ann Associate Researcher Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) L-Bell@tamu.edu 

Benthul Bart Transportation 
Systems Analyst 

Bryan-College Station 
MPO bbenthul@bcsmpo.org 

Blazosky Allison Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Transportation Planner SABC MPO blazosky@sametroplan.org 

Brooks Bobbi Program Manager Texas A&M Agrilife 
Extension Watch UR BAC blobrooks@ag.tamu.edu 

Bryars Patricia Public Health and 
Prevention Specialist 

Medical Advisory Board 
for Drivers Licensing - 

DSHS 
patricia.bryars@dshs.state.tx.us 

Campa Carol Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) carol.campa@txdot.gov 

Caradine Tim  
Texas Department of 

Public Safety (TxDPS) tim.caradine@dps.texas.gov 

Carpenter Mary Ann Justice of the Peace 
Pct. 4 Gray County maryann.carpenter@graycch.com 

Carroll Mindy Director Educator and 
Prevention 

Texas Alcoholic Beverage 
Commission (TABC) mindy.carroll@tabc.state.tx.us 

Carter Scott Transportation 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) scott.carter@txdot.gov 

Chaides-
Hernandez Aurora Justice of the Peace 

Pct. 3 Lubbock County ahernandez@co.lubbock.tx.us 

Charles John Safety Officer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) john.charles@txdot.gov 
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Last Name First Name Title Organization Email 
Chabra Randy Captain Austin Travis County EMS randy.chhabra@austintexas.gov 

Clark Susan Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) susan.clark@txdot.gov 

Conkle Michelle 
Transportation 
Planning and 

Programming Division 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Michelle.Conkle@txdot.gov 

Cook Carolyn 

Regional Manager, 
Crossing Safety & 

Trespass Senior 
Manager 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation-Federal 

Railroad Administration 
carolyn.cook@dot.gov 

Cooner Scott  
Texas A&M Transportation 

Institute (TTI) s-cooner@tamu.edu 

Cooper Stephen Sergeant Midlothian Police 
Department stephen.cooper@midlothian.tx.us 

Cotton Arthur James Lieutenant Richardson Police 
Department arthur.cotten@cor.gov 

Craig Mike Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) mike.craig@txdot.gov 

Crosby Anne Account Supervisor Enviromedia acrosby@enviromedia.com 

Dai Boya 
Assistant 

Transportation 
Researcher 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) b-dai@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Daniels-
West Juanita Transportation 

Engineer 
Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) juanita.danielswest@txdot.gov 

Davis Steven M. Sergeant Amarillo Police 
Department steve.davis@amarillo.gov 

De La Rosa Albert Sergeant Brownsville Police 
Department adelarosa@cob.us 

Deere Steven Todd Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) todd.deere@txdot.gov 

Del Castillo Jeffrey  TMSC Rider Coach  
Doran Holly TxDOT Program 

Director 
Texas Center for the 

Judiciary hollyd@yourhonor.com 

Drucker Christopher Epidemiologist Texas Department of State 
Health Services (DSHS) christopher.drucker@dshs.state.tx.us 

Eichorst II Douglas W. Lubbock DE Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) doug.eichorst@txdot.gov 

Ericson Paige Research Associate Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) p-ericson@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Escobar Jr. Robert Transportation Planner 
1 

Hildago County 
Metropolitan Planning 

Organization 
rescobar@hcmpo.org 

Faulkner Christopher 
M. Police Lieutenant Texas A&M University 

Police Department chrisf@tamu.edu 

Fink, P.E. David E. 
Director, 

Transportation 
Management System 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT), 

Houston District 
david.fink@houstontranstar.org 

Flores Daniel Sergeant Harlinggen Police 
Department dflores@harlingenpolice.com 

Flores Jose A. SWAT/Training 
Coordinator San Juan Police aflores@samjuanpolice.com 

Fortenberry Retha Corporate Social 
Responsibility 

Standard Sales Company - 
Lubbock, Odessa, and San 

Angelo 
rfotenberry@standardsales.com 

Fowler Michael Transportation 
Engineer Supervisor 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) mike.fowler@txdot.gov 

Freeze Brandon Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) brandon.freeze@txdot.gov 
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Last Name First Name Title Organization Email 
French Steven Police Sergeant Bryan Police Department sfrence@bryantx.gov 

Gaffney Patricia  NSC  
Garza Armando Police Lieutenant Texas Department of 

Public Safety (TxDPS) armando.garza@dps.texas.gov 

Garza Joel 
GIS 

Analyst/Transportation 
Planner 

Harlingen-San Benito 
Metropolitan Planning 

Organization 
jjgarza@gmail.com 

Garza Pedro Corporal/Detective Austin Police Dept. 
Highway Response Team pedro.garza@austintexas.gov 

Geedipally Srinivas 
Assistant 

Transportation 
Engineer 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) srinivas-g@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Gonzalez Martin Transportation 
Operations Engineer 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) martin.gonzalez@txdot.gov 

Graber Jon 
Associate 

Transportation 
Researcher 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) j-graber@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Greenfield-
Laborde Norma Deputy Director 

Judicial Services 
Bexar County Judicial 

Services nglaborde@bexar.org 

Griffin Kara Regional Sales 
Manager Ennis-Flint kara@ennistraffic.com 

Guerra Esmeralda Lieutenant McAllen Police 
Department eguerra1@mcallenpd.net 

Guerra Issac Sergeant & 
Investigator 

Palmhurst Police 
Department mvela@cityofpalmhurst.com 

Hall H. Stan 
Director, Advance 

Project Development 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) stan.hall@txdot.gov 

Harris Terry  
Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) terry.harris@txdot.gov 

Hebert Stephanie Coalition Coordinator DCMC/SafeKids Austin sdhebert@seton.org 

Herrell Travis J. Traffic Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) travis.herrell@txdot.gov 

Hertel Tim Director of Operations Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) tim.hertel@txdot.gov 

Hill Lauretta Assistant Chief - 
Support Operations 

Arlington Police 
Department  

Hollis Jim Traffic Safety 
Programs Director 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) jim.hollis@txdot.gov 

Hosea Kristi Master Police Officer Texas A&M Police khosea@tamu.edu 

Hovenden Anna Project Manager Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) anna.hovenden@txdot.gov 

Hudson Joan G. Associate Research 
Engineer 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) j-hudson@tamu.edu 

Humphreys Johnny Chairman SafeKids Texas Heatstroke 
Task Force humphreys.johnny@gmail.com 

Hunter Alexia Program Specialist 
Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving-Take the Wheel 

Initiative 
alexia.hunter@madd.org 

Ingram Chad Area Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) chad.ingram@txdot.gov 

Istre Greg Medical Director Injury Prevention Center of 
Greater Dallas greg.istre@phhs.org 

Jackson Marian 
Elaine Justice of the Peace Waller County m.jackson@wallercounty.us 

Jackson Jimmy Lieutenant Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) james.jackson@dps.texas.gov 

Jeffries Daniel P. Strategic Planner Texas Department of daniel.jeffries@txdot.gov 
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Last Name First Name Title Organization Email 
Transportation (TxDOT) 

Johnston Tom Director of Operations Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) tom.johnston@txdot.gov 

Johnston Ronald District Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) ron.johnston@txdot.gov 

Jones David Executive Director Lubbock MPO email@mylubbock.us 

Kaufman Jeff 
Transportation 

Operations 
Coordinator 

Houston-Galveston Area 
Council jeff.kauman@h-gac.com 

Keener James Traffic Engineering 
Support 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) james.keener@txdot.gov 

Kelley James 2nd VP, Legislation 
Officer 

Texas Motorcycle 
Roadriders Association 

(TMRA) 
ybitemetwice@gmail.com 

Kilborn Zachary Forensic Scientist II Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) zach.kilborn@dps.texas.gov 

Kone Alex Planner Capital Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization alex.kone@campotexas.org 

Kosmak Darin Rail Safety Director Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) darin.kosmak@txdot.gov 

Kovar Cindy Program Coordinator Texas A&M Agrilife 
Extension cmkovar@ag.tamu.edu 

Landrum Sonya Principal 
Transportation Planner 

North Central Council of 
Governments (NCTCG) slandrum@nctcog.org 

Lay Jody L. Chief of Police Terrell Police Department jlay@cityofterrell.org 

Leal Jesus 
Director of 

Transportation 
Operations 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) jesus.leal@txdot.gov 

Lecklider Jeannie Planner Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) jeannie.lecklider@txdot.gov 

Liles Curt Sponsor Geo-Center Motorcycle 
Training, LLC curt@gcmctraining.com 

Lopez William Unit Coordinator Texas Tech University - 
Campus Life william.s.lopez@ttu.edu 

Lowery William Director, Lone Star 
LTAP Center 

Texas A&M Engineering 
Extension Service, ITSI 

bill.lowery@Texas A&M Engineering 
Extension Service (TEEX).tamu.edu 

Manser Michael Senior Research 
Scientist 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) m-manser@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Marquart Cecilia P. Project Director Sam Houston State 
University icc-cpm@shsu.edu 

Martinez Ruby Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Ruby.Martinez@txdot.gov 

Martinez Cecilio Senior GIS/WEB 
Analyst Alamo Area MPO martinez@sametroplan.org 

Martinez Robert Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) robert.martinez@txdot.gov 

McDaniel Darren Safety Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) darren.mcdaniel@txdot.gov 

McGarah David Manager Texas SFST Program david.mcgarah@txsfst.org 

McGinty David Deputy Chief - 
Operations Support 

Arlington Police 
Department  

Metteauer Regan Program Attorney 
Texas Municipal Courts 

Education Center 
(TMCEC) 

regan@tmcec.com 

Miller Terri Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) terri.miller@txdot.gov 

Montemayor Melisa District Administrator Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) melisa.montemayor@txdot.gov 
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Moore Margaret A. Traffic Engineering 
Section Director 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) meg.moore@txdot.gov 

Moore Bernandine  
Texas Department of 

Transportation (TxDOT) bernadine.moore@txdot.gov 

Mooris David J. Safety Specialist Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) david.j.morris@dot.gov 

Munger, PE R. Alan County Engineer Brazos County ramunger@brazoscountytx.gov 

Musick Kenneth Captain Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) kenneth.musick@dps.texas.gov 

Nowak James Chief of Police Willis Police Department jnowak@ci.willis.tx.us 

Olenik Nicholas Director of Public 
Works Lubbock County nolenik@co.lubbock.tx.us 

Ortegon Angie Traffic Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) angie.ortegon@txdot.gov 

O'Ryan Anne 
Public Policy 
Strategist & 

Legislative Advocate 
AAA Texas, LLC oryan.anne@aaa-texas.com 

Palmer David L. Major Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) david.palmer@dps.texas.gov 

Pant Ashesh Research Associate Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) a-pant@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Parikh Rohit T. Transportation 
Engineer 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) roy.parikh@txdot.gov 

Parker Garry Law Enforcement 
Liaison 

Texas Municipal Police 
Association (TMPA) garry.parker@tmpa.org 

Parmley Alicia Court Monitoring 
Specialist MADD alicia.parmley@madd.org 

Patterson David Lieutenant Bryan Police Department pattersond@bryantx.gov 

Pence Terry Traffic Safety Director Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) terry.pence@txdot.gov 

Peoples Karen Program Specialist Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) karen.peoples@txdot.gov 

Perez Marcie Research Associate Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) m-perez@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Perez Del 
Rio Jennifer Occupational 

Therapist 
St. David's Adaptive 

Driving Program jennifer.perex@stdavids.com 

Perja Robert  
Texas Department of 

Public Safety (TxDPS) robert.perja@dps.texas.gov 

Phillips Frank 
Director of 

Transportation 
Operations 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) frank.phillips@txdot.gov 

Quaid Cathy Program Specialist Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving (MADD) cathy.quaid@madd.org 

Rivas Rolando Captain Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) rolando.rivas@@dps.texas.gov 

Robertson James Graduate Civil 
Engineer City of College Station jrobertson@cstx.gov 

Rodriguez Rudy Program Specialist Mothers Against Drunk 
Driving (MADD) Rudy.Rodriguez@madd.org 

Rodriguez Carlos J. Transportation 
Engineer 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) Carlos.J.Rodriguez@txdot.gov 

Rohmer David Area Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) david.rohmer@txdot.gov 

Rose Jerry  
Texas Motorcycle Rights 

Association  
Rother Troy Traffic Engineer City of College Station trother@cstx.gov 

Russo Mark Justice of the Peace Rockwall County mrusso@rockwallcountytexas.com 

Saint Nina Curriculum Director SafeWay Driving njsaint@safewaydriving.com 
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Sanchez Catarino Lieutenant Mission Police Department  
Sandera Janet Program Coordinator Texas A&M Agrilife 

Extension janet.sandera@ag.tamu.edu 

Sanders James NHTSA R6 Law 
Enforcement Liaison 

Texas Police Chiefs 
Association jrs3787@gmail.com 

Sanford Jack Policy Manager BikeTexas jack@biketexas.org 

Schexnyder Jude Chairman Texas Motorcycle Safety 
Coalition jude@motorprotraining.com 

Schulze Paul Captain Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) paul.schulze@dps.texas.gov 

Scott Marsha Program Manager Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) marsha.scott@txdot.gov 

Shepherd Marc Public Information 
Officer 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) marc.shepherd@txdot.gov 

Simmons Lance Director of Operations Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) lance.simmons@txdot.gov 

Slay Karen  IPCSP  

Smith Rick A. Deputy Director 

University of Texas-
Arlington, Transportation 

Training Services and 
Public Works 

ricksmith@uta.edu 

Smith Robert A. Traffic Sergeant Grapevine Police 
Department rsmith@grapevinetexas.gov 

Son Jessica Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT)- 

Austin District TSS 
jessica.son@txdot.gov 

St. Jacques Kevin Senior Transportation 
Engineer Freese and Nichols krs@freese.com 

Stapleton A. Gene Justice of the Peace Grimes County Justice of 
the Peace grimescojpwarren@co.grimes.tx.us 

Stockton Bill Executive Associate 
Agency Director 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) stockton@tamu.edu 

Summer Freddie Program Manager Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) freddie.summer@txdot.gov 

Swiatek Stan District Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) stan.swiatek@txdot.gov 

Tedder Jay Deputy Scientific 
Director 

Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) james.tedder@dps.texas.gov 

Tellman Tracy Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) tracy.tellman@txdot.gov 

Thaweek Marc Justice of the Peace   
Thorp Kara Public Affairs 

Specialist AAA Texas thorp.kara@aaa-texas.com 

Tiemann Bradley M. 
Director of 

Transportation 
Operations 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) brad.tiemann@txdot.gov 

Ughanze Ugonna U. 
Director of 

Transportation 
Operations 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) ugonna.ughanze@txdot.gov 

Urbanczyk Ben Captain Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) ben.urbanczyk@dps.texas.gov 

Vallejo Alfonso Planner II Brownsville MPO avallejo@cob.us 

Vermillion Debra Crash Data & Analysis 
Section Director 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) debra.vermillion@txdot.gov 

Villarreal George Traffic Engineer Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) george.villarreal@txdot.gov 

Von Quinus Linda K. Vice President, 
Government and AAA Texas vonquintus.linda@aaa-texas.com 

mailto:janet.sandera@ag.tamu.edu
mailto:jrs3787@gmail.com
mailto:jack@biketexas.org
mailto:jude@motorprotraining.com
mailto:paul.schulze@dps.texas.gov
mailto:marsha.scott@txdot.gov
mailto:marc.shepherd@txdot.gov
mailto:lance.simmons@txdot.gov
mailto:ricksmith@uta.edu
mailto:rsmith@grapevinetexas.gov
mailto:jessica.son@txdot.gov
mailto:krs@freese.com
mailto:grimescojpwarren@co.grimes.tx.us
mailto:stockton@tamu.edu
mailto:freddie.summer@txdot.gov
mailto:stan.swiatek@txdot.gov
mailto:james.tedder@dps.texas.gov
mailto:tracy.tellman@txdot.gov
mailto:thorp.kara@aaa-texas.com
mailto:brad.tiemann@txdot.gov
mailto:ugonna.ughanze@txdot.gov
mailto:ben.urbanczyk@dps.texas.gov
mailto:avallejo@cob.us
mailto:debra.vermillion@txdot.gov
mailto:george.villarreal@txdot.gov
mailto:vonquintus.linda@aaa-texas.com
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Last Name First Name Title Organization Email 
Community 

Walden Melissa 
Program 

Manager/Research 
Scientist 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) mwalden@tamu.edu 

Walden Troy Associate Research 
Scientist 

Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) t-walden@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Wall Carole Program Manager Texas Municipal Police 
Association (TMPA) carole.wall@tmpa.org 

Webster Irene Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) irene.webster@txdot.gov 

Wells Richard  
Coalition of Independent 

Riders - Texas rwells15k@gmail.com 

Wilkerson John  

Texas Municipal Police 
Association (TMPA) 

(Texas LEADRS) 
john.wilkerson@tmpa.org 

Wilkie Kevin Captain Texas Department of 
Public Safety (TxDPS) kevin.wilkie@dps.texas.gov 

Williams Kelli R. District Traffic 
Engineer 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) kelli.williams@txdot.gov 

Windham Chad Director of Operations Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) chad.windham@txdot.gov 

Wunderlich Robert Center Director Texas A&M Transportation 
Institute (TTI) r-wunderlich@ttimail.tamu.edu 

Zepeda Hazel Traffic Safety 
Specialist 

Texas Department of 
Transportation (TxDOT) hazel.zepeda@txdot.gov 

Zuniga Gabriel Transit Planner Brownsville MPO gabriel.zuniga@cob.us 

  

mailto:mwalden@tamu.edu
mailto:t-walden@ttimail.tamu.edu
mailto:carole.wall@tmpa.org
mailto:irene.webster@txdot.gov
mailto:rwells15k@gmail.com
mailto:john.wilkerson@tmpa.org
mailto:kevin.wilkie@dps.texas.gov
mailto:kelli.williams@txdot.gov
mailto:chad.windham@txdot.gov
mailto:r-wunderlich@ttimail.tamu.edu
mailto:hazel.zepeda@txdot.gov
mailto:gabriel.zuniga@cob.us
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AAA Texas 3     1 1  1   2 1 1 1  1                   
Alamo Area 

MPO 
1    1              1                 

Amarillo Police 
Department 

1                          1         

Arlington Police 
Department 

2             1                      

Austin Police 
Dept. Highway 
Response Team 

1             1                      

Austin Travis 
County EMS 

1       1  1                         1 

Austin/Travis 
Co. HHSD 

1 1 1     1   1  1   1    1          1     1 

Bexar County 
Judicial Services 

1    1   1               1        1     

BikeTexas 1 1 1     1        1    1   1 1     1 1      
Brazos County 1                              1     

Brownsville 
MPO 

2       1   1        1            1  1 1 1 

Brownsville 
Police 

Department 
1             1                      

Bryan Police 
Department 

2      1 1     1 2                   1  1 

Bryan-College 
Station MPO 

1                  1                 
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Capital Area 
Metropolitan 

Planning 
Organization 

1        1      1           1 1 1   1     

City of College 
Station 

2        1                          1 

Coalition of 
Independent 
Riders - Texas 

1                 1                  

DCMC/SafeKids 
Austin 

1            1                 1      

Ennis-Flint 1     1                           1  1 

Enviromedia 1               1                    
Federal 

Highway 
Administration 

(FHWA) 

1  1   1     1         1    1     1     1  

FHWA - Texas 
Division 

1  1   1     1         1    1     1     1  

Freese and 
Nichols 

1          1                       1  

Geo-Center 
Motorcycle 

Training, LLC 
1      1           1                  

Grapevine 
Police 

Department 
1             1                     1 

Gray County 1        1                   1        
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Grimes County 
Justice of the 

Peace 
1                    1              1 

Harlingen-San 
Benito 

Metropolitan 
Planning 

Organization 

1                  1                 

Hildago County 
Metropolitan 

Planning 
Organization 

1  1  1               1             1 1 1 

Houston-
Galveston Area 

Council 
1       1   1 1                     1   

Injury 
Prevention 
Center of 

Greater Dallas 

1             1                     1 

IPCSP 1                                   
Lubbock County 3              1      2              2 

Lubbock MPO 1                  1                 
Lubbock Police 

Department 
1             1                      

McAllen Police 
Department 

1             1                     1 

Medical 
Advisory Board 

for Drivers 
Licensing - DSHS 

1     1     1 1     1       1     1    1   
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Mesquite Police 
Department 

1        1                   1        

Midlothian 
Police 

Department 
1             1                     1 

Mission Police 
Department 

1                                   

Mothers Against 
Drunk Driving 

(MADD) 
4 1    1      4  2       1   1     1    1  1 

North Central 
Council of 

Governments 
(NCTCG) 

1                  1                 

NSC 1                                   
Palmhurst 

Police 
Department 

1             1                     1 

Richardson 
Police 

Department 
1             1                     1 

Rockwall 
County 

2    1        1       1 1               

SABC MPO 1  1                1 1                
SafeKids Texas 

Heatstroke Task 
Force 

1            1                 1      

SafeWay Driving 1                                   
Sam Houston 

State University 
1         1  1  1                     1 
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San Juan Police 1             1                     1 

St. David's 
Adaptive 

Driving Program 
1   1    1      1  1  1                  

Standard Sales 
Company - 
Lubbock, 

Odessa, and San 
Angelo 

1     1  1    1 1   1              1      

Terrell Police 
Department 

1        1                 1          

Texas A&M 
Agrilife 

Extension 
3       2    1                  2   1   

Texas A&M 
Engineering 
Extension 

Service (TEEX) 

1        1                        1   

Texas A&M 
Engineering 
Extension 

Service, ITSI 

1        1  1             1     1  1     

Texas A&M 
Transportation 
Institute (TTI) 

17  1  8   1 2   6 1 1    6  1 1  9 3   1  4    4  2 

Texas A&M 
University 

Police 
Department 

2        1      1           1          
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Texas Alcoholic 
Beverage 

Commission 
(TABC) 

1                                1   

Texas Center for 
the Judiciary 

1           1                        

Texas 
Department of 
Public Safety 

(TxDPS) 

13 1    2 1    1 2  8  1        1      1   1  1 

Texas 
Department of 

State Health 
Services (DSHS) 

1                                   

Texas 
Department of 
Transportation 

(TxDOT) 

74 2 5 3 5 4 1 6 13  2 6 1 5 6 2 1 4 2 5 1 1 5 4 1 12 14 2 4 4 3  5 2 8 

Texas 
Motorcycle 

Rights 
Association 

1                                   

Texas 
Motorcycle 
Roadriders 
Association 

(TMRA) 

1    1             1                  

Texas 
Motorcycle 

Safety Coalition 
1                         1 1         



Texas Department of Transportation 
 122 

 

Organization 

N
um

be
r o

f A
tt

en
de

es
 

Ad
vo

ca
cy

 

Bi
cy

cl
e 

Co
ns

ul
ta

nt
 

Da
ta

 &
 E

va
lu

at
io

n 

Di
st

ra
ct

ed
 D

riv
in

g 

Dr
iv

er
 E

du
ca

tio
n 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 

En
gi

ne
er

in
g 

Fi
re

/E
M

S 

Go
ve

rn
m

en
t 

Im
pa

ire
d 

Dr
iv

in
g 

In
ju

ry
 P

re
ve

nt
io

n 

La
w

 E
nf

or
ce

m
en

t 

M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 

M
ed

ia
 &

 P
ub

lic
 In

fo
rm

at
io

n 

M
ed

ic
al

 &
 P

ub
lic

 H
ea

lth
 

M
ot

or
cy

cl
e 

M
PO

 

Pe
de

st
ria

n 

Pr
os

ec
ut

io
n 

or
 Ju

di
ci

ar
y 

Ra
il 

Re
se

ar
ch

 

Ru
ra

l 

To
ll 

Au
th

or
ity

 

Tr
af

fic
 O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 

Tr
af

fic
 S

af
et

y 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 
Pl

an
ni

ng
 

U
rb

an
 

Yo
ut

h 
Fo

cu
s 

O
th

er
 

M
ili

ta
ry

 

St
at

ew
id

e 

Fe
de

ra
l 

Lo
ca

l 

Texas Municipal 
Courts 

Education 
Center (TMCEC) 

1       1             1               

Texas Municipal 
Police 

Association 
(TMPA) 

3  1 1  1 1 1    2 1 3    1  1          1   1  2 

Texas Police 
Chiefs 

Association 
1        1      1            1         

Texas SFST 
Program 

1                                   

Texas Tech 
University - 
Campus Life 

1                             1      

TMSC Rider 
Coach 

1                 1                  

U.S. 
Department of 
Transportation-
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

1 1   1   1        1       1        1   1  

University of 
Texas-Arlington, 
Transportation 

Training 
Services and 
Public Works 

1                         1 1         

Waller County 1                    1               
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Willis Police 
Department 

1        1                 1 1 1        

Harlingen Police 
Department 

1             1                     1 



Texas Department of Transportation 
 124 

 

SHSP Survey 

 



2014 Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
 125 

 

 

  



Texas Department of Transportation 
 126 

 

References 

Works Cited 
Bexar County Criminal District Attorney's Office. (2014). Texas DWI implied consent law. 

Retrieved July 2014, from Bexar county criminal district attorney Susan D. Reed: 
http://home.bexar.org/da/dwi.html 

Bierling, D. (2014). Roadway safety and energy development. San Antonio, TX: Texas A&M 
Transportation Institute. 

City of Sugar Land. (2014). Roundabouts. Retrieved July 2014, from 
http://www.sugarlandtx.gov/index.aspx?NID=1156 

City of Sugar Land, Public Works Department. (n.d.). Sugarlandtx.gov. Retrieved July 2014, 
from City of Sugar Land flashing yellow arrows: 
http://www.sugarlandtx.gov/documentcenter/view/3868 

City of Tyler, Traffic Engineering Department. (n.d.). Flashing yellow arrows for a safer turn. 
Retrieved July 2014, from City of Tyler: 
http://www.cityoftyler.org/Portals/0/docs/Departments/Traffic%20Engineering/Flashing
YellowArrowBrochure.pdf 

Cooner, S. A., Rathod, Y. K., Alberson, D. C., Bligh, R. P., Ranft, S. E., & Sun, D. (2008). 
Performance evaluation of cable median barrier systems in Texas. College Station, TX: 
Texas A&M Transportation Institute. 

Cooner, S. A., Rathod, Y. K., Alberson, D. C., Bligh, R. P., Ranft, S. E., & Sun, D. (2009). 
Development of guidelines for cable median barrier systems in Texas. College Station, 
TX: Texas A&M Transportation Institute. 

Drivers Ed. (2014). Texas DPS graduated drivers license (GDL). Retrieved July 2014, from 
DriversEd.com: https://driversed.com/dmv/texas/gdl.aspx 

Family and Consumer Sciences, Texas A&M AgriLife Extension Services. (2014). Family and 
consumer sciences. Retrieved July 2014, from Child safetyseats: 
http://fcs.tamu.edu/safety/passenger_safety/child_safety_seats.php 

Henk, R. (2014). A peer-to-peer traffic safety program for America's youth. 

Mills, A., Duthie, J., Machemehl, R., Ferguson, E., Waller, T., & Sun, D. (2011). Texas 
roundabout guidelines: Final report. Austin, TX: Center for Transportation Research, 
University of Texas. 



2014 Texas Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
 127 

 

Please BE KIND to Cyclist. (2014). Programs. Retrieved July 2014, from Please be kind to 
cyclist: http://www.bekindtocyclists.org/programs 

Schatz, G. W. (2011). Modern roundabouts: State of the practice. Austin, TX: Austin 
Transportation Department. 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute. (2014). Teens in the driver seat. Retrieved July 2014, from 
Teens in the driver seat: http://www.t-driver.com/ 

Texas A&M Transportation Institute Center for Transportation Safety. (2013). Texas statewide 
survey of belat and motorcycle helmet use.  

Texas Department of Public Safety. (2011). Graduated driver license (GDL) program. Retrieved 
July 2014, from Texas Department of Public Safety: 
http://www.txdps.state.tx.us/DriverLicense/gdl.htm 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2013). Texas highway safety improvement program, 2013 
annual report. Austin, TX. 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2013). Texas motor vehicle crash statistics-2013. 
Retrieved July 19, 2014, from http://ftp.dot.state.tx.us/pub/txdot-
info/trf/crash_statistics/2013/2013-a.pdf 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2014). Media. Retrieved July 2014, from Look 
LearnLive.org: http://www.looklearnlive.org/media/ 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2014). News: What the heck is that thing? Truck mounted 
attenuators. Retrieved July 2014, from My35.org: 
http://www.my35.org/news/newsletters/0514/attenuators.htm 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2014). Texas Highway Safety Plan for Fiscal Year 2015. 
Austin, TX. 

Texas Department of Transportation. (2014). Texas motorcycle safety coalition. Retrieved July 
2014, from LookLearnLive.org: http://www.looklearnlive.org/texas-motorcycle-safety-
coalition/ 

U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). American Fact Finder. Retrieved August 19, 2014 

Voigt, A. P., & Kuchangi, S. P. (2007). Evaluation of cheveron markings on freeway-to-freeway 
connector ramps in Texas. College Station, TX: Texas A&M Transportation Institute. 

 

 


	September 2014 | Texas Department of Transportation
	A Report of Progress
	Chapter 1: Background
	Strategic Planning in Texas
	Texas SHSP Mission
	Where We Are
	Where We Would Like to Be
	State Goals – Fatalities

	Updating the Strategic Plan
	Roadway Safety Emphasis Area
	2014 SHSP Workshops
	Safety Issues, Target Goals, and Countermeasures
	Chapter 2: Crash Type and Location
	Run-off the Road Crashes
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	1st Harmful Event

	Countermeasures
	Education
	Engineering
	Enforcement
	EMS


	Chevron Pavement Markings
	Rumble Strips
	Head-On Crashes
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Wrong Side of the Road
	Wrong Way on a One-Way
	Countermeasures
	Engineering


	Cable Median Barriers
	Intersection Crashes
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Urban vs. Rural
	Failure to Yield the Right of Way

	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Enforcement
	Education
	EMS


	Modern Roundabouts
	Work Zone Crashes
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Education
	Enforcement


	Truck Mounted Attenuators
	Railroad Grade Crossing Crashes
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Education


	Texas Operation LifeSaver
	Chapter 3: System Users
	Older Drivers
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Licensed Drivers and Crash Rate

	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	Young Drivers
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Enforcement
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	Teens in the Driver Seat
	Graduated Driver’s Licensing
	Motorcyclists
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Registered Motorcycles

	Five Year Average
	Helmet use
	Motorcycle Safety Course

	Countermeasures
	Enforcement
	Education
	EMS
	Public Policy and Other


	Texas Motorcycle Safety Coalition
	Bicyclists
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Education
	EMS
	Public Policy and Other


	Please BE KIND to Cyclists
	Pedestrians
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objectives and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Enforcement
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	The Walkable Community Program of the Alamo Area MPO
	Large Trucks
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Enforcement
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	Large Trucks – Energy Development (EDev) Impact
	Chapter 4: Driver Behavior
	Driving Under the Influence (DUI)
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Enforcement
	Education
	EMS
	Public Policy and Other


	No Refusal
	Speed Related
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Crash by Roadway System
	Countermeasures
	Engineering
	Enforcement
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	Lack of Restraint Use
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objective and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Enforcement
	Education
	EMS
	Public Policy and Other


	Child Safety Seats
	Distracted Driving
	Fatalities and Injuries
	2015 Objectives and Progress
	Five Year Averages
	Countermeasures
	Education
	Public Policy and Other


	Texting and Driving
	Chapter 5: System Administration
	Traffic/Crash Records
	E911 Reporting Systems
	Recommendations

	Public Awareness
	Recommendation

	Policy Maker Awareness
	Recommendation

	Iterative Planning
	Strategic Planning Process
	A Consultative Approach
	Coordination
	Consideration of Additional Safety Factors

	Chapter 6: Planning Process
	A Performance‐Based Approach
	Use of Effective Strategies and Countermeasures
	Addressing 4Es When Determining Highway Safety Strategies
	SHSP Evaluation
	Approval of SHSP Update
	Penalty for Failure to Have an Approved Updated SHSP
	Data Sources
	Crash Identification Glossary
	Workshop Attendees
	SHSP Survey
	Works Cited



