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ABSTRACT


This report documents the proceedings of the 2009 Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) Peer Exchange conducted on April 29 – May 1, 2009 in Chicago, Illinois and was attended by over 250 safety advocates representing 47 States and territories. To address government travel restrictions the Peer Exchange was held in conjunction with the 2009 Standing Committee on Highway Safety (SCOHTS) annual meeting. The Peer Exchange topics presented were:  Review of the SHSP Implementation Status; SHSP Implementation Process Model (IPM); Update and Revision of SHSPs; twelve breakout sessions on topics relevant to SHSP implementation; and, Highlights of the SHSP Breakout Topics. The report provides a summary of the major discussion points from both the plenary and workshop sessions. Evaluation comments received from the participants rated the usefulness of the meeting and the combination with the SCOHTS meeting as ranging between good and excellent. Nearly every survey respondent indicated that another Peer Exchange should be held in the future. Many suggestions were provided for use in planning future Peer Exchanges to assist the States with implementation, monitoring and development of the SHSPs.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Following a year in which the U.S. experienced the lowest number of traffic related fatalities since 1955 over 260 representatives of local, State, Federal and private agencies gathered for the fourth Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) Peer Exchange in Chicago. The theme of this year’s meeting was to celebrate success and further sharpen the focus of future strategies to optimize the positive achievements of the State SHSPs.  The participants acknowledged that the recent fatality and crash reductions are partially attributable to the country’s economic turndown and high gasoline prices. These factors have significantly lowered the volume of vehicle miles traveled and likely contributed to the 2008 crash reduction. However a portion of the historic reduction can be directly attributed to the positive impact of the State SHSPs.  As the economy begins to recover travel increases will once again be experienced. To prepare it is essential that the successful elements of the SHSPs be identified now as well as new strategies to ensure future crash reductions.  

Attention at the Peer Exchange turned to peer-to-peer discussions of the most common issues, barriers and best practices which have emerged from SHSP development and implementation activities.  Many States have attained their original goals, developed more complete crash data or recruited new partners. The Peer Exchange provided an opportunity for all to share successful approaches to reconvening the SHSP community and updating their plans.  Many have found success with the development of some type of formal structure for leading the process and ensuring full implementation of the selected strategies. This typically includes the formation of action teams organized by SHSP emphasis area to implement and track projects as well as use feedback to provide input into plan revisions. States are developing new data analysis tools, publicizing successes and launching various forms of web based technology to communicate across the SHSP system. All are seeking to provide greater access to local and regional agencies.  Incentives are being developed to reach new partners with special emphasis on closer relationships with Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and tribal nations. The result is a plan with greater potential to effectively and comprehensively impact the State’s key safety issues.

The SHSP Implementation Manual (IPM) is the latest tool under development by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to assist the States with implementation. The draft IPM was previewed for the first time at the Peer Exchange. Companion Case Studies and a Resource Supplement are also being provided. Model States that participated in the development of the IPM draft shared successful strategies which lead to their selection for the project. And pilot States provided information on the process that they will undertake to customize the best practices to fit their needs. These States will report on their experiences for possible revisions to the draft and finalizing the products for national distribution in 2010. All attendees were also encouraged to review the draft materials and provide input.

After the presentation of the draft IPM a series of 12 breakout group sessions were offered which focused on the most common issues arising from implementation of the SHSP.  Each of the selected topics were inherent to better understanding the needed infrastructure, planning, data services, funding, technical resources and marketing strategies.  Participants were given the opportunity to select the sessions of most interest to them. Many chose to attend the sessions on marketing traffic safety and integrating the State safety plans with the SHSP. Other popular topics were: developing stronger partnerships, monitoring and evaluating the SHSP and its related safety projects, and fostering better advocacy for public policy issues. 

Common challenges were identified throughout the discussions including shrinking economic resources, engaging local and regional agencies more actively within the SHSP process, motivating partners to participate, and identifying a champion to shepherd safety issues through the legislative process.  These interchanges lead to the identification of a full array of possible solutions. A number of guiding principles for consideration were offered: taking a systemic approach to the application of safety treatments, identifying performance measures, establishing accountability, seeking outside agencies to analyze and provide access to data, working with University-based programs to reach local agencies, acquiring software tools and making them widely available, utilizing viral marketing techniques to communicate, encouraging the development of companion SHSPs at the local and regional level and generating grassroots and private sector support to advocate for key legislation.  

The Federal agency and association partners provided resource information to assist the States in strengthening their SHSP. Many are currently available and others will be soon as studies and demonstration projects are completed.  New resource ideas were also generated by the participants such as: streamlining the Federal process to facilitate the provision of funding and training to local agencies, developing one national safety message with a recognizable brand, encouraging the acquisition of valid injury data especially as fatalities decline, and providing guidance on adjusting evaluations to account for decreased driving risk due to the economy or the effects of natural occurrences.  

A popular component of the Peer Exchange was the informal networking opportunity offered at the luncheon. Participants could choose to sit at tables identified with one of the ten most common emphasis areas listed in the State SHSPs.  The free exchange of ideas on specific strategies with others having a similar interest generated a number of great ideas and the frequent exchange of contact information.

Although begun as a Congressional requirement the SHSP process has now fully grown into a widely embraced national movement for improved transportation safety.  All agreed that in the reauthorization of the highway safety program the SHSP concept must be maintained as a foundation principle.

An impressive sharing of information and valuable ideas had once again taken place at the Peer Exchange. The focus had been the identification of strategies to capitalize on the success achieved in 2008 and further drive down fatalities to the target of zero. The result was a greater understanding of cross discipline challenges and an impressive offering of best practices and new ideas for consideration. The collaborative umbrella of the SHSP initiative provides a unique chance for peers to gather and learn from each other’s experiences and successes. Resources should be identified to ensure that similar periodic opportunities will continue to be offered in the future. 

 CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND

A. OVERVIEW
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Section 148 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Action – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA‑LU) requires all States to develop, implement and evaluate a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). All States have an approved SHSP and a number of States have already developed the second version of their SHSP through a revision and update process.
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To provide continuing assistance to the States in the development and implementation of their SHSP a fourth national peer exchange was held in Chicago, Illinois on April 28 – May 1, 2009. To reduce travel costs for government agencies the Peer Exchange was combined with the annual meeting of the Standing Committee on Highway Traffic Safety (SCOHTS) sponsored by the American Association of State Highway Officials (AASHTO). More than 250 people, representing 47 states and the United States territories, attended the combined meeting. Each State was invited to send three representatives to the meeting with funding support from the National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) 17-42 (03) project: one from the State Department of Transportation (DOT) engineering office and one from the State highway safety office (SHSO) both of whom should have been actively working on the implementation of the SHSP. An optional third representative could be nominated by the State if the individual had been playing a key role in the SHSP process. (The following States and territories were unable to attend: Alaska, Arizona, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam, New Mexico, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Virgin Islands). 


The SHSOs were also invited to nominate individuals from their State who fit within one of the identified safety partner categories:  law enforcement, emergency medical services (EMS), metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), county road engineers, local road engineers, commercial vehicle enforcement, State transportation planners and driver licensing agencies. Six individuals were selected who have actively participated in the development of their State’s SHSP and who could provide viewpoints from the perspective of their counterparts in other States. Representatives of the following organizations were also invited and attended the meeting: Governors Highway Safety Association (GHSA), AASHTO, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the National Highway Traffic Safety Administra​tion (NHTSA), the Federal Motor Carrier Administration (FMCSA), the Federal Rail Administration and several other related national safety organizations. See Appendix A, SHSP Peer Exchange Attendee List.
 
This year the primary focus of the Peer Exchange was sharing information regarding the development of the FHWA SHSP Implementation Process Model (IPM) and of successful SHSP implementation strategies and best practices. The agenda was designed to provide the maximum amount of time for the attendees to interact with each other and talk about the issues which were of most importance to them.

B. PLANNING


Planning the Peer Exchange was a State - Federal collaborative effort supported by funding from the NCHRP. The planning committee consisted of representatives from State and Federal government, consultants and associated national leadership associations. The committee was responsible for developing the program agenda, assisting with the selection of speakers and topic leaders, and generating conference materials. See Appendix B. SHSP Peer Exchange Agenda. See Appendix C. SHSP Planning Committee. The planning committee first met in April 2008 and gave full consideration to the potential for combining the Peer Exchange with another safety meeting to address the increasing travel restrictions on government employees. The planning committee decided to approach the leadership of the AASHTO SCOHTS with the idea of a joint meeting because their annual meeting presented the most potential for attracting many of the same attendees and with the greatest interest in the SHSP implementation. The SCOHTS leadership accepted the invitation and joint planning of the two meetings was completed. The Agenda was designed to begin on the first day with the SCOHTS meeting and then open the Peer Exchange on the first afternoon. The next full day was devoted to the Peer Exchange. The closing half day was planned by SCOHTS. Participants of both groups were welcome to attend all of the sessions for both the Peer Exchange and SCOHTS. 
C. DATA PACKET

Each participant received a data packet which had been assembled by the U.S. DOT safety agencies to provide comparative background information, statistics and available resources. The data packet contained the following items: 

1. FY2008 NHTSA SAFETEA-LU Overall Highway Safety Grant Funding – as of September 2008

2. FMCSA National Summary of Large Trucks Involved in Crashes 2003 – 2007

3. NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts 2007 Traffic Safety Annual Assessment- Highlights

4. NHTSA 2009 Traffic Safety Laws/Facts 

5. 2007 State by State Fatality Indicators by Program Type

6. Traffic Safety Performance Measures for States and Federal Agencies

D. SHSP IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS SURVEY 


Under the leadership of Terecia Wilson, Chair of the Transportation Research Board Highway Safety Management Subcommittee, a task team developed and distributed a SHSP Implementation Progress Survey to the States prior to the Peer Exchange. The goal was to assess the status of the State SHSP implementation process. The survey was emailed to the States and they were asked to ensure that only one response was received on behalf of the State. The survey results received from 42 States were compiled and analyzed with the assistance of NCHRP staff. In addition to an informational flyer being distributed to all participants at the Peer Exchange, the survey information will be used at the Committee’s meeting in January 2010 to determine potential future research needs. A detailed analysis of the survey results may be accessed at: 

2009 SHSP Implementation Survey  


The formal presentations from the combined meetings are available on the Internet at Peer Exchange Presentations. (This is the Standing Committee on Highway Traffic Safety’s page on the AASHTO web site.)  Many valuable lessons learned and best practices were suggested during the breakout sessions by the attendees who are actively engaged in implementation of their SHSP or in providing technical support to the State and local agencies. This is the type of peer-to-peer advice that had been identified by the States as most valuable to them as they work through solutions to their challenges and seek effective solutions to ensure the success of their SHSP implementation. 

CHAPTER 2 – SESSIONS

A. OVERVIEW
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Figure 2: FHWA Associate Administrator for Safety, Joe Toole welcomes Peer Exchange attendees

The Peer Exchange opened with two general sessions designed to provide participants with an overview of the current status of the newest resource under development to support the SHSP process from FHWA – the SHSP IPM project. To assist in providing additional information from the perspective of States participating in the project a panel was convened of model IPM States which are participating in the SHSP IPM project. The remainder of the Agenda consisted of a series of facilitated breakout sessions on 13 selected topics. On the first day, all attendees were assigned randomly to the breakout groups because the topic was the same in all groups: Updating and Revising SHSPs. For the second day, attendees were allowed to attend the session which was of most relevance to them as long as there was sufficient space in the room. If the room was full, attendees were asked to attend their second choice topic. There were twelve topics repeated one time which meant that each participant could attend a total of four different sessions. The facilitators played a key role in identifying the issues to be discussed, managing the discussion and ensuring full participation. See Appendix D, SHSP Peer Exchange Facilitator Guidelines. A recorder was assigned to each session. Prior to the meeting topic leaders were selected by the planning committee based upon their State’s experience in the topic area. See Appendix E, SHSP Peer Exchange Facilitator, Recorder and Topic Leader List. The format allowed ample opportunity for participants to ask questions, discuss challenges, share best practices and identify resource needs with their peers and the other Federal, State and local partners in the room.
B. REVIEW OF SHSP IMPLEMENTATION STATUS – FEDERAL AND STATE PERSPECTIVES

Representatives of the FHWA, GHSA and AASHTO provided opening remarks and discussed the implementation of the SHSP from their organization’s perspective. The news that the country had experienced a significant drop in fatalities in 2008 based on preliminary data was a major emphasis. The preliminary fatality number is just over 37,000 traffic related deaths in the U.S. which represents nearly a 10 percentage point decrease when compared to 2007. Although partially explained by a reduction in vehicle miles traveled due to high summer gasoline prices and low economic conditions, there are still good reasons to believe that the enhanced efforts of the safety community are at least partially to be credited. While the researchers spend additional time analyzing the data to obtain more definitive causes for the reduction it is apparent that the death toll is still too high. A number of States and organizations have now adopted aggressive fatality reduction goals which will require increased and innovative efforts to further improve the safety of our nation’s roadways. And when the economy begins to recover the lessons learned from the past year will be even more important so that their continued application may be possible 


The common theme from the opening presenters was the need for leadership at all levels of government and the private sector to work together to ensure the success of the SHSP implementation. Substantial safety progress has been made over the past 100 years and much more can be done despite today’s complex and challenging environment. To support the States, additional technical assistance at the Federal level is being developed. The AASHTO SH SP itself is in the process of being revised and the new Highway Safety Manual is expected to be delivered in early 2010. As the country prepares for the next reauthorization, it is an ideal time to review the success of the SHSP process and prepare to request continued support to provide State and local governments with the resources they need to fully implement, monitor and evaluate their SHSPs and assist them in identifying future solutions.
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TABLE 1. STATE AND FEDERAL PERSPECTIVES ON SHSP IMPLEMENTATION

	ORGANIZATION
	PERSPECTIVE

	AASHTO
	· Great strength of AASHTO is the commitment of the State DOTs working with the local agencies and partnering with the Federal agencies. 

· Every motorist is a constituent and it is our job to look after them. 

· Seek the safety champions in your arena who have a passion that will be contagious to others. 

· This is an important role – successful actions will result in someone’s life being extended. 

· Consider placing this tag line on your PDA – “one fatality is one too many.’

	GHSA
	· There is a strong belief in the value of the SHSP process and its potential role in the current reduction in traffic fatalities. 

· SHSP development was likely the easier task - the implementation phase is much more difficult.

· Fortunately, the Federal agencies have responded to the needs of the States and several new tools have been developed to support safety programs. 

	FHWA


	· Leadership: everyone has a responsibility to advocate for change, support safety, stay energized, maximize resources and eliminate roadblocks 

· Partnership: Look at yourself first - share knowledge, focus on  key needs, policy and legislative changes advocacy, marketing and communications

· Action: translate the plan into action and place programs where they are most needed

· Results: provide people a chance to learn and recognize that we are all providing vital services every day.
· Global: it is time to recognize the expanded safety leadership role beyond the State and national level to share successes and extend partnerships to others around the world. 


C. SHSP IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS MODEL (IPM)


An overview of the development of the SHSP IPM was provided by Tamiko Burnell the FHWA Transportation Specialist in the Office of Safety who has been leading the project. The purpose of the IPM is to address the needs identified by the States to move the SHSP into implementation mode including:  a basic understanding of how the pieces fit together, a model which looks at all of the various planning processes and determines how they relate to the SHSP and a suggestion of what it takes to make the SHSP network successful at the State, local and MPO levels. Over 100 people have been participating in this collaborative development effort especially at the pilot stage of the project. Just prior to the Peer Exchange each registrant received a copy of the IPM draft Manual, Case Studies and Resource Supplement for their review and use at the meeting. The documents are still in draft form so there is still time to provide input.


Although many States have participated at some level, six States were selected as models to give key input into development of the model: Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, Ohio and Utah. Interviews were set up with safety partners within each State to answer 120 standard questions. The responses were compiled and an IPM model process was developed. Then ten States were selected using identified criteria and a first come/first served approach to pilot the IPM model: Idaho, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, New Mexico, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Tennessee and West Virginia. Over the next six months these States will be monitored by FHWA to obtain their feedback on how the model is working and incorporate their feedback into the final product. Peer Exchange participants were asked to send comments to FHWA during the pilot process. The final IPM product is expected to be ready in 2010. 


Three presenters were invited from the IPM model States of New Jersey, Ohio and Utah to discuss a different aspect of their successful strategies noted by the IPM interview panel. The following table summarizes the major themes presented.

TABLE 2. SHSP IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS MODEL STATE PROGRAMS

	STATE
	FEATURED PROGRAM

	New Jersey – Partnerships
	· Safety conscious planning (SCP) began in 2003 and perhaps even earlier with the Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (TRCC).

· Over 140 partners were brought together to develop their Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan (CHSP) over a two year period. There are 8 emphasis areas and it is linked to the long range plan. The State’s three MPOs are on the task group and make recommendations. 

· Then each MPO held a regional SCP Forum and shared their data with the counties and locals.

· The Transportation Safety Resource Center at Rutgers was created to work closely with the MPO and local data. Software was developed for them. The State is willing to share and house the data and let the MPOs and local partners use it with a high transparency level.

·  Motto 1: safety starts with crash data and Motto 2: safety is everyone’s responsibility. 

· Each MPO has established an organizational champion and taken a different approach to their safety programs, i.e. focus on education and enforcement, high risk rural roads program, regional safety studies, deer crash avoidance, regional safety task force, and a legislative symposium.

· The States now relies on the input of their MPO partners as they are key to action at the county and local level. The State SHSP is coordinated with the regional plans and all of the emphasis areas are linked.

· RESULTS: There are common goals and an open dialogue. The MPOs are an institutionalized part of how the State DOT does business in every aspect. And, there is a dedicated local resource program currently funded at $5 million for safety projects.

· RECOMMENDATIONS: Open communication, make it an inclusive membership, challenge the norm, build on what is existing and always look for new funding opportunities.


	Ohio – Sharing Data
	· Data analysis has been used by the State as a tool to interest and keep local partners engaged. In 2004, safety was made an integral part of the State DOT’s long range planning process.

· The MPOs were asked then to work with the DOT to analyze crash data and develop a list of potential projects. Many safety studies and road safety audits were conducted and $30 million was invested in the Highway Safety Improvement Plan (HSIP) to make local improvements.

· Each MPO developed a safety work plan and reached out to their partners to address specific locations and provide financial assistance. Now this is a regular part of the process and the MPOs have a similar process for their county engineers.

· Because data driven decisions are being made the focus is on improving data quality. A number of projects were initiated including a location based referencing system for counties, which is a database of all addresses on the roadway system so it can be overlaid with crash data and all roadway attributes. Many users can access the information and data accuracy is improving.

· The GIS Analysis Tool was also created for the MPOs and counties allowing them to log onto the system and pull individual crash records or data for a segment or region to identify crash problems and analyze them. Crash fact sheets are produced for each county to distribute to locals which contain the predominating crash causes and suggested investments for improvement. 

· A web based application was developed with the support of the TRCC to access crash data and pull individual reports or data for a region. 

· CONCLUSION: Data is a powerful tool to make better safety investments and to help keep local safety partners at the table.


	Utah - Working with MPOs and others to develop a training curriculum
	· Utah has established a zero fatalities goal, “a Goal we can live with”. Their focus is on the planning process within the MPOs to bring safety explicitly within the development of their plan. A link is being established between their Comprehensive Strategic Plan (CSP) priorities, goals and strategies.

· A current project is collaboratively addressing succession planning and training for new employees who may not have a safety background. This is not cross training but cross understanding of what is needed to accomplish the goals and how the processes can work together.

· A consultant was hired and has met with them including the MPOs to develop a training program for MPO planners, regional engineers and board members. The coursework will be implemented and a peer exchange will be hosted in fall 2009 to evaluate their progress, brainstorm strategies and learn from the process. Key workshop topics will be: defining safety, safety analytical tools, legislative requirements, elements of the CSP, planning processes, data, etc.

· The next step will be to have specific safety projects be suggested by the MPOs and then tie them back to the CSP to assist in achieving the goals. Because MPOs are the connection to local units of government the MPOs will be asked to share the training at the local level as well. An MPO Safety Planning Workshop will be held in mid May 2009.




There were two “companion” breakout sessions conducted later in the Peer Exchange which directly related back to the general session discussion on the IPM and other resources being provided by the Federal agencies to support SHSP implementation. Topic 5 provided an opportunity for attendees to ask specific questions regarding the development and use of the SHSP IPM. Because of the differences in State structures the model is designed to be flexible and can be adapted to best fit the individual needs of the State. The IPM model will provide guidance on leadership, marketing, retaining interest, collaboration and integration of the SHSP into established safety planning processes. The second related breakout session - Topic 10 - was attended by representatives of the Federal agencies and related associations which offer other technical resources to support SHSP implementation. Participants were able to ask questions and learn about the supplemental studies, tools and processes available to assist the States including a variety of web sites, data, training and items that are not yet available but currently under development. Additional needs were identified: development of an introduction to EMS course to assist in a better understanding of the potential for SHSP collaboration and guidelines to assist States with the evaluation of the SHSP. For additional details regarding these breakout session discussions and a list of available SHSP resources reference these topic numbers see Appendix F, 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Results.

 D. BREAKOUT SESSIONS
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Breakout sessions were conducted on both days of the Peer Exchange. The Planning Team pre selected facilitators, recorders and topic leaders for each topic. The facilitators opened each session, outlined the parameters of the topic and solicited discussion issues from the participants in the room. The topic leaders were identified based upon their previous experience in each topic area and their role was to assist the facilitator by beginning the discussion in their assigned group. 

The first breakout session focused on the topic of updating and revising SHSPs. Because this is an area which is of interest to all participants there were six breakout groups on the same topic with random assignments to the groups. The focus of the discussion was the strategies and best practices being utilized by the States as they undertake an update or revision of the SHSP. The topic leaders for these groups were selected from States which have already gone through the revision process. The session was introduced by Leanna Depue, Director of the Missouri Highway Safety Division. Having worked with the Peer Exchanges from the beginning, Depue noted how rewarding it is to see how much the SHSP “movement” has grown. Previously the major concern has been bringing partners to the table. Now the partners are motivated and States have moved on to preparing to or have already updated or revised their SHSP. The session was an opportunity to discuss among peers the challenges being presented in this new phase of the SHSP process and to learn from those States who have already undertaken this task. 

TABLE 3. COMMON REASONS FOR REVISING THE SHSP

	1. Utilize newly available crash data in a proactive manner. 

	2. Change the goal(s) – State may have met the goal and needs to provide a new goal, strategies or actions with new target dates.

	3. Involve additional partners and leaders.

	4. Make the document more usable for better efficiency.

	5. Add emphasis areas that may have been missed.



The breakout group attendees noted a variety of challenges that are being encountered which are not unexpected given that the process has advanced to a new stage which includes established partners, additional knowledge regarding the various safety activities taking place, limited funding resources, continued difficulty in reaching local governments,  and maintaining a high level of commitment over time. A number of best practices were shared to continue to engage a high level of participation through enhanced data sharing and analysis tools, specific outreach to certain partners (EMS, tribes, local agencies), establishment of an SHSP infrastructure for decision making and emphasis area specialization, development of reasonable goals, provision of incentives, frequent communication, celebration of successes and an easy mechanism for active participation. The use of teleconferencing and web based tools has greatly increased the ability to include agencies throughout the State in the process. States have noted particular success when they have been able to develop a method for setting aside dedicated funds in support of the SHSP strategies regardless of whether State or local solutions are needed. When participants can see that projects are truly supported as a result of the collaborative SHSP process there is a natural motivation created to maintain a strong SHSP process and remain fully engaged within it. See Appendix F, 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Results, for the major issues, best practices, barriers/challenges, development/resource suggestions, unanswered questions and other comments discussed by the participants in breakout group discussions.


On the second day of the Peer Exchange a series of 12 different topics related to the SHSP implementation process were provided with each topic repeated one time, see Appendix G, 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Topics. Participants had the ability to select which topics they preferred to attend. All sessions were well attended however integration of the SHSP with other safety plans and marketing traffic safety were very full for both groups. 


Because the majority of States are at a similar place within the SHSP implementation process many of the issues raised  often focused on similar themes and challenges: funding integration, improving data quality and access, reaching local units of government to engage them more fully as partners and to provide needed technical and monetary resources, establishing accountability and performance measures, integrating the 4Es concept fully within the SHSP implementation approach,  recruiting safety champions to advocate for public policy enhancements,  understanding the workings of the EMS and tribal agencies to develop stronger relationships and maximize the potential for greater outreach, establishing a practical SHSP organizational and implementation structure, tracking overall and strategy performance and appropriately using evaluation results and branding traffic safety to market the benefits of the SHSP and engage the partners and the general public more fully in safety issues. See Appendix F, 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Results for complete summaries of each breakout topic discussion by topic number.
E. SHSP IMPLEMENTATION BEST PRACTICES 


The breakout group sessions afforded many opportunities for individual jurisdictions to share implementation process strategies that have been particularly successful or have developed into a recognized best practice. The following table identifies some of these best practices which are good candidates for consideration by others to address similar issues and challenges. For a complete list of all of the suggested best practices see Appendix F, 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Results.

Table 4. HIGHLIGHTS OF SHSP IMPLEMENTATION BEST PRACTICE STRATEGIES

	TOPIC
	BEST PRACTICE

	Data Sharing
	Michigan has a public accessible statewide crash data website and added a box for the SHSP emphasis areas so that partners can obtain timely data by emphasis area. Michigan provides near real-time data. It provides important feedback and allows public and political discussion about performance.

	Accountability
	The governor of the State requires regular reports on the SHSP progress which helps to make the SHSP partners accountable. The governor looks good too because the SHSP is showing progress (partners are engaged due to the publicized success and accountability).

	Performance Measures
	· In Washington State performance measures are key and in line with the Target Zero plan. Each county has a Target Zero task force with dedicated staff funded partially by the State Traffice Safety Commission. The sole purpose is to coordinate safety efforts within that county and connect with the State. The State Traffic Safety Commission reviews grant applications and awards points based upon the use of proven safety countermeasures. A Highway Safety Issues Group makes safety improvements and project selection. Systematic improvements have been utilized for the last few years with local agencies provided some funding for safety improvements.

· In California accountability is key because they truly believe that “what gets measured, gets done."

	High Risk Rural Roads Program (HRRRP)
	All FHWA safety engineers from States that invested HRRRP money at high levels were contacted and a summary report of best practices will be available in December 2009.

	Funding Local Projects
	In Iowa half of 1 percent of the budget is set aside for safety projects that are competitively funded. Section 406 and 164 funds are shared between the traffic engineers and the safety office for use with SHSP projects.

	Tribal Agencies
	· There is a tribal transportation planning organization in Washington that coordinates issues and documents the needs of the tribal nations. The MPOs host monthly meetings with the tribes and their issues are included in the updates of the State DOT’s long range plan.

· Minnesota presented to the tribal agencies on Towards Zero Deaths and have now done two tribal summits. This has resulted in tribal engagement in traffic safety with some starting to do their own engineering and track data. 

· Nevada has long-standing mutual aid agreements with the tribes with tribal police considered State peace officers within the boundaries of their reservations. It is mutually beneficial to develop a one-on-one relationship that continues over time.

	Safety Tools
	Massachusetts developed a Traffic Safety Tool Box for town managers and highway departments to learn more about Safety Audits which is available on a DVD. 

	Aggressive Driving Countermeasure
	Delaware and Pennsylvania are good resources for aggressive driving countermeasure information (SMOOTH OPERATOR). The program has successfully engaged the media in the issue.

	Novel Networking
	To introduce and connect partners on specific issues establish a “Safety Dating Service". e.g. Hispanic pedestrian safety issues in South Carolina. 

	Local Law Enforcement Interaction
	To address a problem in Nevada with trucks and busses being used to transport narcotics and money a training class with the DEA was provided for law enforcement to spot and take action on safety violations including speeding. Officers also learned to spot potential hiding places on a commercial carrier. 

	SHSP Tracking Tool
	Florida has developed an in-house tracking tool to monitor projects which are evaluated on basic performance measures. The system is available at no cost to anyone.

	Social Marketing 
	Just has been done with “deputizing” children to remind their parents to wear a seat belt, teach children to read the vehicle speedometer to encourage the driver to obey the speed limit.


F. INFORMAL NETWORKING LUNCHEON


To provide an opportunity for participants to talk with their peers about specific SHSP emphasis area strategies, an informal networking session by subject area was organized during the Peer Exchange luncheon. After obtaining a box lunch the participants could choose to sit at a table which had been signed with one of 10 different topic areas. Those who preferred to set up their own networking topic or discuss any issue that might be raised could sit at an unsigned table. In all cases there were no facilitators or recorders at any tables – just an informal interchange of questions, answers and ideas. This activity turned out to be very popular! The topic areas that were available on the table signs were identified by FHWA from the top 10 list of the most common SHSP emphasis areas:

1. Roadway Departure

2. Occupant Protection

3. Impaired Driving

4. Intersection safety

5. Young drivers

6. Aggressive Driving

7. Pedestrians

8. Data

9. Motorcycles

10. Commercial vehicles

G. CONTINUED NEED FOR COLLABORATION AMONG FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL PARTNERS – MAINTAINING THE MOMENTUM


The closing session was led by a three member panel representing the State highway safety offices, GHSA, the State DOTs and the U.S. DOT. All of them noted that it will take individual leadership, willingness to be a safety champion and continued collaborative efforts to move the SHSP process forward in the future. New challenges will be presented by the economy and the reauthorization of highway funding. The focus on safety must be a constant priority and guide for every program decision. Marlene Markison, NHTSA Associate Administrator for Regional Operations and Program Delivery, turned attention to one of the major elements of safety success, “Data is key – everyone should be working from the same data. By maintaining a performance based focus agencies will be able to show that the selected strategies will save lives.”   Vern Betkey, GHSA Chair noted the need for patience in achieving safety synergy. Betkey said, “The SHSP is not a sprint it is a marathon. The process provides a roadmap for the long drive and builds partnerships over time.”  From the State DOTs, Kirk Steudle, Michigan DOT Director, challenged the participants saying, “It is up to you what you do with the information you have learned here. Make something happen to save a life somewhere. Recognize that you are the leader who must promote safety within your organization.”   

CHAPTER 3. CONCLUSIONS


To assist in future planning the Peer Exchange participants were asked to complete an evaluation form to provide feedback on the value of the sessions and offer comments for future enhancements. A form was submitted by approximately 20 percent of the participants. In every category, the majority of the ratings were good or excellent. Nearly 100 percent indicated they would like to have another Peer Exchange conducted in the future. And the new format which provided less general sessions and more opportunities for a true exchange of information among peers received very high marks. One suggestion was to provide a forum for those individuals who are relatively new to the SHSP process so that they have an environment to ask some of the basic questions.


It is evident that many States have made significant progress in fostering closer partnerships with their counterparts at the local and regional level but there is still much to be learned from each other regarding their unique challenges and responsibilities. A future resource idea offered in several sessions is to provide the States with guidance to assist them in developing a better understanding of their local partners and to help them encourage the development of regional and local SHSPs to compliment and support the State SHSP goals. This logical next step has been achieved to date in only a few States. For additional information regarding the evaluation results, see Appendix H. 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Evaluation – Summary Report.


The 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange provided a wide range of opportunities for interaction and the discussions of key issues identified by the States as they complete the implementation phase of the SHSP process and begin the next revision of their plan. The vision of the SHSP is to develop a long term, fully integrated, systemic approach to safety. Many are finding that developing the SHSP may have been the easier portion of the process even though it did not seem that way at the time. Implementation of multiple strategies in the phase of limited resources and following collaborative and coordinated approaches with a diverse group of partners is labor intensive. 


To achieve the SHSP goals requires a broad base of committed partners at the local, State, Federal and private sector level with a passion and focus on reducing deaths and injuries on the roadways. Continued emphasis on proactively leading efforts to maintain and further energize the level of commitment necessary to ensure the achievement of full implementation of the SHSP, positive outcomes and continuation of the process on a long term basis is critical to  attainment of the nation’s  target zero safety goals. 

Appendix A: 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Attendee List
	State
	Last 
	First
	Agency

	Alabama
	Benifield
	Waymon
	Alabama DOT

	Alabama
	Henderson
	Terry
	Alabama Office of Highway Safety

	Alabama
	Turner
	Dan
	University of Alabama - Tuscaloosa

	Alabama
	Vaughn
	D.W.
	Alabama DOT

	Arkansas
	Waldrip
	Jon
	Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department

	Arkansas
	White
	Bridget
	Arkansas State Police

	California
	Bhullar
	Jesse
	California DOT

	California
	Murphy
	Chris
	California Office of Traffic Safety

	Colorado
	Hahn
	John
	Colorado State Patrol

	Colorado
	Hutton
	Pamela
	Colorado DOT

	Colorado
	Nugent
	Mike
	Colorado DOT

	Colorado
	Wolfinbarger
	James
	Colorado State Patrol

	Connecticut
	Asaro
	Angelo
	Connecticut DOT

	Connecticut
	Carey
	John
	Connecticut DOT

	Connecticut
	Cristalli
	Joseph
	Connecticut DOT

	Delaware
	Meyer
	Thomas
	Delaware DOT

	Delaware
	Simpler
	Jana
	Delaware Office of Highway Safety

	TRB
	Greenwood
	Emily
	Transportation Research Board

	TRB
	Niessner
	Charles
	Transportation Research Board

	TRB
	Pain
	Richard
	Transportation Research Board

	DC
	Kane
	Tony
	AASHTO

	DC
	McCarroll
	Joel
	AASHTO

	DC
	TenEyck
	Rosemary
	AASHTO

	Florida
	Carrick
	Grady
	Florida Highway Patrol

	Florida
	Trussell
	Marianne
	Florida DOT

	Florida
	Wilson
	Mark
	Florida DOT

	Georgia
	Clayton
	Randy
	Governor's Office of Highway Safety

	Georgia
	Moore
	Spencer
	Governor's Office of Highway Safety

	Georgia
	Zahul
	Kathy
	Georgia DOT

	Guest
	Abousleman
	Fred
	NARC

	Guest
	Ahmed
	Omar
	General Innovations LLC

	Guest
	Allen
	James
	Illinois DOT

	Guest
	Christianson
	Larry
	Deja Program Development

	Guest
	Filla-Clark
	Lynn
	U.S GAO

	Guest
	Gillette
	Mike
	Illinois DOT

	Guest
	Harsha
	Barbara
	GHSA

	Guest
	Herbel
	Susan
	Cambridge Systematics

	Guest
	Herman
	Shari
	Telegra

	Guest
	Johnson
	Stacy
	Penna Powers Brian Haynes

	Guest
	Kissinger
	Peter
	AAA Foundation

	Guest
	Kleiner
	Bernardo
	Cambridge Systematics

	Guest
	Knapp
	Keith
	Humphrey Institute

	Guest
	Kolody
	Kim
	CH2M Hill

	Guest
	Laing
	Lorrie
	Cambridge Systematics

	Guest
	McNamara
	Don
	Donald McNamara & Company

	Guest
	Mercer
	Betty
	Mercer Consulting

	Guest
	Meyer
	Mike
	Georgia Institute of Technology

	Guest
	Morkel
	Ken
	First Response Solutions

	Guest
	Nance
	Roseanne
	Illinois DOT

	Guest
	Neuman
	Tim
	CH2M Hill

	Guest
	Riffkin
	Matt
	InterPlan

	Guest
	Rosenblum
	Irv
	Telegra

	Guest
	Schermann
	Jon
	Cambridge Systematics

	Guest
	Shtayner
	Felix
	General Innovations LLC

	Guest
	Stoloff
	Edward
	ITE

	Guest
	Tibbits
	Larry
	Michigan DOT (retired)

	Guest
	Vachal
	Kimberly
	North Dakota State University

	Guest
	Wilson
	Deni
	Illinois DOT

	Guest
	Wilson
	Terecia
	TRB Subcommittee

	Guest
	McGee
	Hugh
	Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc.

	Hawaii
	Benes
	Kari
	State of Hawaii Department of Health

	Hawaii
	Hiraoka
	Sean
	State of Hawaii DOT

	Hawaii
	Roth
	Mitchell
	County of Hawaii Office of the Prosecuting Attorney

	Idaho
	Floerchinger-Franks
	Ginger
	Idaho Trauma Registry

	Idaho
	Hunter
	Mary
	Idaho Transportation Department

	Idaho
	Jennings
	Brent
	Idaho Transportation Department

	Illinois
	Haley
	Rob
	Illinois State Police

	Illinois
	Hannig
	Gary
	Illinois DOT

	Illinois
	Harm
	Eric
	Illinois DOT

	Illinois
	Klein
	Sandy
	Illinois DOT

	Illinois
	Tobias
	Priscilla
	Illinois DOT

	Invitees
	Balzart
	Blake
	ATSSA

	Invitees
	McKee
	David
	ATSSA

	Invitees
	Schuster
	Neil
	AAMVA

	Invitees
	Wentz
	Roger
	ATSSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Alicandri
	Beth
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Anderson
	Rosemarie
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Bender
	Bruce
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Burnell
	Tamiko
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Castellano
	Mike
	FHWA - PA Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Chakiris
	Georgia
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Cooks
	Romell
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Cullari
	Larry
	FHWA - NJ Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Farmer
	Davina
	FMCSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Flom
	Ewa
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Glinski
	Joe
	FHWA -CO Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Gompf
	Valerie
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Grosser
	Susan
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Hamilton
	Duncan
	FHWA - West Virginia

	Invitees (Fed)
	Hasson
	Patrick
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Hayes
	Carmen
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Heflin
	Joe
	FHWA - AR Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Hiatt
	Joel
	FMCSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Ho
	Alan
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Jones
	Darin
	FMCSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Kenley
	Erin
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Kochevar
	Ken
	FHWA - CA Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Kostelnik
	Jack
	FMCSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Lau
	Lorrie
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Louizou
	Tom
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Manning
	David
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Markison
	Marlene
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	McEwen
	Jeff
	FHWA - ME Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Moffat
	John
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Ngo
	Chimai
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Petty
	Karla
	FHWA - CO Division 

	Invitees (Fed)
	Phillips
	John
	Transportation Safety Institute

	Invitees (Fed)
	Ratke
	Stephen
	FHWA - NV Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Rich
	Jessica
	FHWA - TN Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Ries
	Ronald
	Federal Railroad Administration

	Invitees (Fed)
	Ryan
	Sue
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Shaw
	Jeff
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Smith
	Egan
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Stanger
	Roland
	FHWA - UT Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Thorne
	Jim
	FHWA Resource Center

	Invitees (Fed)
	Toole
	Joe
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Tramonte
	Betsey
	FHWA - LA Division

	Invitees (Fed)
	Umbs
	Rudy
	FHWA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Watada
	Bill
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Weiser
	Philip
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Williams
	Amber
	STIPDA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Witter
	Michael
	NHTSA

	Invitees (Fed)
	Young
	Tony
	FHWA - KY Division

	Indiana
	Klitzsch
	Ryan
	Indiana Criminal Justice Institute

	Indiana
	Manning
	Roger
	Indiana DOT

	Iowa
	Thompson
	Robert
	Iowa Governor's Traffic Safety Bureau

	Kansas
	Bodyk
	Pete
	Kansas DOT

	Kansas
	Buckley
	Steve
	Kansas DOT

	Kansas
	Floberg
	Mike
	Kansas DOT

	Kentucky
	Gardner
	Dennis
	Kentucky Office of Highway Safety

	Kentucky
	Lovell
	Tracy
	Kentucky Transportation Cabinet

	Kentucky
	Sigler
	Boyd
	Kentucky Office of Highway Safety

	Louisiana
	Magri
	Daniel
	Louisiana DOTD

	Louisiana
	Mitchell
	Ralph
	Louisiana State Police 

	Louisiana
	Monaghan
	Terri
	Louisiana DOTD

	Maine
	Ibarguen
	Bruce
	Maine DOT

	Maine
	Stewart
	Lauren
	Maine Bureau of Highway Safety

	Maine
	Williams
	Gary
	Maine DOT

	Maryland
	Betkey
	Vernon
	Maryland Highway Safety Office

	Maryland
	Harmel
	Larry
	Maryland Chiefs of Police

	Maryland
	Lipps
	Ronald
	Maryland State Highway Administration

	Massachusetts
	Boudreau
	Neil
	MassHighway - Highway Safety Division

	Massachusetts
	Broderick
	Tom
	Massachusetts Highway Department

	Massachusetts
	Burgess
	Sheila
	Executive Office of Public Safety and Security

	Massachusetts
	Polin
	Bonnie
	MassHighway - Highway Safety Division

	Michigan
	Lariviere
	Kim
	Michigan DOT

	Michigan
	Leix
	Tracie
	Michigan DOT

	Michigan
	Lighthizer
	Dale
	Michigan DOT

	Michigan
	Semifero
	Pietro
	Michigan OHSP

	Michigan
	Steudle
	Kirk
	Michigan DOT

	Michigan
	Thompson
	Deidre
	Michigan DOT

	Minnesota
	Engstrom
	Dave
	Minnesota DOT

	Minnesota
	Groth
	Sue
	Minnesota DOT

	Minnesota
	Palmer
	Susie
	Minnesota DPS

	Mississippi
	Helms
	Daniel
	Mississippi DOT

	Mississippi
	Proctor
	Kim
	Mississippi Department of Public Safety

	Mississippi
	Willis
	Jim
	Mississippi DOT

	Missouri
	Curtit
	Mike
	Missouri DOT

	Missouri
	Depue
	Leanna
	Missouri DOT

	Missouri
	Miller
	John
	Missouri DOT

	Montana
	Strizich
	Carol
	Montana DOT

	Montana
	Williams
	Duane
	Montana DOT

	Nebraska
	Getting
	Rod
	Nebraska State Patrol

	Nebraska
	Waddle
	Dan
	Nebraska Department of Roads

	Nebraska
	Zwonechek
	Fred
	Nebraska Office of Highway Safety

	Nevada
	Ceragioli
	Jim
	Nevada DOT

	Nevada
	Emerson
	Marshall
	Washoe County Sheriff Department

	Nevada
	Hafen
	Jerry
	Department of Public Safety

	Nevada
	Martinovich
	Susan
	Nevada DOT

	New Hampshire
	Thompson
	Stuart
	New Hampshire DOT

	New Jersey
	Fischer
	Pamela
	New Jersey Law & Public Safety

	New Jersey
	McVey
	Frank
	NJ Division of State Police

	New Jersey
	Ott
	Patricia
	New Jersey DOT

	New York
	Baker
	Donald
	New York State DOT

	New York
	DeWeese
	Chuck
	New York State DOT

	New York
	Rood
	Debra
	New York State DOT

	North Carolina
	Braam
	Cliff
	North Carolina DOT

	North Carolina
	Nail
	Don
	North Carolina DOT

	North Carolina
	Nichols
	Mark
	North Carolina DOT

	Ohio
	May
	Michelle
	Ohio DOT

	Ohio
	Moretti
	Felice
	Ohio Traffic Safety Office

	Ohio
	Rucker
	Richard
	Ohio Department of Public Safety

	Oklahoma
	Behrens
	Kevin
	Oklahoma Highway Safety Office

	Oklahoma
	Glabas
	David
	Oklahoma DOT

	Oklahoma
	Koenig
	Linda
	Oklahoma DOT

	Oregon
	Hoffer
	Victor
	Oregon DOT

	Oregon
	McAllister
	Walter
	Oregon Transportation Safety Committee

	Pennsylvania
	Modi
	Girish
	Pennsylvania DOT

	South Carolina
	Harmon
	Ed
	SC Department of Public Safety 

	South Carolina
	Harrelson
	Brett
	South Carolina DOT

	Special (Agency)
	Abbas
	Shahid
	City of Kalamazoo

	Special (Agency)
	Bombery
	Eric
	Washtenaw Area Transportation Study

	Special (Agency)
	Patterson
	David
	NACE

	Special (Agency)
	Webb
	Jim
	Williamson County Sheriff's Department

	Special (BIA)
	Figueroa Jr.
	Jose
	Fort Peck Tribes

	Special (Carrier)
	Beasley
	David
	Illinois State Police

	Special (DMV)
	DeYoung
	Dave
	California DMV

	Special (DMV)
	Fernandes
	Felix
	Illinois Secretary of State

	Special (DMV)
	Judd
	Lynne
	Wisconsin DOT

	Special (EMS)
	Bixler
	John
	FL Dept. of Health, Div. of Emergency Medical Operations

	Special (EMS)
	Burke Moore
	Katherine
	MN EMS Regulatory Board

	Special (EMS)
	DeTienne
	Jim
	MT Dept. of Public Health & Human Svcs.

	Special (EMS)
	Gainor
	Dia
	Idaho Emergency Medical Services Bureau

	Special (EMS)
	Olliff
	Terry
	DHSS/Public Health

	Special (L.E.)
	Andrews
	Charles
	Alabama Department of Public Safety

	Special (L.E.)
	Ashton
	Richard
	IACP

	Special (L.E.)
	Maynard
	Robert
	California Highway Patrol

	Special (L.E.)
	McCurdy
	Bob
	Williamson County Sheriff's Department

	Special (L.E.)
	Young
	Les
	Washington State Patrol

	Special (LTAP)
	Cady
	Dan
	LTAP

	Special (LTAP)
	Koller
	Renee
	LTAP

	Special (LTAP)
	Ksaibati
	Khaled
	LTAP

	Special (LTAP)
	Papacostas
	C.S
	LTAP

	Special (LTAP)
	Walsh
	Marie
	LTAP

	Special (MPO)
	Bartlett
	Aaron
	Mid America Regional Council

	Special (MPO)
	Bruff
	Thomas
	SEMCOG

	Special (MPO)
	Hattery
	Doug
	Wasatch Front Regional Council

	Special (MPO)
	Louis
	Chris
	RTC of Southern Nevada

	Special (MPO)
	Mayhew
	Robin
	Puget Sound Regional Council

	Special (MPO)
	Ward
	John
	Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

	Special (Planner)
	Bland
	Jeannie
	Illinois DOT

	Special (Planner)
	Deitz
	Mary
	Maryland State Highway Administration

	Special (Planner)
	Thomas
	John
	Utah DOT

	Tennessee
	Ogletree
	Gary
	Tennessee DOT

	Tennessee
	Poole
	Kendell
	Tennessee DOT

	Tennessee
	Tugwell
	Mike
	Tennessee DOT

	Territory (AS)
	Scanlan
	Fred
	American Samoa Office of Highway Safety

	Territory (AS)
	Voight
	Faleosina
	American Samoa Office of Highway Safety

	Territory (PR)
	Nevarez
	Alexis
	Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority

	Territory (PR)
	Rivera
	Juan Carlos
	Puerto Rico Traffic and Transportation Authority

	Territory (PR)
	Santini
	Miguel
	PR Traffic Safety Commission

	Texas
	Lopez
	Carlos
	Texas DOT

	Texas
	Moore
	Meg
	Texas DOT

	Texas
	Pence
	Terry
	Texas DOT

	Utah
	Beach
	Dave
	Department of Public Safety

	Utah
	Hull
	Robert
	Utah DOT

	Utah
	Slagowski
	Kathy
	Utah Highway Patrol

	Vermont
	Rose
	Carol
	Vermont Safety Education Center

	Vermont
	Satterfield
	Charles
	Governor's Highway Safety Program

	Vermont
	Schultz
	Joshua
	Vermont Agency of Transportation

	Virginia
	Read
	Stephen
	Virginia DOT

	Virginia
	Saunders
	John
	Virginia Highway Safety Office

	Washington
	Butters
	Aaron
	Washington State DOT

	Washington
	Dornfeld
	Michael
	Washington State DOT

	Washington
	Lind
	Steve
	Washington Traffic Safety Commission

	West Virginia
	Hardy
	Donna
	West Virginia DOT

	West Virginia
	Lobert
	Barbara
	West Virginia DOT

	West Virginia
	Mays
	Marsha
	West Virginia DOT

	Wisconsin
	Hughes
	Dennis
	Wisconsin State Patrol

	Wisconsin
	Lonsdorf
	Dan
	Wisconsin State Patrol

	Wisconsin
	Yao
	Rebecca
	WisDOT

	Wyoming
	Carlson
	Matthew
	Wyoming DOT

	Wyoming
	Kidner
	Martin
	Wyoming DOT

	Wyoming
	West Peterson
	Dee
	Wyoming DOT


Appendix B: SHSP Peer Exchange Facilitator, Recorder and Topic Leader List

A. FACILITATORS

NAME





ORGANIZATION

Fred Abouselman



NARC

Tamiko Burnell



FHWA

Susan Groth




Minnesota Department of Transportation

Pat Hasson




FHWA

Susan Herbel




Cambridge Systematics Inc.

Bernardo Kleiner



 Cambridge Systematics Inc.

Lorrie Laing




 Cambridge Systematics Inc.

Mike Meyer




Georgia Institute of Technology

Chris Murphy




California Office of Traffic Safety

Rick Pain




TRB/NAS

Kendell Poole




Tennessee Department of Transportation

Susan Ryan




 NHTSA

Jon Schermann



Cambridge Systematics Inc.

Terecia Wilson



TRB Subcommittee on Highway Safety Management

B. RECORDERS

NAME





ORGANIZATION

Rosemarie Anderson



 FHWA

Bruce Bender,




FHWA

Mike Castellano



 FHWA

Larry Christianson



 Deja Program Development

Romell Cooks




 NHTSA

Hamilton Duncan



 FHWA

Valerie Gompf




NHTSA

Carmen Hayes



NHTSA

Alan Ho




 FHWA 

Bernardo Kleiner



Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

Tom Louizou




 NHTSA

Jeff McEwen




 FHWA

John Moffat




 NHTSA

Jessica Rich




 FHWA

Ed Stollof




 ITE

Betsey Tramonte



 FHWA

Phil Weiser




NHTSA

C. TOPIC LEADERS

Alabama: Waymon Benifield

California: Chris Murphy, Jesse Bhullar

Colorado: Pamela Hutton

Delaware: Jana Simpler

Florida: Marianne Trussel

C. TOPIC LEADERS (continued)

Georgia: Kathy Bailey

Idaho: Brent Jennings, Mary Hunter

Illinois: Sandy Klein, Priscilla Tobias

Iowa: Bob Thompson

Kansas: Pete Bodyk

Louisiana: Dan Magri, Terri Monaghan 

Maine: Bruce Ibarguen

Maryland: Vern Betkey, Ron Lipps

Michigan: Dale Lighthizer, Pietro Semifero

Minnesota: Dave Engstrom, Susie Palmer, Randy Slinger

Missouri: Leanna Depue

Montana: Carol Strizich, Duane Williams

Nevada: Susan Martinovich, Jim Ceragioli

New Jersey:  Patricia Ott

Ohio: Michelle May, Felice Moretti

Oregon: Walter McAllister, Victor Hoffer

Pennsylvania: Girish Modi

Utah: Robert Hull, Dave Beach, John Thomas

Washington: Mike Dornfeld, Steve Lind

Wisconsin: Rebecca Yao

Wyoming: Matt Carlson and Martin Kidner 

AASHTO: Tony Kane, Joel McCarroll

FHWA Planning: Susan Grosser

FHWA Safety: Erin Kenley

NHTSA: Georgia Chakiris, David Manning, Mike Witter, Bill Watada

Cambridge Systematics Inc. Susan Herbel

Appendix C: SHSP Peer Exchange Facilitator Guidelines
SHSP 2009 Peer Exchange

Facilitator Guidelines

(
General Guidance

Beginning the Session

· Call the session to order as soon as practical.

· 
Identify your session recorder and ask them to assist at the flip chart at the beginning of the session. Then they will take notes on the laptop using the provided template. 

· Have everyone quickly introduce themselves and the organizations they represent. You will not want to spend much time for introductions, e.g., name and agency. You should speak first to demonstrate the type of introductory remarks requested and put the others at ease. Remember – keep it short!

· Briefly explain the purpose and function of the breakout groups:

· Identify topics for discussion;

· Receive input from topic leaders from their problem solving strategies;

· Network

Managing the Group
· Manage the discussion. Make sure everyone participates. (e.g. Name, you haven’t commented on this subject. Do you have thoughts that you’d like to share?)  

· Be careful that a few participants don’t dominate the discussion. (e.g. Name, that’s a good point. Let’s hear what others have to say about this issue.)  

· Attempt to solicit brief responses so the maximum number of topics can be covered. The attendees want to learn from the experiences in other jurisdictions. The session provides maximum time for interactive discussion and networking. 

· Watch the time and make sure you accomplish what you need to do in the time allowed. 

· Coordinate with your recorder. The notes will be gathered after the session. 

· Provide all materials (e.g., flipchart notes, computer template files, etc.) to Betty Mercer at the conclusion of your responsibility and at the end of each day.

(
Peer Exchange Agenda
Refer to the following list for breakout topic assignments and the Agenda for the breakout times. One set of breakout sessions takes place on Day One: Updating and Revising SHSPs. Two sets of six breakout topics (12 topics total) take place on Day Two (six topics in the morning and six in the afternoon). All sessions are repeated once (a and b). 

Day One – Wednesday, April 29, 2009, 3:30 – 4:45 p.m. 
Breakout Sessions -Updating and Revising SHSPs
· There are six breakout sessions on the same topic: Updating and Revising SHSPs.
· Colored “dots” on the name tags assign attendees to specific breakout rooms.
· Facilitators introduce the topics and solicit discussion items/questions from the group. Recorders can help capture the initial items on the flipchart
. If items are not provided by the group, suggested discussion items include the following:

· I realize that states are at different stages of development and implementation of their SHSP. What is the current development status of your SHSP?  (example: This is our initial plan and we are in the ? year of implementation) 

· Each plan has two key stages; development and implementation. What two important strategies did you use in the successful development of your SHSP? 

· What two important strategies did you use in the successful implementation of your SHSP? 

· Moving a plan from paper to action is always challenging. What role did partnership play in both the development and implementation of your SHSP?

· What steps did you take to expand participation and involvement in your SHSP process?

·    What organizational structure is in place to promote the sustainability of your SHSP effort? (Example:  lead agency, champions, committees, funding, etc.)   

· There are always challenges and barriers to the development and implementation of strategic plans. What has been the most challenging part of the SHSP development and implementation process?

· What advice can you provide to help overcome these challenges?

·    Monitoring the progress and success of your SHSP is very important. How are you tracking progress and evaluating outcomes?
· A topic leader (s) has been assigned from a State identified as having recent experience in revising their SHSP. These individuals will be asked to attend their assigned room and help start the discussion by relating their agency’s experience or best practice. 
· The facilitators are asked to encourage feedback from as many different participants to encourage participation by all and a good exchange of ideas and information.

· A recorder is assigned to each room. A template has been provided for note taking.
  They will be asked to record: Major Issues, Best Practices, Barriers/Challenges, Development and Resource Suggestions, Questions that Could Not Be Answered.
· The facilitator will close the session at the assigned time and remind attendees about the evening reception at 5:30 (there is no report out on Thursday).
· The recorders’ templates will be given to the meeting coordinator (Betty Mercer) for compilation in the meeting report.
Reception
A sponsored networking reception will take place from 5:30 – 7:30 p.m. at the Grand Ballroom of the Drake Hotel.
Day Two – Thursday, April 30, 2009 - SCHEDULE
8:45 – 10 a.m.

BREAKOUT SESSIONS (First series of 6 topics)
10 – 10:30 a.m.

BREAK (Palm Court)
10:30 – 11:45 a.m. 
Repeat of first series

11:45 – 1:00 P.M.
NETWORKING LUNCH – (Palm Court)

Attendees may choose to have lunch and discuss selected topics (note: see signs on designated tables; no facilitators, recorders, or agenda). This is informal networking and optional. Some tables will not have designated topics.

1:00 – 2:15 p.m.
BREAKOUT SESSIONS (Second series of 6 topics)
2:15 – 2:45 p.m.
BREAK (Palm Court)
2:45 – 4:00 p.m.
Repeat of second series

4:00 – 5:00 p.m.
REPORT OUT BY FACILITATORS – Gold Coast Room

5:00 p.m.

CLOSING

Breakout Sessions Thursday

Format for the First Round (a) (Morning):

· Twelve breakout session topics will be presented on Thursday, six of which will occur twice in the morning. In the afternoon, a new set of six topics will be presented twice.

· Refer to the SHSP Breakout Session Topics List for the topic names and facilitator assignments.

· Attendees will not be pre assigned to the breakout sessions. They will select the topics of most interest to them. If their first choice room is full, please ask them to move on to their second choice, etc. until they find an empty seat. Please do not allow standing in the room or doorway.

· A recorder is assigned to each set of breakout sessions and they will use a template to record the information for reporting back.

· The facilitators (and recorders) will attend a brief training session the evening before the conference. 

· The facilitators will use the first 10 minutes to introduce the topic and solicit discussion items/questions from the group in the room. These will be captured on the flipchart with the recorder’s assistance.

· Topic leader(s) have been assigned from the State attendees for each topic. They have background and experience in the specific topic. These individuals will be asked to attend their assigned sessions. Facilitators will ask them to start the discussion by relating their agency’s experiences or best practices. 

· The facilitator will review the items on the flipchart and lead the discussion by focusing on the items of most interest and those not covered by the topic leader(s)

· Encourage feedback from as many different participants to encourage participation by all and a good exchange of ideas and information.

· It is likely not all identified items can be discussed in the time available.

Second Round (b) – Repeat of First Session Topics
· The same instructions apply to the repeated sessions.

· Only the attendees will change rooms, not the facilitators or recorders. New topic leaders will enter the room for the repeat session.

· Facilitators and recorders will capture the items receiving the most attention for the report out.

Third (a) and Fourth Round (b) – New Set of Topics = Same Process (Afternoon)
· Follow the same process outlined above for the morning sessions.

· Facilitators should promptly close the final session and proceed to the Report Out in the Gold Coast Room. Please sit in the front rows for easy access to the podium. The facilitators will be called on individually by the session moderator to report out.

(  Report Out
· The 12 facilitators will briefly report (2 -3 minutes) on the 2 – 3 most frequently discussed items from their sessions on Thursday. The information should be consolidated into one report for both segments of the topic, a and b.
· The recorders will give their meeting notes (through exchange on flash drives) to Betty Mercer for compilation in the meeting report.
(  Breakout Session Record

Each session will submit their notes on the key points of the discussion. The recorders assigned to the session will be responsible for this activity using a template which will be provided to them. The template provides a separate recording section for each segment of the breakout session (for example, there are two segments for the Thursday morning topic). 
· Major issues raised

· Best practices suggested

· Problems/‌barriers

· Suggestions as to future development of guidance, resources, research, etc., that would help the participants successfully implement the SHSP

· Questions that could not be answered

· Other

Appendix D: SHSP Peer Exchange Agenda
2009 Strategic Highway Safety Plan Peer Exchange – SCOHTS Annual Meeting

 April 29 – May 1, 2009

The Drake Hotel

Chicago, Illinois

AGENDA

Registration: 
Tuesday, April 28: 3 – 6 p.m. and Wednesday, April 29: 7 a.m. – 5 p.m. (Gold Coast Foyer)

Wednesday, April 29, 2009 – (Gold Coast Room)

MODERATOR: Kirk Steudle, Chair of SCOHTS and Director, Michigan Department of Transportation
7:00 a.m. – 8:30 a.m.

Continental breakfast (Palm Court)

                       8:30 a.m. – 9:30 a.m.

            Welcoming & Getting Acquainted 




Kirk Steudle, Chair of SCOHTS and Director, 




Michigan DOT - Welcoming remarks from our hosts: Gary 



Hannig, Illinois Secretary of Transportation  






- Committee member introductions





Approval of fall meeting minutes 







Joseph S. Toole, FHWA Associate Administrator for 




Safety











- Action items completed & pending






AASHTO report






Tony Kane, Director. Engineering and Technical 






Services, AASHTO







 - SCOHTS-Safety Management Subcommittee 






Report on actions listed in order by task groups







Larry Tibbits, SCOHTS-former SM Subcommittee 






Chair and retired -Chief Operations Officer, Michigan 





Department of Transportation

9:30 a.m. – 10:15 a.m.
Safety Reauthorization Looking Toward the Future

Moderator: Larry Tibbits, former SCOHTS-SM Subcommittee Chair 
-Summary and discussion of reauthorization efforts including common points and differences in proposals from the various safety partners.

-US DOT Perspective (FHWA, FMCSA, and NHTSA) & Economic Recovery impact on Safety






-State Safety Partners (AASHTO, GHSA, IACP, AAMVA, 




CVSA)
10:15 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.
BREAK (Palm Court)
10:30 a.m. – 11:15 a.m.
Safety Research




Moderator: Rick Pain, National Academies of Science





- TRB/NCHRP Update Chuck Niessner. NCHRP 




Senior Program Officer, National Academies of 





Science, 
- SHRP 2 Ann Brach, Study director for F-SHRP
National Academies of Science,

- Safety Analyst Stephen Read, Virginia DOT

11:15 a.m. – 11:30 a.m.
Resolution to Support Congressional Resolution 74





Tony Kane, AASHTO

11:30 a.m. – NOON

What is causing the drop in fatalities?




 Barbara Harsha, Executive Director, GHSA

- GHSA analysis (survey) of states regarding 10% drop in fatalities

- Feedback from States

- Discussion Item: What action items can we develop on how to keep momentum going?

12:15      – 1:30 p.m.

Luncheon Speaker-TBA (Grand Ballroom)

MODERATOR: Priscilla Tobias, State Safety Engineer, Illinois Department of Transportation


1:30 p.m. – 2:15 p.m.

-Peer Exchange Welcome







-Review of the SHSP Implementation Status







Joseph S. Toole, FHWA Associate Administrator for 





Safety

Vern Betkey, GHSA Chair and Maryland Highway Safety Office Chief 

Kirk Steudle, Chair of SCOHTS and Director, Michigan DOT






Welcoming comments from the SHSP partners. A brief 






synthesis of what FHWA has learned about SHSP 






implementation and the outreach they have completed 






(representing all Federal partners) 

2:15 p.m. - 3:15 p.m.

SHSP Implementation Process Model (SHSP IPM) – 



Overview  

Tamiko Burnell, Transportation Specialist, SHSP & TSP Coordination, FHWA, Office of Safety
- A project overview and timeline with model/pilot States (Patricia Ott- New Jersey, Michelle May-Ohio, Robert Hull-Utah) as a panel to provide brief highlights of their interviews for the project
3:15 p.m. – 3:30 p.m.

BREAK (Gold Coast Room)

3:30 p.m. – 4:45 p.m.

Facilitated breakout sessions – (see program for breakout 



rooms)




Update and Revision of SHSPs




Introduced by: Leanna Depue, Director, Highway 




Safety
Division, Missouri DOT
“The second time around” – challenges and lessons learned that were applied this time, what was done differently, how partners were involved. 

5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m.

Networking Session-Sponsored Reception – (Grand 




Ballroom)




Dinner on your own

Thursday, April 30, 2009 - (Gold Coast Room)
7:00 a.m. – 8:30 a.m.

Full Breakfast (Palm Court)

8:30 a.m. – 8:45 a.m. 

Instructions for the Facilitated Breakout Sessions – (Gold 

Coast Room) - Betty Mercer, Mercer Consulting Group 

LLC
8:45 a.m. – 10 a.m.

First Series of 6 SHSP Breakout Sessions (see program 

for breakout rooms)

10 a.m.  – 10: 30 a.m.

BREAK – (Palm Court)

10:30 a.m. – 11: 45 a.m.
Repeat of first series of 6 SHSP Breakout Sessions
11:45 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.

BOX LUNCH – Networking Option** (Palm Court)




Look for the topic signs on some of the lunch tables and sit 

at the table with the topic that you would like to discuss 


over lunch with 
fellow attendees. Or sit at an unsigned t


table and discuss any issue you and your table partners 


select. No facilitators, no recorders at any tables - just 


informal networking!

12 noon - 12:30 p.m.

SHSP IPM - Pilot State Meeting for FHWA, NHTSA, FMCSA 

staff ONLY (Parkside)

1:00 p.m. – 2:15 p.m.

Second Series of 6 SHSP Breakout Sessions (see 


program for breakout rooms) 

2:15 p.m. – 2: 45 p.m.

BREAK (Gold Coast Room)

2:45 p.m. - 4:00 p.m.

Repeat of second series of 6 SHSP Breakout Sessions
4:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Highlights of 12 SHSP Breakout Topics (Gold Coast 


Room)

Moderator: Marlene Markison, Associate Administrator for Regional Operations and Program Delivery, NHTSA
Facilitators briefly outline the items most frequently heard during their breakout sessions.

Closing of the Peer Exchange - Continued need for Federal, State, MPO and Local collaboration and next steps. 

Marlene Markison, NHTSA

Vern Betkey, GHSA Chair

Susan Martinovich, Director, Nevada DOT







Dinner on your own 
** SHSP Emphasis Areas Lunch Networking Topics: 

Roadway departure, Occupant protection, Impaired driving, Intersection safety, Young drivers, Aggressive driving, Pedestrian safety, Data and data system improvements, Motorcycle safety and Commercial vehicles
Friday, May 1, 2009 - (Gold Coast Room)

MODERATOR: Susan Martinovich, Director, Nevada DOT

7:00 a.m. – 8:00 a.m.

Continental Breakfast (Palm Court)

8:00 a.m. – 8:30 a.m.

Subcommittee on Research (SCOR) Report





Susan Martinovich, Nevada DOT

8:30 a.m. – 9:30 a.m. 
Safety Legislation (pre-meeting tally of SCOHTS Member States) Roundtable led by Susan Martinovich, Nevada DOT

- Provides a summary of States that are enacting new or more stringent traffic safety legislation and a discussion on using incentives rather than disincentives.
Other Issues from the Members
9:30 a.m. – 10:00 a.m.

Performance measures (Moderated by Tony Kane, 




AASHTO)

- NHTSA Marlene Markison, NHTSA

- AASHTO’s Standing Committee on Performance Management: Comparative Measures study Tony Kane, AASHTO

- Discussion Item: Federal Incentives vs. Disincentives: How do they relate prospective performance goals? Discussion Led by Tony Kane


10:00 a.m. – 10:15 a.m.
BREAK – (Palm Court)



10:15 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.
Discussion on CEO Safety Forum Agenda 







Betty Mercer, MCG LLC
Sunday, May 17, 2009 – AASHTO Spring Meeting



10:30 a.m. – 10:50 a.m.
IntelliDrive and Other ITS Safety Issues

Shelley Row, Program Director for the Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Joint Program Office (JPO) of USDOT



10:50 a.m. – 11:05 a.m.
Update on usRAP







Peter Kissinger, President and CEO, AAA Foundation 





for Traffic Safety

11:05 a.m. – 11:30 a.m.
Data Driven Approaches to Crime and Traffic Safety (DDACTS)


Col. Ken Morckel (Ret.), Director, First Response Solutions

11:30 a.m. – Noon
Meeting summary and task list 


Kirk Steudle, Michigan DOT; Susan Martinovich, Nevada DOT; Joseph S. Toole, FHWA

- Reports from Liaisons to other AASHTO committees (as 
available)

- Review of tasks and assignments made during this meeting

- Set dates and locations for future committee meetings

- Address any new resolutions

- Parting Thoughts


Noon



- Close SCOHTS Meeting

Presentations will be posted at:  http://cms.transportation.org/?siteid=35 after the meeting. This is the Standing Committee on Highway Traffic Safety’s page on the AASHTO web site.

.
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Beth Alicandri, FHWA

Adrienne Blackwell, TRB

Larry Christianson, Deja Program Development

Troy Costales, Oregon Department of Transportation

Emily Greenwood, TRB

Barbara Harsha, GHSA

Susan Herbel, Cambridge Systematics Inc.

Robert Hull, Utah Department of Transportation

Anthony Kane, AASHTO

Erin Kenley, FHWA

Marlene Markison, NHTSA

Joel McCarroll, Oregon Department of Transportation (AASHTO)

Chuck Niessner, TRB

Rick Pain, TRB

Susan Ryan, NHTSA

Keith Sinclair, FHWA

Rosemary TenEyck, AASHTO

Rudy Umbs, FHWA

Ted Trepanier, Washington State Department of Transportation

Tom Welch, Iowa Department of Transportation

Terecia Wilson, Chair, TRB Subcommittee on Highway Safety Management

Appendix F: 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Topics

2009 Peer Exchange - SHSP BREAKOUT SESSION TOPICS

	TOPIC

	1. Involving MPOs and local safety agencies in the SHSP implementation process – successful approaches for encouraging regional/ local commitment and involvement

	2. Funding SHSP safety project implementation activities at both the State and local level – how much, funding sources (Federal, State and local), decision making methods

	3. Achieving integration and close coordination of all State safety, long range, STIP, and TIP plans with the SHSP

	4. Strategies for addressing and achieving SHSP public policy (legislation) strategies – how can grassroots initiatives be encouraged, working within the Federal and State limits on lobbying and other ideas for achieving legislative goals

	5. Learn more about the SHSP IPM and Manual Development project. FHWA staff and involved States (different States in the first and second a.m. session) will be there to share more details about the project featured in the general session and answer questions about the SHSP IPM project and the States’ best practice experiences

	6. Implementing strategies to more effectively and efficiently support the implementation of SHSP goals – approaches taken to better align organizational and staff resources to support the SHSP goals

	7. Setting targets and aggressive goals in the SHSP – numbers versus rates, identifying long term goals, and establishing performance measures 

	8. Attracting and integrating traditional and non-traditional partners fully into the SHSP process – i.e. EMS, DMV, Motor Carrier, businesses – transforming “me” to “us”

	9. Sustaining interest in SHSP Implementation – communication techniques, incentives and other strategies for maintaining and generating new interest in proactive SHSP participation 

	10. SHSP Resource tools and an opportunity to “ask the Federal agencies” – a chance to learn about the most current SHSP implementation tools and ask specific questions of the Federal agencies regarding SHSP implementation

	11. Monitoring and evaluating SHSP implementation activities – methods for tracking, compiling and reporting outcomes and outputs

	12. Marketing traffic safety – strategies for involving and motivating the general public to support traffic safety initiatives and the SHSP


Appendix G – 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Breakout Session Results

WEDNESDAY BREAKOUT SESSION: UPDATING AND REVISING SHSPs

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Implementation transition from development of a plan to action.
· Funding - staffing of the project and sustained funding

· Dealing with personalities as this plays a major role in the collaborative process. Fostering mutual respect even if personalities conflict.

· Changing the culture of agencies to make safety a higher priority.
· Learning each other's "language" and jargon to build trust. 

· Directly linking the safety plans of all agencies. 

· Getting partners to share the success stories.

· Soliciting private sector involvement: they want to know - what's in it for them and they need recognition.

· Linking the various safety plans to the SHSP.

· Need for continuous process improvement.

· Maintaining a level of commitment during plan implementation

· Continuation of “stovepipes” despite a plan that suggests interactivity.

· Data access and availability. 
· Increasing awareness and obtaining local agency participation in plan development and implementation. 
· Tracking implementation from the data side, e.g. before and after, and then completing the planning cycle by using the data in the next update. 

· Difficulty of attaining tribal involvement.

· Organizational changes.
· SHSP (the way it is written) is too complex especially for policy makers.
· Aggressive goal setting as it relates to a reduction in the number of fatalities by a certain date.

	Best Practices
	· Organize emphasis area or project task groups to address specific strategies.
· Use a SHSP web site to gather and share minutes, reports of different focus teams, publish a periodic newsletter, etc.
· Sign a partnership agreement to identify agency authority and responsibilities i.e. Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).
· Conduct regularly scheduled stakeholder meetings to ensure all know their purpose and role, know/meet needs, understand what partners can offer and hold stakeholders accountable.
· Celebrate successes before beginning a revision of the SHSP. 
· Consider using outside facilitators when updating the SHSP to remove the possible appearance of any bias.
· Provide continuous outreach to partners outside State DOT, especially with the actual writing of the plan.
· Encourage MPOs and local agencies to establish their own regional/local SHSP with a link to the SHSP to give them more ownership. 
· Monitoring tools: new performance measures, strategies, emphasis areas.
· Have the traffic safety advisory commission or similar body provide leadership and guide the development of the SHSP. 
· Provide funding for locals to attend summits and training to generate more interest and better projects.
· Revise engineering polices to address safety issues as a design standard on all projects.
· Cross train professionals to build partnerships e.g. training law enforcement on how to do road safety audits. 
· Develop reasonable goals. Consider using numbers rather than rates because it is easier to explain. 
· Identify a safety champion. 
· Foster a strong partnership between the State DOT and the highway safety office and consider placing SHSP outcomes into employee performance plans to ensure commitment.

· Consider developing or tapping into an existing system of community traffic safety coordinators, Safe Communities or local traffic safety committees to meet regularly to exchange ideas.
· Short term vs. long term goals. 
· Outreach to local communities for feedback on the SHSP and then use that input for possible revisions. 
· Use of State universities for data analysis - can be cost effective if students are involved.
· Use the LTAP centers to bridge the gap between the State and local agencies.
· Allocate funding for local safety improvements and assign responsibility to local safety engineers for locating safety target areas.
·  Look for existing actions that are already being funded and build on them. 
· Use HSIP funds for SHSP projects and ask FHWA to help gain access to the funds. Have a component that markets these projects.
· Issue shared media releases on SHSP activities so that all partners are recoginized as a safety partner. 
· Coordinate events so that it appears to be a significant movement and representative force.
· Use Data Driven Approaches to Crime and Traffic Safety (DDACTS) to get law enforcement involved.
· Establish training sessions for locals to learn how to access HRRR funding
· Develop incident management task forces to attract EMS to the table. 
· Develop local transportation management teams that are EMS driven. 
· Develop a good partnership with the EMS community to assist with locating crashes in local areas. 
· Attract EMS by helping them with a funding application to meet their need and a need of the SHSP such as, NEMSIS compliance.
· Begin a working relationship with EMS through the Traffic Records Coordinating Committee and then get EMS interested in other SHSP issues. 
· Provide EMS a role in SHSP engineering solutions - consult with EMS to ensure emergency access for them to get to crashes in a timely manner. 

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Maintaining energy on the second or third round of the SHSP. 
· Inconsistencies in the time frames of different safety plans (everything from one to 20 years). 
· Changes in leadership and job responsibilities causing turnover and the need to reestablish the connection.

· Over-use of the best volunteers from the various sectors and local communities.
· Ttravel restrictions keep people from getting together.
· Inadequate performance measures to evaluate SHSP accomplishments.
· Dealing with some partners who are not completing their portion of the SHSP due to their own agency’s plans and priorities.
· Completeness, accuracy and sharing of crash data is a barrier for tribal nations and federal lands.
· Managing people who become involved to promote their own career, rather than having a true commitment to safety. 
· Data sharing difficulties when there are “stovepipes”. 
· Attempting to have all parties take ownership in the implementation of the SHSP.
· Finding a way to ensure that the SHSP is being marketed well to everyone especially local agencies.
· Lack of data for local roads.
· Determining how to work with a manageable number of local units of government and barrios not covered under the MPOs.
· Bringing EMS into the SHSP because of its difficult organizational structure.
· Dealing with the bureaucracy and its slow movement which makes it difficult to involve local partners and then retain them while the slow wheels of funding mechanisms are moved.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Develop a Strategic Communications Alliance - combine public information officers from the partner agencies to coordinate the safety message. Have this group develop a communications calendar,  logo, tag lines,  and projects to fund with flex funds.
· Safety money needs to be free of obligation authority so there is  greater flexibility of funds.
· Consider using funds other than safety funds to support SHSP activities.
· Use a large percentage of penalty transfer funds for SHSP emphasis areas.
· Revise department policies (especially engineering policies) to incorporate safety into design standards freeing up safety funds (HSIP) for identified systematic safety projects.
· Address low cost safety solutions first.
· Develop a web-based interactive SHSP - as a means for maintaining momentum and interest and potentially as a tool to update the SHSP. 
· Link specific issues to the MPO TIPs and plans. 
· Follow the data to focus on the most important emphasis areas. 
· Provide State DOT or highway safety office staff support for team activities.
· Bring facts to law enforcement that link traffic safety to successful criminal enforcement activities. Link to the databases they use every day. 
· Bring analyzed data to local towns and counties in a format that they can easily understand and relates to their daily business.
· Use teleconferencing when possible to save travel money and expand attendance
· Focus on emerging issues, e.g. motorcycle safety, and let go of the less important items for another day. 
· Capitalize on small successes instead of trying to demonstrate the value of the whole program. Management wants to see a return on investment.
· Get in touch with LTAP and TTAP in the State and develop a close working relationship with them.

	Unanswered Questions
	· Level of participation by interest groups varies by the funding - those with funding and those looking for funding.
· Is there a way for the SHSP group to respond as an entity (i.e., multi-disciplinary response) to a major traffic safety related event?

	Other Comments
	· Local agencies are the ones who can actually "do something". MPO staff and others can lead committees. The problem is that most of these people have very busy schedules and have little time to attend additional meetings.
· Highway Safety is a system and all partners must be sold on that concept. Once all partners realize they are part of a system, change is more likely to occur.
· Some agencies may not need to update the whole plan but only the action plans.


THURSDAY BREAKOUT SESSIONS

Topic 1 - Involving MPOs and local safety agencies in the SHSP Implementation Process
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Funding equity among regions and among States.

· Local crash data to support decision making and allocation of resources.

· Politics in MPO priority setting and project selection

· Where does LTAP fit? 

· Accountability and performance measures.

· Creating a regional architecture and sustaining it.

· Fostering a champion for a collaborative process between State and local interaction in safety planning.

· When does the State DOT involve the MPO/local agency in planning and project selection?

· Non-MPO agencies and tribes falling out of the process.

· Are incentives to participate in the process a solution for inclusion of locals and regions?

	Best Practices
	· Once the MPO interaction is established move out to non-MPO agencies through the MPO, LTAP or local associations representing cities and counties.

· Establish a program to obtain tribal traffic safety data in exchange for enforcement equipment.

· Use the DMV to establish and sustain a connection to cities and counties.

· Tap into social networking: web conferencing, blogging, YouTube, Twitter, list serves, Facebook.

· Identify a specific individual within the DOT to solicit local involvement in safety planning. Although funds are provided to the MPOs for safety projects, the DOT can help with data analysis.

· Visit the MPOs to "sell" safety value. 

· Ask the MPOs to review and approve grants when local agencies are within their area.

· Utilize the LTAP center as a link beyond the MPO to the locals.

· Allow education and training to be paid for by High Risk Rural Roads Program (HRRRP) funding to empower locals to do their own Road Safety Audit (RSA). 

· Promote the RSA process to bring State and local agencies together.

· Clean up and summarize crash problems/identify problem areas/reach out to local agencies that have problems and offer resources for solutions.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Losing ownership in the process when there is a transition within agency administration. 

· Too many acronyms - keep it simple.

· DOTs waiting for the MPOs to become involved in the SHSP development process instead of proactively reaching out to them.

· FHWA - HRRRP funding is currently in competition with State roads - investment level is below 30 percent.

· Stove piping - all partners may be individually successful but they are not connected with other stakeholders.

· Equity issues in funding- do the most aggressive get the funding?

· Challenging to get the MPOs focused on safety with so many other priorities.

· Funds may be spent with too much political emphasis and little accountability.

· Tribes are typically on the outside as their funding options are few for traffic safety planning.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· MPOs should connect with the State Traffic Records Coordinating Committee for data development and possible access to Section 408 funding. 

· NCHRP 5-46 - refer to this report for ideas on long range planning for MPOs.

· LTAP has an excellent circuit rider program for connection among locals and MPOs.

· LTAP has resources to make the connection among DOTs, MPOs and other local agencies and can help with RSAs. They have a clearinghouse with a collection of best practices.

· All HSIP, STP and Section 408 money is eligible for data collection and analysis projects.
· Explain through publications and training to the partners what are the duties and responsibilities of the MPOs and Regional Councils (RC). 

	Unanswered Questions
	None

	Other Items
	None


Topic 2 - Funding SHSP safety project implementation activities
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Title 23 presents hindrances to working with local agencies.
· Federal and State process issues that hinder the HRRR from expanding the potential for action.
·  Identifying data driven projects.
· Incorporating safety into all projects. 
· Need for greater opportunities to mix, flex, split funding (10 percent HSIP, section 406) by allowing shifting between the DOT and highway safety office. 
· Funding categories are too inflexible or prescriptive. 
· Channeling funds to local planning activities. 
· Funding activities which fit the 4E description. 
· Funding rural planning organizations (RPO). 
· Funding the development and implementation of the SHSP plan and acquiring consultant services. 
· HRRRP funds are not eligible to be used for education. 
·  Getting the HSIP and HSP aligned with the SHSP.

	Best Practices
	· Negotiate a percentage of flexible funding sources to be dedicated to SHSP priority programs across the 4 Es especially those which typically have difficulty obtaining resources. 

· Focus on incentive and transfer funds which typically are split between the DOT and highway safety office. 
· Look at DOT enhancement funds to support pedestrian projects. 

· Utilize planning funds to develop GIS projects. 

· Consider a centralized funding system for local safety projects with the DOT selecting the projects and locals managing the money. 
· Have the DOT hire a consultant to assist the local agencies in developing a road safety plan.

· Making the data available and usable for all stakeholders will help align all plans to the SHSP.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Although 50 percent+ of fatalities occur on local roads the country is not spending 50 percent of the money on local road projects.
· Accountability – are the States being held accountable for the appropriate stewardship of the funds. 
· Difficulty in determining project priority.
· Bureaucracy can impede the selection and funding of the most appropriate projects. 
· Federally funded projects are a long and cumbersome process even after hiring a consultant to assist the locals in dealing with it.
· Benefit/cost ratios may not tell the whole story. 

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Use the new Highway Safety Manual when available as it will be very helpful in making funding decisions. 
· Examine streamlining the Federal process to get funding and training to local agencies.
· Hire a safety engineer who is dedicated only to working with local agencies on local projects.

	Unanswered Questions
	· Which branch of Federal government has the authority to streamline the Federal process for funding local projects?

	Other Items
	None.


Topic 3 - Achieving integration and close coordination of State safety plans
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Integrating the SHSP with the State DOT long range plan (LRP) and the MPO.
· Moving from the State DOT LRP to the SHSP to the HSP.
· Planning especially at the MPO and the SHSP.
· Integrating the SHSP with HSP and the Motor Carrier Safety Plan.
· Federal barriers.
· Integrating the SHSP within the State DOT with maintenance programs.
· Relationship of SHSP and the Tribal Safety Plan.
· Understanding the appropriate process for plan integration and soliciting participation by the various agencies.

	Best Practices
	· Identify high crash locations in the State; give information to the DOT District offices and the MPOs for their respective regions and ask them to give the identified locations priority.

· Prioritize projects by visually presenting the data overlaid on the LRP. A weighting for safety is assigned and then the information is used for project selection.

· Set common goals and objectives in all safety plans as appropriate.

· Have the same stakeholders be involved in the development of the LRP and SHSP.
· Integrate the behavioral side of the SHSP through the grant application process by requiring that applications be tied to the goals and objectives of the SHSP. 

· Utilize multi-disciplinary teams who are responsible for their portion of the plan to make SHSP decisions. 

· Employ a performance oriented approach. Conduct quarterly meetings to track what is being done for each emphasis area.

· Train law enforcement in Road Safety Audits and roadside assessment to look at crashes from the engineering perspective. 

· Ability to flex HSIP funds to the behavioral side has helped achieve integration of the 4 Es. 
· Invite key Federal and State partners to form an SHSP Executive Committee to enhance coordination.

· Treat the SHSP as the umbrella plan with all other plans referenced within the SHSP document. 

· Assign responsibility to the LTAP for maintaining the roadway system and crash location data in the State to enable consistency. 

· Attract tribal agencies by holding traffic summits focusing on traffic code and adjudication to foster cooperation between local police and the tribes.

· Conduct site reviews and data analysis in cooperation with the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

· Encourage MPOs to integrate the overall goals of the SHSP when they update their LRP. 
· Align performance measures for all SHSP agencies. 

· Suggest that MPOs coordinate their safety plans with neighboring MPOs and ask them to invite the Federal and State stake holders to participate. 

·  Reference the Motor Carrier Safety plan in the SHSP and look for areas of linkage between the plans.

· Use the SHSP as a blueprint for developing all safety action plans. 

· Meet with the DOT maintenance division to talk with them about their important role in the safety initiative.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Tribal agencies may not be willing to share crash data with the State.

· Safety needs to be identified as a priority by the legislature as currently congestion is the priority. 
· The SHSP is long term while most other safety plans are one year documents making it difficult to integrate into the SHSP.

· How do we get away from the SHSP being a “DOT" plan and more comprehensive implementation? 
· It is difficult to achieve stakeholder coordination when the individuals are located in different agencies and have other responsibilities.

· Safety plans from different agencies have different time lines which can impede coordination and integration (timelines are set by Federal mandate).

· The Federal DOT agencies need to better coordinate with each other.

· There are different ways of looking at safety which presents some difficulty in integrating plans and coordination.

· The Motor Carrier safety plan is more of a funding document, updated annually and managed and controlled by one agency. There seems to be little motivation to coordinate or work with the SHSP.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Integrate from the 4Es approach - IL has trained State Police in RSAs and roadside assessment. This has resulted in police officers at crash scene being able to preliminary assess area from an engineering perspective (part of the RSA team)

	Unanswered Questions
	· How can States really be allowed to flex funds when they must certify that they meet all of their safety needs?

· How is the SHSP plan institutionalized within the State's every day operations?

	Other Items
	· Summary:  Start with the data (visualization tool), motivate by providing reasonable goals and targets, institutionalize, get out of the silos, and integrate at the Federal level


Topic 4 - Addressing and achieving SHSP public policy strategies
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· How to get primary seat belt enforcement law enacted.

· How to get an all-rider motor cycle helmet law enacted.

· How to find legislative champions.

· How to achieve policy change when adverse consequences (funding) may result to another agency.

· How to maintain the momentum when you lose the safety champion.

· What is the SHSP policy nexus?

	Best Practices
	· Funding incentives ($) in some cases can be helpful.

· The Governor formed a task force with the DOT Secretary’s encouragement.

· Create a grass roots groundswell in support of the legislation and include media, AAA, EMS, law enforcement and other safety partners.

· There is good data to support the legislation.

· Find a safety champion.

· Organize a series of public meetings or forum to educate and provide a discussion form on the issue.

· Recognize the reasons behind the opposition and determine how best to address them.

· Use the information regarding related health care costs.

· Try to institutionalize the issue to rely less on a single champion or to survive beyond a champion’s departure.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· The outcome is not always about the merits of the law.

· Racial profiling is a perceived issue in some jurisdictions and must be addressed as a separate issue.

· Difficult to overcome the perception that the initiative is actually a money raising scheme i.e. more tickets.

· Overcoming the perception that the Federal government is interfering in State business.

· Individual rights and personal freedoms can be formidable issues to overcome.

· There appears to be leadership missing from the Federal government as there is no national safety agenda.

· Lack of the ability to lobby based on Federal restrictions for federally supported positions.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Need to recognize and create opportunities.

· Utilize public polling to gauge the amount of support and use the information.

· Involve the medical community.

· Recognize that impacting public policy can be a long term process so be persistent and patient.

· Build coalitions as wide and deep as possible. 

	Unanswered Questions
	· None

	Other Items
	· SHSP not generally seen as an umbrella State policy document but may evolve to that over time.
· SHSP may generate individual policies (such as, design procedures).

· Consider presenting within the SHSP the perspective of what can be achieved with the current laws and what can be achieved with certain new laws.




Topic 5 - SHSP IPM Manual Development project
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· What are the opportunities for non-model/pilot states to provide input into the final IPM development?

· What is the IPM pilot process and what is expected from the pilot States?

· Will there be a "template" (format) provided for updating State SHSPs?

· Now that States have met the Federal requirements to develop an SHSP how do they really engage the stakeholders to move forward?

· What are some successful strategies for maintaining momentum?

· How can the SHSP process be “rebooted”?

· How are States evaluating their SHSPs and identifying successes to feed back into the process?

· How to market the plan and make it everybody's business.

· How are resources and strategies distributed to the local level to result in locals developing their own plans based upon the State SHSP?
· How do all the different safety plans within the States link to the SHSP?

	Best Practices
	· Finding the appropriate format for the SHSPs really depends on the individual State. The Federal agencies are not promoting a "one-size-fits-all" template but encouraging States to learn from one another and adopt practices that work for them. 

· The IPM includes a timeline showing the different requirements. States are encouraged to learn the different timelines and specifics within their State and look for opportunities for coordination. 

· Idaho is crafting a letter for FHWA explaining specifically how they are going to monitor the SHSP, HSP, and HSIP as one comprehensive program. 

· Carve out dedicated personnel responsible for the SHSP.

· Develop a State “brand” for the SHSP independent of any particular agency. Then speak to what has been done in law enforcement, engineering, etc.

· Create an Executive Committee composed of all the SHSP partners to represent the issues as a joint effort. Have a Steering Committee with broader representation to provide guidance to emphasis area teams.

· Conduct annual safety summits to bring together all safety partners.

· Require safety assessments on all Resurfacing, Restoration, and Rehabilitation (3R) projects.

· Combine HSP and HSIP as a unified program to improve corridor safety.

· Bring data to the roadway community (i.e., MPOs) and show them how safety is related to providing roads.

· Incorporate safety into the design standards so that it is institutionalized into the process.

· Public relations officers in each DOT district office conduct localized outreach.

· Open communication between leadership roles facilitates ongoing collaboration.

· Establish an SHSP evaluation design early in the process.

· Link funding to the SHSP so that all projects (HSP, HSIP, etc.) must link back to the SHSP to get approved.

· Push SHSP information down to local law enforcement and DOT district offices. Getting their buy-in makes implementation a lot easier.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Turnover in leadership leaves a gap in commitment and requires constant outreach and re-education which distracts from implementation and updates.

· Each agency talking about safety from their own perspective without a unified voice.

· Partners coming together, agreeing on common goals, then going off and setting their own different goals.

· Travel restrictions really limit outreach and stakeholder involvement efforts.

· Some States lack district traffic safety engineers. 
· There are limited resources to allow the dedication of personnel to manage the SHSP process.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Set aside funds specifically for local level projects.

· Leverage resources through joint approaches to improving corridors from all perspectives.

· Tap into FHWA peer-to-peer exchange opportunities.

· All State SHSPs are available on line and can be linked to through the FHWA Office of Safety web site.

	Unanswered Questions
	None.

	Other Items
	· IPM is definitely not a one-size-fits all and was intentionally developed based on a range of States. Users should identify and adopt strategies that fit their particular State. 
· Checklists offer questions to ask and determine where there are gaps needing to be addressed.

· An important result from the pilot kickoff meeting is a Resource Supplement providing Federal contacts, websites, and select tools and resources to assist in implementation.

· The IPM Case Study Supplement includes "real world" practices. There have been a number of requests to include contact information for the Case Studies which is being considered for the final version.

· Anyone can provide input to the IPM and it will be considered along with the pilot State results.    


Topic 6 - Strategies to support the implementation of SHSP goals

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· How to involve local planning boards. 

· How to expand partnerships and maintain momentum.

· How to integrate varied goals and cultures.

· Integrating resources and processes of the major SHSP partners.

· Strategies to follow and good practices.

· How do you select the right team leaders that are passionate?  
· How do you replace low performers?  
·  Goal setting tips.

	Best Practices
	· Place the SHSP safety goals and responsibilities in manager and employee performance plans and core competency plans.

· Identify a DOT traffic safety champion to ensure that safety treatments are included in every highway project.

· Monthly media events to build public and political support.

· Expand partnerships with local engineers, county road commissions and local legislators. 
· Create sub-committees by major crash characteristics.
· Meet at least monthly (quarterly) to stay focused on the SHSP and feature legislation.

· Panel meetings attended by all federal partners when making funding decisions.

· Capture anecdotal success stories, such as, saved-by-the belt testimony.

· Identify duplication among the plans and data acquisition efforts and work to eliminate it. 

· Make the SHSP part of the State DOT plan.

· Create an Executive Committee to steer the SHSP efforts with provisions for periodic changes in the members.

· Work hard to include or ensure county involvement possibly considering State legislation to create the entities. 

· Formalize the executive level SHSP coordinating committee in a Memorandum of Understanding to emphasize the importance of the SHSP, focus attention and require effective programs.

· Have the SHSP leadership articulate their vision and commitment to help focus similar actions at the local level in all 4Es.

· Consider developing a web-based reporting system to build accountability and motivation.

· Foster small victories and celebrations of success to show every player how their work matters and adds value.

· Make regular verbal reporting to the SHSP committee mandatory and focus on fixing the problems and moving forward.
· Demonstrate that accountability is valued and performance measurement is needed to show success.
· Develop media campaigns to promote SHSP initiatives and feature SHSP at annual summits and conferences. Coordinate media messages so everyone is clear on the focus and to strengthen the impact.

· Create an overall theme, e.g. "Toward Zero Deaths" to promote a unified brand that can be used by the governor all the way down the structure to the local planning board.

· Fully use the resources available at the LTAP and TTAP centers in every State and Tribal government.

· Encourage regional safety summits to involve local elected officials and get their "buy-in".

· Use Law Enforcement Liaisons (LEL) to reach the vast local enforcement community which can lead to closer working relationship on other SHSP activities.

· Enlist the State's Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor to gain access and support within the adjudication community as well as law enforcement. 

	Barriers/Challenges
	· It is difficult to integrate funding resources when there are diverse goals.

· Internal employee integration into the SHSP plan is more difficult - start by having frequent talks about the process and purpose of the SHSP.

· There is little or no incentive within the State agencies to involve the local projects as funding priorities are competing - unused local earmarked funds revert to State projects.

· To maintain a culture of safety it is essential to work at it every day.

· Even the best ideas and practices will have limited success if not implemented vigorously and kept current. Meeting frequency is reduced and actions lessen. If the process is not part of the organizational culture, it will fail. 

· There are competing legislative agendas among the SHSP partners and even among the State agencies. Some departments will not support controversial legislation.

· Without a formal "Action Plan" that assigns responsibilities and accountability after the SHSP is developed the plan will become shelf-bound.

· It is a struggle to keep members engaged 

· Mixing and integrating NHTSA and FHWA funding is difficult

· The DOT, MPO and local planning process must move beyond engineering for the SHSP to succeed.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Develop a policy for adopting or integrating the three major State safety plans into the SHSP and be specific on how the HSP, HSIP and/or CMVSP projects fit within a SHSP task. 

· Create a SHSP "what you can do to add value and help” guideline to encourage everyone to be part of the solution.

· Develop an SHSP Action Plan development guide.

	Unanswered Questions
	· How can we do better with involving smaller MPOs and municipalities?

· How do we get the media to focus on traffic safety issues with the same level of urgency as recently demonstrated with the flu crisis?

	Other Items
	· Examine the NHTSA Speed Management workshop for integrating speed management into the SHSP.

· Examine the use of Safety Impact Teams that include members from the 4E disciplines to conduct corridor audits to create a comprehensive approach to speed treatments. 


Topic 7 - Setting targets and aggressive goals in the SHSP
	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· The “Toward Zero Deaths (TZD)” goal – most States are using this theme or something very similar.
· Development of goal and sub goals can be challenging. 
· The use of rates versus actual numbers in reporting traffic statistics.

	Best Practices
	· Smoothing results over a 5 year trend especially for the smaller States.
· Setting second tier goals for the sub issues within an emphasis area. 
·  TZD is useful as a political goal because it creates an environment conducive to changing the status quo.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· States are wary of legislatively mandated goals due to a concern that they will lose current flexibility. 

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	None

	Unanswered Questions
	None

	Other Items
	· "Highway safety" is able to communicate a vision; perhaps this is the strength of the TZD goal.


Topic 8 - Attracting and integrating traditional and non-traditional partners

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Bringing EMS to the table and fully engaging them in the SHSP process is difficult. 

· How do we get and keep the non-traditional partners?

· How do we motivate the MPOs to work with enforcement, EMS and schools as well as to work with the DOT long and short-range planning process?

· In some States the bigger MPOs do participate but the smaller MPOs get left out of the equation. 

· How to get a statewide integrated plan with the correct geographic distribution.

· Engaging tribal agencies into the SHSP community. 

· Are there strategies for engaging the judicial community to better understand the SHSP goals and programs?

· How can the business community be attracted to participate in the SHSP?

	Best Practices
	· Place EMS representatives on the SHSP Steering Committee to obtain early buy in. Involve EMS through participation on incident management committees. Ask them to share the State’s EMS Plan. Identify additional actions and opportunities where EMS and the SHSP partners could interact. 
· Ask the MPOs to lead the region by forming a safety team of traditional and new partners and staffed by the MPO to begin meeting regularly and develop a regional plan.

· Use technology to reach and communicate with people around the State i.e. web and telephone meetings, email listservs, etc. 

· Approach municipal and county associations to brainstorm outreach and strategy implementation ideas to reach their membership.

· Demonstrate to the local elected officials specifically the number of fatalities and injuries in their area of responsibility.

· Open up travel scholarships for local agencies, EMS and other difficult to reach partners to support their attendance at meetings and summits. 
· Use the LTAP centers as they have access to large mailing lists of local agennies and can help with recruiting new partners. 

· Bring the private sector to the SHSP table not only to obtain access to resources but for their ability to reach public policy makers. Examples are:  licensed beverage association, bicycle advocates, insurance companies, AARP, transit operators, media teams, etc.
· Approach tribal agencies with the data, show respect, meet with the elders and be patient. 
· To keep non traditional partners involved: show sincere appreciation in some tangible way, features partner stories in electronic newsletter, have the governor send out  thank you letters to everyone in the SHSP process and provide reciprocation by volunteering to assist on their activities.
· Consider an update or revision to the SHSP if the group appears to have generally stalled.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Awarding grant contracts to the agencies at the SHSP table may appear to be an unfair advantage or a State ethics law situation. 

· Providing travel scholarships to partners can be challenging when resources are scarce. 

· Tribal agencies experience change of staff and frequent changes in their Council membership too.
·  Each tribal agency is unique.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	None

	Unanswered Questions
	· What is the profile of the appropriate EMS person to recruit for the SHSP, a policy maker or field staff? 

	Other Items
	· EMS is a difficult discipline to approach as there are volunteer and paid services. Getting the right people to the table at the right time is the key. Seek individuals with a passion for protecting the community and for safety. Recruit EMS to participate in data improvement initiatives and build from that point. 

· SHSP success requires marketing, selling and promoting. When it's all said and done, it is usually a small core group that does the majority of the work and produces the end product.


Topic 9 - Sustaining interest in SHSP Implementation

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· When leadership changes it is difficult to convince the new leadership to get on board.

· In some cases the priorities committed to at the higher levels do not filter down to the operational staff. 
· How do we institutionalize what we are doing? 

· How do we get non-traditional partners to the table?

	Best Practices
	· Acquire software tools that track SHSP progress in implementing the plan. 

· Conduct statewide safety summits to get stakeholder groups together and present them with the data and challenges. Recruit stakeholders to develop action items. 

· Form an SHSP steering committee to meet regularly with representation from the 4Es. 

· Engage the governor’s Office and other State elected officials with safety responsibilities to participate in the SHSP.

· Make the actions of the SHSP available to the public and the media. 

· Develop a condensed document to use as a SHSP marketing tool when working with leadership and local elected officials.
· Track, measure and monitor progress so everyone knows what is happening and will fully engage in the process. 

· Consider identifying a dedicated SHSP coordinator. 

· Change the SHSP meeting locations to provide easier access for safety partners to become involved.

· Utilize the membership of the Traffic Records Coordinating Committee (TRCC) to recruit participation in the SHSP committee. 

· Spotlight different emphasis areas and success stories at SHSP meetings to keep people attending.

· Rotate the SHSP leadership position including non traditional partners and relevant active local agencies. 

· Educate the public on the number of fatalities and economic cost to the public so it is on their radar screen and other agencies may determine they need to become involved.

· Know the difference between marketing to the public and marketing to your partners. 

· Select the right person, someone who is willing and able, to take the message to the governor. 

· Develop a website for grassroots coalitions and provide pertinent data and materials.

· Celebrate success.

· Utilize the DDACTS initiative as a selling point to law enforcement leadership to help with implementation of the enforcement piece of the SHSP.

· LTAP Centers are good resources to market the SHSP and bring locals to the table. 

· Recruit a champion in every agency that is a part of the process and a person that has decision-making capabilities. 

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Becoming involved in the SHSP process is like taking on another job without overtime pay. Because there is a lot of extra work involved this can cause people to lose interest. 

· Key players are no longer showing up to meetings. 
· Need “worker bees” to also be engaged in the SHSP process and fully embrace the concept.

· Match funding for HSIP is hard to obtain. 

· “What’s in it for me?”  Hard to get people to realize the “big picture.”  It’s not just about what can be done for your agency, but how does it benefit the entire state.

· Communication is not cohesive.

· Getting leadership to get the word out to the highest level of government as the Governor’s support is needed. 

· If it’s not important to the leadership, it does not get on the table. It is a filtering down process that starts at the top.

· Access to timely data is an issue for some. Obviously the SHSP is a data driven document and data is needed to move forward with the plan. 

· SHSP is competing with lean economic times making it hard to get and keep people at the table.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	Maybe we need one national safety message with a recognizable brand (e.g. Smokey the Bear, McGruff, etc.). 

	Unanswered Questions
	None

	Other Items
	None


Topic 10 - SHSP Resource tools and “ask the Federal agencies”

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· How to really link with EMS as a partner in the 4Es? 
· EMS has a strong relationship with NHTSA and wants to see the same level of understanding from FHWA, FMCSA, etc.
· How are the 4Es coordinated at the Federal level in tools, products, etc.?

· What are potential Federal funding sources especially for local agencies and what are the eligibility requirements?

· A more simplified business process is needed for working across Federal programs.

	Best Practices
	· Offer a single Federal safety funding course to the State’s safety partners and cover all programs. 
· Provide an “EMS 101” class for State and Federal partners to increase their understanding of their operations.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· States are swamped with paperwork including the issuing of 14 new behavioral performance measures and have limited capacity to respond to the requirements.

· U.S. Territories are unclear about their HSIP eligibility.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	The following resources are available or will soon be available through various Federal programs:

· Draft SHSP Implementation Process Model (IPM)

FHWA Office of Safety

· Updated HSIP Users Manual (due Fall 2009)

· Crash Reduction Factor (CRF) Clearinghouse - collection of CRFs being used by States. 

· HSIP Assessment Toolbox (due May 2009)

· HSIP Online Reporting - will replace paper submissions

· SHSP/HSIP Technical Assistance - includes peer-to-peer opportunities

· SHSP/HSIP Best Practices (9 programs) - i.e., SHSP Bookmarks, brochure about HSIP, technical papers, HSIP eligibility brochure, etc.

· HSIP Reporting Guidelines (due May 2009)

· Web casts (four times a year) – send topic suggestions to Erin Kenley at FHWA

· Safety Analyst (due May 2009)

· Case Study paper on funding local safety projects (pending)

· Case Study paper on safety data (pending)

· Guides on local/rural safety efforts (pending)

· Professional Development tab on web site

NHTSA

· Regional Office Contacts

· State Traffic Safety Information - 5 year trend tables

· Traffic Safety Performance Measures - joint effort with GHSA

· Traffic Safety Facts publications

· "Countermeasures That Work" Guide – joint effort with GHSA

· "The Art of Effective Program Evaluation" U.S. DOT publication

· NHTSA Federal Financing course through Transportation Safety Institute (TSI)

Office of EMS

· New guidelines for a State EMS plan

FMCSA

· Tools for supporting and implementing MCSAP programs

· CVSP tool kit

· Data quality map

· Ticketing Aggressive Cars and Trucks (TACT) program being piloted in several States and showing early promise

· Grants to fund CMV aspects of data efforts

· Small percentage of funds available to target other vehicles operating around trucks

FHWA Planning

· Transportation Safety Planning Working Group http://tsp.trb.org/
· Transportation Planners Safety Desk Reference

· "Making the Case for Safety" (case study document)

·  State Safety Fact Sheets

·  Tribal TSP Power Point

· NCHRP 546: Integrating Safety into the Transportation Planning Process

· NCHRP 8-44: travel demand model for safety

· NCHRP 08-76: Institutionalizing Safety in Transportation Planning Processes: Techniques, Tactics and Strategies (pending)
· Planning Research with Michigan Tech University - integrating safety into the local planning process (completion September 2009)

· Policy and Guidance- 23 CFR 450 ("Final Rule")- SHSP Champion's Guide

· Capacity Building Program - includes peer exchange program specific to planning process and how to integrate safety

· TSP Training Course – inter modal (August 2009 the pilot will be open to interested participants)

National LTAP website – www.LTAPT2.org includes resource and training materials

AASHTO

· Working with FHWA to develop a framework for a national SHSP

· Guidebook for Safe Routes to School program (pending)

NCHRP

· 17-40: Road Safety 101

OTHER:

· FHWA Finance Training - offered through the National Highway Institute (NHI) - updated when there is new legislation

· Financing Federal Aid document out of the FHWA Office of Policy

· U.S. TRCC web site will provide training on data issues

· FHWA Resource Center - can provide free technical assistance

	Unanswered Questions
	None.

	Other Items
	Both the FHWA Office of Planning and the Office of Safety have incorporated integration into their policies.


Topic 11 - Monitoring and evaluating SHSP implementation activities

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· Tools that have been developed for tracking implementation progress are not being uniformly being used.

· How are plans being evaluated?

· The intent and use of the 5 percent reports - are they being used or is it just a mandatory process?

· Is it possible to isolate the effect of individual strategies when multiple countermeasures are being applied?

· How to monitor the progress of activity (output).

· How to evaluate the impact of activity (outcome).

· Is there a method to evaluate the overall actual impact of the SHSP itself?

· What should be the frequency of evaluation?

· Are there other systems being used by the States for monitoring?

· After the evaluation results are received how are they being used in the SHSP process?

	Best Practices
	· Purpose of monitoring SHSP: validates decision on investments, provides information on progress to the public and others, is a motivational tool, establishes accountability and functions as a diagnostic tool for both success and failure.

· Monitoring frequency should be based upon established milestones in the plan and provides accountability. Frequency varies with some tracking trends on quarterly basis including actual data and three year averages while other provide an annual review of the five year trend.

· Because there are no actual projects contained in the SHSP, monitoring is programmatic tracking of the emphasis areas, strategies and action items as they relate to the performance measures in the SHSP.
· Monitoring is assigned to lead agencies which provide status reports at periodic meetings, allows a discussion of continuing or new needs and the explanation of any difficulties.

· Responsibility is given to individuals for monitoring (and implementation) purposes and monthly status reports are submitted to the agency heads and governor.

· Develop a matrix of the emphasis areas that identifies component elements within each area (e.g., how many fatalities from run-off-the- road involve young drivers, older drivers, unbelted fatalities, impaired drivers, etc., based on the emphasis areas).

· Utilize public Universities to assist in establishing and conducting evaluation activity.

· Use cost values to evaluate investments and to determine estimated savings as economic information is often useful for policy decisions and will then be State specific.

· Evaluation may not be necessary for activities that have been proven to be effective; conversely, if an action item has not yet been proven effective, there must be an evaluation design.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· How can it really be determined if the SHSP is effective given that many of the activities would likely have taken place regardless of whether a SHSP existed given the long standing requirements for other safety plans?
· Frequency of evaluation is very dependent upon when data is available or even available at all.

· Caution must be exercised in attributing overall progress in fatality reductions to the SHSP.

· Track and document what was implemented within the SHSP, when and to what degree in order to adequately evaluate the impact.

· Will reductions in fatals only result in an increase in long term debilitating injuries?

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· There is an increasing need to obtain valid injury data especially as fatalities decline. 

· Information is needed on how to adjust evaluation results due to decreased driving risk as result of economy and the effects of natural occurrences like extreme weather.

· The measurement of program impact could be better demonstrated if we could provide the number of lives saved, how many drivers choose not to drive drunk, choose to wear a seat belt, etc.

	Unanswered Questions
	· How to obtain updates to monitoring reports and tools.

· How to incorporate the new NHTSA/GHSA performance measures into the evaluation process.

	Other Items
	Most 5 percent reports are limited only to State roads as local data is often not available. The reports can be used to identify roadway improvements and as one criteria for selection of projects. Some treat it as a reporting requirement only.


Topic 12 - Marketing traffic safety

	CATEGORY
	DISCUSSION ITEMS

	Major Issues
	· What are ideas for marketing the SHSP when you have the funds and when you do not have the money needed?

· How do we talk effectively to the public about safety appurtenances?

· What is being done to market to legislators?  

· How do you get the governor’s attention?

· What is being done to internally market safety and the SHSP to State DOT employees?

· How do establish a brand for the highway safety office?

· How do the States decide the level of funding resources to dedicate to media?

· What are some of the methods being used to proactively and effectively deliver the safety message? 

	Best Practices
	· Organize a legislative symposium and attract them to attend by providing time for them to speak. 

· Publish a quarterly newsletter (electronic link) for SHSP agencies, legislators, partners, etc., and highlight a partner and their activities.

· To reach motorcyclists participate in events, rallies and dealership activities with survival tips and not preaching. 

· Develop a viral marketing and advertising plan with the assistance of a savvy media contractor or firm. Tap into Twitter by offering traffic alerts for concern drivers. Develop an ad contest for high school students (e.g. prom or graduation) with posting on YouTube, voting for the winner with incentives and broadcasting the winner. Embed ads in videos and video games that the public access as younger audience typically does not “click through” to ads.

· Evaluate and assess all marketing programs to make sure resources are being spent on effective programs.

· Recognize that everyone is not an expert in media so utilize those that are, share ideas and imitate the best.

· Utilize public awareness and attitude surveys to evaluate effectiveness of campaigns.

· Understand that to change behavior a media campaign must be accompanied by enforcement or be used to publicize significant information, e.g. change in the law.

· Only use advertising as part of a complete campaign with additional elements because of the competition with so many others – stand alone ads get lost.

· Consider partnering with local public access stations to develop informational programming for specific topics, i.e. older drivers, and retain rights to record and use the program in other venues.

· Identify sites and events to display your message with visual backdrops (e.g. seat belt convincer) where many people in the target audience  will be attending e.g. state fairs, 

· Explain to the public the safety benefits of engineering countermeasures, i.e. cable median barriers. 

· Bring the message to the local level by having local sheriffs and police chiefs be the voice on radio and TV ads. 

· Provide training to the local partners on media relations e.g. Media 101 class.

· Develop a working relationship with TV and radio traffic reporters by explaining new countermeasures, recruiting them as speakers at conferences, etc. 

· Develop crash maps for local communities and regions to use a visual in media events. 

· Organize a SHSP communications/media action team from representatives of the member agencies to coordinate and collaborate on campaigns.

	Barriers/Challenges
	· Difficulty for some State government agencies due to bureaucracy or restrictions to establish a presence on Facebook and Twitter, etc.

· Long standing perception that the State DOTs do not involve the local agencies in planning and decision making.

	Development/Resource Suggestions
	· Unique places to deliver the message: gasoline pump TVs, Secretary of State office video feeds, work with sports venues for campaign logo on hockey ice, traffic crash victims’ web page to put a face on the fatalities, bathroom posters, public urinal audio messages, safety “graffiti”, kids artwork calendars with safety theme, non-traditional partners delivering the message, faith based, fishing and hunting magazines for pickup truck seat belt message.

· Items for marketing to law enforcement agencies: challenge coins, law cards, training programs, lapel pin to signify training level achieved, awards for enforcement stops that result in arrest for significant other warrants, police roll call videos being replaced by “message of the day” for laptops.

	Unanswered Questions
	None.

	Other Items
	None.


Appendix H: 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Evaluation – Summary Report

2009 SHSP PEER EXCHANGE EVALUATION – Summary Report

Forms Completed:  53   Note: Individual items do not all add up to the total number of forms submitted. 

Did you attend the entire combined Peer Exchange/SCOHTS meeting: 43 Yes 4 No

If you did not attend the entire combined meeting, which portion of the meeting did you attend?_5 Peer Exchange

	PLANNING AND SET-UP
	POOR


	FAIR


	GOOD


	EXCELLENT



	1. Overall Impression of the Peer Exchange
	
	
	19
	31

	2. Usefulness of the Peer Exchange for your SHSP implementation
	
	 3
	22
	23



	3. Registration process
	
	 1
	17
	34

	4. Combination of the Peer Exchange with the SCOHTS meeting
	2
	 5
	20
	21

	5. Length of the Peer Exchange/SCOHTS
	
	 1
	31
	19

	6. Data packet
	
	 3
	32
	15

	7. Meeting location
	
	 2
	17
	34

	PEER EXCHANGE GENERAL SESSIONS-Wednesday
	POOR


	FAIR


	GOOD


	EXCELLENT



	1. Peer Exchange Welcome and Review of SHSP Implementation  Status
	
	 9
	28
	17

	2. SHSP Implementation Process Model (IPM) panel
	1
	12
	28
	10

	BREAKOUT SESSION – Wednesday

“Update and Revision of SHSPs”
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	28
	24

	Format
	
	 4
	25
	22

	Interaction
	
	 1
	12
	28

	Facilitation
	
	 2
	15
	27

	1st BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE :  Involving MPOs and local safety agencies 
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 2
	10
	 5

	Format
	
	 1
	10
	 6

	Interaction
	
	 1
	11
	 6

	Facilitation
	
	 2
	10
	 5

	2nd BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Funding SHSP safety project implementation activities
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	
	 8
	 8

	Format
	
	 1
	 7
	 8

	Interaction
	
	 2
	 7
	 8

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	 8
	 7

	3rd BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Achieving integration and close coordination of State safety plans  
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	
	 8
	 6

	Format
	
	
	 6
	 9

	Interaction
	
	 1
	 3
	10 

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	 4
	 9

	4th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Addressing and achieving SHSP public policy strategies
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	 8
	 4

	Format
	
	
	 8
	 5

	Interaction
	
	
	 8
	 5

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	 6
	 6

	5th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: SHSP IPM and Manual Development project
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	
	 4
	 3

	Format
	
	
	 4
	 3

	Interaction
	
	 2
	 1
	 4

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	 3
	 3

	6th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Strategies to support the implementation of SHSP goals  
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 2
	 9
	12

	Format
	
	 1
	13
	 9

	Interaction
	
	 1
	10
	12

	Facilitation
	1
	 2
	 9
	10

	7th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Setting targets and aggressive goals in the SHSP
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	 6
	 9

	Format
	
	 1
	 9
	 6

	Interaction
	
	 1
	 8
	 7

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	10
	 5

	 8th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Attracting and integrating traditional and non-traditional partners
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	
	 4
	 4

	Format
	
	
	 4
	 4

	Interaction
	
	
	 5
	 3

	Facilitation
	
	
	 5
	 3

	 9th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Sustaining interest in SHSP Implementation
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	 7
	 4

	Format
	
	
	 8
	 4

	Interaction
	
	
	 6
	 6

	Facilitation
	
	
	 8
	 4

	 10th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: SHSP Resource tools and “ask the Federal agencies”
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	
	 3
	 4

	Format
	
	 1
	 2
	 3

	Interaction
	1
	 2
	 1
	 2

	Facilitation
	
	 1
	 2
	 3

	 11th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Monitoring and evaluating SHSP implementation activities
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	 6
	10

	Format
	
	 3
	 5
	 8

	Interaction
	
	 1
	 6
	 9

	Facilitation
	
	
	 6
	10

	 12th BREAKOUT SESSION 

TITLE: Marketing traffic safety
	POOR
	FAIR
	GOOD 
	EXCELLENT

	Relevancy
	
	 1
	 9
	17

	Format
	
	 1
	11
	14

	Interaction
	
	
	 5
	21

	Facilitation
	
	
	 6
	20

	Would you like to have a SHSP Peer Exchange held again in the future?
	□ YES 42         
	□ NO  1
	


Excerpts from the 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Evaluation Summary Report

Brief Analysis
1. The overall impression of the Peer Exchange was rated as excellent by 62 percent of respondents (significantly higher than 2007) and good or excellent by 100 percent.

2. The majority of those completing a survey attended both of the meetings. The combination of the Peer Exchange with the SCOHTS meeting was viewed as good or excellent by 85 percent.

3. A number of written comments were received for both the individual workshops and general comments.  The vast majority of comments were positive. Several noted that they thought the Peer Exchange was a valuable experience, they liked the new format of greater interaction among peers and some provided suggestions for the next meeting. 

4. The informal networking session at lunch by topic area received a very positive comment and many other comments verbally at the meeting that they enjoyed the opportunity to share some time with others in a specific discipline. 

5. Nearly 100 percent (only 1 said no) would like to have another Peer Exchange in the future.  

NOTE:  A detailed summary of the evaluation survey results is also available which includes every written comment received on the forms; see the 2009 SHSP Peer Exchange Evaluation – Summary Report.




Figure 3. Breakout Session Moderated by Susan Herbel, Cambridge Systematics Inc.


 Susan Herbel, Cambridge Systematics Inc.











Figure 4 Marketing Traffic Safety Facilitator Kendell Poole, Tennessee DOT





Figure 1: Illinois DOT Data Dynamic Data Sign





“Coming together is a beginning; keeping together is progress; working together is success.”  Henry Ford





Figure 5.  Peer Exchange Attendees Interact at Informal Networking Luncheon








�You might want to rethink this here and later on. I would want the recorder to be set up and poised at the computer. Those notes are generally more comprehensive. Some facilitators may want to put their own notes on the flipcharts. If not, could they ask the topic leaders and/or a volunteer?  I don’t think the recorders can do both and would worry about the content and quality of the typed notes.


�Depending on what you decide to do with my former suggestion, you might need to add something here about who should write on the flipcharts.


�You might want to include an example in this guide so the facilitators know what items are important to record and can help the recorders focus.


�Is this the “template”. Suggest you do a template for each topic (12). Recorders are going to get confused. Do you want a sign in sheet for each session?  It might be useful to see who goes to what sessions, e.g. do states further along in implementation go to different sessions, than others?; do states in a particular region go to different sessions? etc.
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