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2 Highway safety planning process
Enter description of the data sources and processes used by the State to identify its highway safety problems, describe its highway safety

performance measures, establish its performance targets, and develop and select evidence-based countermeasure strategies and projects to
address its problems and achieve its performance targets.

Overview of Planning Process:

The MOHS planning process is a continuous process that involves numerous functions to make the program and projects run smoothly. The highway safety program (which is
operated on the federal fiscal year) begins with an approved Highway Safety Plan as mandated by 23CFR Part 1300.10. The Highway Safety Plan (HSP) contains targets,

performance measures and strategies that Mississippi has set for the FY19.

Mississippi's Highway Safety Plan (HSP) is developed and produced by the MOHS, but is a large collaboration of partnerships that together, create the plan to reduce motor vehicle

related injuries, fatalities and save lives.

The steps listed below outline the planning process broadly:



e Review the previous year Annual Report and latest available data;

e Implement Planning Meetings with Sub-grantees from program areas (Traffic Records, Impaired Driving, Occupant Protection, Public Information and Education, Police
Traffic Services, Media, LEL Coordination, Judicial and Youth);

e Planning Meeting with Task Forces, Coordinating Committees, Partners, Task Forces, Agency Leaders and Mississippi Association of Highway Safety Leaders (MAHSL);
e Develop the statewide Problem Identification;

e Prepare and distribute the Request for Applications;

e Implement Grant Writing workshops with key partners and stakeholders;

e Analyze data to be used in prioritizing and setting of targets;

e Review, rate, rank and select of evidence based projects based on problem identification, analysis and performance measures to include in the HSP;

e Preparation of the HSP and 405 Applications; and

e Prepare the Annual Report for submission to NHTSA of the States accomplishments for the grant year.

The HSP contains goals, targets, performance measures and strategies that the State has set for the FY19 grant year and is provided as part of the State application for FY19 Federal

highway safety funding. The MOHS safety program is based on detailed problem analysis and problem identification that precedes the selection of projects for funding.
The MOHS planning process consists of a number of stages:

1. Data Analysis;

2. Participation from traffic safety related partners;

3. Problem identification;

4. Issuance of Requests for Applications;

5. Identify performance measures with data based targets, and countermeasures;
6. Development of priorities for funding categories, and budget;

7.  Determine additional priority programs;

8. Review and assign grant applications and determine funding category;

9. Develop, approve and distribute grant agreements; and

10. Implementation.

The MOHS operates under the provisions of the national priority grant program codified in a single section of the United States Code (HR.22 §4001-4015) and the Fixing America’s
Surface Transportation Act (FAST). Section 405 priority funds can be used for occupant protection, state traffic safety information systems, impaired driving countermeasures,

motorcycle safety, distracted driving, state graduated drivers licensing and non-motorized safety grants.

Based on the data, the MOHS will utilize grant funds to reduce crashes, fatalities, injuries and property damage by addressing road user behavioral issues in program areas such as

police traffic services, motorcycle safety, traffic records improvements, impaired driving, adjudication, occupant protection, and public information and education.

Data Sources in Planning Process:

The Mississippi Office of Highway Safety (MOHS) uses a variety of data sources for the planning of highway safety issues, projects and programs for the State. The MOHS program
is based on a detailed review of data and problem analysis that begins before the selection of projects. The MOHS problem identification is based on the most recent completed
annual FARS data. Fatalities, injuries, crash data, citation data and survey data are used for problem identification analysis, to determine priority area of the State. Projects are
selected and planned to address the needs determined in the problem identification. Problem identification also helps the MOHS in setting performance targets, performance measures

and strategies.

The following are the data sources that are used during the planning process:

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) [State Data and Statistics (MS Highway Patrol)

National Statistics (NHTSA) Regional Data (NHTSA Region 6 )

State Demographics (Census) Surveys (Motorcycle, Seatbelt & Child Restraint and Teen) (MS State University)

Surveys (Preusser Research Group-Night) [Roadway/Infrastructure Statistics (Mississippi Department of Transportation)




Large Trucks Data (Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration)

Steps in Problem Identification Process:

The following steps are implemented to determine needs and identify problem areas based on the available data. The most recent data is used to compare population, fatal and injury

crashes, alcohol, unbelted, motorcycle, speed, pedestrian and bicycle fatalities, youth fatalities and the costs associated with crashes, injury and fatalities.

The steps in problem identification process take place throughout the year, as data becomes available for all data sources that are listed above. The Traffic Records Coordinator works

with the FARS analyst and with individuals from the agencies listed above to retrieve data that is critical in the development of the problem identification process.

. Each county is evaluated and ranked using a 5 year average of data trends in the areas of alcohol, unbelted, speed, motorcycle, pedestrian, bicycle and youth fatalities. The data

shows trends in multiple fatalities for each program area and where the focuses need to be in the upcoming grant year.

e Trend analysis is performed for each program area to take into account the data and projections of where the data may be in future, so that funds, activities and programs can be

placed in the areas with the most need.

e MOHS also reviews the following to determine sub-grantee performance, need and trends within the agencies:

° Project Problem Identification;
) Risk Assessments;

o Surveys; and

o State Demographics

. Meetings are conducted with partners to determine needs, trends and issues in areas in the state. Meetings can be based on:

. Youth;

. Alcohol/Impaired Driving;

. Partnership Meetings (FHWA, FMCSA, MDOT, MCSD)
. Judicial- Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor (TSRP)

. LEL Coordinators;

. Public Information and Education;
. Traffic Records; and
. Occupant Protection (Adult and Child Restraint)

e Request for Applications are based on the problem identification identified by the partners and MOHS staff.

e RFPs require applicants to show how countermeasures and strategies proposed, relate to the problem identification information and to identify how the activities will address

problems identified in the sub-grantees area of coverage.
Data Sources in Problem Identification Process

The MOHS HSP is based on the most recent published data available at: http: www.nhtsa.gov. along with a variety of data sources for the identification of highway safety issues and

trends. The following are the data sources that are used during the problem identification process:

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) MS Highway Patrol (Citation )

NHTSA-(National Statistics) NHTSA Region 6 Regional Data

MS State University (Motorcycle, Child Restraint Seat; Seatbelt|Preusser Research Group(Attitudinal Survey/Night Time

Survey) Survey)
Police, Sheriff’s Departments & Community Partners Mississippi State University-Social Science Research Center
Federal Highway Administration US Census (State Demographics)

Mississippi Department of Transportation-Roadway Statistics

Problem Identification Process-SHSP Coordination Process

The MOHS works with the Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) to conduct problem identification through available data. Each group looks at the data in different

ways, but all have several common goals to meet both agencies goals, which are fatality, fatality rate and injury reductions.

The SHSP Coordination process includes:


www.nhtsa.gov

» Hold collaboration meetings to share data;
e Identify common factors through problem identification to find solutions;
» Determine common trends and common joint goals; and

 Create collaborative plans to combat joint highway safety issues within the State.

Performance Measures Process-Overview:

The MOHS uses reviews actual fatalities and linear trends to identify performance measures in each of the program areas and in each of the target core measures. The trend lines are
shown on page13, to show whether a performance measure is realistic and attainable for the State. In some cases, the MOHS choses to maintain a performance measure due to low
numbers or preliminary state data is show inconsistencies for the upcoming year. (Example of a large rise in fatalities from the current published data to what will be published in the

upcoming year). Performance measures are re-evaluated each year with data as it is received by FARS and by the State.
Performance Measure Process-Data Sources:

The MOHS uses a variety of data sources for the planning of highway safety issues, projects and programs for the State. The following data sources are used during the performance

measure and target development.

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS)

MS Highway Patrol (Citation )

NHTSA-(National Statistics) and Region 6 Data

US Census (State Demographics)

MS State University (Motorcycle, Child Restraint Seat;

Seatbelt Survey)

Preusser Research Group( Attitudinal Survey & Night

Time Survey)

Police, Sheriff’s Departments & Community Partners

MS State University-Social Science Research Center

Federal Highway Administration

Department of Transportation-Roadway Statistics

Steps in the Performance Measure Process:

Using the data and information gathered through the problem identification process, the MOHS selects key program areas for emphasis and coordinates with various partners, the
development of priority traffic safety performance measures with data based targets to measure progress. Targets for performance measures are based on trend analysis of crash data,
other data sources such as demographic and outside influences, available funding, and the availability of viable evidence based strategies (for each program area) to address the

problem.

Description of Target Setting Process: The HSP requires a description of the processes used by the State to describe its highway safety performance measures and define its highway
safety targets; to develop and select evidence based strategies and projects to address its problems; and achieve its performance targets. The description of the target setting process is

as follows:

=N

. Identify and collect relevant data from various data sources that can be used to measure progress of the programs.

N

. Identify and work with partners to obtain data and information that may impact progress.

w

.MOHS staff meets to determine the focus for the upcoming grant year. Discuss the performance targets, performance measures and strategies that will be used.

Projects and programs are selected based on need, performance, potential for impacting performance targets and evidence based projects.

N

. Analyze the data and conduct trend analysis.

[$))

. Provide data to partners and MAHSL for discussion and recommendations.

(=2

. Identify if additional performance measures beyond the required Core Outcome, Behavioral and Activity measures are needed for the State. Each program area funded
will have at least one outcome performance measure, as required. When appropriate some program areas may have more than one performance measure.
7. Targets are set based on data and input from partners that may impact target setting. Feedback from partners may include such issues as pending legislation, economic
issues in the State, anticipated contributions of resources and support of partners, and recommendations from strategic planning meetings.
8. Performance measures are written based on the NHTSA/GHSA template standard fill-in-the-blank statement and are incorporated into the HSP by listing in the
NHTSA/GHSA recommended performance measures chart.
9. Justification/explanation for each performance target will be included in the Performance Plan of the HSP.

10. Targets will be considered in the selection of evidence based countermeasure strategies that will contribute to achievement of the performance measure targets.

The performance plan of the HSP establishes a performance measure for each identified priority program area. The performance measures track progress from a baseline toward
meeting the target by the specified date using absolute numbers, percentages or rates. Performance measures are reviewed and updated each year. The purpose of measuring

performance is to determine whether programs are effective and efficient.

In the State’s performance plan section of the HSP, each program area is required to be accompanied by at least one performance measure that enables the State to track progress from

a specific baseline toward meeting the goal (e.g., a goal to "increase seat belt use from XX percent in 20XX to YY percent in 20XX," using a performance measure of "percent of



restrained occupants in front outboard seating positions in passenger motor vehicles"). The most recently released State and FARS data is used by the State. See 23 CFR § 1300.11(c)

If the MOHS intends to fund programs outside the core measures, for each of these other programs, performance measures are required. The following information will be included
for all performance measures (i) documentation of current safety levels; (ii) quantifiable annual performance targets, and; (iii) justification for each performance target that explains

why the target is appropriate and data driven.

Selected targets will, whenever reasonable, represent an improvement from the current status rather than a simple maintenance of the current number or rate. Targets for each
program area will be consistent, compatible and provide sufficient coverage of State geographic areas and road users. When performance targets are common across multiple

agencies, the projects that will be deployed to achieve those targets may be a combination of those projects contained in the MOHS HSP, State and local plans, and the State SHSP.

Meetings and Performance Measure Process Discussion: The performance measure process begins with discussion among the MOHS Traffic Records Coordinator, Planner, Director

and the MOHS Directors after data from the previous years has been collected. Trend lines are created to determine the direction that the data is projected to take in the coming years.

Based on the data and trend lines, a tentative set of performance measures and targets are set for the MOHS planning and problem identification process and strategic meetings.

During the release of the RFP, the proposed performance measures and targets are released along with the RFP. Potential applicants include data, problem identification and grant
information in the RFP that would help with reaching the MOHS performance measure targets and plans for the upcoming grant year. During the performance measure and target
setting process and development of the HSP, the MOHS meets with the STRCC and the SHSP Strategic Planning Committees to determine and finalize the performance measures
and their targets that will be added into the HSP.

Performance Measure Process-SHSP Coordination:

The MOHS works with the Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) and additional partners to create the statewide Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) for the State of
Mississippi, to determine the identical joint targets for the HSIP common measures. The strategic committee must agree on the targets for the three common performance measures of

fatalities, fatality rate and injuries that the agencies will work to achieve in the upcoming year and in upcoming years. The following process is used:
e Agency gathers data to include information on roadways, FARS data, injury data and VMT data;

. Strategic meeting are planned for discussion of data and selection of joint measures;

. Partners gather and review the data as a group and give input into the selection of the joint performance measures;

e  Three joint performance measures are developed and agreed on by each member of the strategic planning committee; and

. Performance measures with identical targets are included in each agencies plan.

Identify the participants in the processes (e.g., highway safety committees, program stakeholders, community and constituent groups).
Identification of the Participants in Planning Process:

The HSP planning process was developed through coordination with a variety of highway safety committees, stakeholders, community groups and partners from public and private
agencies across the State. The MOHS partners and stakeholders help provide data for problem identification and performance measure target setting in addition to development of

countermeasure strategies, for the upcoming grant year.
MOHS Partners:
Federal Partners:

 Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
 Federal Highway Administration
 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

» Governor’s Highway Safety Association
State Partners:

o Legislators

» Mississippi Association of Chiefs of Police
» Mississippi Sheriff’s Association

e Mississippi Department of Transportation

e Mississippi Department of Health

» Mississippi Department of Public Safety

» Mississippi Highway Patrol

Public Information and Education Groups

e Mississippi Mothers against Drunk Driving



e Mississippi State University
e Mississippi Social Science Research Center

» Mississippi Associate of Highway Safety Leaders
State Task Forces

« State Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (STRCC)
« State Impaired Driving Task Force

 State Occupant Protection Task Force
MOHS Staff Members
Local Municipal, Sheriff’s and State Law Enforcement

Utilization of State and Federal Planning Partners: The MOHS utilizes its partners at various meetings:

e Obtain partner input and feedback;

e Examine needs and potential solutions;

e Analysis of problem identification;

e Assess data improvements; and

o Identify targets for the NHTSA Core Performance Measures.

The MOHS staff is integrally involved throughout the development of the HSP planning and implementation process. MOHS staff serves on executive committees, implementation
development, Task Forces, Strategic Highway Safety Planning committees and the State Traffic Records Coordinating Committee. Additional data analysis, planning and strategic

meetings are planned throughout the year to assess areas of need, focus to identify solutions.

Participants in Problem Identification Process:

The following are the partners and stakeholders that contribute to the HSP problem identification process with data and information. The partners are invited into strategic planning
meetings to help with discussion on problem identification, typically during the 2nd and 3rd quarters. During these meetings partners are asked to help the MOHS in identifying

issues, problems in their areas and discuss ways to help with those issues.
MOHS Partners:

» Office of the Attorney General

* MOHS Youth Programs

» Federal Highway Administration
 Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
e Community Groups

» Mississippi Department of Education

e Mississippi Department of Health

e Mississippi Department of Public Safety
» Mississippi Department of Transportation
e NHTSA

o SHSP Planning Committee

« GHSA

e Local Law Enforcement

Enter description and analysis of the State’s overall highway safety problems as identified through an analysis of data, including but not limited to
fatality, injury, enforcement, and judicial data, to be used as a basis for setting performance targets, selecting countermeasure strategies, and
developing projects.

Problem Identification-Data Section

One of the core steps that the MOHS uses for problem identification is data analysis. The MOHS looks at different forms of data to establish what the performance measures will be
for upcoming grant year, along with where the data shows that the targets for the MOHS should be established. The MOHS has 690 fatalities in 2016, which is a 13 fatality increase
over 2015. The fatalities have increase yearly from the five year low in 2012 of 582. The location of Mississippi fatalities are important in data analysis process, because the MOHS
needs to know where the fatalities, injuries and crashes occur. This aids in the planning of enforcement and education programs that can be targeted in those areas that need the most

attention.
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The following charts are provided to show a data snapshot of the State and Traffic Safety issues and concerns as it relates to the Mississippi fatalities by person type.

2016 Mississipppi Fatalities by Age
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The age of persons that are involved in fatal crashes helps show the population that the MOHS needs to focus on through enforcement and education. During 2016,
the age group with the most fatal crashes was the age group of 30-39, 40-49 and 50-59. This information provides information on how to target education and media

campaigns to reach those age groups and help with the reductions of fatalities.

2016 Mississippi Fatalities by Race and Gender

*MOHS State Datz

The race of persons that were involved in fatal crashes helps show the population that the MOHS needs to focus on through enforcement and education. During 2016, the race and
gender group with the most fatal crashes was the male gender group with race in white and black race groups. During 2016, there were 492 male fatalities compared to the 198 in
females during 2016. This information provides information on how to target education and media campaigns to reach race and gender groups and help with the reductions of

fatalities.

2016 Mississippi Fatalities by Month
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In 2016, most fatalities occurred during May, June and October, which is due to increase in tourism to the State and activities that require travel. Problem identification through data
shows when most fatalities occur, the MOHS can provide law enforcement additional assistance through grant monies, media campaigns and other activities that can be provided

during high fatality months, to reduce crashes, injuries and fatalities in Mississippi.

2016 Mississippi Fatalities by Day of Week
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The chart shows the number of statewide fatalities and the days of the week that the fatalities occurred. The chart shows that the days of Friday-Sunday are the most fatal days of the
week, with Saturday having the most fatal crashes. This helps show law enforcement and educational programs when the deadliest days are in the week, so that the programs can be

adjust to help during those days and reduce fatalities and fatal crashes.

2016 Mississippi Time of Fatality
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Time of Fatality

The above chart shows the time of day for 2016 statewide fatalities. The time period with the most statewide fatalities has taken a large shift from the past where traditionally
fatalities occur between 3:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. having the most fatalities during the day. This is generally times that the school and work day is ending and people are rushing home

or to activities.

Below shows a summary of Mississippi Fatalities by Crash type for 2012-2016. During 2016, fatality crashes involving roadway departures were the largest crash type, with single

vehicle crashes following closely.

Mississippi Fatalities by Crash Type
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2016 Mississippi Overall Fatality-Snapshot




For 2019, the MOHS staff will continue to look into the data like never before. The fatality data in a snapshot is as follows and what will be the priority for the MOHS during FY'19:

*MOHS State Data

» Roadway Focus: Interstates and city roadways are the deadliest.
» Age Group Focus: 30-39; 40-49; and 50-59.

« Ethnicity/Race: White/Caucasian ethnicity presented a fatality rate of 2x the fatality rate of other ethnic groups during 2016.

« Gender Focus: Males will remain the primary gender focus for 2019 for fatalities.

» Months of Focus: May, October and June are the deadliest month during the year. The MOHS will focus on activities, enforcement, media campaigns during these
months.

e Day of Week Focus: Saturday is the deadliest day of the week, which is different than the past of Friday and Sunday.

« Time of Day Focus: The time of day focus has also shifted from overnight hours to the hours on 5:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m.

e Type of Crash Focus: The type of crash focus for 2019 will be roadway departures and single vehicle fatality crashes.

2016 Mississippi Overall Injury.

During 2016, Mississippi reported a total of 29,373 crashes, of which 622 were Type A; 5624 were Type B and 23,127 were Type C crashes. For Mississippi, the state uses the

following for injury definitions* of crashes:

o Type A-Life Threatening Injury. Injuries where there is a high probability of the loss of life.
» Type B-Moderate Injury. Visible injuries that may include one or more of the following: abrasions, cuts, lacerations or broken bones.

» Type C-Complaint of Pain. No visible injury, the person/occupant only gives a verbal descriptions of any injury.
*KABCO Injury Classification Scale and Definitions.

Injury crash information is very important with program identification, as the person did not have a fatal crash, but the person did have a crash that can still provide valuable

information and data to be used in focusing on enforcement and education programs.

sippi Injury Crashes 2012-2016 (A.B,C)

TOTAL 2016 MISSISSIPPI INJURY (A,B,C)
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Data Analysis-Population: Type of Injury

The following charts are provided to show a data snapshot of the State and Traffic Safety issues and concerns as it relates to the Mississippi fatalities by person type. In the chart

below, almost all vehicle crashes are driver injury with passenger injuries following.



2016 Overall Injury (A,B,C)
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The age of persons that are involved in injury (A, B, C) crashes helps show the population that the MOHS needs to focus on through enforcement and education. During 2016, the

age group with the most injury crashes was the age group of 30-39, 16-20 and 40-49. This information provides information on how to target education and media campaigns to reach

those age groups and help with the reductions of injuries.

2016 Mississippi Injury by Ethnicity (A,B,C)
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2016 Mississippi Injury by Gender
(AB,C)
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When looking at ethnicity among injuries, two ethnicities are much higher than others. The white ethnic groups with 49.1% and the black ethnic group with 47.4% of all A, B and C
injuries. When looking at ages and ethnic groups, the numbers shift and change depending on which age group is focused on. Below shows a chart of the comparisons between the
age groups. This information helps programs be able to focus on which ethnic groups are in the highest need for programs, especially educational and media programs. When looking
at focusing for programs such as media and education, gender is also a focus area. In years past, males were the predominate focus group, but with looking focusing on the data and
looking into further specifics, the MOHS is able to see trends emerge in the data, such as females have shifted into predominance in injuries. The MOHS also looks at the age groups to

help focus on specific programs among gender, as well.

In 2016, most fatalities occurred during January, October and March, which could be due to an increase in weather events across the State. Problem identification through data shows

when most injury crashes occur, so that the MOHS can provide law enforcement additional assistance through grant monies, media campaigns and other activities that can be

provided during high injury months, to reduce crashes, injuries and fatalities in Mississippi.



Mississippi Injury Crashes by Month (A,B,C)

The chart shows the number of statewide injuries (A, B, C) and the days of the week that the injuries occurred. The chart shows that the days of Friday and Saturday have the highest

levels of injuries during the week. This helps show law enforcement and educational programs the days of the week with the largest injuries, so that the programs can be adjust to

2016 Mississipp1 Injury by Day of Week (A,B,C)
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help during those days and reduce injuries and injury crashes.

Imjuries

The above chart shows the time of day for 2016 statewide injury crashes. The time period with the most statewide injury crashes occur between 3:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. having the

most injuries during the day, which are the same time periods with the most fatalities. This is generally times that the school and work day is ending and people are rushing home or

to activities.
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2016 Mississippi Overall Injury-Snapshot

For 2019, the MOHS staff will continue to look into the data like never before. The injury data in a snapshot is as follows and what will be the priority for the MOHS during FY19:

*MOHS State Data



« Age Group Focus: 30-39; 40-49; and 16-20.

« Ethnicity/Race: White and Black ethnic groups have the highest injuries in 2016.

» Gender Focus: Females have the highest injuries in 2016, but males will also remain gender focus.

» Months of Focus: January, October and March had the highest numbers of injury crashes in 2016.

» Day of Week Focus: Friday has the highest injuries during the week.

« Time of Day Focus: 3:00 p.m., 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. have the highest numbers of injury crashes during 2016.

Enter discussion of the methods for project selection (e.g., constituent outreach, public meetings, solicitation of proposals).
Steps in Evidence Based Strategies and Project Selection Process:
The MOHS uses the following with the development of evidenced based strategies and with the selection of projects that will be implemented during the upcoming grant year.
After review of each RFP, the RFP is graded based on problem identification, performance, impact of program potential risk and data analysis.
e  RFP’s are reviewed by the MOHS Review Committee (RC), which consists of the MOHS Director, Directors, Planner, Financial Director and Internal Auditor.
e  Grant agreements are prepared after the RFP has been approved by the RC.
e Agreements are prepared and forwarded to the agency for signature approval.
e  Grant implementation is conducted with each awarded agency.
e  Grant agreements begin with a start date of October 1, subject to the availability of federal funds.
The MOHS also uses the following as strategies for project selection:

1. Meetings: The MOHS staff meets throughout the grant year to hold strategic planning meetings for the upcoming grant year. Programs are reviewed to ensure the strategies and

countermeasures are being used and remain effective for the program success.

A copy of the evidenced based strategies are given to MOHS applicants within the Project Director’s Funding Guidelines that is provided with the RFP and are also discussed in
length during grant writing workshops. The evidenced based strategies are also discussed during MAHSL sub-committees, such as the STRCC and the Impaired Driving Task force
to discuss the strategies that are being planned for the upcoming grant year. The project selection process takes place with all MOHS staff to discuss the selection of projects that will

be funded for the upcoming grant year.

The TSS presents their assessments of the RFP, along with ratings, rankings and risk assessment to the RC. Decisions are made for selection of projects based on problem
identification, data analysis, past performance (if applicable), budget requests, risk and scope of program. Decisions are made and the TSS begins working on the grant agreements

for the grant year. The Planner adds the information in to the HSP and the Financial Director places the financial information into the Grants Tracking System (GTS).

2. Review of data sources for evidence-based countermeasures for each program area and select countermeasures: The MOHS uses Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety

Countermeasures Guide for State Highway Safety Offices, Eighth Edition, 2015, published by NHTSA to select strategies that will be used for the upcoming grant year.

The MOHS takes into consideration all data that is available, target areas and the countermeasures to continue the selection process for RFPs and to determine what the MOHS hopes

to accomplish during the grant year.



3. Assessment Process to project potential impact of the countermeasure strategy: During the review of the Countermeasures that Work, the State takes notice of measures that are
rated with three stars or above for effectiveness and includes the most effective measures into funded projects and programs. The higher the effectiveness of the measure, the more
likely the success of the program will be for the State. All the strategies selected for inclusion in the HSP, are selected from proven countermeasures and strategies and will have the

highest potential to impact the HSP.

These steps during the process of evidenced based strategies and the project selection process help the MOHS develop evidence based enforcement plans for impaired driving,

occupant protection and police traffic services. Below are the countermeasures for each program areas that the MOHS will be requesting funding for implementation of projects.
iv. Countermeasures and the Impact of the Countermeasures:

FY19 Alcohol/Impaired Driving Proposed Strategies: The MOHS reviewed the Countermeasures that Work and will use 21 evidence based countermeasures as strategies for the

upcoming grant year, along with surveys. A listing of the measures used can be found in the Impaired Driving Program Area.

FY19 Occupant Protection Countermeasures: The MOHS reviewed the Countermeasures that Work and will use 12 evidence based countermeasures as strategies for the upcoming

grant year, along with surveys. A listing of the measures used can be found in the Occupant Protection Program Area.

FY19 Police Traffic Services Countermeasures: The MOHS reviewed the Countermeasures that Work and will use 13 evidence based countermeasures as strategies for the upcoming

grant year, along with surveys. A listing of the measures used can be found in the Police Traffic Service Program Area.
FY19 Traftic Records Countermeasures: The MOHS will use the following countermeasures as strategies to accomplish the targets that have been set for the grant year.

» Software Updates: Provide software updates to essential programs, such as the Mississippi E-Citation program, Report Beam; Dash Board and others programs that are
essential to data collection.
e Programming: Continue to improve programming of the Mississippi E-Citation program, Report Beam; Dash Board and others programs that are essential to data

collection. Create new programming to collect additional data.

FY19 Driver’s Education Countermeasures: The MOHS reviewed the Countermeasures that Work and will use 4 evidence based countermeasures as strategies for the upcoming

grant year, along with surveys. A listing of the measures used can be found in the Police Traffic Service Program Area.
The MOHS will evaluate the impact of the evidence based countermeasures through evaluation tools such as:

» Monitoring sub-grantees and programs;

» Review of financial and program documentation submitted from the agency;

« Evaluation through progress reports to evaluate performance measures;

» Evaluation of year end progress of reaching targets and performance measure through Progress Reports prepared by the agency; and

» Evaluation of citation information, financial information and program requirements.

The programs funded through the MOHS are evaluated extensively to ensure that the evidence based countermeasures are being used, performance measures and targets are being
met. MOHS will conduct a review of the impact of the combined countermeasures in each program area and provide an explanation of the expected outcome in each program area
and will consider such factors as: population coverage, geographic coverage, percent of problem addressed, the percent of funds dedicated, high impact projects vs. support project,

etc.

1. Solicitation and Proposal Process of Evidence Based Strategy and Project Selection Process: The RFP is released to the public on a designated date that is set by the MOHS, along

with a return date for the RFP. The RFP goes through an extensive review and is considered for the upcoming (new) fiscal year’s Highway Safety Plan (October 1st — September
30th). State agencies and other organizations interested in traffic safety issues may request an RFP from the MOHS at any time during the year, but will only be considered after

completion of the RFP review and approval process.

During the grant year, the MOHS may solicit additional grants based on need, trends, national blitz or state campaigns or for a specific program area of need for the State. If a RFP is
received requesting funding in the current fiscal year, the MOHS will consider the request based on available time and budget. If the project is accepted for funding and

implementation in the current fiscal year, the current HSP will be updated and submitted to NHTSA for review and approval.

Request for Proposals: A release date for the current RFP was set for Decemeber. MOHS also set the due date for the RFP to be at the end of January giving the applicants
approximately 45 days to have the RFP completed and turned in for review. MOHS released the RFP through several ways, so that anyone interested in applying for the grant funding
would have an opportunity for applying.

» Letter of Notice of RFP: A letter of Notice is mailed, at least thirty days prior to the release of the application to all current law enforcement agencies (Municipal,
County & State) across the State. The notice provides information on the RFP and the ways that the application can be applied through, as well as the release and
deadlines dates for the submission. The letter also provides information on upcoming grant writing courses with time, date and location.

e Newspaper: MOHS released RFP information regarding the application through a legal notice in the state-wide newspaper, the Clarion Ledger. The legal notice
is published in October. The Clarion Ledger is a statewide ~known paper with a large circulation of subscribers and daily users. The newspaper also is updated online

through their company website.
e Email: The RFP is emailed to all continuation sub-grantees and known potential applicants through email.

o Website: The RFP is released through the MS Department of Public Safety website at: http://www.dps.state.ms.us. The website is easily accessible and viewed State-

wide for anyone interested in applying. It was listed under the MOHS section, along with being listed on the front page of the web-site under “New Announcements”.


http://www.dps.state.ms.us

e Website: The RFP is also released through the Mississippi Office of Highway Safety website at www.highwaysafety.ms.gov

e  MAHSL: Information regarding the RFP is provided to all attendees at the Mississippi Association of Highway Safety Leaders (MAHSL) scheduled meetings in August,
September and October.

2. Project Selection: RFP’s submitted for traffic safety activities are not restricted to any dollar value, but must provide evidence of being reasonable, cost effective, and efficient and
have project risks assessed. An RFP must state in detail the problem to be addressed, project performance target, measures and strategies, and the associated implementation of
activities. RFP’s for proposed highway safety activities received from state agencies and political subdivisions will be reviewed by the MS Office of Highway Safety staff in

accordance with review criteria listed below.

The RFP’s selected for funding will be incorporated into designated program area plans for review and approval. Upon approval, the program plans and an executive summary of the
highway safety activities will be combined to produce the program area portion of the HSP for each fiscal year. The HSP becomes the basis for federal funding support and is

submitted as a single document for federal program approval.

-

. Finance Director provides an estimated budget to the MOHS Director based on carry forward and anticipated funding.

N

Applications received in the MOHS will be logged in and checked daily by the Office Manager (OM), to ensure they have all pertinent information and supporting

documentation.

w

OM will be check Applicants on System for Award Management (debarment list) for exclusion of grant eligibility. https://www.sam.gov/portal/public/SAM/. OM will

keep an annual Debarment Results notebook.

>

OM emails Application to Division Directors (DD). Debarment results are given to DD. Provides list of applicants to Review Committee. Review Committee represents

Director, DD’s, Planner and Finance Mgr.

o

After review of debarment, DD will give debarment results, along with application assignments to Traffic Safety Specialist (TSS).TSS will add debarment results to

each Application.

6. TSS review Application, rate Application using the MOHS Risk Assessment document. TSS will maintain checklist and assessments for planning purposes and
reviews. A copy of assessments is given to Review Committee for review committee notebooks.

7. After assessment is given the Review Committee, the TSS may meet with Review Committee to make recommendations for funding and selection of project. All SS

please be available for comments.

®

Grant budgets and grant agreement details are determined by Review Committee.

©

Once approved by the Review Committee, information is provided to the Planner for inclusion in the HSP. Financial information is provided to the Financial Director
for setting up financial files.

10. DD provides the TSS with grant application review notes regarding decisions on Application, agreement, revisions and recommendations.

11. TSS will draft agreement documents to sub-grantees and give to DD for review.

12. DD will provide agreement to Accounting for review.

13. Accounting reviews agreements and forwards to the Quality Assurance manager for secondary review.

14. Agreements are given to Financial Director for verification of final award amounts. Final award amounts are provided to Planner for inclusion in the HSP.

15. DD will provide approved and completed applications to TSSs for them to obtain final signatures.

16. TSSs will contact sub-grantees, obtain signatures and route to Director for signature.

17. Approved agreements received at MOHS and preparations for Implementation begin. All Staff.

18. Approved agreements are implemented and given to sub-grantees at annual Implementation Meetings. All Staff.

3. Review of Proposals: During the initial review of the RFP, the TSS rates the RFP on completeness, data, risk, finance and program content. The TSS prepares a grant application

risk assessment report on each RFP, with a summary of detailed previous grant performance, along with information from the RFP. The grant application risk assessment is a
complete look of the sub-grantee from the previous year, including financial information, timeliness, budget, cost per citation and more. The grant application risk assessment is
important for the review committee to look at the TSS’s review of the whole program and not just the proposal. The grant application risk assessment is brought to the RC as part of

the review process for all RFP.

The next step in the review process of the proposals is the review meetings. The proposals and grant application risk assessment is brought to the RC for discussion. The TSS reports
out on the proposal from financials, data, program details, targets and performance measures. The TSS along with the RC looks at all aspects of the RFP. Once the RFP has been

thoroughly reviewed, decisions are made by the RC to fund the projects and funding amount and funding source that will best fit the agreement.
Items considered in the Review of Proposals are:

o Countermeasures that Work;

e Project effectiveness;

» Grant achievement of performance measures;
 Target areas of program area;

e Use of grant funding;

» Grant performance;

* Amount of risk;

Requested amounts of funding; and

Allowable Costs


https://www.sam.gov/portal/public/SAM
www.highwaysafety.ms.gov

Preference is given to projects that represent target areas of the State, high fatality and injury areas and/or projects that will have the largest impact on state-wide issues. These
projects are reviewed to ensure countermeasures will work and will have the greatest opportunity for success. Prepare grant agreements with performance targets and measures: Once
RFP has been approved for inclusion into the HSP; the TSS prepares the grant agreements for the sub-grantees. The agreements will include all approved financial information,

equipment, program specifications, and justification and performance measures with base, targets, strategies and activities for the upcoming grant year.

4. Identity Funds from Sources in Evidence Based Strategy and Project Selection Process: All funding sources in the HSP are federal funds, unless otherwise noted in the additional

funding section in each project description. The State of Mississippi utilizes Mississippi Highway Patrol activities and State funds as match for projects that need additional match

monies provided.

The MOHS also operates under the provisions of the national priority grant program codified in a single section of the United States Code (23 U.S.C. 405 (Section 405)) Fixing
America’s Surface Transportation Act (FAST). Section 405 funds can be used for occupant protection, state traffic safety information systems, impaired driving countermeasures,
motorcycle safety, distracted driving, state graduated drivers licensing and non-motorized safety grants. Funds used by MOHS are also based on carry forward funds from the

previous year of federal funding; and funding may come from other federal partners such as Mississippi Department of Transportation.

Enter list of information and data sources consulted.

Data Sources in Evidence Based Strategy and Project Selection Process:

The MOHS uses a variety of data sources for the identification of highway safety issues, trends, selection of performance measures and to define targets. The following are the data

sources that are used for the strategy and project selection process:

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) MS Highway Patrol (Citation )

INHTSA-(National Statistics) MS State University-Social Science Research Center

MS State University (Motorcycle, Child Restraint Seat;
Federal Highway Administration
Seatbelt Survey)

Police, Sheriff’s Departments & Community Partners MS Highway Patrol (Citation )

Department of Transportation-Roadway Statistics Countermeasures that Work-NHTSA Publication
Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) NHTSA-(National Statistics)

Results of previous year Sub-grantee performance reports Results of previous year sub-grantee project evaluations

All enforcement agencies that receive grant funds also provide data driven approaches, to identify the issues within their areas. Data is provided monthly with each submitted
program report to the MOHS, which then is collected to track trends, issues and performance. The MOHS also uses data driven approaches through review of the most current data to

engage is special enforcement efforts, pilots and special projects as the data drives shows the issues and where new focus begin to present itself.

Enter description of the outcomes from the coordination of the Highway Safety Plan (HSP), data collection, and information systems with the State
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).

Beginning in 2013, the MOHS and the Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT), along with additional partners began working together to identify common trends,

potential targets areas through data and problem identification and to agree on consistent goals and performance measures that could be adopted by all parties.

The State Strategic Safety Plan (SHSP), which MDOT leads, reflects a lot of the same goals and targets that the MOHS reflects in the annual HSP. The SHSP document can be found
at the MDOT website: http://mdottrafficsafety.com/Programs/strategicHighwaySafety/default.aspx

http://sp.gomdot.com/Traffic%20Engineering/Traffic%20Safety/Pages/MS-Strategic-Highway-Safety-Plan.aspx

The MOHS and MDOT have adopted common performance measures for fatalities, fatality rate and serious injury for the upcoming fiscal year. The group meets to discuss the data

and trends of where the three common measures would be in the upcoming FY and beyond. The three measures have been agreed on by all parties for the upcoming FY.
The SHSP Coordination process includes:

» Hold collaboration meetings to share data;

e Determine common trends and common joint goals;


http://sp.gomdot.com/Traffic%20Engineering/Traffic%20Safety/Pages/MS-Strategic-Highway-Safety-Plan.aspx
http://mdottrafficsafety.com/Programs/strategicHighwaySafety/default.aspx

» Develop targets and performance measure; and

» Create collaborative plans to combat joint highway safety issues within the State.

Problem Identification Process-SHSP Coordination Process

The MOHS works with the Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) to conduct problem identification through available data. Each group looks at the data in different

ways, but all have several common goals to meet both agencies goals, which are fatality, fatality rate and injury reductions.

Performance Measure Process-SHSP Coordination:

The MOHS works with the Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) and additional partners to create the statewide Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) for the State of
Mississippi, to determine the identical joint targets for the HSIP common measures. The strategic committee must agree on the targets for the three common performance measures of

fatalities, fatality rate and injuries that the agencies will work to achieve in the upcoming year and in upcoming years. The following process is used:
e Agency gathers data to include information on roadways, FARS data, injury data and VMT data;

. Strategic meeting are planned for discussion of data and selection of joint measures;

. Partners gather and review the data as a group and give input into the selection of the joint performance measures;

e  Three joint performance measures are developed and agreed on by each member of the strategic planning committee; and

. Performance measures with identical targets are included in each agencies plan.

3 Performance report

Open each performance measure listed below or click Add New to create additional non-core performance measures to provide a program-area-
level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year's HSP.

Performance Measure Name Progress
C-1) Number of traffic fatalities (FARS) In Progress
C-2) Number of serious injuries in traffic crashes (State crash data files) In Progress
C-3) Fatalities/VMT (FARS, FHWA) In Progress
C-4) Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities, all seat positions (FARS) In Progress
C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above (FARS) | In Progress
C-6) Number of speeding-related fatalities (FARS) In Progress
C-7) Number of motorcyclist fatalities (FARS) In Progress
C-8) Number of unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities (FARS) In Progress
C-9) Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes (FARS) In Progress
C-10) Number of pedestrian fatalities (FARS) In Progress
C-11) Number of bicyclists fatalities (FARS) In Progress
B-1) Observed seat belt use for passenger vehicles, front seat outboard occupants (survey) In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed In Progress
Activity Measure-Speed In Progress
Activity Measure-Seatbelt In Progress
Activity Measure-Impaired Driving In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Seatbelt In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash/Accessibility In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash, Citation, Adjudication, Driver/Accessibility, Timeliness In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash/Completeness In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Driver/Timeliness In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Vehicle/Data Integration In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records:EMS Injury Surveillance/Data Integration In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records:Crash, Citation, Roadway, EMS-Injury Surveillance/Uniformity In Progress
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Citation/Adjudication-Accessibility In Progress




MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Citation/Timeliness | In Progress |

C-1) Number of traffic fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-1 Core Outcome Measure/Number of Traffic Fatalities (FARS): To decrease the expected rise of total fatalities from 621.8 fatalities (2011-2015 average) to 677.8 (2014-2018

average) by the end of December 31, 2018. *Based on early state data, the MOHS will again experience an increase in fatalities in 2016, which will result in large increases in the

number of fatalities for the projected end of 2018.

C-2) Number of serious injuries in traffic crashes (State crash data files)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-2 Core Outcome Measure/Serious Injury: To decrease the expected rise of serious injuries from 579.4injuries (2011-2015 average) to 574.4 (20142018 average) by the end of
December 31, 2018. *Based on early state data, the MOHS will again experience an increase in injuries in 2016, which will result in large increases in the number of injuries for the

projected end of 2018.

C-3) Fatalities/VMT (FARS, FHWA)
Progress: In Progress
Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-3 Core Outcome Measure/Fatality Rate: To maintain the number of fatalities by VMT from a five year average (2010-2014) of (1.57) by the end of 2017. To maintain the fatality

rate of (1.57) for a long term target of by the end of 2018. 2016 FARS fatality rate data are not yet available. The State will assess and report on achievement of these measures once

data becomes available. The MOHS seems unlikely to reach this achievement.

C-4) Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities, all seat positions (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-4 Core Outcome Measure/Unrestrained Passengers: To maintain the number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities in all seating positions by the five year average

(2011-2015) 295 by the end of (2014-2018).

C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-5 Core Outcome Measure/Alcohol and Other Drugs: To decrease the number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above by
1.0% from five year average (2011-2015) of 181 to 179 by the end of (2014-2018).

C-6) Number of speeding-related fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-6 Core Outcome Measure/ Speed: To decrease the number of speeding-related fatalities by 5% from five year average (2011-2015) of 103 to 98 by the end of (2014-2018).

C-7) Number of motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-7 Core Outcome Measure/Motorcycles: To decrease the number of motorcyclist fatalities by 3% from five year average (2011-2015) of 43 to 42 by the end of (2014-2018).



C-8) Number of unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-8 Core Outcome Measure/Un-helmeted Motorcyclists: To maintain the number of un-helmeted motorcyclist fatalities of the five year average (2011-2015) of 6 by the end of
(2014-2018).

C-9) Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-9 Core Outcome Measure/Under 21: To maintain the number of drivers aged 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes of the five year average (2011-2015) of 82 by the end of
(2014-2018).

C-10) Number of pedestrian fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-10 Core Outcome Measures/Pedestrians: To maintain the number of pedestrian fatalities of the five year average (2011-2015) of 53 by the end of (2014-2018).

C-11) Number of bicyclists fatalities (FARS)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

C-11 Core Outcome Measure: Bicyclist: To maintain the number of bicycle fatalities of the five year average (2011-2015) of (5) by the end of (2014-2018).

B-1) Observed seat belt use for passenger vehicles, front seat outboard occupants (survey)
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

B-1 Core Behavior Measure/Occupant Protection: To increase statewide observed seatbelt use of front seat outboard occupants in passenger vehicles from five year average (2012-
2016) of 78.68% to increase to 78.84% by the end of (2014-2018).

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Activity Measure-Speed
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Activity Measure/Speed: To increase the number of speeding citations issued during grant funded enforcement activities by 15% from five year average (2012-2016) of 26,780 to an
increased goal of 30,797 by the end of (2014-2018).

Activity Measure-Seatbelt
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Activity Measure/Seat Belts: To increase the number of seatbelt citations during grant funded enforcement activities by 2% from five year average (2012-2016) of 25,654 to 26,167
by the end of (2014-2018).




Activity Measure-Impaired Driving
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Activity Measure/Impaired Driving: To increase the number of impaired driving arrests by 2% during grant funded activities for the five year average (2012-2016) of 11,671 to
11,905 by the end of (2014-2018).

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure: Teen-AL: Reduce alcohol related fatalities from 16-20 year old drivers by 10% from five year average (2011-2015) of 14 to 13 by the end of (2014-2018).

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Seatbelt
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure: Teen-OP: Reduce unrestrained fatalities from 16-20 year old drivers by 2.5% from four year average (2011-2015) of 29 to 28 by the end of (2014-2018).

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash/Accessibility
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To decrease the number of average days from the crash event to entry into the Reportbeam Crash System from 3.33 days in 2016 to 3.15
days in 2017.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash, Citation, Adjudication, Driver/Accessibility, Timeliness
Progress: In Progress
Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: Crash, Citation- Adjudication, Driver/ Accessibility, Timeliness: To decrease the period from 365 days in FY2013 between when traffic safety

data is first available and when summary statistics using this data are posted to the state’s public website to at least a 9-month sliding window. The MOHS continues to have a public
website for program activities and data analysis, but since losing the MOHS Traffic Records Coordinator, the website has not been updated with statistical information or updates.
This measure will continue to be a priority for the MOHS and with the hiring of a traffic records coordinator, the MOHS will be able to accomplish this measure. (Did not reach

target)

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Crash/Completeness
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Crash/Completeness: To increase the number of electronic submission of completed crash record data from Mississippi law enforcement agencies to DPS
from 98.5% in 2015 to 99% in FY18.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Driver/Timeliness
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Vehicle/Data Integration
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.



Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: Vehicle/ Data Integration: To continue the process of integrating data of vehicle insurance information with the vehicle VIN from the vehicle file.

The MOHS and STRCC continues to work on integrating data with the Department of the State Auditor to gather insurance information with the vehicle VIN file from the vehicle
file. Work will also continue during FY'18 and beyond to integrate more information onto a new updated crash report and crash collection system. The MOHS is also in the process of
“mapping” the current crash report with MMUCC 5th edition with the help of NHTSA, this will help to add in compliance elements to the upcoming crash report update. (Did not

reach target)

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records:EMS Injury Surveillance/Data Integration
Progress: In Progress
Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: EMS- Injury Surveillance/ Data Integration: To continue the process of integrating data on crash reports, to link with the EMS Transport system
and to the Hospital Trauma registry. The MOHS and STRCC continue to work with the Department of Health to integrate data from crash report and link to hospital and EMS data
systems. Work will also continue during FY'18 and beyond to integrate more information onto a new updated crash report and crash collection system. The MOHS is also in the
process of “mapping” the current crash report with MMUCC 5th edition with the help of NHTSA, this will help to add in compliance elements to the upcoming crash report update.
(Did not reach target)

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records:Crash, Citation, Roadway, EMS-Injury Surveillance/Uniformity
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: ~Crash- Citation—Roadway- EMS- Injury Surveillance/ Uniformity: To continue the process of mapping data of citation, crash and EMS run

using same base layer map to overlay for proactive planning. The MOHS and STRCC continue to work with the Department of Health to map data from crash report and link to
hospital and EMS data systems. Work will also continue during FY 18 and beyond to integrate more information onto a new updated crash report and crash collection system. The
MOHS is also in the process of “mapping” the current crash report with MMUCC 5th edition with the help of NHTSA, this will help to add in compliance elements to the upcoming
crash report update. (Did not reach target)

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Citation/Adjudication-Accessibility
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records: Citation/Timeliness
Progress: In Progress

Enter a program-area-level report on the State’s progress towards meeting State performance targets from the previous fiscal year’s HSP.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To increase the percentage of citation data submitted to DPS electronically by 58.7% in 2016 to 60% by the end of FY'18.

4 Performance plan

Open each performance measure listed below or click Add New to create additional non-core performance measures to provide a list of quantifiable
and measurable highway safety performance targets that are data-driven, consistent with the Uniform Guidelines for Highway Safety Programs and
based on highway safety problems identified by the State during the planning process.

Target Target
. Target Start Year Target End Year
Performance Measure Name Period(Performance Value(Performance
(Performance Target) (Performance Target)
Target) Target)
C-1) Number of traffic fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 697.0
C-2) Number of serious injuries in traffic crashes (State crash data files) 5 Year 2015 2019 556.0
C-3) Fatalities/VMT (FARS, FHWA) 5 Year 2015 2019 1.706
C-4) Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities, all seat
" 5 Year 2015 2019 307.0
positions (FARS)
C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle
) 5 Year 2015 2019 170.0
operator with a BAC of .08 and above (FARS)
C-6) Number of speeding-related fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 94.0
C-7) Number of motorcyclist fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 50.0




C-8) Number of unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 6.0
C-9) Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes (FARS) | 5 Year 2015 2019 83.0
C-10) Number of pedestrian fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 63.0
C-11) Number of bicyclists fatalities (FARS) 5 Year 2015 2019 5.0
B-1) Observed seat belt use for passenger vehicles, front seat outboard

occupants (survey) 5 Year 2015 2019 79.6
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol Fatalities 5 Year 2015 2019 13.6
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Seat Belt Fatalities 5 Year 2015 2019 37.9
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed Fatalities 5 Year 2015 2019 16.4
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records Annual 2019 2019 99.0
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records Annual 2019 2019 25
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records Annual 2019 2019 35.0
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records Annual 2019 2019 61.5
MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records Annual 2019 2019 2.3

C-1) Number of traffic fatalities (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-1) Number of traffic fatalities (FARS)-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 697.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C1-Number of Traffic Fatalities:

To slow the expected increase of the total fatalities-five year average from 634 fatalities (2012-2016) to 697 fatalities-five year average (2015-2019) by
the end of December 31, 2019. Based on early state data, the MOHS will again experience an increase in fatalities during 2017, which will result in

increases in the moving averages for the projected end of 2019.

C-1- Fatalities
A 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 5 Year Average
Fatalities 783 700 641 630| 582 667.2
A 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 5 Year Average
Fatalities 700 641 630 582| 613 633.2
A 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 5 Year Average
Fatalities 641 630 582 613] 607 614.6
_ 2011 | 2012 2013 2014 2015 5 Year Average
Fatalities 630 582 613 607 677 621.8
_ 2012 | 2013 2014 2015 2016 5 Year Average




Fatalities 582 613 607 6771 690 633.8
a 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017* 5 Year Average
Fatalities 613 607 6771 690 687 654.8
a 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017* | 2018 5 Year Average
Fatalities 607 677 690 687 715 675.2
a 2015 | 2016 | 2017* | 2018 | 2019 5 Year Average
Fatalities 677 690 687 715 743 702.4
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Fatalities 582 613 607 677 690 690 706 723
Difference 31.0 -6.0 70.0 13.0 0.0 16.0 17.0
% Difference 5.3% -1.0% 11.5% 1.9% 0.0% 2.3% 2.4%
*
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Vear Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection 2015-
2008-2012 | 2009-2013 | 2010-2014 | 2011-2015 | 2012-2016 2013-2017* 2014-2018 2019
Fatalities 667 633 615 622 633.8 655 674 697
Difference -34.0. -18.0 7.0 11.8 21.6 18.6 23.3
% Difference -5.1% -2.8% 1.1% 1.9% 3.4% 2.8% 3.5%




C-2) Number of serious injuries in traffic crashes (State crash data files)

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-2) Number of serious injuries in traffic crashes (State crash data files)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 556.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the

performance target selection.

To continue with the expected decrease of serious injuries from 567 injuries-five year average (2012-2016) to 556 serious injuries-five year
average(2015-2019) by the end of December 31, 2019. Based on early state data, the MOHS is projecting a decrease in serious injuries during 2017,
which will result in decreases in the moving averages for the projected end of 2019. The MOHS hopes to maintain the current trend levels of

decrease.

Injuries

Injuries

C-2 Serious Injury (A)

2008 2009 2010

716 622 671

2009 2010 2011

622 671 686

2011

686

2012

631

2012

631

2013

568

5 Year
Average

665.2

5 Year

Average

635.6

C2 Serious Injury:



2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 5 Year
Average
Injuries 671 686 631 568 506 612.4
5 Year
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average
Injuries 686 631 568 506 506 579.4
5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average
Injuries 631 568 506 506 631 568.4
5 Year
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017*
Average
Injuries 568 506 506 631 540 550.2
5 Year
2014 2015 2016 2017* 2018
Average
Injuries 506 506 631 540 547 546
5 Year
2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Average
Injuries 506 631 540 547 554 555.6
Current Year Data
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015
Serious Injury 631 568 506 508
Difference 83.0 62.0 -2.0
% Difference -10.0% -10.9% 0.4%
5 Year Moving Average Data
Year
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015
Serious Injury 665 636 612 579
Difference 83 232 33
% Difference -4.4% -3.7% -5.4%

Target
2016 2017* 2018 2019

631 540 547 554

-123.0 91.0 -7.0 -7.0

24.2% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
Target

Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection

2012-2016 2013-2017* 2014-2018 2015-2019

568 550 546 556

11 18 4 5

-1.9% -3.2% -0.8% 1.8%



Serious Injury

C2-Serious Injury

631

547

554

|

Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013.2017* 3014-2018 3015-2019
= Annual FARS 631 568 506 508 631 540 547 554
= Serious Injury 665 636 612 579 568 550 546 556

C-3) Fatalities/VMT (FARS, FHWA)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

C-3) Fatalities/VMT (FARS, FHWA)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 1.706

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C3 Fatality Rate:
*2016 VMT are not listed in STSI as of May 22, 2018

To slow the projected increase in fatality rate from 1.604 fatalities/100M VMT-five year average(2012-2016) to 1.706 fatalities/100M VMT-five year average (2015-2019) by the end
of December 31, 2019. Based on early state data, the MOHS will again experience an increase in the fatality rate for 2017, which will result in an increase in the fatality rate for the

projected end of 2019
C-3 Fatality Rate
5 Year
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Average
Rate 1.804 1.735 1.609 1.622 1.509 1.655
5 Year
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Average
Rate 1.735  1.609 1.622 1.509 1.582 1.611
5 Year
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Average
Rate 1.609 1.622 1.509 1.582 1.537 1.572



2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 5 Year

Average

Rate 1.622  1.509 1.582  1.537 1.697 1.589

5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016* Average

Rate 1.509 1.582 1.537 1.697 1.698 1.604
5 Year
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Average
Rate 1.582  1.537 1.697 1.698 1.687 1.640
5 Year
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Average
Rate 1.537  1.697 1.698 1.687 1.712 1.6662
5 Year
2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Average
Rate 1.697 1.698 1.687 1.712 1.737 1.706
*2016 numbers are not finalized.
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016* 2017 2018 2019
Serious Injury 1.509 1.582 1.537 1.697 1.698 1.687 1.712 1.737
Difference 0.07 -0.05 0.16 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.03
% Difference 4.8% -2.8% 10.4% 0.1% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Y Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
ear
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019
Serious Injury 1.655 1.611 1.572 1.589 1.604 1.640 1.666 1.706
Difference -0.04 -0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.04

% Difference -2.7% -2.4% 1.1% 0.9% 2.2% 1.6% 2.4%



Fatality Rate

1.800
1.750
.706
1.700
1.650
2 1600
=
2
E 1.550
1.500
1.450
1.400
1.350
Trend Trend Trend
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Projection Projection Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019
B FARS 1.509 1.582 1.537 1.697 1.698 1.687 1.712 1.737
M Seriesl 1.655 1.611 1572 1.589 1.604 1.640 1.666 1.706

C-4) Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities, all seat positions (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-4) Number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities, all seat positions (FARS)-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 307.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C4-Unrestrained Fatalities:

To decrease the expected rise in the number of unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities in all seating positions from the five year average (2012-2016) of 293 to
307 by the end of (2015-2019). Based on early state data, the MOHS will again experience an increase in unrestrained fatalities in 2017, which will result in increases in

the number of unrestrained fatalities for the projected end of 2019.

C-4 Unrestrained Fatalities v-39:2813 C-4 Unrestrained Fatalities
R?=0.2613
5 Year
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Average
300
Fatalities 432 380 340 309 293.00 350.8
295
5 Year
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Average
Fatalities 380 340 309 293 284.00 321.2
5 Year
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Average
Fatalities 340 309 293 284 279.00 301
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
=@ Acta]l ====5 Year Av Linear (Actual) 5 Year

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average



Year

Fatalities

Difference

% Difference

Year

Fatalities

Difference

% Difference

2012

293

2008-2012

2013

284

-3.1%

2009-2013

321

-30

-8.5%

Fatalities

Fatalities

Fatalities

Fatalities

Fatalities

Current Year Data

2014

279

-5.0

-1.8%

2015 2016

309

10.8% -2

5 Year Moving Average Data

2010-2014

301

-6.2%

2011-2015 2012-2016

295

-6

-2.0% -0

309 293 284 279 309.00 294.8
5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average
293 284 279 309 300.00 293
5 Year
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017*
Average
284 279 309 300 304 295.2
5 Year
2014 2015 2016 2017* 2018
Average
279 309 300 304 308 300
5 Year
2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Average
309 300 304 308 312 306.6
Target
2017 2018 2019
300 304 308 312
-9.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
9% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
Target
Trend Trend Trend
Projection  Projection Projection
2013-2017  2014-2018  2015-2019
293 295 300 307
-2 2 5 7
1% 0.7% 1.7% 2.3%



Unbelted Fatalities

400
351
350 191
309 308 312 397
563 301 295 300 53 39 295 300
300 284 279
250
200
150
100
50
0
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 and above (FARS)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 170.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C)-Fatalities Impaired Driver-.08 BAC or Above.

To decrease the number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of .08 or above, by 3% of the five year average (2012-2016) of 175 to

170 by the end of (2015-2019).

C-5 Imp aired Driving Fatalities C-5 Alcohol and Other Drugs-Based on Current Trend Line
(BAC=.08+) y=-15.6x+22138
R?=0.6949 5 Year
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Average
181 Fatalities 251 233 174 159 191.00 201.6
5 Year

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

§ Average

Fatalities 233 174 159 191 207.00 192.8

5 Year
Average

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Fatalities 174 159 191 207 172.00 180.6

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

=—8=—=Actual =®=35 Year Av

i 5 Year
el 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Average

Fatalities 159 191 207 172 177.00 181.2


https://Driver-.08

5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Average
Fatalities 191 207 172 177 128.00 175
5 Year
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017%
Average
Fatalities 207 172 177 128 112 159.28
5 Year
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Average
Fatalities 172 177 128 112 97 137.16
5 Year
2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Average
Fatalities 177 128 112 97 81 119.04
*Data is very inconsistent with Impaired Driving. 2016 “certified” number doesn’t appear to have imputed number from NHTSA. Without imputed number, either data for 2016 is incorrect or 2012-2015 should use state data
for number.
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Fatalities 191 207 172 177 128 112 97 81
Difference 16.0 -35.0 5.0 -49.0 -16.0 -15.0 -16.0
% Difference 8.4% -16.9% 2.9% -27.7% -12.5% -13.4% -16.5%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Trend L. L
Trend Projection Trend Projection
Year 2012-2016  Projection
2014-2018 2015-2019
2008-2012  2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2013-2017
Fatalities 202 193 181 181 175 159 137 119
Difference -9.0 -12.0 0.0 -6.0 -16.0 -22.0 -18.0

% Difference -4.5% -6.2% 0.0% -3.3% -9.1% -13.8% -13.1%



C5 Impaired Driving

250

200

150

100

50

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016

C-6) Number of speeding-related fatalities (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-6) Number of speeding-related fatalities (FARS)-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 94.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the

performance target selection.

C6 Speed Fatalities

Trend Projection

2013-2017

Trend Projection
2014-2018

119

Trend Projection

2015-2019

To decrease the number of speeding related fatalities by 5% from the five year average (2012-2016) of 99 to 94 by the end of (2015-2019).

C-6 Speeding Related Fatalities

y=-5.8x+116.2
R?=0.3095

Fatalities
Fatalities
Fatalities
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
=—f=—Actual ==8=5Year Av Linear (Actual) .
Fatalities
Fatalities

2008

327

2009

106

2010

129

2011

104

2012

95

2013

2009

106

2010

129

2011

104

2012

95

2013

126

2014

C-6 Speed

2010

129

2011

104

2012

95

2013

126

2014

96

2015

2011

104

2012

95

2013

126

2014

96

2015

96

2016

2012

95.00

2013

126.00

2014

96.00

2015

96.00

2016

81.00

2017*

5 Year Average

152.2

5 Year Average

112

5 Year Average

110

5 Year Average

103.4

5 Year Average

98.8

5 Year Average



Fatalities 126 96 9% 81 75 94.84

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 5 Year Average

Fatalities 96 9 81 75 69 83.44

2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019 5 Year Average

Fatalities 9 81 75 69 63 76.96
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Fatalities 95 113 96 96 81 75 69 64
Difference 18.0 -17.0 0.0 -15.0 -6.0 -6.0 -5.0
% Difference 18.9% -15.0% 0.0% -15.6% -7.4% -8.0% -1.2%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
L. L Trend
Trend Projection Trend Projection
Year Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018
2008-2012  2009-2013  2010-2014 2011-2015  2012-2016 2015-2019
Fatalities 152 112 110 103 99 95 83 77
Difference -40.0 -2.0 -7.0 -4.0 -4.0 -12.0 -6.0
% Difference -26.3% -1.8% -6.4% -3.9% -4.0% -12.6% -7.2%

Speed Fatalities

69 64 I
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 TREND PROJECTION TREND PROJECTION TREND PROJECTION
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

C-7) Number of motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

C-7) Number of motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric



Target Value: 50.0
Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C7 Motorcycle Fatalities:
To decrease the expected rise of motorcycle fatalities from the five year average (2012-2016) of 41 to 50 by the end of (2015-2019). Based on early state data, the MOHS

will again experience an increase in motoreycle fatalities in 2017, which will result in increases in the number of fatalities for the projected end of 2019.

C-7 Motorcyclist Fatalities Y;>'3~? C-7 Motorcycle

R*=0.3817

5 Year
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Average

Fatalities 40 47 42 58 39.00 452

5 Year
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Average

Fatalities 47 42 58 39 39.00 45

5 Year
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Average

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Fatalities 42 58 39 39 41.00 438

=8==Actual ==8=35 Year Av Linear (Actual)

5 Year
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average

Fatalities 58 39 39 41 37.00 42.8

5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average

Fatalities 39 39 41 37 50.00 412
5 Year
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017*
Average
Fatalities 39 41 37 50 52 43.8
S Year
2014 2015 2016 2017* 2018
Average
Fatalities 41 37 50 52 54 46.8
5 Year
2015 2016 2017* 2018 2019
Average
Fatalities 37 50 52 54 56 49.8
Current Year Data Target

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019



Fatalities 39 39 41 37 50 52 54 56

Difference 0.0 2.0 -4.0 13.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
% Difference 0.0% 5.1% -9.8% 35.1% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Trend Trend Trend
Year Projection Projection Projection

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016  2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

Fatalities 45 45 44 43 41.2 44 47 50
Difference 0.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.8 2.6 3.0 3.0
% Difference 0.0% -2.2% -2.3% -4.2% 6.3% 6.8% 6.4%

Motorcycle Fatalities

60
56
54
52
50 50
50 47
a5 45
a4 23 14
41 41.2
40 39 39 -
30
20
10
0
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

C-8) Number of unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

C-8) Number of unhelmeted motorcyclist fatalities (FARS)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 6.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C8 Un-Helmeted Motorcycle Fatalities:

To maintain the number of un-helmeted motorcycle fatalities of the five year average (2012-2016) of 6 by the end of (2015-2019).

C-8 Un-Helmeted



g 2008
Un-helmeted Motorcycle Fatalities
y=0.8x+3.4
R® =0.5926
Fatalities 8
2009
Fatalities 6
2010
Fatalities 16
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2011
m=fum Actua]l ==8==5 Year Av Linear (Actual)
Fatalities 6
2012
Fatalities 5
2013
Fatalities 4
2014
Fatalities 6
2015
Fatalities 8
Current Year Data
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Fatalities 5 4 6 8 7
Difference 83.0 -2.0 -2.0 1.0
% Difference -20.0% 50.0% 33.3% -12.5%
5 Year Moving Average Data
Year 2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016

2009 2010

2010 2011

2011 2012

2012 2013

2013 2014

2014 2015

2015 2016

2016 2017*

2017

2.0%

Trend
Projection
2013-2017

2011 2012 5 Year

Average
6 5.00 8.2

5 Year
2012 2013 Average

5 4.00 7.4

5 Year
2013 2014 Average

4 6.00 7.4

5 Year
2014 2015 Average

6 8.00 5.8

5 Year
2015 2016 Average

5 Year
2016 2017*
Average

7 6 6.2

5 Year
2017 2018
Average

6 6.8 6.76

5 Year
2018 2019
Average

5 7.6 6.72
Target
2018 2019

6.8 7.6

2.00% 2.0%

Target

Trend Trend
Projection Projection 2015-
2014-2018 2019



Fatalities 8 7 7 6 6 6 6.8 6.7

Difference 83 0 1 0 0 -1 -1

% Difference -12.5% 0.0% -14.3% 0.0% 3.3% 9.0% -0.6%

C8 Un-Helmeted Motorcycle Fatalities

8 8
8 7.6
7 7 7
; 6.8 68 6.7
6 6 6 6 62
6
5
5
4

4

3

2

1

0

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection

2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

C-9) Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-9) Number of drivers age 20 or younger involved in fatal crashes (FARS)-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 83.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C9 Fatalities of Under 21 Aged Drivers in Fatal Crashes:

To maintain the number of under the age of 21 drivers in fatal crashes from the five year average of 83 (2012-2016) by the end of (2015-2019).

C-9 Under 21

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 S5 Year Average

Fatalities 110 125 86 86 64.00 94.2

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 S Year Average

Fatalities 125 86 86 64 76.00 87.4

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 S Year Average

Fatalities 86 86 64 76 81.00 78.6

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 5 Year Average



Aged Under 21 Years of Age Fatalities

2012

2013

=8 A ctual

Year

Fatalities

Difference

% Difference

Year

Fatalities

Difference

% Difference

=85 Year Av

2008-2012

Fatalities 86 64 76 81

v ;17;%X.e+55$3 2012 2013 2014 2015
Fatalities 64 76 81 105

2013 2014 2015 2016
Fatalities 76 81 105 89

2014 2015 2016 2017
Fatalities 81 105 89 67

2015 2016 2017 2018

2015 2016
A ey Fatalities 105 89 67 749
Current Year Data
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017*
64 76 81 105 89 67
12.0 5.0 24.0 -16.0 -22.0
18.8% 6.6% 29.6% -15.2% -24.7%
5 Year Moving Average Data
Trend
Projection
2009-2013  2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016  2013-2017

94 87 79 82 83 84
-7.0 -8.0 3.0 1.0 1.0
-7.4% -9.2% 3.8% 1.2% 1.2%

105.00

2016

89.00

2017*

67.00

2018

74.90

2019

82.80

82.4

5 Year Average

83

5 Year Average

83.6

5 Year Average

83.38

5 Year Average

83.74

Target

2018 2019

Trend
Projection
2014-2018

75

7.9

11.8%

Target

83

-0.7%

Trend
Projection
2015-2019

83

7.9

10.5%

84

0.4

0.4%



120

100

80

2008-2012

C-10) Number of pedestrian fatalities (FARS)

94
76
64
60
40
20
0

87

2009-2013

8l 49

2010-2014

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

C-10) Number of pedestrian fatalities (FARS)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric
Target Value: 63.0
Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

Reduce the expected rise of the number of pedestrian fatalities of the five year average (2012-2016) of 55 to 63 by the end of (2015-2019). Based on early state data, the

Aged Under 21 Fatalities

105
| 82

2011-2015

89

2012-2016

a3 84

Trend Projection
2013-2017

C10 Pedestrian Fatalities

83
75
| I
Trend Projection
2014-2018

83 84

Trend Projection
2015-2019

MOHS will again experience an increase in the number of pedestrian fatalities, which will increase the fatality number for the projected end of 2019.

C-10 Pedestrian Fatalities ), >:*
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
=g Actual  ==@==5 Year AV Linear (Actual)

Fatalities

Fatalities

Fatalities

Fatalities

C-10 Pedestrians

2008 2009 2010 2011

50 58 50 47

2009 2010 2011 2012

58 50 47 48

2010 2011 2012 2013

50 47 48 53

2011 2012 2013 2014

47 48 53 53

2012 2013 2014 2015

2012

48.00

2013

53.00

2014

53.00

2015

63.00

2016

5 Year Average

50.6

5 Year Average

51.2

5 Year Average

50.2

5 Year Average

52.8

5 Year Average



Fatalities 48 53 53 63 58.00 55

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017* S Year Average

Fatalities 53 53 63 58 61.00 57.6

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 5 Year Average

Fatalities 53 63 58 61 64.00 59.8

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 5 Year Average

Fatalities 63 58 61 64 67.00 62.6
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Fatalities 48 53 53 63 58 61 64 65



Difference 5.0 0.0 10.0 -5.0 3.0 3.0 1.3

% Difference 10.4% 0.0% 18.9% -71.9% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Trend Trend Trend
Year Projection  Projection Projection

2008-2012  2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016  2013-2017  2014-2018 2015-2019

Fatalities 51 51 50 53 55 58 60 63
Difference 0.0 -1.0 3.0 2.0 2.6 22 2.8
% Difference 0.0% -2.0% 6.0% 3.8% 4.7% 3.8% 4.7%

Pedestrian Fatalities

70

65
63 64 63
61 50
60 58 58
55
53 53 53
51 51 50

50 48
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C-11) Number of bicyclists fatalities (FARS)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

C-11) Number of bicyclists fatalities (FARS)-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 5.0

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

C11 Bicycle Fatalities:

Maintain the number of bicycle fatalities of the five year average (2012-2016) of 5 fatalities by the end of 2015-2019.
C-11 Bicyclist

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 5 Year Average



R N Fatality
C-11 Bicycle and Other Cyclist

0y y=0.1x+4.9

Fatalities s
. Fatality
Fatality
Fatality

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Fatality
=== Actual ==®==5 Year AV Linear (Actual)

Fatality
Fatality
Fatality

Current Year Data

Year 2012 2013 2014 2015

Fatalities 4 6 6 5
Difference 2.0 0.0 -1.0
% Difference 50.0% 0.0% -16.7%

4 10 4 7 4.00
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
10 4 7 4 6.00
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
4 7 4 6 6.00
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
7 4 6 6 5.00
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
4 6 6 5 5.00
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
6 6 5 5 510
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
6 5

5510 520

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

5 Year Moving Average Data

Year

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015
Fatalities 6 6 5 6
Difference 0.0 -1.0 1.0

% Difference 0.0% -16.7% 20.0%

5.8

5 Year Average

6.2

5 Year Average

5.4

5 Year Average

5.6

5 Year Average

52

5 Year Average

5.42

5 Year Average

5.26

5 Year Average

5 5 510 520 530 5.12
Target
2016 2017 2018 2019
5 5.1 52 53
0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.0% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
Target
Trend Trend Trend
Projection Projection Projection
2012-2016  2013-2017 2014-2018  2015-2019
52 5.42 5.26 5.12
-0.8 0.2 -0.2 -0.1
-13.3% 4.2% -3.0% -2.7%



Bicycle Fatalities

6 6 6 6 6
6
5.42
5.2 52 526 53

5 5 5 5.1 5.12

5
4
4
3
2
1
0
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

B-1) Observed seat belt use for passenger vehicles, front seat outboard occupants (survey)
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

No

B-1) Observed seat belt use for passenger vehicles, front seat outboard occupants (survey)-2019
Target Metric Type: Percentage

Target Value: 79.6

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the

performance target selection.

B1 Behavior Measure-Seatbelt Survey”

To increase the statewide observed seatbelt use of front seat outboard occupants in passenger vehicles from the five year average (2013-2017) of 77.8% to 79.62% by the

. end of 2016-2020.
B-1 Core Measure-Behavioral Measure for
OCCllp ant PrOteCtlon & =R2'E§;:3795,,:28 B-1 Occupant Protection
79.476
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
79.6
L. ~ Rate 76 81 81.88 83.2 74.40
/ 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
‘ Rate 81 81.88 83.2 74.4 78.30
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Rate  81.88 832 744 783 79.60
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
e=f=mActual ==®==5 Year Av Linear (Actual)
Rate 83.2 74.4 78.3 79.6 77.90
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

5 Year Average

79.296

5 Year Average

79.756

5 Year Average

79.476

5 Year Average

78.68

5 Year Average



Rate

Rate

Rate

Rate

744 783 796 779

2014 2015 2016 2017
783 79.6 779 188

2015 2016 2017 2018
796 719 788 79.64

2016 2017 2018 2019

779 788 79.64 80.48

78.80 71.8
2018 5 Year Average
79.64 78.848
2019 5 Year Average
80.48 79.284
2020 5 Year Average
81.32 79.628

“The MOHS underwent a Re-Selection of Counties for 2018 and expects with the addition of new counties that the seatbelt usage rate will drop, as it did from 83.2 in 2012 to 74.4 in 2013.

82.00

80.00

78.00

76.00

74.00

72.00

70.00

Current Year Data Target
Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Fatalities 74.40 78.30 79.6 71.9 78.8 79.64 80.48 81.32
Difference 39 1.3 -1.7 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.8
% Difference 5.2% 1.7% -2.1% 1.2% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
5 Year Moving Average Data Target
Trend Trend Trend
Year Projection Projection Projection
2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019  2016-2020
Fatalities 79.296 79.756 79.476 78.680 77.800 77.848 79.284 79.628
Difference 0.5 -0.3 -0.8 -0.9 0.0 1.4 0.3
% Difference 0.6% -0.4% -1.0% -1.1% 0.1% 1.8% 0.4%
Seatbelt Survey
81.32
80.48
79.756
79.296 79.679.476 79.64 o28s 79.628
78.680 78.8
78.30
77.9 77.800 77.848
74.40 | |
2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013-2017 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection

2014-2018 2015-2019

2016-2020



MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol Fatalities

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teed Alcohol Fatalities-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 13.6

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol Fatalities

To maintain the number of alcohol related fatalities among 16-20 year old drivers and passengers from the five year average (2012-2016) of 13.6 by the end of 2015-2019.
Based on early state data, the MOHS will increase the number of alcohol related fatalities among the age group of 16-20 year olds. These numbers have a high rate of
mconsistency, with the R value of 0.0453. Although the trend shows a decrease in fatalities and based on trend lines, with the number of ups and downs n the data, it is

hard to gauge what the number could be in 2019.

MOHS Outcome Measure: Teen
Alcohol

5 Year
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Average

Rate 12 7.00 9.5

5 Year
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013  Average

Rate 12 7 25.00 14.66667

5 Year
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Average

Rate 12 7 25 13.00 14.25

5 Year
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average

Rate 12 7 25 13 18.00 15.000

5 Year
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average

Rate 7 25 13 18 5.00 13.6
5 Year

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Average
Rate 25 13 18 5 490 13.18
5 Year

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Average



Rate 13 18 5 49 3.80 8.94
5 Year
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Average
Rate 18 5 49 3.8 270 6.88
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Fatalities 7 25 13 18 5 4.9 3.8 2.7
Difference 18.0 -12.0 5.0 -13.0 -0.1 -1.1 -1.1
% Difference 257.1% -48.0% 38.5% -72.2% -2.0% -22.4% -28.9%
*Very inconsistent data. Trend says
that data will drop 1.1 fatal per year.
Rvalue is 0.04.
Current Year Data Target
Trend Trend Trend
Year Projection  Projection Projection
2008-2012 2009-2013  2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019
Fatalities 9.5 14.66 14.25 15 13.6 13.2 8.9 6.9
Difference 52 -0.4 0.8 -1.4 -0.4 -4.2 -2.1
% Difference 54.3% -2.8% 5.3% -9.3% -3.1% -32.2% -23.0%
MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol
30
25
25
20 18
15
15 1466 13 2 136 132
9.5 20
10 . 6.9
5 49
0
2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection 2013-Trend Projection 2014-Trend Projection 2015-

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Seat Belt Fatalities

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Seat Belt Fatalities-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 37.9

Target Period: 5 Year

2017 2018 2019



Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Occupant Protection Fatalities
To decrease the expected rise in number of unbelted related fatalities among 16-20 year old drivers and passengers from the five year average (2012-2016) of 32 to 37.92

by the end of 2015-2019. Based on early state data, the MOHS will increase the number of unbelted related fatalities among the age group of 16-20 year olds.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen MOHS Outcome Measure: Teen Occupant
Unbelted o Protection

R* =0.4075

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 5 Year Average
=2 Rate 29 18  17.00 21.33333

B o 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 5 Year Average

17
Rate 29 18 17 34.00 24.5
e=@==ActUal ==e==5 Year Av Tinear (Actual)
2012 2013 4 2015 2016 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 5 Year Average
Rate 29 18 17 34 37.00 27

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 5 Year Average

Rate 18 17 34 37 40.00 29.2

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 5 Year Average

Rate 17 34 37 40 32.00 32

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 5 Year Average

Rate 34 37 40 32 35.60 35.72

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 5 Year Average

Rate 37 40 32 35.6  39.20 36.76

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 5 Year Average

Rate 40 32 35.6 39.2 4280 37.92
Current Year Data Target
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Fatalities 17 34 37 40 32 36 39 43
Difference 17.0 3.0 3.0 -8.0 3.6 34 4.0

% Difference 100.0% 8.8% 8.1% -20.0% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%



Current Year Data Target

Trend Trend Trend
Year Projection Projection Projection
2008-2012 2009-2013  2010-2014  2011-2015  2012-2016  2013-2017 2014-2018  2015-2019

Fatalities 21.33 24.5 27 29 32 35.7 36.8 37.9
Difference 32 2.5 22 2.8 3.7 1.0 1.2
% Difference 14.9% 10.2% 8.1% 9.6% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%

50
15
10
35
30

13

39
36 357 36:8 379

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Unbelted
32 32
25 2133

40
37
34
29
27
245

20 17

15

10

0

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016 Trend Projection Trend Projection Trend Projection
2013-2017 2014-2018 2015-2019

v

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed Fatalities

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
No

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed Fatalities-2019

Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 16.4

Target Period: 5 Year

Target Start Year: 2015

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Speed Fatalities

To decrease the expected rise in number of speed related fatalities among 16-20 year old drivers and passengers from the five year average (2012-2016) of 13.4 to 16.36

by the end of 2015-2019. Based on early state data, the MOHS will increase the number of speed related fatalities among the age group of 16-20 year olds.



MOHS Outcome Measure: Teen
Speed Fatalities

Rate

Rate

Rate

Rate

Rate

2012

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2013

== Actual

OHS Outcome Measure: Teen Speed

2009 2010 2011

2010 2011 2012

2011 2012 2013

2012 2013 2014

2013 2014 2015

2014 2015 2016

=== 5 Year Av

2012

2013

13

2014

13

2015

20

2016

13

2017

2014

5 Year Average

5 Year Average

10.5

5 Year Average

11.33333

5 Year Average

5 Year Average

5 Year Average

y=1.7x+8.3

2015

Linear (Actual)



Rate 13 13 20

2014 2015 2016
Rate 13 20 13
2015 2016 2017
Rate 20 13 14.7
Year
Fatalities
Difference
% Difference
Year
Fatalities
Difference
% Difference
25
20
15
13
10.5
10
| II
0
2008-2012 2009-2013

2017

2018

14.7 14.74
2018 5 Year Average
16 15.42
2019 5 Year Average
18 16.36
Current Year Data
2012 2013 2014 2015
8 13 13 20
83.0 0.0 -7.0
62.5% 0.0% 53.8%

Current Year Data

2008-2012 2009-2013 2010-2014 2011-2015
8 10.5 11.3 13.5

83.0 -0.8 2.2

31.3% 7.6% 19.5%

MOHS Qutcome Measures: Teen Speed

20
13 13.5 13 134
I 11.3 I
2010-2014 2011-2015 2012-2016

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

Yes

Primary performance attribute:

Completeness

Target
2016 2017 2018 2019
13 14.7 16.0 18.1
7.0 -1.7 -1.3
-35.0% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
Target
Trend Trend Trend
Projection Projection Projection
2012-2016 2013-2017 2014-2018  2015-2019
13.4 14.7 15.4 16.4
0.1 -1.3 -0.7 -0.9
-0.7% 2.0% 2.00% 2.0%
Fatailties
181
160 ., 16.4
14.7 147

Trend Projection
2013-2017

Trend Projection
2014-2018

Trend Projection
2015-2019



Core traffic records data system to be impacted: Crash

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records-2019
Target Metric Type: Percentage

Target Value: 99.0

Target Period: Annual

Target Start Year: 2019

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To increase the number of electronic submission of completed crash record data from Mississippi law enforcement agencies to DPS from

98.7% in 2017 to 99% in 2019.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
Yes

Primary performance attribute: Timeliness

Core traffic records data system to be impacted: Crash

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 2.5

Target Period: Annual

Target Start Year: 2019

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To decrease the number of average days from the crash event to entry into the Reportbeam Crash System from 2.67 days in 2017 to 2.5

days in 2019.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?
Yes

Primary performance attribute: Timeliness

Core traffic records data system to be impacted: Driver

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records-2019
Target Metric Type: Percentage

Target Value: 35.0

Target Period: Annual

Target Start Year: 2019

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To increase the percentage of drivers involved in fatal crashes that are subsequently tested for their BAC at the 26.5% level seen in 2017

t0 35% in 2019.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records

Is this a traffic records system performance measure?



Yes

Primary performance attribute: Timeliness

Core traffic records data system to be impacted: Citation/Adjudication

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records-2019
Target Metric Type: Percentage

Target Value: 61.5

Target Period: Annual

Target Start Year: 2019

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

MOHS Outcome Measure/Traffic Records: To increase the percentage of citation data submitted to DPS electronically by 60% in 2017 to 61.5% by the end of 2019.

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records
Is this a traffic records system performance measure?

Yes

Primary performance attribute: Timeliness

Core traffic records data system to be impacted: Crash

MOHS Outcome Measure-Traffic Records-2019
Target Metric Type: Numeric

Target Value: 2.3

Target Period: Annual

Target Start Year: 2019

Enter justification for each performance target that explains how the target is data-driven, including a discussion of the factors that influenced the
performance target selection.

Quantifiable and Measureable Progress Requirement:

Mississippi continues to have a strong emphasis on improvements in our data systems with emphasis on accuracy, completeness, timeliness, uniformity, accessibility and integration.

Mississippi submitted an interim progress report to NHTSA April 28, 2017. Below is the updated performance measure that was selected, along with justification, measure,

improvement and value of measure to show progress.

System to be Impacted X Crash __ Driver Vehicle Roadway _  Citation/Adjudication EMS/Injury Other specify:
Performance Area(s) to be _ Accuracy X Timeliness Completeness _ Accessibility  Uniformity _ Integration _ Other
Impacted

Performance Measure used Narrative Description of the Measure:

to track Improvement(s) o ) ) ) )
Measure C/-T-1: The mean number of days from (a) when the date of the citation was issued to (b) the date the crash report is entered into the statewide

crash database or a first available repository.

Relevant Project(s) in the  Title, number and strategic Plan page reference for each Traffic Records System improvement project to which this performance measure relates

State’s Strategic Plan
Project Title: M3DA-2019-MC-40-81-Department of Public Safety-Reportbeam Crash System Maintenance *Number will change.
Improvement(s) Narrative of the Improvement(s)

Achieved or Anticipated ~ To decrease the mean number of days from (a) the crash date to (b) the date the crash report is entered into the Statewide Crash System (This is the

database system that is used for each court to store all citation information for accountability and court).



Specification of how the
Measure is calculated/

estimated

Narrative Description of Calculation / Estimation Method:

Calculations are measured within the Reportbeam Crash System for all reporting agencies. The measure was calculated from the time the officer writes

the crash report and submits the crash into the Reportbeam Crash system.

Date and Baseline Value for|

the Measure

04/01/2016-3/31/2017- *These dates are correct for your baseline. Just get the data that correlates.
[ Traffic Crashes in Mississippi between 04/01/16 — 03/31/17 = 81,623
e Mean for time period: 3.23 days.

[1 City Crashes entered into database: 3.48 days

= County Crashes entered into database: 4.91 days
= MHP Crashes entered into database: .93 days
= Additional Roadways entered into database: 2.41

Date and Current Value for

the Measure

04/01/17 — 03/31/18*These dates are correct for your current value. Just get the data that correlates.
« Traffic Crashes in Mississippi between 04/01/17 — 03/31/18 = 80,051
* Mean for time period: 2.46 days

City Crashes entered into database: 2.75 days

= County Crashes entered into database: 2.85 days
= MHP Crashes entered into database: 1.05 days
= Additional Roadways entered into database: 2.18

State HSP performance targets are identical to the State DOT targets for common performance measures (fatality, fatality rate, and serious injuries) reported in the HSIP
annual report, as coordinated through the State SHSP.

Check the box if the statement is correct. Yes

Enter grant-funded enforcement activity measure information related to seat belt citations, impaired driving arrests and speeding citations.

A-1) Number of seat belt citations issued during grant-funded enforcement activities*

Fiscal year 2019
Seat belt citations 18932
A-2) Number of impaired driving arrests made during grant-funded enforcement activities

Fiscal year 2019
Impaired driving arrests 8015
A-3) Number of speeding citations issued during grant-funded enforcement activities*

Fiscal year 2019
Speeding citations 13762

5 Program areas

Program Area Hierarchy

1. Impaired Driving (Drug and Alcohol)

¢ Prosecutor Training
o MS Office of Attorney General-Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
e Law Enforcement Training
o Oxford Police Department-Law Enforcement Training Program
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
¢ High Visibility Enforcement
o Madison County Sheriff's Department




= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Neshoba County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
New Albany Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Pascagoula Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Pearl Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Philadelphia Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Pontotoc County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Ridgeland Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Starkville Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Stone County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Tunica County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Winona Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Desoto County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
Hinds County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
Lauderdale County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
Marion County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Oxford Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Pearl River County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
Simpson County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Southaven Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Tishomingo County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
MOHS-National DSGPO Special Wave Grants
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Bay St. Louis Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Canton Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Carroll County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Carthage Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Clay County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Coahoma County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Covington County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
D'Iberville Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Department of Public Safety-Alcohol Enforcement
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Department of Public Safety-PAO
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Greenwood Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Grenada Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Gulfport Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Hancock County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
Hattiesburg Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL



o Hernando Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o Horn Lake Police Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o Jones County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o Lamar County Sheriff's Department
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
« Contingency Travel
¢ Alcohol Adult Educational Programs
o Jackson State University/Metro Jackson Community Coalition
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
2. Occupant Protection (Adult and Child Passenger Safety)
¢ Sustained Enforcement
o Canton Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Carroll County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Vicksburg Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o West Point Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o MOHS Click It or Ticket Special Wave Grants
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o MOHS High Risk Population Special Wave Grants
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Carthage Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Charleston Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Clarksdale Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Clay County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Desoto County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Hancock County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Harrison County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Hinds County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Holly Springs Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Jones County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Lamar County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Lauderdale Sheriff's Deaprtment
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Morton Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o New Albany Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Oktibbeha County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Pearl Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Pearl River County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Philadelphia Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Pike County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Pontotoc County Sheriff's Office
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Sardis Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Southaven Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Tunica County Sheriff's Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
e OP-Surveys and Evaluation



o Mississippi State University-Occupant Protection Survey-Stennis Institute
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
¢ OP-Child Passenger Seat Technician Training
o University Medical Center/Safe Kids MS Program
= FAST Act 405b OP Low
o MS Department of Health-Occupant Protection Program
= FAST Act 405b OP Low
« Communication Campaign
o MOHS Paid Media Sustained Enforcement OP/PTS Campaign
= FAST Act 405b OP Low
o MOHS Paid Media Sustained Occupant Protection Enforcement Campaign
o MOHS Paid Media-Alcohol
= MAP 21 405d Impaired Driving Mid
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
¢ Child Restraint System Inspection Station(s)
3. Police Traffic Services
¢ PT-Sustained Enforcement
o Bay St. Louis Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Biloxi Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Brandon Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Columbia Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o D'Iberville Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Department of Public Safety
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Department of Public Safety-PAO
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Flowood Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Greenwood Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Gulfport Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Horn Lake Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Laurel Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Lucedale Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Madison Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Meridian Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Oxford Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Ridgeland Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Pass Christian Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Sherman Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Starkville Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o Waveland Police Department
= FAST Act NHTSA 402
o MOHS Contingency Travel-Police Traffic Services
¢ Highway Safety Office Program Management
« Contingency Travel
4. Traffic Records
¢ Highway Safety Office Program Management
« Contingency Travel-TR
5. Driver Education and Behavior
« Driver's Educational Programs
o University of Mississippi Medical Center-Youth Highway Safety Program
= NHTSA 402
o University of Mississippi Medical Center- Youth Highway Safety Programs
= FAST Act 405e Special Distracted Driving
6. Planning & Administration
¢ (none)



o MOHS Alcohol Coordination-Program Management
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o MOHS Alcohol Coordination-Travel
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o MOHS Alcohol Coordination-Misc Expenses
= 154 Transfer Funds-AL
o MOHS P&A
= 154 Transfer Funds-PA
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Occupant Protection Coordination-Program Management
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Occupant Protection Coordination-Travel
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Occupant Protection Coordination-Misc Expenses
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Police Traffic Services Coordination-Program Management
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Police Traffic Services Coordination-Travel
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Police Traffic Services-Misc Expenses
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Impaired Driving Coordination & Program Management
= FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid
o MOHS Traffic Records Coordination-Program Management
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Traffic Records Coordination-Travel
= NHTSA 402
o MOHS Traffic Records Coordination-Misc Expenses
= NHTSA 402

5.1 Program Area: Impaired Driving (Drug and Alcohol)

Program area type Impaired Driving (Drug and Alcohol)

Will countermeasure strategies and planned activities be described in this plan to address the program area?

Yes

Is this program area part of the State occupant protection program area plan for a 405(b) application that identifies the safety problems to be
addressed, performance measures and targets, and the countermeasure strategies and planned activities the State will implement to address those
problems, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(c) and (d)?

No

Problem identification

Enter description and analysis of the State’s highway safety problems (for this program area) as identified through an analysis of data, including
but not limited to fatality, injury, enforcement, and judicial data, to be used as a basis for setting performance targets and developing
countermeasure strategies.

Impaired Driving:

Alcohol impaired fatalities increased from 175 in 2015 to 126 in 2016. In 2016, 18.26% of all fatalities were alcohol impaired, which dropped from 26% in 2015. MOHS plans to
continue in the efforts to reduce overall crashes, fatal crashes, injury and the economic losses caused by traffic crashes. Alcohol impaired traffic crashes will continue to be a priority
in program planning. *Data is very inconsistent with impaired driving. The 2016 “certified” number does not appear to have the imputed additional fatalities added in traditionally from NHTSA. Without the imputed
number the data reflects closer to the state number of impaired fatalities. Without the imputed number, either the 2016 alcohol fatal number is incorrect or the 2012-2015 impaired numbers should be changed to not include

the imputed NHTSA fatality addition.

The impaired driver is a continuing and large factor in fatal traffic crashes every year in Mississippi. Although speeding and other aggressive driving behaviors cause deadly traffic
crashes, alcohol impairment remains the predominant enemy of traffic safety for Mississippi. When DUI arrests decrease, there are usually corresponding increases in traffic

fatalities.

Year Fatalities Impaired Fatalities % of Impaired Fatalities Impaired Related Injuries
2012 582 191 33% N/A
2013 613 207 33% 1,077

2014 607 172 28% 1,127



2015 677 175 26% 1,205

2016 690 126* 18.26% 1,130
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The above chart shows the impaired fatalities and injuries during 2016 by the age of the population. In 2016, the age groups with most of the impaired fatalities have shifted to 30-39,
40-49 and 50-59. Injuries in 2016 among age groups were 30-39, 25-29 and 40-49 year olds. This data provides the MOHS on what population to direct educational programs and
enforcement efforts. In 2016, males had a higher rate of fatality with 104 fatalities, than women with 22 fatalities. White males were higher with 65 fatalities with black males having

37 fatalities. White females were higher in impaired fatalities with 13 fatalities, which was higher than any other race.

The above chart shows the 2016 Impaired Driving Fatalities by month for Mississippi. Fatalities are highest in February, October, January and May.

2016 Alcohol Related Fatalities by Day of Week
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During 2016, most alcohol related fatalities occurred on Sunday, with Saturday and Friday following. This has shifted from previous years of Saturday being the day with the largest

fatalities.



During 2016, 5:00 p.m. had the most fatalities out of any other time period of the day with a total of 19 fatalities. This has shifted from years past with late night and early morning

hours.
DUI Arrests and DUI Citations:

The total number of DUT arrests decreased from 28,855 in 2015, 15,394 in 2016 and 13,798 in 2017. Grant funded citations increased slightly from 12,851 in 2016 to 8,015 in 2017.
During FY19, the MHP will host a training academy for additional trained enforcement to become part of the MHP, which will increase state-wide enforcement and increase the
numbers of DUI arrests in the coming years. During 2017, the Mississippi Highway Patrol did not participate in any call back grant funded enforcement activities, which lead to the

decrease in grant funded and overall statewide citations from previous year total.

DUI Arrest by Age: Most DUI arrest during 2016, occurred in the 30-39 age group, with 40-49 year old following.

2016 Impaired Arrest by

Year Total DUI Arrests Underage 21 DUI % Underage DUI
2012 30,577 1,747 5.7%
2013 31,918 2,489 7.97%
2014 33,260 2,190 6.60%
2015 28,855 1,509 5.23%
2016 15,394 1,103 7.16%

DUI by Month and Jurisdiction: Local law enforcement continues to make the highest number of arrest, which includes both municipality and sheriff departments. May (1614),
July (1452) and April (1410) have the highest number of arrests of all the months for 2016.

2016 DUI Arrests by Month and Jurisdiction

Month city co mhp misc unk Total



January 550 359 268 2 6 1185

February 568 344 300 3 22 1237
March 564 329 318 2 18 1231
April 622 426 335 9 18 1410
May 753 448 382 11 20 1614
June 641 339 297 1 6 1284
July 718 395 330 9 1452
August 626 370 256 7 6 1265
September 610 442 345 4 5 1406
October 573 359 196 2 2 1132
November 548 324 200 4 1076
December 599 304 192 6 1 1102
Total 7372 4439 3419 51 113 15394

Overall Alcohol/Impaired Fatality and Injury-Snapshot

For 2019, the MOHS staff is looking at data like never before. The focus for MOHS has changed and has shifted the focus and priorities for the upcoming year for the MOHS. The
data in a snapshot is as follows and what will be the priority for the MOHS during FY19: *MOHS State Data

e Roadway Focus: State Highway and Interstates

e Age Group Focus Fatal: 30-39; 40-49; and 50-59

e Age Groups Focus-Injury: 30-39; 25-29; and 40-49

e Ethnicity/Race Focus: White and Black

e Gender Focus: Males

e Months of Focus: February, June, April and October

e Day of Week Focus: Sunday and Saturday

e Time of Day Focus: 5:00 p.m.; 9:00 p.m. and 1:00 a.m.

Performance measures

Select at least one performance measure that is data-driven, that enables the State to track progress toward meeting the quantifiable annual target.
For program areas where performance measures have not been jointly developed (e.g., distracted driving, drug-impaired driving) for which States
are using HSP funds, the State shall develop its own performance measures and performance targets that are data-driven.

Performance Measures in Program Area

Fiscal Target Period(Performance  Target End  Target Value(Performance
Performance Measure Name
Year Target) Year Target)

2019 C-5) Number of fatalities in crashes involving a driver or motorcycle operator with a BAC of 5 Year 2019 170.0



.08 and above (FARS)

2019 MOHS Outcome Measure-Teen Alcohol Fatalities 5 Year 2019 13.6

Countermeasure strategies
Select existing countermeasure strategies below and/or click Add New to enter and select countermeasure strategies to submit for program area.

Countermeasure Strategies in Program Area

Fiscal Year Countermeasure Strategy Name

2019 Prosecutor Training

2019 Law Enforcement Training

2019 High Visibility Enforcement

2019 Contingency Travel

2019 Alcohol Adult Educational Programs

5.1.1 Countermeasure Strategy: Prosecutor Training

Program area Impaired Driving (Drug and Alcohol)

Countermeasure strategy Prosecutor Training

Innovative countermeasure strategies are countermeasure strategies which have not yet been proven effective in the highway safety arena but
show potential based on limited practical application. Justification of innovative countermeasure strategies can be based on past successes when
applied to other behavioral safety problems.

Is this countermeasure strategy innovative?

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the planned high visibility enforcement strategies that support national mobilizations? § 1300.11(d)(6)
No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child restraint inspection stations? §
1300.21(d)(3) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating an active network
of child passenger safety inspection stations and/or inspection events based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child passenger safety technicians? §
1300.21(d)(4) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for recruiting, training and
maintaining a sufficient number of child passenger safety technicians based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the seat belt enforcement criterion? §
1300.21(e)(3) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d)(5), demonstrating that the State
conducts sustained enforcement (i.e., a program of recurring efforts throughout the fiscal year of the grant to promote seat belt and child restraint
enforcement), and that based on the State’s problem identification, involves law enforcement agencies responsible for seat belt enforcement in
geographic areas in which at least 70 percent of either the State’s unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities occurred or combined
fatalities and serious injuries occurred]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the high risk population countermeasure
programs criterion? § 1300.21(e)(4) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d),
demonstrating that the State will implement data-driven programs to improve seat belt and child restraint use for at least two of the following at-risk
populations: (i) Drivers on rural roadways; (ii) Unrestrained nighttime drivers; (iii) Teenage drivers; (iv) Other high-risk populations identified in the
occupant protection program area plan required under § 1300.21(d)(1)]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the comprehensive occupant protection
program criterion? § 1300.21(e)(5)(ii)(B) [Countermeasure strategies (such as enforcement, education, communication, policies/legislation,
partnerships/outreach), at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), designed to achieve the performance targets of the strategic plan]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the motorcyclist awareness program
criterion? § 1300.25(f) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the
State will implement data-driven programs in a majority of counties or political subdivisions where the incidence of crashes involving a motorcycle
and another motor vehicle is highest]



No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the impaired driving program criterion? §
1300.25(h)(2) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the State will
implement data-driven programs designed to reach motorcyclists in those jurisdictions where the incidence of motorcycle crashes involving an
impaired operator is highest]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State racial profiling data collection grant application (§ 1906)? § 1300.28(b)(2) [Countermeasure
strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), supporting the assurances that the State will undertake activities
during the fiscal year of the grant to comply with the requirements of § 1300.28(b)(1)]

No

Countermeasure strategy description

To describe the program area countermeasure strategy that will help the State complete its program and achieve specific performance targets,
complete the following:

Enter assessment of the overall projected traffic safety impacts of the countermeasure strategy chosen and of the planned activities to be funded.

The impact of this program will be the training and assistance to prosecutors from a designated personnel from the MS Attorney General Office for prosecutors and judges across the
state. This will help enhance the prosecution of impaired driving laws across the state.

Enter description of the linkage between program area problem identification data, performance targets, identified countermeasure strategy and
allocation of funds to planned activities.

Problem identification, performance targets, strategies and the allocation of funds through this program will help with the prosecution of impaired driving, which in hopes will change
behavior and reduce fatalities and injuries. Each activity has performance measures and targets to be met. Training helps prosecutors be prepared to try and be successful in favorable
judgments.

Evidence of effectiveness
Enter a rationale for selecting the countermeasure strategy and funding allocation for each planned activity.

Selection of Countermeasures/Strategies: The MOHS uses Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasures Guide for State Highway Safety Olffices, published by the
NHTSA to select countermeasures/strategies that will be used for the upcoming grant year. The MOHS takes into consideration all data that is available, target areas and the
countermeasures to begin selection process of applications and to determine what the MOHS hopes to accomplish during the grant year. There is not a specific countermeasure in
the Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasures Guide for State Highway Safety Offices for Prosecutor training, but there is a large section in the book for

Prosecution and adjudication. With the help training, prosecutores are better prepared to handle impaired driving cases.

Planned activities

Select existing planned activities below and/or click Add New to enter and select planned activities that the State will conduct to support the
countermeasure strategies within each program area to address its problems and achieve its performance targets.

Planned activities in countermeasure strategy

Planned activity unique identifier Planned Activity Name Primary Countermeasure

M5CS-2019-MD-MD-40-21 MS Office of Attorney General-Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor Prosecutor Training

5.1.1.1 Planned Activity: MS Office of Attorney General-Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor

Planned activity name MS Office of Attorney General-Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor
Planned activity number M5CS-2019-MD-MD-40-21

Primary countermeasure strategy Prosecutor Training

Is this planned activity part of the evidence-based traffic safety enforcement program (TSEP)? § 1300.11(d)(5)

No

Is this planned activity part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child restraint inspection stations? § 1300.21(d)(3)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating an active network of child passenger safety inspection stations
and/or inspection events based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child passenger safety technicians? § 1300.21(d)(4)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for recruiting, training and maintaining a sufficient number of child passenger
safety technicians based on the State’s problem identification, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d)]

No



Is this planned activity part of the State traffic safety information system improvements grant application (§ 405(c)) for the State traffic records
strategic plan? § 1300.22(b)(2)(iii) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), that implement a recommendation(s) from
the State’s most recent highway safety data and traffic records system assessment]

No

Is this planned activity part of the impaired driving countermeasure grant application (§ 405(d)) for spending grant funds on impaired driving
activities as a high-range State? § 1300.23(f)(1)(ii) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for spending grant funds on
impaired driving activities listed in § 1300.23(j)(4) that must include high-visibility enforcement efforts]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the motorcyclist awareness program criterion? §
1300.25(f) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating the State will implement data-driven programs in a
majority of counties or political subdivisions where the incidence of crashes involving a motorcycle and another motor vehicle is highest]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the impaired driving program criterion? § 1300.25(h)(2)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the State will implement data-driven programs designed to
reach motorcyclists in those jurisdictions where the incidence of motorcycle crashes involving an impaired operator is highest]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State racial profiling data collection grant application (§ 1906)? § 1300.28(b)(2) [Planned activities, at the level of
detail required under § 1300.11(d), supporting the assurances that the State will undertake activities during the fiscal year of the grant to comply
with the requirements of § 1300.28(b)(1)]

No

Enter description of the planned activity.

The TSRP program is statewide program covering the whole State. The TSRP will provide one to three day educational courses for prosecutors, officers, and judges; courses on
Basic DUI Course; Legal Updates on recent DUI and traffic-related case law; Search & Seizure Legal Update; SFST legal sections and Trial Advocacy Training for Prosecutors (&

Officers when appropriate).

The TSRP will act as a resource to impaired enforcement officers on traffic-related/impaired driving issues. Will provide training for prosecutors, officers, and judges, including joint
training for prosecutors and officers when possible; provide training to assist with the increase the reporting of BAC in all fatal crashes; continue to recruit local prosecutors and pair

those prosecutors with their local officers who are participants in the SFST class.

The TSRP will provide and assist with in-service training programs to assist law enforcement officers and prosecutors at their request; encourage district attorneys, city, and county
prosecutors continued involvement in ID projects by providing information and/or training to allow them to handle ID cases appropriately; provide legal support and resources for

prosecutors, officers and judges by distributing and updating, the MS DUI Benchbook.
Enter intended subrecipients.

Mississippi Attorney General's Office for a designated Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor
Countermeasure strategies

Select existing countermeasure strategies below and/or click Add New to enter and select countermeasure strategies that the planned activity will
support.

Countermeasure strategies in planned activities

Fiscal Year Countermeasure Strategy Name

2019 Prosecutor Training

Funding sources

Click Add New to enter federal funding source, eligible use of funds, and estimates of funding amounts, amount for match and local benefit.

Source Fiscal Year Funding Source Eligible Use of Funds Estimated Funding Amount Match Amount Local Benefit

2017 FAST Act 405d Impaired Driving Mid 405d Mid Court Support (FAST) $172,676.92 $34,535.38

Major purchases and dispositions

Click Add New to enter equipment with a useful life of more than one year and an acquisition cost of $5,000 or more.

Item Quantity Price Per Unit Total Cost NHTSA Share per unit NHTSA Share Total Cost


https://34,535.38
https://172,676.92

No records found.

5.1.2 Countermeasure Strategy: Law Enforcement Training

Program area Impaired Driving (Drug and Alcohol)

Countermeasure strategy Law Enforcement Training

Innovative countermeasure strategies are countermeasure strategies which have not yet been proven effective in the highway safety arena but
show potential based on limited practical application. Justification of innovative countermeasure strategies can be based on past successes when
applied to other behavioral safety problems.

Is this countermeasure strategy innovative?

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the planned high visibility enforcement strategies that support national mobilizations? § 1300.11(d)(6)
No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child restraint inspection stations? §
1300.21(d)(3) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating an active network
of child passenger safety inspection stations and/or inspection events based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child passenger safety technicians? §
1300.21(d)(4) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for recruiting, training and
maintaining a sufficient number of child passenger safety technicians based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the seat belt enforcement criterion? §
1300.21(e)(3) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d)(5), demonstrating that the State
conducts sustained enforcement (i.e., a program of recurring efforts throughout the fiscal year of the grant to promote seat belt and child restraint
enforcement), and that based on the State’s problem identification, involves law enforcement agencies responsible for seat belt enforcement in
geographic areas in which at least 70 percent of either the State’s unrestrained passenger vehicle occupant fatalities occurred or combined
fatalities and serious injuries occurred]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the high risk population countermeasure
programs criterion? § 1300.21(e)(4) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d),
demonstrating that the State will implement data-driven programs to improve seat belt and child restraint use for at least two of the following at-risk
populations: (i) Drivers on rural roadways; (ii) Unrestrained nighttime drivers; (iii) Teenage drivers; (iv) Other high-risk populations identified in the
occupant protection program area plan required under § 1300.21(d)(1)]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) under the comprehensive occupant protection
program criterion? § 1300.21(e)(5)(ii)(B) [Countermeasure strategies (such as enforcement, education, communication, policies/legislation,
partnerships/outreach), at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), designed to achieve the performance targets of the strategic plan]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the motorcyclist awareness program
criterion? § 1300.25(f) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the
State will implement data-driven programs in a majority of counties or political subdivisions where the incidence of crashes involving a motorcycle
and another motor vehicle is highest]

No

Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the impaired driving program criterion? §
1300.25(h)(2) [Countermeasure strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the State will
implement data-driven programs designed to reach motorcyclists in those jurisdictions where the incidence of motorcycle crashes involving an
impaired operator is highest]

No
Is this countermeasure strategy part of the State racial profiling data collection grant application (§ 1906)? § 1300.28(b)(2) [Countermeasure
strategies and planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), supporting the assurances that the State will undertake activities

during the fiscal year of the grant to comply with the requirements of § 1300.28(b)(1)]

No

Countermeasure strategy description

To describe the program area countermeasure strategy that will help the State complete its program and achieve specific performance targets,
complete the following:

Enter assessment of the overall projected traffic safety impacts of the countermeasure strategy chosen and of the planned activities to be funded.



The impact of the program will be with the allocation of funding and the training strategy will allow for additional law enforcement officers to receive training to access impaired drivers
across the State. This will allow for behavior change. Training will provide for a large impact with the knowledge of officers providing high levels of HVE and know what to look for with
impairment levels. Officers will be more confident in knowing how to look for impairment and gauge types of impairment. Law Enforcement training will also impact the judicial side as
expert testimony will be allowed to help with the increases in prosecution and sentencing.

Enter description of the linkage between program area problem identification data, performance targets, identified countermeasure strategy and
allocation of funds to planned activities.

Crash Analysis: The MOHS recognizes that a strong impaired enforcement plan is a key to reducing impaired fatalities, injuries and crashes in the State of Mississippi. In order to
bring down impaired fatalities, injuries and crashes, the State must focus on data and problem identification, trend analysis and crash location data. All factors are considered when

trying to reach the impaired targets of the State.

The State is able to look at the whole State and determine the need projects, increase in enforcement and the needs of the community. Crash analysis is used to determine the areas

with the most fatal and injury crashes, which helps the MOHS determine where to place the available resources that include program management and funding.

Selection of Projects: The MOHS reviews data from FARS and other data source to look for impaired fatality and crash trends in areas around the State, which helps create target
areas that the MOHS will work to assist in the upcoming grant year. For further information on the selection of projects for the enforcement program, see enforcement section of each

program area.

After the review of the data and target areas are selected, grant applications are distributed throughout the State for the solicitation of grants. Once grants have been received within

the MOHS, if target areas have not submitted a grant application, then the MOHS uses the help from the LEL program to go and solicit applications from those target areas.

Problem identification will be looked at to determine areas of the greatest needs to training. Problem identification can be used to offer training to officer in areas that have high
levels of impaired driving. With the increase of law enforcement training, officers will be able to meet and exceed performance measure that are set within their agencies. Successful

strategies will help the agencies be successful and the allocation of funds to law enforcement training will allow more officer to receive training that is needed.

Evidence of effectiveness
Enter a rationale for selecting the countermeasure strategy and funding allocation for each planned activity.

Selection of Countermeasures/Strategies: The MOHS uses Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasures Guide for State Highway Safety Offices, published by the
NHTSA to select countermeasures/strategies that will be used for the upcoming grant year. The MOHS takes into consideration all data that is available, target areas and the
countermeasures to begin selection process of applications and to determine what the MOHS hopes to accomplish during the grant year. There is not a specific countermeasure within
the Countermeasures that Work: A Highway Safety Countermeasures Guide for State Highway Safety Offices for law enforcement training. The rationale to provide funding for law
enforcement training is to provide officers with high levels of knowledge to be able to determine if a driver is impaired and be able to provide testimony as an expert in a courtroom.
Training will help officers determine those impaired drivers and take those drivers off the roads, that could result in more fatalities and injuries.

Planned activities

Select existing planned activities below and/or click Add New to enter and select planned activities that the State will conduct to support the
countermeasure strategies within each program area to address its problems and achieve its performance targets.

Planned activities in countermeasure strategy

Planned activity unique identifier Planned Activity Name Primary Countermeasure

M5TR-2019-MD-22-51 Oxford Police Department-Law Enforcement Training Program Law Enforcement Training

5.1.2.1 Planned Activity: Oxford Police Department-Law Enforcement Training Program

Planned activity name Oxford Police Department-Law Enforcement Training Program
Planned activity number M5TR-2019-MD-22-51

Primary countermeasure strategy Law Enforcement Training

Is this planned activity part of the evidence-based traffic safety enforcement program (TSEP)? § 1300.11(d)(5)

No

Is this planned activity part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child restraint inspection stations? § 1300.21(d)(3)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating an active network of child passenger safety inspection stations
and/or inspection events based on the State’s problem identification]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State occupant protection grant application (§ 405(b)) for child passenger safety technicians? § 1300.21(d)(4)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for recruiting, training and maintaining a sufficient number of child passenger
safety technicians based on the State’s problem identification, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d)]

No



Is this planned activity part of the State traffic safety information system improvements grant application (§ 405(c)) for the State traffic records
strategic plan? § 1300.22(b)(2)(iii) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), that implement a recommendation(s) from
the State’s most recent highway safety data and traffic records system assessment]

No

Is this planned activity part of the impaired driving countermeasure grant application (§ 405(d)) for spending grant funds on impaired driving
activities as a high-range State? § 1300.23(f)(1)(ii) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), for spending grant funds on
impaired driving activities listed in § 1300.23(j)(4) that must include high-visibility enforcement efforts]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the motorcyclist awareness program criterion? §
1300.25(f) [Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating the State will implement data-driven programs in a
majority of counties or political subdivisions where the incidence of crashes involving a motorcycle and another motor vehicle is highest]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State motorcyclist safety grant application (§ 405(f)) under the impaired driving program criterion? § 1300.25(h)(2)
[Planned activities, at the level of detail required under § 1300.11(d), demonstrating that the State will implement data-driven programs designed to
reach motorcyclists in those jurisdictions where the incidence of motorcycle crashes involving an impaired operator is highest]

No

Is this planned activity part of the State racial profiling data collection grant application (§ 1906)? § 1300.28(b)(2) [Planned activities, at the level of
detail required under § 1300.11(d), supporting the assurances that the State will undertak