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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In 1993, Corridor Safety Improvement Programs (CSIPs) were implemented along Oregon Route 34 
(ORE-34) between Corvallis and Interstate 5 (milepoints 0.13 to 10.00, Figure 1), and along Oregon 
Route 22 (ORE-22) west of Salem, between Oregon Route 99W (ORE-99W) and the Willamette 
River (milepoints 16.12 to 25.63, Figure 2).  The Transportation Safety Section of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation (ODOT) is interested in obtaining detailed information on the 
effectiveness of these projects.  In order to evaluate the CSIPs, a two-phase study was developed and 
conducted jointly by the Transportation Safety Section at ODOT and the Transportation Research 
Institute at Oregon State University. 

The two-phase study takes an in depth look at the effectiveness of the measures implemented and the 
overall effectiveness of the CSIP.  Phase one of the study includes a literature review of current 
information on safety corridors, and a motorist survey mailed to surrounding communities for each 
corridor.  Phase two of the study looks at enforcement patterns, speed studies, accident history, and 
other engineering studies to help evaluate the overall effectiveness of the CSIP on motorist behavior. 

This report summarizes the literature review and results from the motorist survey from the first phase 
of the study.





 

3 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

All states have long stretches of arterial highways, or corridors, that have severe accident problems.  
Nationwide, approximately 50 percent of fatalities and 30 percent of injuries occur on these arterials.  
Many problem corridors are characterized as free access, high volume facilities with speeds of 40 
mph (65 kph) or more.  These corridors are usually adjacent to commercial strip developments.  The 
existing safety problems often can not be remedied by replacing the existing free access highway with 
an expressway or freeway because of major financial, environmental, or social impacts (Zogby, 1991). 

Oregon has highway corridors that have similar controlling factors that also show indications of 
severe collision problems.  In order to correct these problem roadways, Oregon adopted the Corridor 
Safety Improvement Program (CSIP).  CSIPs have been successful in other states and are currently 
being promoted by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA).  Oregon’s CSIP is part of an overall ODOT program of safety 
improvements using federal and state funds (ODOT, 1994).
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3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

An extensive literature review was undertaken to determine the current state of research on corridor 
safety improvement programs and speeding.  The following sections summarize the findings from the 
literature review. 

3.2  SAFETY IMPACTS OF SPEEDING 

Speed is one of the largest contributors to vehicle crashes and fatalities both nationally and 
internationally.  The speeding driver significantly lowers his or her ability to cope safely with the 
environment.  The speed at which a vehicle is traveling affects the reaction time of the driver, steering 
ability, the distances required to stop the vehicle, and the energy involved in the impact.  At higher 
speeds, the driver will have less time to cope with the surrounding events, and thus is more likely to 
be in a collision. 

It is well known that not all vehicles travel at the same speed.  It is the amount of dispersion or spread 
in these speeds that affects both the capacity and safety of a roadway.  If all vehicles traveled at the 
same speed, crashes caused by overtaking or passing and rear-end collisions would be eliminated 
almost entirely (Homburger, 1992). 

Free access roadways are especially dangerous as speeds and volumes get higher.  The likelihood of 
an accident from vehicles entering and leaving the roadway is very high.  Gaps necessary to allow 
vehicles to enter the roadway or exit left off the roadway are shortened, and vehicles exiting the 
roadway turning right are subject to unwary drivers rear-ending them.  When there are fewer gaps for 
vehicles to take, many drivers will take chances turning in front of oncoming traffic.  This increases 
the likelihood of a collision happening. 

3.3  WHAT IS A CORRIDOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM? 

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) is credited with developing the CSIP.  
Following a serious automobile accident involving multiple fatalities, PennDOT formed a multi-
disciplinary team to develop a plan for reducing accidents in the corridor.  The team identified a 14-
point action plan that included signing and pavement marking improvements, speed limit reduction, 
increased police enforcement, concrete median barrier installation, placement of anti-skid surfaces, 
and the establishment of an area to perform Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program inspections.  
The effort successfully reduced the accident toll and was expanded to other corridors in Pennsylvania 
(Zogby, 1991). 
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The CSIP concept differs from traditional approaches to solving crash problems by looking beyond 
strictly engineering solutions to a multi-disciplinary team approach.  The team may be comprised of 
law enforcement, emergency medical personnel, local merchants, other state or local agencies, senior 
citizen groups, traffic engineers, local traffic safety committees, schools, and the media (ODOT, 
1994).  A broad approach to safety is taken in the CSIP.  The CSIP integrates highway improvements, 
driver behavior, enforcement, education, and emergency medical initiatives into a unified safety effort 
to reduce high traffic crash frequency and injury severity along sections of urban and rural arterials.  
This approach gives the community a sense of involvement in the saving of lives.  It also allows 
agencies to address high accident trends along sections of highways rather than just spot locations. 

3.4  OREGON’S SAFETY CORRIDORS 

Oregon has installed CSIPs on a number of corridors across the state.  ORE-62 between Interstate 5 
and Eagle Point was the first project.  It was begun in late 1989.  With the success of this experience, 
Oregon added CSIPs on Century Drive near Bend, on Interstate 84 east of Pendleton, on ORE-34 east 
of Corvallis, and on ORE-22 west of Salem.  In addition, several other locations have been added 
across the state.  With continued success and information from this study, ODOT hopes to implement 
even more safety corridors around the state. 

3.4.1 ORE-34 SAFETY CORRIDOR 

Beginning in late 1991, ORE-34 west from Interstate 5 to Corvallis was improved to a five-lane 
highway system.  Previously, the highway was a two-lane highway with some three lane passing 
sections.  The construction included a new overpass at ORE-99E, which allowed ORE-34 traffic to 
avoid a stoplight at that intersection.  ORE-34 traffic was essentially unrestricted without traffic 
control for ten miles on a five-lane highway. 

Following the improvement, traffic volumes and traffic speeds increased.  Volumes rose from an 
annual daily traffic (ADT) of 20,000 vehicles in 1992 to an ADT of 25,595 vehicles in 1993.  The 
speeds rose from the low to mid 60’s to the high 60’s and low to mid 70’s.  As traffic volumes and 
speeds increased, so did traffic accidents and the severity of those accidents.  During the five years 
prior to 1993, ODOT reported a total of nine fatal accidents, 186 non-fatal accidents, and 163 
property damage accidents for the 10-mile stretch of highway.  Then on October 4, 1993, at the 
intersection of Oakville Road and ORE-34, a major collision occurred resulting in the death of a 16-
year-old youth.  After this crash an initiative by the Albany State Police Patrol Office to improve 
safety on ORE-34 was put into action.  The project designated ORE-34 as a “Traffic Safety Corridor” 
(ODOT, 1994).  Elements of the CSIP program that were implemented on ORE-34 included the 
following:  variable message signs, oversized speed signs, orange diamonds on all signs, flashing 
lights on intersection signs, additional illumination at selected intersections, stepped-up enforcement 
emphasis, mail-out brochures, realignment of Oakville Road intersection, “Lights On for Safety” 
signs, and “Safety Corridor Next 10 Miles” signs. 

The speed signs were 48 inches by 60 inches (1.2 m by 1.5 m) and say “SPEED 55”.  The signs are 
black on white. The warning signs (including curve and intersection warning symbols) are 48-inch 
(1.2 m) black on yellow diamond signs. Two 12 inch (0.3 m) orange diamond “flags” were mounted 
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on the top of each speed and warning sign. Variable message signs were used initially and the 
message displayed, “This is not a Freeway”.  Records on the hours of operations were not available.  
Enforcement patrols were random and records on the hours of enforcement were not available.
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4.0 STUDY DESIGN 

4.1  INVESTIGATIVE INSTRUMENT 

In order to study the effectiveness of the CSIP two corridors were selected for investigation, ORE-34 
and ORE-22.  A motorist survey was developed for each of these corridors to help evaluate the 
effectiveness of these CSIPs.  The survey for ORE-34 was distributed to employees at Oregon State 
University, as well as being mailed out to residences in Corvallis, Albany, Tangent, and Lebanon.  
The survey for ORE-22 was mailed to residences in West Salem, Dallas, Monmouth, Independence, 
Rickreall, and Falls City. 

The survey examined people’s recognition and perception of the safety corridor.  The survey 
determined people’s perception of the level of safety, the effectiveness of signs and markings, and 
level of enforcement.  A copy of each survey is located in Appendices A and B. 

The data from each survey were entered into a database, and then analyzed to answer the question of 
perceived effectiveness of the safety corridor.  The next section summarizes the analysis of the 
surveys.
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5.0 DATA ANALYSIS 

A full copy of the data analysis for the two corridors can be found in Appendices C and D.  The 
following is a summary of the responses from each survey conducted during the winter of 1996. 

There were approximately 8100 surveys delivered for the ORE-34 safety corridor.1  Of these, 1228 
surveys were collected, for a return rate of approximately 15 percent.  For ORE-22 there were 6000 
surveys mailed out and 584 returned, for a return rate of nearly 10 percent. 

The first questions gave an idea of the typical driving patterns of the survey respondents.  Of the 
people that responded, high percentages drive the corridor in question at least one time per week, a 
little over 48 percent for ORE-34, and almost 76 percent for ORE-22 (see Figures 3 and 4).  A 
comparison of results from respondents who drove the corridors more than three days per week with 
the full data set showed no significant differences in results, therefore no attempt was made to 
separate data by different driver frequencies. 
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Figure 3: Number of days per week drivers drive ORE-34. 

 

                                                      
1 The data from OSU and the data from the surveys mailed out were initially analyzed separately.  The data 
were then compared and found to have very little difference, the majority of responses fell within five 
percent of one another between the two surveys. 
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Figure 4: Number of days per week drivers drive ORE-22. 

The second question was to determine the time of day that most people drive the corridor.  Morning 
and evening rush hours ranked the highest with 54 percent and 57 percent, respectively, for ORE-34 
and 56 percent and 65 percent for ORE-22 (see Figures 5 and 6). 
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Figure 5: Times respondents drive ORE-34. 
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Figure 6: Times respondents drive ORE-22. 

There were many reasons people had for driving the two corridors.   The main reasons were 
commuting (33% for ORE-34, 36 % for ORE-22), shopping (17% for ORE-34, 33% for ORE-22), 
and a through route for business (14% for ORE-34, and 5% for ORE-22).  Other reasons for using the 
corridors included school, sporting events, church, recreation, doctor appointments, visiting family 
and friends, and access to Interstate 5 for ORE-34 and beach access for ORE-22.  A little more than 
76 percent of drivers said they use ORE-34 for weekend trips and 80 percent said they use ORE-22 
for weekend trips. 

The direction traveled on ORE-34 was evenly split.  About 36 percent travel east in the morning and 
about 34 percent travel west in the morning.  The direction of travel for ORE-22 was a little more 
one-sided.  Almost 70 percent of the respondents traveled east in the morning, while only 20 percent 
traveled west in the morning. 

A question was asked to see if there are routes that are used other than the Safety Corridors to 
accomplish the same task as the Safety Corridor.  More than 65 percent of ORE-34 drivers use 
alternate routes while only 55 percent of ORE-22 users use alternate routes.  This is because of the 
lack of acceptable alternates for Salem. 

The next questions were designed to find out information regarding driver behavior.  These questions 
looked at speed and driving behaviors of the respondents and the surrounding traffic. 

The majority of respondents (60%) from the ORE-34 survey said the average speed of surrounding 
traffic was between 55 and 60 mph.  A little over 33 percent said the speed of surrounding traffic was 
more than 60 mph (see Figure 7). Approximately 41 percent of ORE-22 respondents said the average 
speed of drivers is between 55 and 60 mph, and 50 percent said the average speed is over 60 mph (see 
Figure 8).  A majority of the respondents (62% for ORE-34 and 57% for ORE-22) said they traveled 
with the speed of the surrounding traffic.  They also believe traffic speeds were the same both in the 
morning and the evening (54% for ORE-34, and 67% for ORE-22). 
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Approximately 87 percent of drivers said they turn their lights on at least some of the time when they 
are driving ORE-34 and 84 percent of the drivers on ORE-22 said they turn their lights on at least 
some of the time.  For ORE-34, approximately 62 percent of respondents said they drive with their 
lights on some of the time, and nearly 26 percent all the time.  ORE-22 showed a little over 64 percent 
of respondents drive with their lights on some of the time, and nearly 20 percent of respondents drive 
with their lights on all the time.  Approximately 50 percent of respondents said that less than a quarter 
of the other drivers on ORE-34 have their lights on.  The same was said by approximately 60 percent 
of ORE-22 respondents.  
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Figure 7: Motorist’s perception of speed of surrounding traffic on ORE-34. 
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Figure 8: Motorist’s perception of speed of surrounding traffic on ORE-22. 

The next set of questions regards the changes made to the Highways in 1993.  These changes include 
the CSIP improvements.  The respondents were asked if they had heard or read anything about the 
changes that were taking place.  Almost 74 percent of ORE-34 respondents and 60 percent of ORE-22 
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respondents said they had heard about it.  Table 1 shows a breakdown of how people heard about the 
changes made to the two highways.  It should be noted that two years had lapsed between the initial 
brochures and public meetings, and the distribution of the surveys.   

Table 1: How changes were relayed to the public. 
 ORE-34 ORE-22 

Newspaper 62% 51% 
Friends or Family 29% 22% 
Radio 18% 7% 
Brochure 2% 4% 
Public Meetings 1% 1% 

Respondents were then asked if they drove either ORE-22 or ORE-34 before 1993, prior to the 
changes that took place.  A little over 85 percent had driven ORE-34 before 1993 and almost 84 
percent had driven ORE-22 before 1993.  Those that had driven the corridors before 1993 were asked 
to provide some information about the conditions before the improvements were made. 

Respondents were asked if they drive the same speed that they did before 1993.  Most respondents 
(58% on ORE-34 and 65% on ORE-22) said they drive the same speed as they did before the changes 
were made.  On ORE-34 a little over 11 percent said they drive faster and another 17 percent said they 
drive slower now.  On ORE-22 only 6 percent of respondents said they drive faster now and 15 
percent said they drive slower. On ORE-34 nearly 38 percent said speeds were the same and a little 
over 33 percent said speeds have increased since 1993. On ORE-22 almost 46 percent said speeds 
were the same and almost 33 percent said speeds have increased (see Figures 9 and 10). 
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Figure 9: Motorist’s perception of speed of surrounding traffic prior to 1993 on ORE-34. 
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Figure 10: Motorist’s perception of speed of surrounding traffic prior to 1993 on ORE-22. 

The next two questions were aimed at getting the respondents' perception of the number of traffic 
crashes and the amount of enforcement that they witnessed on ORE-34 and ORE-22.  On ORE-34 
nearly 36 percent of respondents felt that the number of accidents had stayed the same, while 11 
percent said they increased and 27 percent said they decreased.  Almost 31 percent of the respondents 
said that the amount of patrolling on ORE-34 has stayed the same, a little over 12 percent said it 
decreased, and almost 32 percent said the amount of patrolling increased (see Figure 11).  On ORE-22 
a little over 36 percent said the number accidents had stayed the same, while 21 percent said accidents 
increased and 23 percent said the number of accidents decreased.  A little more than 37 percent of the 
respondents said that the amount of patrolling on ORE-22 has stayed the same, 30 percent said the 
patrolling increased, and 13 percent said the amount of patrolling has decreased (see Figure 12). 
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Figure 11: Traffic enforcement since 1993 on ORE-34. 
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Figure 12: Traffic enforcement since 1993 on ORE-22. 

The next six questions dealt with the changes in signing along ORE-34.  The first change was the 
addition of orange diamonds to the top of warning signs and speed limit signs.  Most respondents 
(70% on ORE-34 and 63% on ORE-22) were aware of the orange diamonds. Approximately 57 
percent of ORE-34 respondents and almost 53 percent of ORE-22 respondents said that the orange 
diamonds attracted their attention to the signs (see Figures 13 and 14). 
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Figure 13: Do the orange diamonds attract your attention to the information on the signs 

(ORE-34)? 
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Figure 14: Do the orange diamonds attract your attention to the information on the signs 
(ORE-22)? 

The next change asked about was the addition of flashing yellow lights added to the top of some 
warning signs.  Again, most respondents were aware of the use of the flashing yellow lights (81% on 
ORE-34 and 62% on ORE-22).  A little over 74 percent of ORE-34 respondents and 61 percent of 
ORE-22 respondents said the lights helped attract their attention to the information on the signs (see 
Figures 15 and 16). 
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 Figure 15: Do the flashing yellow lights help attract your attention to the information on the 
signs (ORE-34)? 
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Figure 16: Do the flashing yellow lights help attract your attention to the information on the 
signs (ORE-22)? 

At the beginning of the project, a variable message board was used to provide information to drivers.  
Most respondents (66% on ORE-34 and 61% on ORE-22) recalled seeing the variable message 
board. About 60 percent of ORE-34 recipients and 59 percent of ORE-22 respondents thought the 
variable message board helped increase their awareness of road conditions and events happening 
around them (see Figures 17 and 18). 
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Figure 17: Did the variable message board help increase your awareness of road conditions 

and events happening on ORE-34? 
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Figure 18: Did the variable message board help increase your awareness of road conditions 
and events happening on ORE-22? 

Respondents were then asked if the changes made to the two highways had any effect on their 
driving.  Approximately 50 percent of ORE-34 respondents said that the changes did not affect their 
driving habits, but nearly 66 percent did state they were more aware of events happening around them 
(see Figures 19 and 20).  A little over 47 percent of ORE-22 respondents said that the changes did not 
affect their driving habits, but almost 71 percent of the respondents said they were more aware of 
events happening around them (see Figures 21 and 22). 
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Figure 19: My driving habits changed due to the improvements on ORE-34. 
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Figure 20: I am more aware of events happening around me on ORE-34. 

 

0%
5%

10%
15%
20%
25%
30%
35%
40%
45%
50%

No response Agree Disagree
 

Figure 21: My driving habits changed due to the improvements on ORE-22. 
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Figure 22: I am more aware of events happening around me on ORE-22. 

Respondents were then asked to decide whether the changes had affected the level of safety on ORE-
34 and ORE-22.  For ORE-34 a little more than 65 percent said that the changes had increased safety, 
approximately 22 percent said there was no change in safety, and a little over 3 percent said the 
changes had decreased safety (see Figure 23).  For ORE-22 almost 56 percent said that the changes 
increased safety, 36 percent said that there was no change in safety, and a little over 1 percent said the 
changes decreased safety (see Figure 24). 
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Figure 23: Did the changes affect safety on ORE-34? 
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Figure 24: Did the changes affect safety on ORE-22? 
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6.0 CONSIDERATIONS 

The following considerations are based on findings from the literature review, the motorist survey and 
their written comments.  A full list of the motorist comments for ORE-34 and ORE-22 can be found 
in Appendices E and F.  General considerations are made next for the CSIP project, and then 
individual considerations for each corridor follow. 

6.1  GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Increase the level of traffic enforcement on the corridors. 

There needs to be an increase in the number and frequency of police patrols on the safety 
corridors.  Most of the traffic that uses the safety corridors travels in excess of the posted speeds.  
An increased presence of police patrols and an increase in the number of citations issued will help 
to slow down traffic.  Other forms of speed control, such as photo radar, could also be effective at 
eliminating the amount of speeding. 

Divide highway and limit the number of access points along the corridors. 

Safety on ORE-34 and ORE-22 can be improved by limiting the number of conflict points and 
implementing access management strategies.  The ideal solution is to make the corridors fully 
divided with grade separated interchanges. Examples of divided highways include: a 30 foot 
unpaved median having two road beds, a 10 foot median with median barrier, or a 4 foot median. 
Due to funding difficulties for these kinds of improvements, lower cost improvements need to be 
considered.  One improvement is the elimination of two-way left turn lanes and limited places that 
traffic can turn left.  This would eliminate the risk of head-on collisions and reduce the risk of 
conflicts during left turns.  Another improvement is to limit the number of access points onto and 
off the highways.  By providing frontage roads for driveways and minor crossroads, traffic can be 
directed to major access points.  This will limit the number of places traffic will be entering the 
roadway, and therefore limit the number of conflicts possible and increase safety. 

Provide acceleration and deceleration lanes at major access points.   

One of the most common complaints about the safety corridors was the amount of vehicles that 
pull into traffic when it is inappropriate.  There are also problems with vehicles following too 
close and nearly rear-ending vehicles that are exiting the roadway.  To help solve this problem, 
acceleration and deceleration lanes should be provided at all major access points along the 
corridors.  This will allow traffic entering the roadway to accelerate before entering the traffic 
stream, and it will also allow traffic exiting the roadway to decelerate once out of the traffic 
stream.  This will increase the safety of vehicles entering and leaving the roadways as well as 
vehicles staying on the road. 



 

26 

Limit the use of traffic signals on the safety corridors. 

Many respondents to the surveys expressed a need for more traffic signals along the corridors.  
The use of traffic signals should be limited because of the lack of expectancy by drivers of this 
type of traffic control device.  Traffic signals should only be used when there is a predominant 
amount of left turn traffic onto the corridor without enough gaps to accommodate the turns.  If a 
traffic signal is necessary, it should be accompanied by a reduction in speed for the approaches 
and ample warning for oncoming traffic. 

6.2  ORE-34 CONSIDERATIONS 

Extend 45 mph speed zone from Corvallis to east of Peoria Road. 

A major complaint by respondents to the ORE-34 survey was the number of vehicles that run the 
red light at Peoria Road.  One possible solution would be to extend the 45-mph speed limit out 
east of the Peoria Road intersection.  This could help to slow down traffic for the traffic signal. 

Decrease speed limit at Oakville Road intersection. 

There were many complaints about the Oakville Road intersection.  Most of these complaints 
dealt with the number of cars entering and leaving the corridor at that intersection.  Due to this 
high volume of turning movements, many risks are taken to turn in front of oncoming traffic.  One 
way of reducing the risk of a serious accident at this intersection would be to reduce the speed 
limit entering the intersection.  This will allow more gaps in the traffic stream for cars entering 
and leaving the roadway. 

6.3  ORE-22 CONSIDERATIONS 

Extend 50 mph speed zone east to Willamette River. 

Numerous respondents to the ORE-22 survey expressed a concern about the current 50-mph 
speed zone.  To be effective, the 50-mph speed zone should be extended east to the Willamette 
River, and combined with stricter enforcement of the speed zone to increase safety along the 
corridor.
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7.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report covers phase one of the two-phase evaluation of Oregon’s Corridor Safety Improvement 
Programs implemented on ORE-34 and ORE-22.  Based on the results from the surveys, the CSIPs 
appear to be successful.  It is recommended that Phase 2 of the project be conducted to quantify the 
perceptions, observations and considerations noted in the Phase 1 report. There are still many 
improvements, such as access management, that could be made to further increase safety, but those 
that have been completed are having the desired effect.  Most respondents to the survey said that the 
changes made to the corridors have increased safety and have made many drivers more aware of the 
events going on around them, and this in turn increases the overall safety of the corridor. 

Phase 2 of the project will measure or quantify the “success” of the CSIP program by studying the 
relationship of speed profiles and levels of enforcement and accident reduction as a result of the CSIP 
program.  Phase 1 of the study provided the first step of evaluating the program, that is, it conducted a 
driver survey to determine the public perceptions of the various safety treatments.  A second phase of 
the project is recommended to evaluate the effectiveness of CSIP treatments and traffic enforcement 
patterns.  Optimizing the CSIP treatments and enforcement patterns will improve the cost 
effectiveness of the CSIP. An optimized program becomes vital as law enforcement budgets are 
constrained or reduced. This becomes a concern since there is adequate reason to believe a reduction 
in traffic patrol forces will lead to an increase in traffic deaths and injuries.   The objective of the 
phase 2 study is to determine the most effective treatments and enforcement levels for a Corridor 
Safety Improvement Program (CSIP).  The evaluation will: 

• Determine which of several specified traffic patrol patterns is most effective in reducing 
traffic speed, by optimizing the perceived risk of apprehension relative to enforcement 
resources invested. 

• Determine the relative effectiveness of other traffic control and enforcement tools such as 
radar reader boards, variable message signs and drone radar in reducing vehicle speeds. 

The results of the Phase 2 project will be used to validate the motorist’s perceptions of safety 
improvements reported in the Phase 1 report. 
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APPENDIX A 

INVESTIGATIVE INSTRUMENT -  ORE-34









  

  

APPENDIX B 

INVESTIGATIVE INSTRUMENT -  ORE-22









  

  

 

APPENDIX C 

DATA SUMMARY - ORE-34 

 





















  

  

APPENDIX D 

DATA SUMMARY - ORE-22 

 



















  

  

APPENDIX E 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS -  ORE-34



















































































  

  

APPENDIX F 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - ORE-22 

 








































	EVALUATION OF THE CORRIDOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 BACKGROUND
	3.0 LITERATURE REVIEW
	3.1 INTRODUCTION
	3.2  SAFETY IMPACTS OF SPEEDING
	3.3  WHAT IS A CORRIDOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM?
	3.4  OREGON’S SAFETY CORRIDORS
	3.4.1 ORE-34 SAFETY CORRIDOR


	4.0 STUDY DESIGN
	4.1  INVESTIGATIVE INSTRUMENT

	5.0 DATA ANALYSIS
	6.0 CONSIDERATIONS
	6.1  GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
	6.2  ORE-34 CONSIDERATIONS
	6.3  ORE-22 CONSIDERATIONS

	7.0 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
	8.0 REFERENCES



