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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and the Illinois Center for
Transportation (ICT) sponsored and hosted the 2012 National State Safety Engineers and
Traffic Engineers Peer-to-Peer Workshop on November 14 and 15, 2012, at the Hyatt
Regency Woodfield hotel in Schaumburg, Illinois. The peer-exchange workshop was
attended by representatives of highway safety engineers and traffic engineers from 33
states, and the discussion focus was the implementation of a variety of safety engineering
and traffic operations countermeasures and initiatives, in addition to complying with new
federal rules.
The workshop covered a wide range of topics, including the history of mobility and
safety; the national scene and perspective; linking safety engineering and traffic engineering
efforts; organizational structures of state agencies and the interrelationships between traffic
and safety engineering procedures; managing performance (operations and safety), and
systematic safety and operations. This report summarizes the attendee statistics, the
conference program, the main activities (including 17 presentation and discussion sessions),
and feedback provided on attendee surveys.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

At the national level, significant emphasis has been placed on improving safety on public
highways by using low-cost safety countermeasures. At the same time, new federal policies,
statements, and guidelines have been issued that directly impact state efforts in the areas of
safety engineering, traffic engineering, and operations. States have made significant
improvements in the safety performance of highways through their efforts, practices, and
initiatives. Estimating the quantitative safety performances of proposed projects or design
alternatives, for example, is becoming a routine part of the project development process.
However, although safety-improvement strategies typically complement other strategies (e.g.,
traffic management strategies), creating synergy, there are instances in which one effort might
have a negative impact on another. Hence, it is important to understand how safety
countermeasures might have both a positive and a negative effect on the traffic operations and
maintenance of a roadway. Illinois has held two previous national peer exchanges in the area of
safety: Safety Performance Functions and the Highway Safety Manual (HSM) Implementation
workshops. Both allowed Illinois to share information with other states in a forum conducive to
the open discussion and exchange of ideas, which has led to significant advancement of
Illinois’s safety engineering program. The IDOT Bureau of Safety Engineering and Bureau of
Operations see significant benefits in the department’s holding its first National State Safety
Engineers and Traffic Engineers Peer-to-Peer Workshop. A recent workshop held at a national
conference demonstrated this benefit when several states learned from another state about
FHWA’s interpretation of the new MUTCD. This type of forum is an extremely successful
method for learning from each other’s successes and failures, for sharing lessons learned and
best practices, and discussing how to advance new initiatives, especially when resources are
limited.
Accordingly, the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and the Illinois Center for
Transportation (ICT) sponsored and hosted the 2012 National State Safety Engineers and
Traffic Engineers Peer-to-Peer Workshop on November 14 and 15, 2012, at the Hyatt Regency
Woodfield in Schaumburg, Illinois. The focus was the implementation of a variety of safety
engineering and traffic operations countermeasures and initiatives, in addition to promoting
compliance with new federal rules. Specific discussion topics included implementation efforts,
lessons learned, benefits and challenges, and overall implementation successes. Seventeen
podium presentations followed by question-and-answer time, parallel breakout sessions, and
facilitated discussions provided a unique opportunity for representatives from 33 state lead
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agencies and other organizations to learn about recent developments relating to these state and
federal initiatives. Sessions were held on the following topics:
•

History–Mobility and Safety

•

Setting the National Scene

•

Opportunities to Link Safety Engineering and Traffic Engineering Efforts

•

State Agencies’ Organizational Structures and the Interrelationships Between Traffic
and Safety Engineering Procedures

•

Organizational Structures

•

Intersections: Managing Performance—Operations and Safety

•

Systematic Safety and Operations

There was open communication and sharing of experiences, challenges, and successes
throughout the workshop, which helped ensure that safety engineers and traffic engineers
gained a boarder perspective and benefited from each other’s experiences. The survey at the
end of the workshop showed that all participants found the experience very positive and would
like to return to another workshop next year. It was clear that the momentum created in the
recent series of workshops has continued to grow, and we would aim to engage in activities to
continue the advancement in the explicit quantification of safety. Among the 103 participants,
about 30 came from Illinois (IDOT district and central offices, as well as the University of
Illinois); hence, the workshop also helped IDOT staff benefit from the experiences of other
states.
The organization of this report is as follows: Chapter 2 briefly describes the attendee
statistics. Chapter 3 presents the conference program and then briefly summarizes the contents
of the main activities at the workshop. Chapter 4 summarizes the attendees’ feedback.
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CHAPTER 2

ATTENDEE STATISTICS

The travel expenses of up to two attendees from invited state DOTs were covered by the
workshop organizers (through a separate IDOT funding source). Additional representatives from
the IDOT Central Office and each of the IDOT districts were also invited. There were a total of
103 attendees at the workshop, representing safety engineers, traffic engineers, administrators,
and researchers and developers from the private sector. A list of attendees and their affiliations
is included in Appendix A.
The Workshop Planning Committee was formed in July 2012 to plan the theme and
activities at the workshop. The list of committee members is given in Appendix C. On the online
registration page, each attendee was requested to provide personal contact information. The
Workshop Planning Committee also distributed a short survey on the registration page to gain
insight into the attendees’ experiences with safety and traffic engineering operations. The
following questions were on the survey:
1. What state do you represent?
2. What is your title?
3. What are your job responsibilities?
4. Where does traffic engineering fit within your organization?
5. Where does safety engineering fit within your organization?
6. Is traffic performance measurement included throughout processes (i.e., planning,
programming, design, construction, maintenance, and operations)? Which
processes? How is this accomplished?
7. Is safety-performance measurement included throughout processes (i.e., planning,
programming, design, construction, maintenance, and operations)? Which
processes? How is this accomplished?
8. Is quantitative safety used along with traffic performance measures to select the
recommended project alternative or guide the decision?
9. Please provide suggested or recommended best practices for integrating traffic and
safety analysis and performance into the decision-making process.
The Workshop Planning Committee reviewed each of the questionnaire responses when
preparing for the workshop. Among the 103 attendees, 88 provided responses to these
questions. Based on the responses to the first two questions, it was clear that the majority of the
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attendees (82%) are local/state engineers. Their affiliations can be classified into four
categories.
•

Academic organizations

•

Federal agency

•

Private organization

•

State/local agency

5%

10%
4%

Academic
Federal
Private
State/Local

82%

Figure 1. Breakdown of participants by affiliation.

The following agencies/organizations were represented at this workshop (the number of
attendees from each agency or organization is shown in parentheses).
AASHTO (1)
Alabama DOT (2)
American Traffic Safety Services Assn. (1)
Arizona DOT (2)
CH2M HILL (1)
Connecticut DOT (1)
Federal Highway Administration (9)
Florida DOT (2)
Georgia DOT (2)
Illinois DOT (25)
Iowa DOT (2)
Kansas DOT (2)
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Kentucky Transportation Cabinet (1)
Local Highway Technical Assistance (1)
Louisiana DOT (2)
Maine DOT (2)
Maryland State Highway Administration (2)
Massachusetts DOT (2)
Michigan DOT (2)
Minnesota DOT (2)Mississippi DOT (2)
Missouri DOT (3)
Montana DOT (2)
NAVIGATS Inc. (1)
Nebraska Department of Roads (1)
Nevada DOT (2)
New Hampshire DOT (2)
New Mexico DOT (2)
Ohio DOT (1)
Oklahoma DOT (2)
Oregon DOT (1)
Pennsylvania DOT (2)
Rhode Island DOT (2)
South Dakota DOT (2)
Texas DOT (2)
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (4)
University of Wisconsin-Madison (1)
Virginia DOT (2)
Washington State DOT (3)
Wisconsin DOT (2)
The responses to the other questions show that the attendees can be classified into four
major categories.
•

Safety Engineer/Manager/Related Area

•

Traffic Engineer/Manager/Related Area

•

Traffic and Safety Engineer/Manager/Related Area

•

No Response
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The chart below shows that the majority of the attendees are involved with highway
traffic operations and safety engineering.

18%

15%

No Response
Safety Engineer/Manager/Related Area

28%

Traffic Engineer/Manager/Related Area
39%
Traffic and Safety Engineer/Manager/Related Area

Figure 2. Job responsibility classification among participants.
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CHAPTER 3

THE WORKSHOP

During the planning for the Highway Safety Management Lead State Peer-to-Peer
Workshop, the Workshop Planning Committee held individual conference calls with potential
speakers to discuss themes and topics and to gather input. The first set of calls was intended to
gather basic information and to determine the vision for a successful workshop. The information
gathered from the calls was used to refine the workshop agenda. The invitations to speakers
and attendees, as well as online registration for the workshop, started in July 2012.
Onsite registration for the workshop started 4:00–6:00 p.m. on Tuesday, November 13,
2012, and continued 7:30–8:00 a.m. on Wednesday, November 14, 2012. The conference
sessions (including two sets of four parallel breakout sessions) started at 8:00 a.m. on
November 14, 2012, and concluded at 4:45 p.m. on November 15, 2012. In most sessions, the
presentations were followed by a question-and-answer session or a facilitated discussion.
3.1. PROGRAM OVERVIEW
Table 1 provides a list of sessions and speakers/moderators at the workshop. Speaker
and moderator biographies can be found in Appendix C, and the complete workshop agenda
(including breakout groups) is in Appendix D. Some communications and preparation
documents are included in Appendix E, and the presentation slides are in Appendix F.
Electronic versions of these files, as well as video footage of all sessions, are available at the
conference website http://ict.illinois.edu/conferences/safetytrafficworkshop2012/.
Table 1. 2012 National State Safety Engineers and Traffic Engineers P2P Workshop Program
Aaron Weatherholt and
Priscilla Tobias
Aaron Weatherholt and
Priscilla Tobias

Day 1

Welcome and Introductions

Session 1

Setting the Goal and Vision for the Workshop

Session 2

History—Mobility and Safety

FHWA, Illinois: Norman Stoner

Session 3

Setting the National Scene

Washington: John Milton
Maine: Bruce Ibarguen

Session 4

Breakout Groups: Opportunities to Link Safety Engineering and Traffic
Engineering Efforts

Four pre-assigned groups

Session 5

State Agencies Organizational Structures and the Interrelationships
Between Traffic and Safety Engineering Procedures

Nebraska: Dan Waddle
Florida: Joe Santos and Mark
Wilson
Illinois: Joe Monroe and Lisa
Heaven-Baum

Session 6

Breakout Groups: Organizational Structures

Four pre-assigned groups
(table continues, next page)
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Day 2

Welcome: Overview of Highlights of Day 1 and Setting the Vision
for Day 2 of Peer Exchange

University of Illinois: Yanfeng
Ouyang
Illinois: Priscilla Tobias

Session 1

Intersections: Managing Performance—Operations and Safety
(Part 1)

Oregon: Kevin J. Haas
Illinois: Randall Laninga

Session 2

Intersections: Managing Performance—Operations and Safety
(Part 2)

Illinois: Kyle Armstrong
Florida: Mark Wilson

Session 3

Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 1)

Maine: Duane Brunell
Minnesota: Derek Leuer

Session 4

Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 2)

Missouri: Michael Curtit

Lessons Learned

NAVIGATS Inc.: Geni Bahar
CH2M HILL: Kim Kolody
University of Illinois: Yanfeng
Ouyang

Session 5

3.2. SUMMARY OF THE SESSIONS: PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION
In this section, we briefly summarize the sessions and the discussions.
Day 1 Opening
Workshop co-chairs Aaron Weatherholt and Priscilla Tobias from Illinois DOT welcomed
the attendees and gave a brief introduction to the workshop.
Session 1: Setting the Goal and Vision for the Workshop
Weatherholt and Tobias clarified the objectives of the workshop: to encourage and
support a dialog of challenges, best practices, and lessons learned that can help state
organizations further advance the collaboration and integration of safety and traffic operations
efforts. In particular, the workshop tried to address safety and mobility and their interlinked
impacts, and how organization structures impact the coordination and collaboration. The
workshop was intended to provide an opportunity for safety and traffic engineers to share their
respective analytical and decision-making processes and to facilitate discussion of (1)
engineering countermeasures to increase mutual understanding of the benefits and challenges
of implementation, (2) distinct performance measures , and (3) potential collaborative means to
enhance the treatments for the best possible outcomes for all road users.
Session 2: History—Mobility and Safety
In this session, Norman Stoner from FHWA reviewed the Highway Safety Act of 1966.
FHWA was responsible for the following among 18 safety program standards that integrate the
roles of traffic engineers and safety engineers in the following areas: (1) highway design,
construction, and maintenance; (2) traffic engineering services; (3) pedestrian safety (highway
8

aspects); and (4) traffic records. Great achievements in safety and mobility have been made
nationwide, but much work still lies ahead. For example, the annual fatality total has been
decreasing since the 1970s, particularly in the past decade, and the annual fatality rate per 100
million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is steadily decreasing. However, the annual fatality rate per
1,000 miles of road remains stagnant. Keys to the discovery of breakthroughs rely on the
following: (1) fresh, multidisciplinary perspectives, (2) breaking a link in the “chain of events”
(e.g., misjudgments, over-reactions) that eventually lead to accidents, and (3) data analysis and
mining for new insights.
Session 3: Setting the National Scene
John Milton of Washington State DOT and Bruce Ibarguen of Maine DOT discussed the
national scene. The strategic highway safety plan naturally involves safety and traffic
operational aspects. The most recent HSM provides a set of analytical tools for safety
engineering (e.g., statistical, data-driven analysis for high-crash locations). HSM implementation
is ongoing in many states, with awareness at both traffic and safety offices. However, many
state data record systems need improvement to accommodate this change. In light of this
situation, the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP 21) helps improve data
collection and performance assessments by addressing the following questions: What data
should be collected? What performances should be assessed? and How should data be
investigated to avoid pitfalls (e.g., safety impacts of an intelligent transportation systems device
might be disguised by a change of traffic volume)?
The SHRP 2 naturalistic driving study provides knowledge and data that might
potentially revolutionize safety study. It integrates multiple design and human factors (e.g.,
curvature, vehicle, driver reaction) into a safety study, using thousands of instrumented vehicles
at 5+ sites nationwide. MUTCD (2009, latest edition) presents the challenges of (1) uniformity
versus engineering judgments (uniformity is the goal, but it should also allow unique
characteristics of each state) and, at the same time, (2) standards versus innovation (e.g.,
variable speed limit). The coexistence of the AASHTO Green Book, the MUTCD, and now the
HSM also raise the challenge of how to take a proactive, systematic, and strategic approach to
both safety and traffic.
Session 4: Breakout Groups—Opportunities to Link Safety Engineering and Traffic
Engineering Efforts
The workshop attendees were split into four breakout sessions to discuss the following
topics. Some of the discussion outcomes are summarized below.
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1. How to explicitly integrate/link daily project decisions to support the strategic highway safety
plans (SHSP)
A. Issues related to SHSP
•

Strategic rather than specific combination

•

Involve different agencies, governor’s safety office, and education enforcement

B. Communication is a key
•

Not only communication but also when and where to implement (the earlier is better)

•

Apply various methods such as restrictive laws

C. Collaboration and networking
•

Facilitate collaboration across disciplines

•

Funding: how to optimize the resources

2. How can MAP 21 and other transportation bills be integrated with non-safety-focused
projects led by traffic engineers?
A. Scope projects and create opportunities for safety to be considered
•

Even if the project is not related to the safety

•

Aligning the processes of project planning (e.g., timing, budgeting)

B. As a result of legislation, there is more funding for safety projects
•

Other areas use the terms “safety” and “collaboration” to get funding for projects

•

Impacts on issues such as liability

C. More responsibility as well as more flexibility
•

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) has a special focus on safety

•

Some concerns about the decrease of funds beyond safety

•

Balancing overall DOT projects (not just those for safety) is generally a challenge

D. Management of HSIP
•

Maintenance issues (whether the funding is used for maintenance projects).

•

There was much discussion about getting the locals involved (e.g., giving lighting
and signals to the locals)

•

Convincing the politicians: Cutting the budget is not in the best interest of safety

•

Leveraging other types of funds (e.g., homeland security) for safety

3. What can be done to increase the performance of capacity building and asset management
through our policies and our day-to-day processes and procedures?
A. Emphasis is on 3R/4R definition
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B. Identify your strategic objectives (operational or safety)
•

Identify the focus measures (how to define “performance” for the public)

•

Understand/recognize training needs for the various multidisciplinary approaches

C. Balancing priorities
•

Use data to link operation and safety

•

Resources and staff time

D. Data connections at the local level
•

For example, track aging population, local traffic information

4. What needs to be done to create synergy among the applications of national manuals such
as HSM, HFG, HCM, and MUTCD (and Green Book) for better, more-informed decision
making?
A. Do not create another new manual
•

Find and train the key people on the project

B. Balancing various requirements
•

How to find balance among the standards, guidance, manuals, and politics

•

These documents can help agencies mitigate the lack of data

•

Processes for conducting analyses vary

•

Safety evaluation is included in operational analysis/evaluations

•

Various documents must provide consistency

C. Relationship between congestion and safety/fatalities
•

Performance measure for congestion associated with safety

•

A standard or guideline is needed to encourage the engineer or designer to go
beyond the minimum.

D. Significant challenge to create synergy to get multiple professional organizations (e.g.,
AASHTO, FHWA, TRB) to work together
•

How to establish educational processes?

5. What is the correlation between highway capacity and quality of service, geometric
configuration, crash rates/types, and time of day? Does (or how does) your agency overlap
the types of analysis/data to identify trends or target locations for possible mitigation? How
does your agency define the concept of operation and performance objectives of a project to
identify a mitigation strategy?
A. Most of the states do data overlap and analysis through safety evaluation
B. Various stakeholders get together and identify their project locations and priorities
•

Data and performance measures analyzed in GIS to show their correlations

C. We need to evaluate or reevaluate traffic and safety at the same time; this is a concept
that needs deeper investigation.
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Session 5: State Agencies Organizational Structures and the Inter-Relationships Between
Traffic and Safety Engineering Procedures
There were three presentations in this session. Dan Waddle from Nebraska gave a
presentation on “Nebraska Department of Roads: Traffic and Safety Engineering Procedures.”
Joe Santos and Mark Wilson from Florida gave a presentation on “Office Overview—Traffic
Operations and Safety.” Joe Monroe and Lisa Heaven-Baum from Illinois gave a presentation
on “Illinois Department of Transportation: Partnering for Safety—Driving Zero Fatalities to a
Reality.” The main points from the presentations are as follows: Some of the states’
organizational structures (and roles and responsibilities) have changed or expanded as a result
of legislative changes (e.g., SAFETEA-LU, HSIP). New bureaus and/or new committees have
been formed. In some other states, safety is integrated into the design and traffic engineering
process, but safety still does not have an independent voice. Most states have independent
offices for traffic operations and safety and have a rather decentralized organization structure
that (1) allows diversification in activities and new grassroots initiatives, and (2) requires
proactive coordination to maintain consistency.
Session 6: Breakout Groups: Organizational Structures
The workshop attendees were again split into four breakout sessions to discuss the
following topics. The discussion outcomes are summarized below.
1. What are the most important elements in centralized vs. decentralized organizational
structures for successful integration of traffic and safety for programs and projects?
A. In a decentralized organization, networking, relationship, and communication are really
important
•

Timely communication between organizations is important for decision making.

•

Communication has strong influences on networking among stakeholders and
various offices within the organizations

•

Communication and personalities really matter in creating initiatives via contacts
(being proactive vs. reactive)

B. Definition of centralization and decentralization (in terms of operations) is important
•

Some states do not define themselves as centralized or decentralized

•

Advantages and disadvantages
o

The advantage of centralization is consistency (e.g., uniform policies and
programs)

o

The advantage of decentralization is flexibility for locals to operate

o

No universal rule on which is the best
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2. Is organization structure relevant, or are the procedures and policies of greater importance
in creating mutual collaboration?
A. A couple of states have standing cross-disciplinary committees outside their existing
organizational chart
•

Because these committees are multidisciplinary, collaboration has already happened
(e.g., safety-funding committee)

•

Having a contact person might improve the communication

B. How to operate better regardless of centralization or decentralization
•

The headquarters might provide a recommended project with funding, but the
districts still might want to have flexibility and alternatives

•

A change of management might switch the focus from safety to traffic or vice versa

•

Strong leadership from the top helps in decision making (regardless of whether the
organization is centralized or decentralized)

C. Some find that policies and procedures are more important, compared with the
organization structure
•

Relationships within the organization are important

•

There was interest in providing and sharing high-quality data to achieve a mutual
goal

3. What types of barriers or challenges does your organizational structure pose for integrating
traffic and safety-performance measure management?
A. Personality and communication are important; organization structure will help but is not
crucial
B. Each district might have a different structure, leading to inconsistency across the state
C. In some states, operations and safety are separate in terms of funding
4. How are HCM and HSM quantitative analyses addressed? How do partnerships facilitate
integration of safety and traffic programs?
A. Results-oriented committees with specific goals so as to improve efficiency
B. Cross-training at different offices (e.g., webinars)
C. Educating the public on implementation of the strategies
D. Outreach not only to the community itself but also to locals
•

Make a strong investment in the locals

•

Work with counties and locals on developing the local county-level road safety plan
and low-cost safety projects and help them in developing crash data analysis

E. Cooperation with the local technical assistance program (LTAP), special associations,
agencies, and authorities to deal with traffic special events
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Day 2 Welcome: Overview of Highlights of Day 1 and Setting the Vision for Day 2 of Peer
Exchange
Yanfeng Ouyang gave a brief presentation highlighting \ key information from the
sessions on the first day. Priscilla Tobias gave an opening speech for the second day of the
workshop.
Session 1: Managing Performance—Operations and Safety (Part 1)
Session 2: Managing Performance—Operations and Safety (Part 2)
In these two sessions, there were four talks: “Protected Only vs. Protected/Permissive
Left-Turn (PPLT) Phasing,” “Flashing Yellow Arrow (FYA),” “Adaptive Signal Control Technology
Research and Implementation in Illinois,” and “Pedestrian Safety vs. Capacity.” Some
interesting discussions are summarized as follows:
1. Traditionally, the driving force is operational issues; sometimes, safety benefits take
effort to measure (e.g., “after” data collection)
2. Some safety concerns are tied to traffic operational issues (e.g., improper signal timing)
3. Often a trade-off exists between safety and capacity performances (e.g., mid-block
crosswalk, coordinated vs. uncoordinated pedestrian beacons)
4. New countermeasures might have cost implications to design/planning in other areas
(e.g., resetting all signals/wiring) and therefore might be met with resistance
5. Education and public outreach are keys for success of new countermeasures
A. Countermeasures are successful only if the public understands and accepts them
B. Public relations/education is crucial to success
C. Enforcement is also effective, but it has cost/resource implications
D. More funds from the Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP) should be used
for behavioral research

Facilitated discussions on related topics followed the presentations. One such
discussion covered general protocols for making an implementation decision. Also, participants
agreed that it is challenging to deal with conflicting objectives and to conduct education and
public relations programs.
Session 3: Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 1)
Session 4: Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 2)
In these two sessions, there were three talks: “Interstate Highways and Wrong-Way
Drivers,” “Systematic Improvements on Curves,” and “Rural Intersections: Signing and
Pavement Marking.” Some interesting discussions are summarized as follows:
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1. Wrong-way driving
A. Age, alcohol, and mental factors have greatest impact on driver behavior
B. Need to consider driver behavior and the decision-making process in engineering
and design considerations
•

Critically evaluate what you have and consider the options (e.g., “dynamic signs,”
pavement markings and delineations)

•

Preventive measure: video surveillance and camcorder installation

C. Training and assessment for older and younger drivers
2. Curve treatments
A. More severe run-off-road crashes occur on larger curves at nighttime
B. Most curve treatments are cost effective (e.g., shoulder building, rumble strips)
C. Integrate crash analysis and roadway inventory analysis for curve treatments
3. Signing and pavement marking
A. Low-cost, systematic improvements have proven effective

3.3. RESOURCES
Representatives from many participating states emphasized the need to share
information. All current resources from this workshop (including presentation files and video
recordings) are available on the permanent website (hosted by the Illinois Center for
Transportation) for open public access:
http://ict.illinois.edu/conferences/safetytrafficworkshop2012/
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CHAPTER 4

SURVEY FEEDBACK

At the end of the workshop, the attendees were asked to fill out a two-page survey. The
responses provided valuable feedback to the organizing committee. A copy of the survey is
available in Appendix F. A total of 39 responses were collected.
The attendees were asked about their satisfaction with a few key aspects of the
workshop. As shown in Table 2, most attendees said (90% of all answers) that they were very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied with all aspects of the workshop, including the registration
process (98%), materials/handouts (90%), speakers/presenters (100%), and venue/facility
(74%).
Table 2. Attendees’ Overall Satisfaction
Overall satisfaction

Very
satisfied

Somewhat
satisfied

Neutral

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Very
dissatisfied

Total

Registration process

27

11

1

0

0

39

Materials/handouts

19

16

4

0

0

39

Speakers/presenters

26

13

0

0

0

39

Venue/facility

19

10

8

2

0

39

As part of the question regarding overall satisfaction attendees were also asked for
suggestions to improve the workshop. Only ten meaningful responses were provided. Five
attendees suggested improving the venue facility (e.g., providing tables and free wireless
Internet; using a smaller room because it was hard to see from the back and to hear unless a
microphone was used; providing a room without pillars; putting more space between seats).
Some attendees were in favor of more breakout sessions with smaller groups; by contrast,
some thought the breakout sessions were of little value because they included too many
complex and unclear questions. A few attendees suggested more time for lunch because the
informal discussions during meals could be also valuable.
A total of 34 attendees responded to Question 2: “What did you like most about the
workshop, and what is your most important gain from it?” Many attendees said they thought that
more than one aspect of the workshop was beneficial. The responses are summarized in Table
3. About one third of the attendees stated that they benefited from sharing peer states’
experiences in implementing safety. Moreover, many attendees felt that the wide range of
topics, the facilitated discussions, and the interactions were informative and the most useful.
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Some attendees also thought the workshop was a good opportunity to learn many new ideas
and solutions, and they benefited from the networking opportunity.
Table 3. Attendees’ Most Important Gain (out of 34 responses)
Various topics of presentations and discussions

25

45%

Networking opportunity with peers

5

9%

Learning opportunities (basic introduction, new
information, available resources) on safety

7

13%

Peer states’ experience and plan sharing

18

33%

In Question 3, the attendees were asked, “Would you be interested in attending similar
workshops again in the near future (e.g., next year)?” An absolute majority of attendees stated
that they plan to attend next year, as shown in Table 4. During the course of the conference,
organizers also heard from many attendees that they were interested in bringing more
participants from their states to benefit from the (next) workshop.
Table 4. Attendees’ Plans to Attend Next Year (out of 39 responses)
Yes

36

No

0

Undecided or no response

3

Table 5 is a summary of 24 responses to Question 4, about the types of sessions to be
included in future workshops. Although the suggestions were highly diverse, many attendees
wanted examples of technical applications or implementations to be included in the next
workshop. Other suggestions included rural safety, roadway lighting, pedestrian and bicyclist
safety, and funding of safety projects, which are represented as “Other topics” in Table 5.
Table 5. Attendees’ Preference for Sessions To Be Included Next Year
Examples of technical application/implementation

7

Update on statistical tools and data

4

Training and tutorial

2

Relationship between locals and states

2

Other topics

11
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The last question on the survey asked the attendees what types of help they would
anticipate needing to develop and implement the ideas or lessons learned in this workshop in
the coming year. A total of 21 attendees responded to this question. There were a variety of
suggestions and ideas about resources and support needs. It seems there is a need for greater
depth on all topics covered in the workshop. In particular, many attendees mentioned the need
for training, which should be organized as a national effort in terms of creating a pool of
courses, such as tutorials or executive training. The hope is that various state agencies could
access the materials and adapt them as needed. Also, webinars and conference calls on
various topics were suggested by many attendees to keep knowledge flowing. Resource
identification and access to workshop notes and presentations were requested as well.
Overall, the survey feedback demonstrates that the 2012 National State Safety
Engineers and Traffic Engineers Peer-to-Peer Workshop very successfully achieved its
objectives. The attendees benefited significantly from this event and look forward to attending
future workshops to further advance their knowledge in the important areas of traffic and safety.
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APPENDIX A

ATTENDEE ROSTER

A-1

A-2

A-3

A-4

A-5

A-6

A-7

A-8

A-9

A-10

APPENDIX B

PLANNING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Name

Title

Affiliation

Kyle D Armstrong

Operations Design and Planning Engineer

Illinois DOT

Geni Bahar

State Safety Operations Engineer

NAVIGATS Inc.

Steven Buckley

Deputy Director, Division of Highways

Kansas DOT

Sean P Coyle

Assistant Traffic Engineer

Illinois DOT

Mike Curtit

Safety Design Engineer Unit Chief

Missouri DOT

Kelly Hardy

Chief Civil Engineer

AASHTO

Alan Ho

Highway Research Engineer

FHWA

Bruce Ibarguen

State Traffic Operations Engineer

Maine DOT

Kimberly Kolody

Transportation Safety Specialist

CH2M HILL

Randall K Laninga

Traffic Programs Engineer

Illinois DOT

Yanfeng Ouyang

Associate Professor

University of Illinois

Joseph Santos

Traffic Safety Engineer

Florida DOT

Shyam 'Sam' Sharma

Program Manager for Engineering

AASHTO

Daniel J Waddle

State Traffic Engineer

Nebraska Department of
Roads

Aaron A Weatherholt

CE III - Safety Engineer

Illinois DOT

Mark Wilson

State Traffic Engineer

Florida DOT

B-1

APPENDIX C

SPEAKER BIOGRAPHIES

C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-5

C-6

C-7

APPENDIX D

PROGRAM AGENDA AND BREAKOUT GROUPS

D.1. PROGRAM AGENDA

Day 1
7:30 am

Registration
Welcome and Introductions

8:00 am

Aaron Weatherholt, Deputy Director, Division of Highways, Illinois DOT
Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois DOT
Setting the Goal and Vision for the Workshop

8:15 am

Aaron Weatherholt, Deputy Director, Division of Highways , Illinois DOT
Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois DOT
History – Mobility and Safety
Facilitator: Aaron Weatherholt, Deputy Director, Division of Highways, Illinois DOT

8:45 am

Speaker: Norman Stoner, FHWA Division Administrator, Illinois
Setting the National Scene
Facilitator: Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois DOT

9:00 am
Speakers:
John Milton, Director, Enterprise Risk Management, Washington State DOT
Bruce Ibarguen, State Traffic Engineer, Maine DOT
10:00 am

10:15 am

Break
Breakout Groups: Opportunities to Link Safety Engineering and Traffic Engineering
Efforts
Four pre-assigned groups will meet in the designated rooms.
Report Back

11:15 am
Facilitator: Geni Bahar, President, NAVIGATS Inc.
12:00 pm

Lunch (On Your Own)
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State Agencies Organizational Structures and the Inter-Relationships Between Traffic
and Safety Engineering Procedures
Facilitator: Michael Curtit, Traffic Liaison Engineer, Missouri DOT

Speakers:
Dan Waddle, State Traffic Engineer, Nebraska DOT
1:15 pm
Joe Santos, Transportation Safety Engineer, Florida DOT
Mark Wilson, State Traffic Operations Engineer, Florida DOT

Joe Monroe, District 8 Operations Engineer, Illinois DOT
Lisa Heaven-Baum, District 1 Traffic Programs Engineer, Illinois DOT
Breakout Groups: Organizational Structures
2:15 pm
Four pre-assigned groups will meet in the designated rooms
3:15 pm

Break
Report Back

3:45 pm
Facilitator: Kim Kolody, Highway and Traffic Safety Engineer, CH2MHill
5:00 pm

Adjourn
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Day 2
Welcome
Facilitator: Aaron Weatherholt, Deputy Director, Division of Highways, Illinois DOT
Topics:
8:00 am
1. Overview of Highlights of DAY 1
Yanfeng Ouyang, Associate Professor, University of Illinois
nd

2. Setting the Vision for 2 Day Peer Exchange
Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois DOT
Intersections: Managing Performance--Operations and Safety (Part 1)
Facilitator: Kyle Armstrong, Engineering & Standards Unit Chief, Illinois DOT
8:30 am

10:00 am

Topics:
1. Protected vs. Permissive Left-Turn Phase
Speaker: Kevin J. Haas, Traffic Investigations Engineer, Oregon DOT
2. Flashing Yellow Arrow
Speaker: Randall Laninga, Traffic Engineer, Illinois DOT, District 4
Break
Intersections: Managing Performance--Operations and Safety (Part 2)
Facilitator: Neil Boudreau, State Traffic Engineer, Massachusetts DOT

10:30 am

12:00 pm

Topics:
1. Adaptive Signal Control
Speaker: Kyle Armstrong, Engineering & Standards Unit Chief, Illinois DOT
2. Pedestrian Safety Vs. Capacity
Speaker: Mark Wilson, State Traffic Operations Engineer, Florida DOT
Lunch (On Your Own)
Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 1)
Facilitator: Mike Dornfeld, Program Development and Performance Manager, Washington
DOT

1:00 pm

2:30pm

Topics:
1. Wrong Way Drivers: Signing and Pavement Marking
Speaker: Duane Brunell, Safety Performance Analysis Manager, Maine DOT
2. Curves: Identification and Delineation
Speaker: Derek Leuer, Assistant State Traffic Safety Engineer, Minnesota DOT
Break
Systematic Safety and Operations (Part 2)

2:45 pm
Facilitator: Stephen Read, Highway Safety Programs Planning, Virginia DOT
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Topics:
1. Rural Intersections: Signing and Pavement Marking
Speaker: Michael Curtit, Traffic Liaison Engineer, Missouri DOT
2. Systematic Improvements – Open Facilitated Discussion
Lessons Learned
Facilitator: Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois DOT
Topics:
4 pm
1. How policies and procedures can impact the collaborative and explicit consideration
of traffic and safety aspects – Geni Bahar, President, NAVIGATS Inc.
2. Organization Structures and their impacts in effective integration of our disciplines Kim Kolody, Highway and Traffic Safety Engineer, CH2MHill
3. Managing Performance and Systemic Implementations – Operations and Safety Yanfeng Ouyang, Associate Professor, University of Illinois
Concluding Remarks – Next Steps
4:30 pm
Facilitator: Priscilla Tobias
4:45 pm

Adjourn
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D.2. BREAKOUT GROUPS
Session 1 Group 1
Florida

Florida

Mark Wilson

Joe Santos

Florida DOT

Florida DOT

Felix Delgado
Federal Highway Administration

Massachusetts

Missouri

Missouri

Neil Boudreau

Bonnie Polin

Massachusetts DOT

MassDOT - Highway Division

Eileen Rackers

Michael Curtit

Missouri DOT

Missouri DOT

Ashley Reinkemeyer
Missouri DOT

Nevada

New Mexico

Oklahoma

South Dakota

Ohio

Ken Mammen

Thomas Moore

Nevada DOT

Nevada DOT

Steve Eagan

Afshin Jian

New Mexico DOT

New Mexico DOT

Harold Smart

David Glabas

Oklahoma DOT

Oklahoma DOT

Jon Becker

Nicole Frankl

South Dakota DOT

South Dakota DOT

Michelle May
Ohio DOT

D-5

AASHTO

Kelly Hardy
AASHTO

Illinois District 8

Illinois District 5

James Wessel

Joseph Monroe

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Kevin Trapp
Illinois DOT

Illinois

Paul Lorton

Filiberto Sotelo

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Aaron Weatherholt
Illinois DOT
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Session 1 Group 2
Arizona

Georgia

Kentucky

Scott Orrahood

Mark Poppe

Arizona DOT

Arizona DOT

Michael Turpeau Jr.

Norm Cressman

Georgia DOT

Georgia DOT

Tracy Lovell
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

Maryland

Michigan

Oregon

Cedrick Ward

Eric Tabacek

Maryland State Highway
Administration

Maryland State Highway
Administration

Mark Bott

Tracie Leix

Michigan DOT

Michigan DOT

Kevin Haas
Oregon DOT

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

ATSSA

Christopher Speese

Gary Modi

PennDOT

PennDOT

Steve Pristawa

Sean Raymond

Rhode Island DOT

Rhode Island DOT

Laura Perrotta
American Traffic Safety Services Association

Illinois UIUC

Yanfeng Ouyang
UIUC
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Illinois

Illinois District 2

Illinois District 9

Priscilla Tobias

Katherine Beckett

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Dan Long

Scott Kullerstrand

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Doug Keirn

Scott Stokes

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT
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Session 1 Group 3
Alabama

Idaho

Timothy Barnett

Stacey Glass

Alabama DOT

Alabama DOT

Laila Maqbool
Local Highway Technical Assistance
Council

Maine

Minnesota

Montana

Nebraska

Bruce Ibarguen

Duane Brunell

Maine DOT

Maine Department of
Transportation

Derek Leuer

Sue Groth

Minnesota DOT

Minnesota DOT

Kraig McLeod

Danielle Bolan

Montana DOT

Montana DOT

Dan Waddle
Nebraska Department of Roads

Louisiana

New Hampshire

Illinois District 3

Illinois District 4

Jody Colvin

Daniel Magri

Louisiana DOTD

Louisiana DOTD

Tobey Reynolds

Stuart Thompson

NH DOT

NH DOT

Thomas Schaefer

Dave Broviak

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Randall Laninga

Sean Coyle

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT
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Illinois District 7

Kahn Kellams
Illinois DOT

Illinois

Kyle Armstrong
Illinois DOT

Illinois

Riyad Wahab

Kimberly Kolody

Illinois DOT

CH2M HILL
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Session 1 Group 4
Iowa

Kansas

Mississippi

Connecticut

Tim Crouch

Willy Sorenson

Iowa DOT

Iowa DOT

Steven Buckley

Kathleen Deitering

Kansas DOT

Kansas DOT

Daniel Helms

James Sullivan

Mississippi DOT

Mississippi DOT

Joe Ouellette
Connecticut DOT

Texas

Virginia

Washington

Washington

Margaret (Meg) Moore

Brian Stanford

TxDOT

TxDOT

Stephen Read

Ray Khoury

Virginia DOT

Virginia DOT

John Nisbet

Mike Dornfeld

WSDOT

WSDOT

John Milton
WSDOT

Wisconsin

Wisconsin

Andrea Bill

Travis Feltes

University of Wisconsin- Madison

Wisconsin DOT

Rebecca Szymkowski
Wisconsin DOT
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Illinois

Illinois District 1

Tim Sheehan

Irene Soria

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Lisa Heaven-Baum
Illinois DOT

Illinois District 6

Ontario (Canada)

Marshall Metcalf

Michael Irwin

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Geni Bahar
NAVIGATS Inc.
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Session 2 Group 1
Florida

Florida

Mark Wilson

Joe Santos

Florida DOT

Florida DOT

Felix Delgado
Federal Highway Administration

Georgia

Ohio

Michael Turpeau Jr.

Norm Cressman

Georgia DOT

Georgia DOT

Michelle May
Ohio DOT

Kansas

Virginia

Arizona

Maine

New Hampshire

Illinois

Steven Buckley

Kathleen Deitering

Kansas DOT

Kansas DOT

Stephen Read

Ray Khoury

Virginia DOT

Virginia DOT

Scott Orrahood

Mark Poppe

Arizona DOT

Arizona DOT

Bruce Ibarguen

Duane Brunell

Maine DOT

Maine Department of
Transportation

Tobey Reynolds

Stuart Thompson

NH DOT

NH DOT

Aaron Weatherholt
Illinois DOT
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AASHTO

Kelly Hardy
AASHTO

Illinois District 8

Illinois District 5

James Wessel

Joseph Monroe

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Kevin Trapp
Illinois DOT

Illinois

Paul Lorton

Katherine Beckett

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT
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Session 2 Group 2
Alabama

Texas

Nevada

Rhode Island

Massachusetts

Pennsylvania

New Mexico

Washington

Washington

Timothy Barnett

Stacey Glass

Alabama DOT

Alabama DOT

Margaret (Meg) Moore

Brian Stanford

TxDOT

TxDOT

Ken Mammen

Thomas Moore

Nevada DOT

Nevada DOT

Steve Pristawa

Sean Raymond

Rhode Island DOT

Rhode Island DOT

Neil Boudreau

Bonnie Polin

Massachusetts DOT

MassDOT - Highway Division

Christopher Speese

Gary Modi

PennDOT

PennDOT

Steve Eagan

Afshin Jian

New Mexico DOT

New Mexico DOT

John Nisbet

Mike Dornfeld

WSDOT

WSDOT

John Milton
WSDOT

ATSSA

Laura Perrotta
American Traffic Safety Services Association
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Illinois UIUC

Yanfeng Ouyang
UIUC

Illinois

Illinois District 2

Illinois District 9

Priscilla Tobias

Filiberto Sotelo

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Dan Long

Scott Kullerstrand

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Doug Keirn

Scott Stokes

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT
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Session 2 Group 3
Connecticut

Joe Ouellette
Connecticut DOT

Oregon

Kevin Haas
Oregon DOT

Iowa

Maryland

Missouri

Missouri

Tim Crouch

Willy Sorenson

Iowa DOT

Iowa DOT

Cedrick Ward

Eric Tabacek

Maryland State Hwy Administration

Maryland State Hwy
Administration

Eileen Rackers

Michael Curtit

Missouri DOT

Missouri DOT

Ashley Reinkemeyer
Missouri DOT

Louisiana

Montana

Oklahoma

Ontario (Canada)

Jody Colvin

Daniel Magri

Louisiana DOTD

Louisiana DOTD

Kraig McLeod

Danielle Bolan

Montana DOT

Montana DOT

Harold Smart

David Glabas

Oklahoma DOT

Oklahoma DOT

Geni Bahar
NAVIGATS Inc.

D-17

Illinois District 3

Illinois District 4

Illinois District 7

Thomas Schaefer

Dave Broviak

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Randall Laninga

Sean Coyle

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Kahn Kellams
Illinois DOT

Illinois

Illinois

Kyle Armstrong

Irene Soria

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Riyad Wahab
Illinois DOT

Session 2 Group 4
Mississippi

Nebraska

Daniel Helms

James Sullivan

Mississippi DOT

Mississippi DOT

Dan Waddle
Nebraska Department of Roads

Michigan

Wisconsin

Wisconsin

Mark Bott

Tracie Leix

Michigan DOT

Michigan DOT

Andrea Bill

Travis Feltes

University of Wisconsin- Madison

Wisconsin DOT

Rebecca Szymkowski
Wisconsin DOT
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South Dakota

Idaho

Jon Becker

Nicole Frankl

South Dakota DOT

South Dakota DOT

Laila Maqbool
Local Highway Technical Assistance
Council

Kentucky

Tracy Lovell
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

Minnesota

Illinois

Illinois District 1

Derek Leuer

Sue Groth

Minnesota DOT

Minnesota DOT

Kimberly Kolody

Tim Sheehan

CH2M HILL

Illinois DOT

Lisa Heaven-Baum
Illinois DOT

Illinois District 6

Illinois

Marshall Metcalf

Michael Irwin

Illinois DOT

Illinois DOT

Aaron Weatherholt
Illinois DOT
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APPENDIX E

COMMUNICATIONS AND PREPARATION
DOCUMENTS

E.1. PLANNING COMMITTEE
All:
The summer has flown by and now we are in full planning mode for Illinois’ sponsored National
Peer Exchange for Safety Engineers and Traffic Engineers. Thank you for agreeing to be on
IDOT’s planning committee for this event. I’d like to set up a conference call to discuss
vision/goal and agenda. Please fill out the doodle request as to your availability.
http://www.doodle.com/h8pugumgad65t4hz
I need a few things from you as soon as possible (please!)….besides your availability above….
Attached is a spreadsheet that we’ve started that will capture the names and contact information
for the two individuals from each state that we’d like to invite. Because I don’t know the people
necessarily in each of the states I was hoping that you all could help fill in the blanks. So, that is
the item I need most urgently filled out so we can get the “Save the Date” email out to potential
attendees.
Attached is the “Save the Date” email. If you see something that needs to be added let me
know, otherwise I’m considering it completed and ready to go.
Attached is a framework for the agenda that we can use to direct us. It is not set in stone but
merely a place for us to start our discussion. Please review it, put your thoughts together…you
can email them to me/the group prior to us talking on the conference call and I can consolidate
thoughts/ideas, etc.
Again, thank you so much for your involvement.
Priscilla
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E.2. NOTIFICATION
All:
Thank you for responding and agreeing to attend the Illinois hosted Safety Engineering & Traffic
Engineering Peer Exchange Workshop. I’ve included the original email along with
travel/registration information. If I’ve missed one of your state attendees, please forward this
email and provide the name to me.
The Illinois Center for Transportation (ICT) and the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT)
will sponsor and lead the planning and implementation of a national peer to peer workshop
focused on Safety Engineering and Traffic Engineering. The workshop is scheduled to take
place in Schaumburg, IL from 8AM to 5PM on November 14 and 15, 2012.
Significant emphasis has been placed on improving safety on public highways and reducing
fatalities and serious injuries. The implementation of many of the safety strategies relates to
traffic engineering. With that said, we recognize there is great benefit in collaborating and
working together to improve the transportation system. The goal of this workshop is to provide
an opportunity for safety and traffic engineers to share their respective analytical and decision
making processes, to discuss a variety of implemented engineering countermeasures to
increase mutual understanding of the benefits and challenges of implementation, to discuss
distinct performance measures considered, and to jointly search for potential collaborative
means to enhance the treatments for best possible outcomes for all road users. This workshop
will provide an excellent forum to transition into the June 2013 Joint Meeting of the AASHTO
Standing Committee on Highway Traffic Safety (SCOHTS) and the AASHTO Subcommittee of
Traffic Engineers (SCOTE).
IDOT invites two representatives from each state: a safety engineer and traffic engineer, to
come to Illinois and actively contribute and exchange experiences. Please save the dates and
reply to Priscilla Tobias, P.E., Priscilla.Tobias@illinois.gov by September 27th providing the
names and contact information for the two state representatives that would participate in this
event. Travel and accommodation expenses will be reimbursed as per given conditions and
Illinois travel regulations, and these will be transmitted to you in a future email correspondence.
You can register at http://ict.illinois.edu/conferences/SafetyTrafficWorkshop2012/
As promised this email includes additional information regarding the Illinois hosted Safety
Engineering & Traffic Engineering Peer Exchange Workshop scheduled for November 14 and
15 in Schaumburg, IL:
1. Registration: Please register at
http://ict.illinois.edu/conferences/SafetyTrafficWorkshop2012/. Additional information will be
placed on the website as it becomes available.
2. Meeting Dates and Location: The workshop will be held November 14 and 15 from 8:00
AM to 5 PM in Schaumburg, IL. Schaumburg is about 15 minutes from O’Hare Airport. We will
hold the Peer Exchange at the Hyatt Regency Schaumburg-Chicago. Please allow for rush
hour traffic if leaving Thursday evening. NOTE: We will provide PDH’s for the workshops and
will provide the certificates of attendance at the time of the course. For meals (they will NOT be
provided) PLEASE NOTE THAT THERE ARE SEVERAL RESTAURANTS BY THE HOTEL.
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3. Travel Arrangements and Reimbursement: Travel and accommodation expenses will be
reimbursed after the peer exchange as per given conditions and Illinois travel regulations.
A. Lodging: Rooms can be reserved at any time between now and Monday, October
15, 2012. After the October 15 cut-off, rooms will be reserved based on availability and
at the prevailing rate. The rooms are being held under the group name IL DEPT
TRANSPORTATION.
HYATT REGENCY SCHAUMBURG, CHICAGO
1800 E. Golf Road
Schaumburg, IL 60173
847-605-1234 (Reservation Department)
http://schaumburg.hyatt.com/hyatt/hotels-schaumburg/index.jsp?extCorporateId=
Room rates are $104.00 per night for single/double occupancy (room rates are quoted exclusive
of applicable state and local taxes, which are currently 14%, or applicable service, or hotel
specific fees in effect at the Hotel at the time of the meeting). Attendees must use a credit card
to secure their room. Please make the reservations now, as you can cancel if you cannot
attend.
IT’S WELL BELOW THE STATE ($149) AND FEDERAL GOVT RATE for that area. This rate
is applicable from November 13-16, 2012. Check-in time for is 3:00 p.m. however early checkin may be arranged when individual reservations are made.
TRANSPORTATION
1. FLIGHT: Make your flight arrangements. If you anticipate your flight cost being over $500,
please let me know. I would recommend flying into O’Hare although Midway may be an option.
Schaumburg is in the west suburbs of Chicago, about 20 minutes from O’Hare (assuming light
traffic).
2.

AIRPORT TO HOTEL: You do not need a rental car ---please use one of these options.
•

O’Hare Transportation 800-851-0200; fee: 25 USD (one way); reservation required.

•

ALL STAR CAB & SHUTTLE:
TO/FROM O’HARE: $27.00 for up to 4 travelers. Call (888) 533-4240 after picking up
luggage at O’Hare.
TO/FROM MIDWAY: $47.00 for up to 4 travelers. Call (888) 533-4240. Advance
reservations are recommended.
TO/FROM CHICAGO LOOP: $54.00 for up to 4 travelers. Call (888) 533-4240 to
reserve a taxi.

•

AMERICAN TAXI:
TO/FROM O’HARE: $31.50 for up to 4 travelers. Call (847) 253-4411 after picking up
luggage at O’Hare.
TO/FROM MIDWAY: $60.00 for up to 4 travelers. Call (847) 253-4411 after picking up
luggage at Midway.
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TO/FROM CHICAGO LOOP: $58.00 for up to 4 travelers. Call (847) 253-4411 to
reserve taxi.
REIMBURSEMENT
Most important, how do you get reimbursed???? We can cover up to 2 individuals (traffic
engineer and safety engineer) from each of the participating states. Travel expenses will be
reimbursed AFTER travel. So all TRAVEL expenses would be paid up front by the individual.
We will provide the appropriate reimbursement forms at the workshop.
IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE LET ME KNOW!
Here is a draft agenda that is under development. I know some people need it to get travel
approval. PDH’s will be provided.
I look forward to your participation at this workshop, in Illinois.
Priscilla Tobias
----------------------------------Priscilla A. Tobias, PE
State Safety Engineer/Bureau Chief
Illinois Dept of Transportation, Bureau of Safety Engineering
2300 S. Dirksen Parkway, Room 323
Springfield, IL 62764
ph. 217-782-3568
fax 217-782-0377
Priscilla.Tobias@illinois.gov
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E3: PLANNING CONFERENCE CALL AGENDA (EXAMPLE)
Conference Call 2 – 3PM 10/31/2012
Day 1 – 1:15 PM: State Agencies Organizational Structures and the Inter-Relationships
Between Traffic and Safety Engineering Procedures
Participants: Dan Waddle, Lisa Heaven-Baum , Joe Santos, Mike Curtit, Kim Kolody, Mark
Wilson, Joe Monroe, Priscilla Tobias
•
•

15 minutes for each presentation
15 minutes of facilitated discussions

For the session there will be varied representation:
• Nebraska – centralized, 1 district traffic engineer and the
• Florida – decentralized, department traffic of safety and traffic operations
• Illinois – district perspective
Presentation outline
• Slide 1 : Organizational structure; work chart including who people report to
o Bring a copy of their organizational chart to hand out
• Slide 2: Staffing, Roles and responsibilities
• Slide 3: How the structures enhance traffic and safety integration
• Slide 4 +: Challenges of the structure and methods for overcoming the hurdles
• Slide 5: Partnerships outside of the agency
o

Questions to consider:
o Expanding roles and responsibilities within the structure
o When you try to implement how does your organizational structure help or integrate
o How can we remove barriers to implement safety countermeasures i.e. signs not
meeting MUTCD but have safety benefit
o Dealing with funding constraints i.e. getting safety projects funded by HSIP need to
be maintained with maintenance budgets like CMB. Wrote an issue paper and
received funding
o Benefits and challenges with coordinating and working with areas outside of safety to
implement projects
o Did your organizational structure changes as a result of legislative changes i.e.
SAFETEA-LU, MAP-21
o Approaches and benefits of selling safety to maintenance and traffic engineers,
cannot implement policies without folks on board
o Partnerships (inside and outside of the office) – statewide partnerships to address
SHSP and others, discuss this and how it works i.e. how do they engage LTAP
o How to carry the programs to the locals

Reminders
•
Send bios, presentations 11/8th
•
Call notes and facilitator notes will be provided
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E4: FACILITATOR SUPPORT SHEETS
FACILITATOR SUPPORT SHEETS
Dear Facilitators,
Thank you for helping with the National Safety Engineering – Traffic Engineering Peer
Exchange. You were recommended as a facilitator because of your experience and ability to
draw out dialog and best practices to help integrate traffic engineering and safety engineering
moving forward. This document is intended to provide resource information to the facilitators to
support their efforts at the peer exchange. We appreciate your time and participation as a
facilitator to help make the peer exchange successful.
Facilitators: Facilitators will be instrumental to helping to achieve our Peer Exchange
objectives:
•

•

Encourage and support dialog of challenges and best practices between workshop
participants to maximize lessons learned that can be applied within their organization to
further advance the collaboration and integration of safety and traffic operations efforts.
Provide an opportunity for safety and traffic engineers to share their respective analytical
and decision making processes, to discuss a variety of implemented engineering
countermeasures to increase mutual understanding of the benefits and challenges of
implementation, to discuss distinct performance measures considered, and to jointly
search for potential collaborative means to enhance the treatments for best possible
outcomes for all road users.

Reporters: There will be a recorder for each of the sessions. They will be responsible for
capturing key items of discussion in each of the breakout sessions.
Breakout Groups: There will be 4 breakout groups. People will be pre-assigned a breakout
group. Individuals will be kept together as a state. Consideration has been given to
neighboring states,; structure differences; and different sets of people in each session.
When you meet in breakout sessions please consider the following:
•
•
•

Introduce each participate; name, agency, role in their agency
Ask the person speaking to identify their name to help the recorder
Each breakout group will provide a verbal report in the report out session. The
Facilitator or Recorder should provide the report out unless someone in the group would
like the opportunity.
• Answer questions for the session
Report outs:
•
•
•

Each reporter will provide the answers to each question one at a time
Go to the next report out group
Will go topic by topic so that there is more discussion
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Setting the Goal and Vision for the Workshop
Aaron Weatherholt and Priscilla Tobias

The peer exchange will have attendees from state DOTs across the nation representing traffic
engineers and safety engineers. The goal is to collaborate and learn how our combined efforts
can address the need to reduce fatality and serious injuries and improve mobility.
Getting to know and better understand each other’s decisions and their interlinked impacts,
what is happening today in the traffic and safety fronts and their inter-relationship, what is
working for states or not, identify some potential changes for consideration, and a brief note on
organization structures and how they impact the coordination and collaboration. Present the
key topics of the agenda/program throughout the day today and tomorrow (If our survey
revealed related issues such as “do we think of each other’s decisions/ what is traffic
engineering for the safety engineer? What is safety engineering for the traffic engineer?” – may
include it here – as practical issues to overcome and open communication channels)

FACILITATOR SHEETS
History – Mobility and Safety

Facilitator:

Aaron Weatherholt, Illinois Department of Transportation, Deputy Director

Speaker:

Norman Stoner, FHWA, Illinois Division, Division Administrator

The 15 minute session is titled: History-- Mobility and Safety and has a description: "As a nation,
moving goods, services, and people are essential to the well being of our economy. The loss of
lives on these roadways has become an unacceptable cost of doing business. How can we
learn from past lessons and begin the collaboration and integration of traffic and safety
decisions and strategies to mutually provide benefit to mobility and safety?”.
Consider importance of moving people and goods, the development of HCM and MUTCD and
later HSM – the implicit vs. explicit consideration of safety – and need to continue the learning
and evaluation of traffic decisions within the context of safety effects; and the “price’ to be paid
for sharing the road – cars and trucks vs. pedestrians and bicyclists. Aaron will facilitate the
session.
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Setting the National Scene

Facilitator:

Priscilla Tobias, Illinois Department of Transportation, State Safety Engineer

Speakers:

John Milton, Washington State Department of Transportation, Director of Risk
Management
Bruce Ibarguen, Maine Department of Transportation, State Traffic Engineer

Several national Safety and Mobility goals, programs, and transportation bills impact the
approach that the state and municipal transportation agencies perform at the management of
their transportation system. Two of the many disciplines involved in the highway management
system are traffic and safety engineering. Of course, designers and maintenance/construction
are other engineering sides that are also inter-related but we are focusing on traffic and safety
engineering.
Many of the decisions and actions taken at the national level will impact (or not) the day to day
decisions taken by engineers. We will be focusing today on:
1 Toward Zero Death and Goal for significant and defined reduction of fatalities and
serious injuries within a pre-defined timeframe.
2

MAP 21 and performance measures

3

HSM publication

4

HSM implementation at the state level

5

HSIP and safety performance measures

6

Strategic Highway Safety Plans (SHSP) and adopted emphasis areas

7

Transportation mode changes for healthier and more sustainable future by increasing
walking and cycling travel

8

HCM

9

MUTCD

10 Capacity building
11 Maximum Posted Speed Limit
12 Centralized source of safety effects in terms of CMFs (HSM and CMFClearinghouse.org)
13 Human Factors Guidelines for Road Systems, NCHRP Report 600, 2nd edition
14 Systematic Safety strategies and approaches/ programs
15 Potential knowledge to be learned from data collected by SHRP2/naturalistic study
Note: During this session, we will not be focusing on organizational structure as it is the focus of
the next session in day 1, and will not focus on any specific strategy as cable rails, as it is the
focus of day 2. However, the impact of national programs and measures may be closely related
to how we can modify, improve or weaken the linkages (integration) between the day to day
decisions taken by safety and traffic engineers in their own sole functions. NOTE: AASHTO
SCOTE and SCOHTS will be meeting jointly in June. This will further advance efforts at
national level.
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Opportunities to Link Safety Engineering and Traffic Engineering Efforts
Breakout Groups
Group

Facilitators:

Recorders:

1

Mshadoni Smith

Alan Ho

2

Ken Wood

Clayton Chen

3

Dave Engstrom

Grant Zammit

4

Keith Sinclair

Dean Mentjes

Facilitator will introduce himself/herself followed by the recorder; and each participant will self
introduce by name, role, discipline, and organization level.
Discussion Topics
•

•

•

•

•

Considering the state strategic highway safety plans and their emphasis areas, and the
related measurable safety goal adopted by each state, how can safety and traffic engineers
explicitly integrate/link their daily project decisions to support this key state plan toward safer
systems? Consider procedures, project selections, countermeasure selection, program
priority, funding allocation, traffic analysis and their parameters, safety audits, safety
assessments/reviews, value engineering /analysis, etc.
MAP 21 and other transportation bills in the past two decades have strengthen the funding
amount and allocation, and the management of the Highway Safety Improvement Programs;
how can these be integrated with non-safety focused projects led by traffic engineers?
Capacity building and asset management will be evaluated and among other parameters, by
the level of service and safety performance of the transportation systems; what can be done
to increase their performances through our policies, and our day to day processes and
procedures? Consider 3R/4R projects, transit systems and their linkages with other
transportation modes (incl. walking and cycling), ageing population as pedestrians, driver
diminishing performance due to fatigue and distraction, etc.
The HCM and MUTCD are not safety explicitly driven documents – their guidance lead to
traffic analysis (flow, capacity, delay, etc – and how regulate, guide, and inform drivers).
National manuals such as HSM and HFG, complement HCM and MUTCD (and Green Book)
by providing explicit, quantifiable safety, and behavioral performance. What needs to be
done to create synergy among their applications for better, more-informed decision making?
What is the correlation between Highway Capacity and Quality of Service, geometric
configuration, crash rates / types, and time of day? Does (or how does) your agency
overlap type of analysis / data to identify trends or target locations for possible mitigation?
And with this, how does your agency define the concept of operation and performance
objectives of a project to identify a mitigation strategy?
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Facilitator: Geni Bahar
Report Back
Each recorder or facilitator (one selected by each group) will report at the plenary session by
discussion topic.
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
State Agencies Organizational Structures and Inter-relationships between Traffic and
Safety Engineering Procedures
Facilitator:

Michael Curtit, Missouri DOT, Traffic Liaison Engineer

Speakers:

Dan Waddle, Nebraska DOT, State Traffic Engineer
Joe Santos, Florida DOT, Transportation Safety Engineer
Mark Wilson, Florida DOT, State Traffic Operations Engineer
Joe Monroe, Illinois DOT, District 8 Operations Engineer
Lisa Heaven-Baum, Illinois DOT, District 1 Traffic Programs Engineer

Organizations are structured in a variety of ways i.e. centralized, decentralized, a combination
based on areas of focus. Traffic engineering and safety engineering responsibilities can be
performed or administered at Central office, in the regional or district offices or both. Various
organizational structures can influence (promote or limit) the interaction and integration of
perspectives and processes between traffic and safety engineers. During this session we will
discuss the different structures, their ability to support or challenge the link between traffic and
safety engineering and the impact of legislative requirements on the process or procedures.
Each of the presenters represents a different type of structure and brings the perspective of the
Central office and regions/districts.
Key Items of Emphasis in this Session:
•
•

•

•

•

•

Organizational structure or work chart, including who people report to (presenters and
attendees will be asked to bring a copy of their organizational chart to hand out)
Staffing, Roles and Responsibilities
o Did your organizational structure or roles and responsibilities change or expand as a
result of legislative changes or changes in the industry i.e. SAFETEA-LU, MAP-21,
SHRP2.
Barriers and Challenges
o What types of barriers or challenges does your organizational structure pose for
integrating traffic and safety performance measure management.
o Dealing with funding constraints i.e. getting safety projects funded by HSIP need to
be maintained with maintenance budgets (cablerail, rumblestrips, pavement
markings).
Traffic and Safety Performance Process Integration
o How do your organizational structure and roles and responsibilities facilitate
integration of traffic and safety engineering?
o Approaches and benefits of selling safety to maintenance and traffic engineers,
cannot implement policies without other areas of responsibility being supportive.
Partnerships (inside and outside of the agency)
o Benefits and challenges of coordinating and working with areas outside of safety to
implement projects.
o SHSP partnerships to address SHSP and others, discuss this and how it works.
o How to carry the programs to the local agencies (i.e. MPOs, counties, LTAP
centers).
Best practices roadmap
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
State Agencies Organizational Structures and the Inter-Relationships Between Traffic
and Safety Engineering Procedures
Breakout Groups
Group

Facilitators:

Recorders:

1

Mshadoni Smith

Alan Ho

2

Ken Wood

Clayton Chen

3

Dave Engstrom

Grant Zammit

4

Keith Sinclair

Dean Mentjes

Facilitator will introduce himself/herself followed by the recorder; and each participant will self
introduce by name, role, discipline, and organization level.
Each participant will describe their organization structure including where traffic engineering and
safety engineering responsibilities are accomplished (each participant is asked to bring a copy
of their organizational chart to share). THIS NEEDS TO BE BRIEF THOUGH!
•

•

Discussion Topics
Different organizational structures can provide the leadership and processes to integrate
traffic and safety performance management and decision making (such as Traffic Impact
Studies are paired with Safety Impact Studies; safety audits paired with traffic analysis).
o What are the most important elements for successful integration of traffic and safety
for programs and projects?
o How can a centralized structured be collaborative in the manner that safety and
traffic decisions are taken?
o How can a decentralized structure be effective and consistent in relation to safety
and traffic engineering decisions?
o What types of barriers or challenges does your organizational structure pose for
integrating traffic and safety performance measure management?
There are a lot of influences on the effectiveness of traffic and safety programs including
organizational structure, responsibilities within the organization, and procedures and policies.
o Is organization structure relevant or are the procedures and policies of greater
importance to create mutual collaboration?
o What is the correlation between Highway Capacity and Quality of Service, geometric
configuration, crash rates / types, and time of day? Does (or how does) your agency
overlap type of analysis / data to identify trends or target locations for possible
mitigation? And with this, how does your agency define the concept of operation and
performance objectives of a project to identify a mitigation strategy? Share example
projects and approaches for quantifying and comparing the traffic impacts (LOS,
delay, operating speed, etc.) and safety impacts (predicted number of crashes, cost
of lives lost, etc.) for decision making. i.e. alternatives evaluation, NEPA, etc.
o How do partnerships facilitate integration of safety and traffic programs?
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Facilitator: Kim Kolody
Report Back

Each spokesperson, recorder, or facilitator.
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Intersections: Managing Performance – Operations and Safety (Part 1)
Facilitator:

Kyle Armstrong, Engineering & Standards Unit Chief, Illinois DOT

Topics/Speakers
Protected vs. Permissive Left-Turn Phase
Kevin J. Haas, Traffic Investigations Engineer, Oregon DOT
Flashing Yellow Arrow
Randall Laninga, Traffic Engineer, Illinois DOT, District 4
Traffic engineers and safety engineers make decisions that affect operations and safety.
Sometimes it may be safety is the driving force; other times it may be capacity. Safety
countermeasures reduce capacity or increase delay or may actually help capacity. The same
may be said for traffic operations strategies. But a consideration of both can balance and
optimize safety and traffic operations. In this session, example initiatives and approaches for
quantifying and comparing the traffic impacts (LOS, delay, operating speed, etc.) and safety
impacts (predicted number of crashes, cost of lives lost, etc.) for decision making will be
discussed.
Discussion Topics
•

•

•

With the decision to implementation of “new” countermeasures, various items are taken
into consideration. Specific to these two countermeasures/initiatives:
o What are the factors or policies/procedures taken into consideration to
implement?
o What is the driving force behind the initiative and were the barriers to
implementing these countermeasures and how were they overcome?
o Many times there are barriers to implementing “new” countermeasures. What
were the barriers to implementing these countermeasures and how were they
overcome?
o How have issues such as Yellow Trap vs. Lag/Lead been addressed? Is this
really an issue—a safety or operational issue?
o Highlight key benefits (if any) to both safety and traffic operations.
o Is there a consideration to go from protected left to FYA to achieve increased
capacity and still have safety benefits?
o What about pedestrian safety?
Many times education of agency staff or the public is an important component of
successful implementation. What are some specific recommended practices and
approaches for educating agency staff or the public on safety countermeasures that may
adversely impact operations?
There are a lot of experimental and tried safety countermeasures that may be effective
in addressing safety concerns. Has there been resistance to implementing strategies
that are not included in policies i.e. MUTCD, design manuals, etc and how has this been
addressed?
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Intersections: Managing Performance – Operations and Safety (Part 2)
Facilitator:

Neil Boudreau, State Traffic Engineer, Massachusetts DOT

Speakers:

Adaptive Signal Control
Kyle Armstrong, Engineering & Standards Unit Chief, Illinois DOT
Pedestrian Safety Vs. Capacity
Mark Wilson, State Traffic Operations Engineer, Florida DOT

Traffic engineers and safety engineers make decisions that affect operations and safety.
Sometimes it may be safety is the driving force; other times it may be capacity. Safety
countermeasures reduce capacity or increase delay or may actually help capacity. The same
may be said for traffic operations strategies. But a consideration of both can balance and
optimize safety and traffic operations. With the increased emphasis on different modes of travel
(pedestrian and bicyclists), there is an explicit need to address these roadway users and their
safety. Balancing safety and traffic operations becomes even more critical. In this session,
example initiatives and approaches for quantifying and comparing the traffic impacts (LOS,
delay, operating speed, etc.) and safety impacts (predicted number of crashes, cost of lives lost,
etc.) for decision making will be discussed.
Discussion Topics
•

•

•

•

With the decision to implementation of “new” countermeasures, various items are taken into
consideration. Specific to these two countermeasures/initiatives:
o What are the factors or policies/procedures taken into consideration to implement?
Safety/Traffic Operations?
o Many times there are barriers to implementing “new” countermeasures. What is the
driving force behind the initiative and were the barriers to implementing these
countermeasures and how were they overcome?
o Specific to pedestrian safety, Were there any specific barriers to implementing safety
countermeasures that may have an adverse impact on operations and how were they
overcome?
o Highlight key benefits/successes (if any) to both safety and traffic operations.
o How do the initiatives help when as agencies we encourage multi-modal transportation?
Many times education of agency staff or the public is an important component of successful
implementation. What are some specific recommended practices and approaches for educating
agency staff or the public on safety countermeasures that may adversely impact operations?
There are a lot of experimental and tried safety countermeasures that may be effective in
addressing safety concerns. Has there been resistance to implementing strategies that are
not included in policies i.e. MUTCD, design manuals, etc and how has this been addressed?
Pedestrian and bicycle related crashes are a major concern since they are often injury or
fatal crashes. Significant focus has been put on implementing effective countermeasures.
What have been effective pedestrian/bicycle safety countermeasures and has there been
resistance to the potential impact on traffic operations? How were these issues resolved?
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Systematic Safety and Systemic Operations and Programmatic Measures
Part 1
Facilitator:

Mike Dornfeld, Program Development and Performance Manager, Washington
State Department of Transportation

Speakers:

Wrong Way Drivers: Signing and Pavement Marking
Duane Brunell, Safety Performance Analysis Manager, Maine DOT
Curves: Identification and Delineation
Derek Leuer, Assistant State Traffic Safety Engineer, Minnesota DOT

Discussion Topics
•

•

•

•

•

Data is a strong factor supporting the implementation of initiatives.
o What does the data indicate for these two issues? Are there specific
characteristics/trends that stand out?
o What approach is taken to identify locations for improvement and how do you
implement-statewide vs. district/regional level?
o Wrong way driving crashes seem to be an increasing problem. Has your
agency seen this as an area of growing concern? How is it being addressed?
o Roadway departure crashes and horizontal curves – This is continuing to
consistently be a problem, especially in rural areas. A variety of countermeasures
have been implemented using a system wide approach. Has your agency been
implementing curve improvements systemically? How were the locations and
countermeasures identified and implemented?
Many times there are barriers to implementing “new” countermeasures. What were the
barriers to implementing safety countermeasures and how were they overcome? What
were the barriers to implementing safety countermeasures that may have an adverse
impact on operations and how were they overcome?
Many times education of agency staff or the public is an important component of
successful implementation. What are some specific recommended practices and
approaches for educating agency staff or the public on safety countermeasures that may
adversely impact operations?
There are a lot of experimental and tried safety countermeasures that may be effective
in addressing safety concerns. Has there been resistance to implementing strategies
that are not included in policies i.e. MUTCD, design manuals, etc and how has this been
addressed?
ITS is a potential solution that can be effective. Any considerations for this?
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FACILITATOR SHEETS
Systematic Safety and Systemic Operations and Programmatic Measures
Part 2
Facilitator:

Stephen Read, Highway Safety Programs Planning, Virginia DOT

Speakers:
Rural Intersections: Signing and Pavement Marking
Michael Curtit, Traffic Liaison Engineer, Missouri DOT

Systematic Improvements – Open Facilitated Discussion
Discussion Topics
•

•

•

•

•

Many times there are barriers to implementing “new” countermeasures. What were the
barriers to implementing safety countermeasures and how were they overcome? What
were the barriers to implementing safety countermeasures that may have an adverse
impact on operations and how were they overcome?
Many times education of agency staff or the public is an important component of
successful implementation. What are some specific recommended practices and
approaches for educating agency staff or the public on safety countermeasures that may
adversely impact operations?
There are a lot of experimental and tired safety countermeasures that may be effective
in addressing safety concerns. Has there been resistance to implementing strategies
that are not included in policies i.e. MUTCD, design manuals, etc. and how has this
been addressed?
Rural Roadways: Rural 2 lane and 4 lane roadways have unique traffic and safety
challenges. How are these being addressed within different organizations at the state
and local level?
Systematic Improvement: A variety of countermeasures have been implemented
using a system wide approach. Has your agency been implementing systemically? How
were the locations and countermeasures identified and implemented? How have the
improvements been evaluated i.e. benefit – cost?
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APPENDIX G

POST-WORKSHOP SURVEY
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