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Photos from the safety workshop that Fillmore County representatives participated in are shown 
below: 

 
 

 
 

Figure 3-5 
Photos from March 10, 2010 ATP 6 Safety Workshop 

  

3.2.2 Results of Stakeholder Prioritization Exercise 

At each of the safety workshops, participants prioritized safety strategies. The safety strategy 
prioritization began with an education session during the morning of the workshop that provided 
information on the safety planning process and crash data to support the safety strategies, and 
presentations from DPS and Mn/DOT. Workshop participants were asked to help the County 
prioritize the safety strategies.  

Participants were divided into two groups: an infrastructure group and a driver behavior group. 
Each group was tasked with prioritizing the strategies and identifying those with the highest 
priority. Participants used dots to vote on their preferred safety strategies. They had the option 
of placing all dots on one strategy or distributing the dots across multiple strategies. Typically, 
the list was narrowed down to ten strategies. The voting results of the March 10, 2010 workshop 
and the cumulative totals of all workshops held within ATP 6 are displayed in Appendix A. 
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Table 3-1 summarizes the five infrastructure safety strategies based on votes received at the 
March 10, 2010 workshop. Table 3-2 summarizes the top driver behavior safety strategies 
based on votes received at the workshop. Tables 3-1 and 3-2 also provide the combined voting 
results at all four ATP 6 workshops.  

TABLE 3-1 

Fillmore County Infrastructure Safety Strategies Voting Results 

Strategy 03/10/10 Workshop 
Votes 

ATP 6 Votes 

1.  Edgeline Rumble Strips/Stripes 31 87 

2. Enhanced Curve Delineation 17 52 

3. Enhanced Signs/Markings at Intersections 17 19 

4. Address Skewed Intersections 17 17 

5. Street Lights 13 43 

   

 

TABLE 3-2 

Fillmore County Driver Behavior Safety Strategies Voting Results 

Strategy 03/10/10 Workshop 
Votes 

ATP 6 Votes 

1. Seat Belt Enforcement 26 93 

2. Impaired Driving Enforcement 19 75 

3. Speed Enforcement 14 69 

4. Young Driver Enforcement 14 61 

   

3.3 Fillmore County Detailed Crash Analysis 

The initial county-wide analysis of crashes found that of the 88 crashes that occur on Fillmore 
County highways annually, 76 percent of these occur in rural areas. Of the severe crashes (fatal 
and A-injury), 89 percent occur in rural areas. A more detailed analysis focused on prioritizing 
Fillmore County’s rural segments, rural intersections and rural curves. 

3.3.1 Prioritizing Rural CSAH/CR Segments 

The predominant type of crash on rural roads is vehicles running off the road, which accounts 
for 40 percent of rural crashes and 50 percent of severe rural crashes.  

Given that the goal of the CRSP is to provide a list of county-specific safety projects that will 
mitigate conditions at specific locations, it is important to identify rural highway segments that 
are at higher risk for severe crashes. For this purpose, rural highways in Fillmore County were 
broken down into 54 segments. A prioritization process was then completed where levels of risk 
were assigned to a segment based on five risk factors. If a segment fit the criteria for a risk 
factor, it received a star. The highest priority segments have received the most stars (). In 
cases where segments received the same number of stars, tie breaks of risk assessment and 
then road departure density were used to determine priority. The risk factors are: 
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ADT Range Figure 3-6 illustrates that 46 percent of the rural system in Fillmore County has 
between 250 and 500 ADT. These segments also experience the highest amount of road 
departure crashes (32 percent). Roadways in Fillmore County with an ADT between 250 and 
500 ADT received a star. 

 

Figure 3-6 
Fillmore County CSAH/CR Mileage and Road Departure Crashes by ADT 

 
Road Departure Density Fillmore County rural segments had an average road departure 
density of 0.10 road departure crashes per mile per year. Any segment experiencing a road 
departure density higher than the average received a star. 

Road Departure Rate Fillmore County rural segments had an average road departure rate of 
0.56 road departure crashes per million vehicle miles traveled. Any segments experiencing a 
higher road departure rate than the average received a star. 

Critical Radius Curve Density With curve-related road departure accounting for 69 percent of 
the severe road departure crashes, curves are an important factor in identifying risk. In Fillmore 
County, curves with a radius between 500 and 1,500 feet experienced 89 percent of the severe 
road departure crashes. An average density of these types of curves was computed for the 
segments (0.66 curves per mile) and any segments with a higher than average density received 
a star. 

Edge Risk Assessment - A rating system was developed to categorize the risk level of 
vehicles leaving the travel lane. Roads with a good edge, which includes the shoulder and clear 
zone received a rating of one. Roads with little or no edge, but a good clear zone received a 
rating of two, as did roads with a good edge but no clear zone. Roads with no edge and no clear 
zone received a rating of three. Examples of these edge risks are shown in Figure 3-7. Roads 
were evaluated by analysts via Mn/DOT’s video log to determine the rating and roads with a 
rating of two or three received a star. 
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Figure 3-7 
Sample Edge Risk Assessment Photos 

Figure 3-8 illustrates a portion of the raw data that was used to prioritize segments on the 
Fillmore County highway system. The information includes a list of highway segments as well as 
present risk factors. The complete data set used for the rural highway segment analysis is 
provided in Appendix B. 
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Figure 3-8 
Sample of Fillmore County  

Rural Highway Segment Data   
 
Analysis completed on the data referenced above resulted in the priority ranking of these 
corridors for future improvements. Table 3-3 below provides the high priority segments identified 
through the segment analysis process. High priority segments were those receiving three or 
more stars. Figure 3-9 includes a map showing the location of the high priority segments. 
Complete results of the segment analysis are included in the Appendix B.  

1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 11.01 9 3 14350599.15 714 0.16 0.63 0.18 1

1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 11.08 28 11 29734980.5 1471 0.51 0.94 0.99 2

2.01 CSAH 2 West County Line CSAH 1 4.74 1600342.5 185 0.00 0.00 0.00 2

2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 9.5 3 2 8814385 508 0.06 0.34 0.53 1

3.01 CSAH 3 West County Line US 63 3.11 1 1 1569344.875 277 0.06 0.64 0.64 2

4.02 CSAH 4 CSAH 38 CSAH 5 2.54 1622425 350 0.00 0.00 0.00 1

5.01 CSAH 5 South County Line CSAH 44 3.4 1 1551250 250 0.00 0.00 0.29 1

5.02 CSAH 5 CSAH 44 CR 118 6.8 2 2606100 210 0.00 0.00 0.74 1

5.03 CSAH 5 CR 118 MN 16 4.1 2 5 3254888 435 0.10 0.61 0.73 2

5.05 CSAH 5 Wykoff CL North CSAH 8 2.2 2 2409000 600 0.18 0.83 3.64 2

5.06 CSAH 5 CSAH 8 US 52 10.5 1 1 13317938 695 0.02 0.08 0.86 2

Corridor
Curves w/ Critical 

Radius / Mile
EndStart#Route RD Rate

Edge Risk 

Assesment
Length

Runoff Road 

Crashes

Intersection 

Crashes
RD DensityVMT ADT
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TABLE 3-3 

Fillmore County High Priority Rural Highway Segments 

Rank Corridor Route # Start End 
Length 

(mi.) 
ADT 

ADT 
Range 

RD 
Density 

RD 
Rate 

Curve 
Critical 
Radius 
Density 

Edge 
Risk 

Totals 

Tiebreakers 

Edge 
Risk 

RD 
Density 

1 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 11.08  1,471        2 0.51 

2 27.01 CSAH 27 North County Line MN 43 2     235  



     3 0.20 

3 5.05 CSAH 5 Wykoff CL North CSAH 8 2.2     600  



     2 0.18 

4 25.03 CSAH 25 Peterson CL West North County Line 5.9     228  



     2 0.17 

5 8.07 CSAH 8 US 52 MN 250 9.1  1,038     



 1 0.37 

6 14.02 CSAH 14 US 63 CSAH 5 5     430  



 



  2 0.20 

7 12.04 CSAH 12 CSAH 14 Preston CL South 1.1     970  







   2 0.18 

8 24.01 CSAH 24 CSAH 23 MN 43 5.8     315  



 



  2 0.17 

9 5.03 CSAH 5 CR 118 MN 16 4.1     435  

 

    2 0.10 

10 40.01 CSAH 40 US 52 CSAH 11 4.3     110  

 

    2 0.09 

11 21.01 CSAH 21 South County Line Canton CL South 1.5     231  



  



 1 0.27 

12 17.04 CSAH 17 MN 16 & US 52 CSAH 8 5.3     342  



  



 1 0.26 

13 15.01 CSAH 15 CSAH 30 CSAH 44 2.7     325  



  



 1 0.22 

14 28.02 CSAH 28 South County Line MN 44 2     892  



  



 1 0.20 

15 8.04 CSAH 8 Spring Valley CL East ECL to 5.2 mi East 5.2     172  



  



 1 0.12 

16 39.01 CSAH 39 CSAH 1 US 63 1.8     250  



  



 1 0.11 
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Figure 3-9 
Fillmore County High Priority Segments
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Table 3-4 summarizes the results of the prioritized segments from Figure 3-8 above. 

TABLE 3-4 

Summary of Fillmore County Prioritized Segments 

Segment 
Ranking # of Segments 

 % of 
Segments Miles 

 % of 
Miles 


1 1.9% 11.1 5% 


4 7.4% 19.2 9% 


11 20.4% 38.8 19% 


8 14.8% 49.1 24% 


17 31.5% 90.0 43% 

- 13 24.1% 0.0 0% 

 54 100% 208.2 100% 

     

It is notable that five out of the 54 segments in Fillmore County’s rural highway system 
experienced multiple severe crashes. These segments are listed in Table 3-5. 

TABLE 3-5 

Fillmore County Highway Segments Experiencing Multiple Severe Crashes 

Corridor Route # Start End Area Length 
(mi.) 

Fatal 
Crash 

Serious 
Injury 
Crash 

Severe 
Road 

Departure 

1.01 CSAH 1 West County 
Line 

Spring Valley 
CL West 

Rural  11.01 0 4 4 

1.04 CSAH 1 Spring 
Valley CL 
North 

North County 
Line 

Rural 11.08 0 6 4 

5.02 CSAH 5 CSAH 44 CR 118 Rural 6.8 1 1 0 

8.01 CSAH 8 West County 
Line 

MN 16 Rural 4.2 0 2 0 

21.05 CSAH 21 CSAH 8 MN 30 Rural 7.1 0 2 2 

TOTALS      1 15 10 

         

There were a total of 16 severe crashes on the five segments listed above. The following list 
highlights points related to the 16 severe crashes: 

 10 road departure crashes 

 2 intersection-related crashes 

 2 right-angle crashes 

 2 unknown crash types 

 1 head-on crashes 

3.3.2 Prioritizing Curves on Rural CSAH/CR System 

The detailed crash analysis also studied horizontal curves. This subset of the rural highway 
system received additional attention because emerging research indicates that horizontal 
curves with certain characteristics contribute to the overall frequency of road departure crashes. 
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The 208 miles of rural Fillmore County highways contain 391 horizontal curves; the total length 
of these curves is approximately 56 miles, which is 27 percent of the county highway system 
mileage. However, approximately 69 percent of severe road departure crashes occur on 
horizontal curves (see Table 3-6). As a result, horizontal curves were identified as an at-risk 
element of Fillmore County’s rural highway system.  

TABLE 3-6 

Crashes on Fillmore County CSAH/CR System, Including Horizontal Curves 

 Rural Road 
Departure 
Crashes 

Rural Road Departure 
Crashes On Horizontal 

Curves 

% of Crashes on 
Horizontal Curves 

All Crashes  132 85 64% 

Severe Crashes (K+A) 16 11 69% 

    

As was done for rural highway segments (see above) an analysis was completed to prioritize 
horizontal curves based on the relative degree of risk. The analysis of crashes related to curves 
in Fillmore County provided the following results: 

 Crashes occurred on 68 of the 391 (roughly 17 percent) horizontal curves on Fillmore 
County’s CSAH/CR system. 

 Severe injury or fatal crashes occurred on only 9 curves during the five year study period, 
meaning that these types of crashes occurred on only roughly 2 percent the curves in the 
CSAH/CR system. 

 Two fatal crashes occurred on two different curves. 

 No curves experienced multiple severe crashes over the five year study period; supporting 
the notion that these crashes occur randomly across the system and that the presence of a 
severe crash is not sufficient to identify the risk associated with horizontal curves. 

The information provided above supports the notion that traditional methods of assigning safety 
risk based on the number of crashes would not effectively address the overrepresentation of 
severe and fatal crashes on horizontal curves. There are simply too few crashes on these 
curves to serve as a reliable indicator of the relative degree of risk. As a result, the CRSP team 
used a relatively new technique to assess the risk of curves, which used the following: 

 Characteristics of curves in Fillmore County where crashes had previously occurred, as well 
as available information from similar analysis for neighboring Minnesota counties 

 Results from recently published Mn/DOT research (Cost-Benefit Analysis of In-Vehicle 
Technologies and Infrastructure Changes to Avoid Crashes Along Curves and Shoulders; 
completed by University of Minnesota and CH2M HILL, June 2009) 

The above sources of material suggest that five features were found to increase the level of risk 
at individual curves and used in the prioritization process of rural curves. 

Curve Radius—Shorter curve radii result in higher crash rates, however the largest amount of 
severe crashes—89 percent—occurred on curves with 500 to 1,500 foot radius (see Figure 3-
10). This relationship is similar to that found in Mn/DOT and other national research. Curves 
with a radius between 500 and 1,500 feet received a star. 
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Figure 3-10 
Fillmore County Severe Crashes on Curves and Curve Radius 

Traffic Volumes—There is a range of volumes in each system that is overrepresented relative 
to the frequency of curve-related crashes. In Fillmore County, curves in the volume range 
between 500 and 1,500 vehicles per day accounted for 59 percent of crashes on curves and 44 
percent of severe crashes on curves (see Figure 3-11). Curves with an ADT between 500 and 
1,500 vehicles per day received a star. 

 

 

Figure 3-11 
Fillmore County Severe Crashes on Curves and Curve ADT 
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Intersection in the Curve—The presence of an intersection in the curve increased the level of 
crash risk; therefore these curves received a star. 

Visual Trap—The presence of a visual trap increases the level of crash risk. A visual trap exists 
when a crest vertical curve occurs prior to the beginning of the horizontal curve or when a minor 
road continues on a tangent (see Figure 3-12). These curves received a star. 

 

Figure 3-12 
Example of a Visual Trap 

 
Crash Experience—If a curve had experienced a severe crash over the five year study period, 
it received a star.  

A sample of the data analysis results for curve prioritization is shown in Figure 3-13, below. 
Complete results of the data analysis and prioritization ranking can be found in Appendix C.  

 

Figure 3-13 
Sample of Fillmore County Curves Data and Prioritization 

Curve

Count
ID Corridor Segment Start End Total

Total 

Severe
K A K A

Radius

(ft)

Length

Curve (ft)
ADT

Intersection

on Curve
Chevrons

Visual

Trap
Rank Proximity

Chevron

Project 

1 001A 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   957 1,728 610 Yes Yes  - Yes

2 001B 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 1 0 -  -  -   -   2,548 805 610 No No  x Yes

3 001C 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 2 1 -  1 -   1  810 1,253 710 Yes Yes  - Yes

4 001D 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   3,218 741 650 No No  x Yes

5 001E 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   2,236 617 650 No No  x Yes

6 001F 1.01 CSAH 1 West County Line Spring Valley CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   2,284 682 650 No No  x Yes

7 001G 1.02 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL West MN 16 0 0 -  -  -   -   2,301 483 650 No No  x Yes

8 001K 1.02 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL West MN 16 0 0 -  -  -   -   360 232 920 No No  - -

9 001M 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 8 0 -  -  -   -   658 719 1,250 No No  - Yes

10 001O 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 2 0 -  -  -   -   808 1,311 1,250 No No  - Yes

11 001P 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 2 0 -  -  -   -   1,463 870 1,250 No No  - Yes

12 001Q 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 1 0 -  -  -   -   724 429 1,250 No No  - Yes

13 001R 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 0 0 -  -  -   -   979 1,561 1,250 No No  - Yes

14 001S 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 2 0 -  -  -   -   1,057 749 1,250 No No  - Yes

15 001T 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 1 0 -  -  -   -   1,156 584 1,250 No No  - Yes

16 001U 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 1 0 -  -  -   -   821 618 1,250 No No  - Yes

17 001V 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 0 0 -  -  -   -   771 565 1,250 No Yes No  - Installed

18 001W 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 1 0 -  -  -   -   1,070 577 1,250 No Yes No  - Installed

19 001ZA 1.04 CSAH 1 Spring Valley CL North North County Line 0 0 -  -  -   -   1,475 345 1,700 No No  - Yes

20 002A 2.01 CSAH 2 West County Line CSAH 1 1 0 -  -  -   -   379 615 185 Yes Yes  x Yes

21 002B 2.01 CSAH 2 West County Line CSAH 1 0 0 -  -  -   -   343 552 185 Yes Yes Yes  - Installed

22 002C 2.01 CSAH 2 West County Line CSAH 1 0 0 -  -  -   -   274 465 185 Yes Yes Yes  - Installed

23 002E 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   762 452 350 No No  - -

24 002F 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   915 683 350 No No  - -

25 002G 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   5,125 996 350 No No - -

26 002H 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   6,501 1,110 350 No No - -

27 002I 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   1,964 514 350 No No x Yes

28 002J 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   870 450 950 Yes No  - Yes

29 002K 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   598 473 1,550 No No  x Yes

30 002O 2.02 CSAH 2 CSAH 1 Chatfield CL West 0 0 -  -  -   -   1,428 614 1,550 No No  - -

31 002P 2.03 CSAH 2 Chatfield CL West US 52 1 0 -  -  -   -   1,991 719 1,550 No No - -

32 002Q 2.03 CSAH 2 Chatfield CL West US 52 0 0 -  -  -   -   901 519 1,550 Yes No  - -

33 002R 2.03 CSAH 2 Chatfield CL West US 52 0 0 -  -  -   -   2,446 713 1,450 Yes No  - -

34 002S 2.03 CSAH 2 Chatfield CL West US 52 0 0 -  -  -   -   1,177 311 1,350 No No  - -

35 002T 2.03 CSAH 2 Chatfield CL West US 52 0 0 -  -  -   -   817 432 1,350 No No  - -

Severe Crashes
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In summary, one curve in Fillmore County received 5 stars. Forty-two curves received a high 
priority ranking of 3 stars or more (11 percent). Figure 3-15 includes a map showing all high 
priority curves that are assigned a proposed safety project. Appendix C also includes 
information—both a map and table—of curves which were analyzed but were not recommended 
for a project. Table 3-7 summarizes the results of the prioritized segments from Figure 3-14. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3-14 

Fillmore County Curve Project Map

TABLE 3-7 

Summary of Fillmore County Prioritized Curves 

Curve Ranking # of 
Curves 

% of 
Curves 

Chevroned % of 
Chevroned 

 1 0.3% 0 0% 

 9 2.3% 0 0% 

 32 8.2% 0 0% 

 122 31.2% 5 83% 

 171 43.7% 1 17% 

- 56 14.3% 0 0% 

 391 100% 6 100% 
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3.3.3 Rural STOP Controlled Intersections 

Two severe crashes on Fillmore County’s rural CSAH/CR system occurred at an intersection (6 
percent). Given that there are 128 intersections across the County, a prioritization process is 
needed to focus the County’s efforts in implementing safety projects. The prioritization process 
assesses an intersection’s risk exposure to seven factors and a star is given to an intersection 
for a risk factor. The highest priority intersections received the most stars (). In cases where 
intersections received the same number of stars, crash costs were used to break ties and 
determine priority. The risk factors include: 

Geometry of Intersection—Previous research has shown that skewed intersections have a 
higher risk of crashes. If an intersection has a skewed approach of greater than 15 degrees, it 
received a star. 

Geometry of Roadway—Previous research has shown that intersections located on or near a 
horizontal curve are subject to a higher level of risk. Intersections located on or near horizontal 
curves received a star. 

Commercial Development in Quadrants—Previous research has shown that intersections 
with commercial development located in one or more of the intersection quadrants have a 
higher level of risk. Private residences or farms were not included in this category. Intersections 
with commercial development in a quadrant received a star. 

Distance to Previous STOP Sign—Previous research has shown that drivers lose attention 
when traveling for longer distances without a STOP sign. Therefore, intersections with minor leg 
approaches without a STOP sign within 5 miles received a star. 

ADT Ratio— There is a range of ADT ratio (minor/major) on the County system that is more 
susceptible to severe crashes than others. Intersections with an ADT ratio between 0.4 and 0.8 
received a star.  

Railroad Crossing on Minor Approach—Intersections on or near a railroad line are subject to 
an increased level of risk. Drivers must navigate the railroad tracks while approaching the 
intersection. Therefore, if an intersection has a railroad crossing on one of the minor leg 
approaches to the intersection it received a star. 

Crash History—If an intersection had experienced a crash during the five year study period, it 
received a star.  
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Figure 3-15 provides a sample of the raw data that was used to prioritize rural thru-stop 
intersections, as well as their risk criteria. The complete data set used for the rural intersection 
analysis is provided in Appendix D. 

 

Figure 3-15 
Sample of Fillmore County  

Rural Intersection Data   
 
Analysis completed on the data referenced above resulted in the prioritization of rural thru-stop 
intersections for future improvements. Table 3-8 lists the high priority intersections. Complete 
results of the rural thru-stop intersection analysis are included in Appendix D. All intersections 
with two or more stars were considered high priority (37 percent) and were assigned a proposed 
safety project. Locations of the high priority intersections are shown on a map in Figure 3-16.  

Int # Sys Num Intersection Description Skew
On/Near

Curve
Development

RR 

Xing
ADT

Previous 

STOP (>5mi)

Total 

Crashes

Ratio

(Min/Maj)
Crash Cost

1.01 CSAH 1 T-447 X-ING, MOWER CO CSAH-11 BHD No No No No 594 No 1 0.10 12,000$    

1.02 CSAH 1 CR-109 RT, T-450 AHD, CSAH-1 TURNS LT No Yes No No 645 No 0 0.11 -$         

1.03 CSAH 1 T-437 LT CSAH-14 RT No No No No 989.5 No 0 0.27 -$         

1.05 CSAH 1 T-427 LT CSAH-12 RT, ENTER SPRING VALLEY TWPNo No No No 877 No 0 0.14 -$         

1.06 CSAH 1 CSAH-39 LT No Yes No No 835 No 1 0.35 12,000$    

1.12 CSAH 1 T-411 LT CSAH-38 RT, CSAH-1 AHD No No No No 1797 No 3 0.06 318,000$  

1.13 CSAH 1 CSAH-4 RT No No No No 1308 Yes 1 0.09 12,000$    

1.14 CSAH 1 CSAH-2 LT CR-101 RT  (SOUTH) No No No No 1635 Yes 4 0.11 409,000$  

1.15 CSAH 1 T-409 LT CSAH-2 RT  (NORTH) No No No No 2012 Yes 2 0.18 424,000$  

2.01 CSAH 2 T-351 LT CSAH-38 RT, ENTER JORDAN TWPNo No No No 579.5 No 1 0.41 91,000$    

2.02 CSAH 2 CR-101 RT No No No No 347.5 No 0 0.32 -$         

3.01 CSAH 3 USTH-63 X-ING No No No No 3315 No 0 0.10 -$         

4.01 CSAH 4 CSAH-38 RT & AHD  (WEST) No Yes No No 152.5 No 1 0.65 136,000$  

4.02 CSAH 4 CSAH-38 X-ING, ENTER JORDAN TWP  (EAST)No Yes No No 375 No 0 1.75 -$         

4.03 CSAH 4 CSAH-5 RT & AHD No Yes No No 775 No 0 1.26 -$         

5.01 CSAH 5 CSAH-44 X-ING, CSAH-5 SEG-1 ENDS  (EAST)No No No No 742 No 0 0.26 -$         

5.02 CSAH 5 CSAH-44 X-ING, CSAH-5 SEG-2 BEGINS  (WEST)No No No No 752 No 0 0.23 -$         

5.03 CSAH 5 CSAH-20 RT No No No No 255 No 1 0.22 12,000$    

5.04 CSAH 5 CSAH-14 X-ING No No No No 560 No 1 0.58 12,000$    

5.05 CSAH 5 CR-118 RT No Yes No No 362.5 No 0 0.61 -$         

5.06 CSAH 5 CSAH-12 LT No No No No 517.5 No 0 0.49 -$         

5.07 CSAH 5 MNTH-16 X-ING No Yes No No 2853 Yes 6 0.46 399,000$  

5.09 CSAH 5 CSAH-8 LT (south) No Yes No No 650 No 0 0.17 -$         

5.10 CSAH 5 CSAH-8 RT  (North) Yes No No No 790 No 0 0.63 -$         

5.11 CSAH 5 CR-102 LT No Yes No No 660 No 0 0.20 -$         

5.12 CSAH 5 CSAH-7 RT No No No No 892.5 No 0 0.26 -$         
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TABLE 3-8 

Fillmore County High Priority Rural Intersections 

Rank Int # Sys # Intersection Description Skew 
On/Near 
Curve 

Develop-
ment 

RR 
Xing 

Previous 
STOP 
(>5mi) 

Total 
Crashes 

Ratio 
(Min/Maj) 

Priority Crash Cost 

1 5.07 CSAH 5 MNTH-16 X-ING 





 

     $   399,000  

2 8.01 CSAH 8 
BROADWAY AVE USTH-63 
& MNTH-16 X-ING  (NORTH)   

 





  $   218,000  

3 11.06 CSAH 11 
MNTH-30 LT & BHD  
(NORTH)  

  

    $     91,000  

4 21.06 CSAH 21 MNTH-30 X-ING 





  

    $   548,000  

5 4.01 CSAH 4 CSAH-38 RT & AHD  (WEST) 





  

    $   136,000  

6 34.01 CSAH 34 MNTH-44 X-ING  (WEST)  

  





  $     36,000  

7 12.06 CSAH 12 
MNTH-16 X-ING, CSAH-12 
SEG-3 ENDS  (NORTHEAST)  

  





  $     24,000  

8 10.03 CSAH 10 
CSAH-25 AHD, CSAH-10 
CURVES RT 





  

    $     24,000  

9 24.02 CSAH 24 MNTH-43 X-ING 

   

     $     12,000  

10 12.11 CSAH 12 CSAH-23 X-ING  

   

   $           -    

11 10.06 CSAH 10 MNTH-43 X-ING  (NORTH) 





 





   $           -    

12 12.10 CSAH 12 CSAH-21 RT  (SOUTH)  

   

   $           -    

13 15.03 CSAH 15 CSAH-20 LT  

   

   $           -    

14 15.05 CSAH 15 
CSAH-22 RT, CSAH-15 
TURNS LT  

   

   $           -    

15 1.15 CSAH 1 
T-409 LT CSAH-2 RT  
(NORTH) 

   

 



  $   424,000  

16 1.14 CSAH 1 
CSAH-2 LT CR-101 RT  
(SOUTH) 

   

 



  $   409,000  



COUNTY ROADWAY SAFETY PLANS  APRIL 2011 
CHAPTER 3:  FILLMORE COUNTY SAFETY ANALYSIS 

3-22 

TABLE 3-8 

Fillmore County High Priority Rural Intersections 

Rank Int # Sys # Intersection Description Skew 
On/Near 
Curve 

Develop-
ment 

RR 
Xing 

Previous 
STOP 
(>5mi) 

Total 
Crashes 

Ratio 
(Min/Maj) 

Priority Crash Cost 

17 6.01 CSAH 6 USTH-52 X-ING 





  





  $   272,000  

18 25.07 CSAH 25 MNTH-30 X-ING 

    

    $   182,000  

19 40.02 CSAH 40 MNTH-30 X-ING, T-190 AHD 





  





  $   160,000  

20 18.04 CSAH 18 
T-61 LT MNTH-43 RT & BHD  
(EAST) 





  





  $   148,000  

21 12.07 CSAH 12 
MNTH-16 X-ING, CSAH-12 
SEG-4 BEGINS  (SW) 





  





  $   136,000  

22 11.05 CSAH 11 
MNTH-30 RT & AHD  
(SOUTH) 





  





  $     91,000  

23 2.01 CSAH 2 
T-351 LT CSAH-38 RT, 
ENTER JORDAN TWP 

    

    $     91,000  

24 18.02 CSAH 18 CSAH-23 X-ING 





  





  $     91,000  

25 15.01 CSAH 15 CSAH-30 LT & BHD 





  





  $     24,000  

26 12.08 CSAH 12 CSAH-19 RT 

   





  $     12,000  

27 5.04 CSAH 5 CSAH-14 X-ING 

    

    $     12,000  

28 1.06 CSAH 1 CSAH-39 LT 





  





  $     12,000  

29 39.01 CSAH 39 MNTH-16 X-ING 





  





  $     12,000  

30 1.13 CSAH 1 CSAH-4 RT 

   

 



  $     12,000  

31 11.02 CSAH 11 MNTH-16 X-ING 

   





  $     12,000  

32 30.05 CSAH 30 USTH-52 X-ING 





  





  $     12,000  

33 10.07 CSAH 10 MNTH-43 X-ING  (SOUTH) 

    

    $     12,000  

34 104.03 CNTY 104 CR-104 SEG-3 BEGINS,  

    

  $           -    
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TABLE 3-8 

Fillmore County High Priority Rural Intersections 

Rank Int # Sys # Intersection Description Skew 
On/Near 
Curve 

Develop-
ment 

RR 
Xing 

Previous 
STOP 
(>5mi) 

Total 
Crashes 

Ratio 
(Min/Maj) 

Priority Crash Cost 

MNTH-30 BHD  (EAST) 

35 106.01 CNTY 106 MNTH-43 X-ING  

    

  $           -    

36 5.13 CSAH 5 CR-119 RT  

    

  $           -    

37 11.01 CSAH 11 CR-118 LT CSAH-12 RT  

    

  $           -    

38 12.02 CSAH 12 CSAH-14 RT  

    

  $           -    

39 14.03 CSAH 14 
CR-110 RT, CSAH-14 
TURNS LT  

    

  $           -    

40 10.05 CSAH 10 CSAH-37 RT 





   

   $           -    

41 115.02 CNTY 115 CR-115 X-ING 





   

   $           -    

42 5.05 CSAH 5 CR-118 RT 





   

   $           -    

43 5.10 CSAH 5 CSAH-8 RT  (North) 

    

   $           -    

44 32.02 CSAH 32 
CR-104 LT, WINONA CO 
CSAH-33 AHD 





   

   $           -    

45 16.05 CSAH 16 
CSAH-19 AHD, CSAH-16 
CURVES RT 

    

   $           -    

46 30.02 CSAH 30 CR-116 RT  (NORTH) 





   

   $           -    

47 30.03 CSAH 30 CR-116 RT  (SOUTH) 





   

   $           -    
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Figure 3-16 

Fillmore County High Priority Intersections   
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Table 3-9 summarizes the results of the prioritized intersections from Figure 3-16. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.4 County Safety Projects 

One of the key objectives of Fillmore County’s safety planning effort involved identifying low cost 
safety related projects that are focused on the County’s documented safety emphasis areas. 
These safety emphasis areas contain the greatest number of severe crashes occurring along 
the County’s system of highways. Deploying mitigations for the factors contributing to these 
crashes represent the best opportunity to move Fillmore County Towards Zero Deaths. The 
need for low cost projects that can be widely deployed across the County’s system of highways 
is based on the fact that Fillmore County averages 7.2 severe crashes (Fatal and A-Injury) per 
year and these are spread across 208 miles of County highways and hundreds of intersections. 
As a result, the density of these severe crashes is very low and Minnesota’s Strategic Highway 
Safety Plan has demonstrated that the most effective programmatic approach involves a wide 
application of relatively low cost safety projects.  

The effort to develop low cost safety projects is based on the application of high priority 
strategies at the most at-risk locations that were identified as part of the detailed analysis of the 
County’s system of highways. High priority safety strategies identified in Section 3.2 (and which 
were the direct outcomes of the March 10, 2010, County Road Safety Workshop) basically 
consist of the following types of improvements:  

 Improvements to the edges of rural highways and enhanced delineation of horizontal 
curves in rural areas.  

 Upgrading the signs and pavement markings, installing street lights and providing 
dynamic warning signs at rural STOP controlled intersections.  

 Installing technology at signalized intersections to support increased enforcement levels 
for red light running.  

 Adding channelization and median islands to restrict/control turning maneuvers at urban 
STOP controlled intersections.  

TABLE 3-9   

Summary of Fillmore County Prioritized Intersections 

Intersection Prioritization Ranking # of Intersections  % of Intersections 


0 0% 


0 0% 


0 0% 


3 2% 


11 9% 


33 26% 


55 43% 

- 26 20% 

 128 100% 
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 Behavioral campaigns to increase seat belt compliance, reduce impaired driving, and 
decrease speeding. 

The at-risk locations are documented in Section 3.3, and include rural County highway 
segments, rural STOP controlled intersections and horizontal curves along rural two-lane 
facilities. The low cost safety projects that are suggested for implementation are described in 
the following sections.  

The list of potential projects is greater than what can reasonably be undertaken in a single year 
based on funding limitations. Also, the actual schedule for implementation of individual projects 
will be a function of securing funding from the State’s Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP). This safety plan, prepared for Fillmore County, is consistent with the Minnesota’s 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan. Also, the high priority safety strategies are among those 
recommended for local systems in the State’s Strategic Plan. Both of these items put Fillmore 
County in a better position to be successful at securing HSIP funding.  

3.4.1 Infrastructure Based Safety Projects 

The section summarizes the infrastructure based safety projects considered and ultimately 
selected for rural segments, curves and intersections. 

3.4.1.1 Rural Highway Segments 

Four types of projects were considered for implementation on each of the high priority rural 
highway segments. The project types and costs are listed below. Project types are also 
discussed in Section 2.11 and shown in Figure 2-7. 

 2’ Shoulder Paving + Safety Wedge + Rumble Strip - Estimated Cost: $40,000 per mile. 

 Rumble Strip - Estimated Cost: $3,000 per mile.  

 Rumble StripE - Estimated Cost: $3,500 per mile.  

 6” Wet Reflective Epoxy in Grooves - $8,448 per mile. 

 6” Latex Marking - Estimated Cost: $650 per mile. 

A decision tree shown in Figure 2-8 was developed to support a consistent approach for 
developing safety projects. This tool allows counties to choose between four different types of 
pavement edge treatments based on factors that include traffic volume and adjacent land use. 
Where traffic volumes are low or where the adjacent land use is considered noise sensitive 
(high density residential, parks, etc.), enhanced edgelines are the suggested treatment. On 
higher volume roadways, with few noise sensitive land uses, the suggested treatments are 
either rumble strips or stripEs. Fillmore County’s preference among the shortlist of low-cost 
edge treatments that could be deployed along segments with narrow shoulders is to use rumble 
stripEs.  

Fillmore County concurred with the overall segment project development process. It is notable 
that Fillmore County participated in a recent ATP 6 rumble stripE project, which resulted in 
modification of two of the county’s corridors. Table 3-10 summarizes the high priority segments 
and suggested strategies, which includes 4.2 miles of 2 foot shoulder paving+safety 
wedge+rumble strip, 9.2 miles of rumble strips, 28.3 miles of rumble stripes, and 16.7 miles of 6 
inch wet reflective epoxy in a groove or 6 inch latex pavement markings.  

A project form was completed for each high priority segment. Figure 3-17 shows an example 
project form, including a description of the segment, brief crash history, list of deficiencies, a 
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picture from the Video Log and the selected strategy. Project forms for all high priority segments 
are included in Appendix B. It should be further noted that some of the at-risk locations and 
suggested safety projects involve the intersection of a County roadway and a State trunk 
highway. It is acknowledged that in these cases, the County does not have the authority to 
implement projects on the State’s right-of-way. The County is encouraged to coordinate with 
Mn/DOT in order to pursue a partnership that identifies a path toward implementation.
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TABLE 3-10 

Fillmore County Segment Project Summary 

Year 
Corridor 

# 
Route # Start End Length Ranking 

2' Shoulder 
Pave+RS+ 

Safety Wedge 

Rumble 
Strip 

Rumble 
StripE 

Enhanced 
Pavement 
Markings 

Project 
Cost ($) 

1 1.04 CSAH 1 
Spring Valley CL 

North 
North County Line 11.1  - - 11.1 - $38,780 

1 27.01 CSAH 27 North County Line MN 43 2.0  2.0 - - - $80,000 

1 5.05 CSAH 5 Wykoff CL North CSAH 8 2.2  2.2 - - - $88,000 

1 25.03 CSAH 25 Peterson CL West North County Line 5.9  - 2.1 3.8 - $19,618 

1 8.07 CSAH 8 US 52 MN 250 9.1  - - - - $0 

1 14.02 CSAH 14 US 63 CSAH 5 5.0  - - 5.0 - $17,500 

1 12.04 CSAH 12 CSAH 14 Preston CL South 1.1  - - - - $0 

2 24.01 CSAH 24 CSAH 23 MN 43 5.8  - - - 5.8** $49,300 

2 5.03 CSAH 5 CR 118 MN 16 4.1  - - 4.1 - $14,350 

2 40.01 CSAH 40 US 52 CSAH 11 4.3  - - 4.3 - $15,050 

2 21.01 CSAH 21 South County Line Canton CL South 1.5  - - - 1.5** $12,750 

2 17.04 CSAH 17 MN 16 & US 52 CSAH 8 5.3  - 5.3 - - $15,900 

2 15.01 CSAH 15 CSAH 30 CSAH 44 2.7  - - - 2.7** $22,950 

2 28.02 CSAH 28 South County Line MN 44 2.0  - - - 1.5** $12,750 

2 8.04 CSAH 8 Spring Valley CL East 
ECL to 5.2 mi 

East 
5.2  - - - 5.2* $3,380 

2 39.01 CSAH 39 CSAH 1 US 63 1.8  - 1.8 - - $5,400 

Note: Rumble stripE projects identified for corridors 8.07 and 12.04 have already been implemented by Fillmore County. The bundling of segments by year denotes the relative priority 
ranking and reflects the Highway Safety Improvement Program’s limits for individual projects. The reference to years for implementation do not infer that projects must be completed in any 
particular order. The final decision to submit any project to compete for HSIP funding and if successful to pursue project development, are the responsibility of the County Engineer. 

* Project includes 6‖ latex pavement markings. 

** Project includes 6‖ wet reflective epoxy in a groove. 

Note: The bundling of segments by year denotes the relative priority ranking and reflects the Highway Safety Improvement Program’s limits for individual projects. The reference to years 
for implementation do not infer that projects must be completed in any particular order. The final decision to submit any project to compete for HSIP funding and if successful to pursue 
project development, are the responsibility of the County Engineer. 
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Figure 3-17 
Sample Segment Project Form 
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3.4.1.2 Horizontal Curves on Rural 2-Lane Roads 

Curves were nominated for a project in three cases:  

1. High priority curves and those in close proximity 
2. Curves located on a high priority segments and with a radius between 500’ and 1,500’  
3. Curves with chevrons 

 
Curves selected for a project received the following: 
 

 2’ Shoulder Paving + Safety Wedge + Rumble Strip - Cost: $40,000 per mile. 

 Chevrons - Install chevrons for guiding vehicles in both directions of travel. Estimated Cost: 
$3,300 per curve. (See Figure 2-9 for a typical example of a typical chevrons). 

 
In all, 226 curves were selected for projects at a total of roughly $2.1 million (see Table 3-11). A 
project form has been completed for each high priority curve on a segment by segment basis 
(see Figure 3-18). The project form describes the segment, lists curves on the segment, lists 
deficiencies, and provides estimated project costs. Project forms for all high priority curves are 
included in Appendix C. 

TABLE 3-11   

Fillmore County Curve Project Summary 

Year Curves Project Cost ($) 

1 26 $233,971.00 

2 22 $239,111.00  

3 15 $169,535.00  

4 14 $144,039.00  

5 21 $240,439.00 

6 23 $223,268.00  

7 28 $202,906.00  

8 22 $203,345.00 

9 26 $207,434.00 

10 29 $240,576.00  

TOTAL 226 $2,104,625.00 

Note: The bundling of curves by year denotes the relative priority ranking and reflects the Highway Safety Improvement Program’s limits for 

individual projects. The reference to years for implementation do not infer that projects must be completed in any particular order. The final 

decision to submit any project to compete for HSIP funding and if successful to pursue project development, are the responsibility of the 

County Engineer.” 
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Figure 3-18 
Curve Project Form 
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3.4.1.3 Rural Thru/Stop Intersections 

Several project types were considered for implementation on each of the high priority rural 
thru/stop intersections. Intersection strategies are suggested for use based on two primary 
factors –1) the ability to mitigate the most common type of severe crash at rural, thru/stop 
intersections and 2) the results of the prioritization exercise with safety partners. The project 
types and estimated costs are listed below, as well as more completely described in Section 
2.11 and illustrated in Figure 2-10.  

 Roundabout – Estimated cost: $1,000,000 per intersection. 

 Directional Median - Estimated cost: $150,000 per intersection.  

 Mainline Dynamic Warning Sign - Estimated Cost: $30,000 per intersection.  

 Street Lights - Install one destination style street light at the intersection. Estimated Cost: 
$8,000 per intersection. Fillmore County requested installation of two street lights at four-
legged intersections, which increases the per intersection cost to $13,000. 

 Upgraded Signs and Markings - Estimated Cost (entire layout):$3,300 per minor leg 
approach. In the event that Fillmore County has already upgraded signs or markings at an 
intersection, the pavement markings Estimated Cost = $1,000 per minor leg approach. 

A decision tree was developed (see Figure 2-11) to ensure a consistent approach for proposed 
rural intersection project implementation. While Fillmore County concurred with the overall 
segment project development process, slight deviations from the decision tree were made for 
four-legged intersections. The county’s preference is that each four-legged intersection receive 
two street lights. This increases the cost project costs at these intersections to $13,000. 

A project form was completed for each high priority intersection (see Figure 3-19 for an 
example). Each form includes an intersection description, a brief crash history, a list of 
deficiencies, an aerial photograph, and the selected strategy. Project forms for all high priority 
intersections are located in Appendix D. Table 3-12 summarizes the 32 high priority 
intersections and suggested safety strategies, which include one mainline dynamic warning 
sign, 21 street light installations and 32 sign and marking upgrades. It should be further noted 
that some of the at-risk locations and suggested safety projects involve the intersection of a 
County roadway and a State trunk highway. It is acknowledged that in these cases, the County 
does not have the authority to implement projects on the State’s right-of-way. The County is 
encouraged to coordinate with Mn/DOT in order to pursue a partnership that identifies a path 
toward implementation. 
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Figure 3-19 
Intersection Project Form 
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TABLE 3-12 

Fillmore County Intersection Project Summary 

Year 

Inter- 

section 
ID 

Route # Description Ranking 
Directional 

Median 

Mainline 
Dynamic 

Warning Sign 

Street 
Lights 

Upgraded 
Signs & 

Markings 

Project 
Cost ($) 

1 5.07 CSAH 5 MNTH-16 X-ING  - - - x $6,600 

1 8.01 CSAH 8 
BROADWAY AVE USTH-63 & MNTH-16 X-ING  

(NORTH) 
 - x x x $41,300 

1 11.06 CSAH 11 MNTH-30 LT & BHD  (NORTH)  - - x x $11,300 

1 34.01 CSAH 34 MNTH-44 X-ING  (WEST)  - - x x $11,300 

1 12.06 CSAH 12 
MNTH-16 X-ING, CSAH-12 SEG-3 ENDS  

(NORTHEAST) 
 - - x x $19,600 

1 10.03 CSAH 10 CSAH-25 AHD, CSAH-10 CURVES RT  - - x x $11,300 

1 24.02 CSAH 24 MNTH-43 X-ING  - - x x $11,300 

1 12.11 CSAH 12 CSAH-23 X-ING  - - x x $19,600 

1 10.06 CSAH 10 MNTH-43 X-ING  (NORTH)  - - x x $11,300 

1 12.10 CSAH 12 CSAH-21 RT  (SOUTH)  - - x x $11,300 

1 1.15 CSAH 1 T-409 LT CSAH-2 RT  (NORTH)  - - x x $19,600 

1 1.14 CSAH 1 CSAH-2 LT CR-101 RT  (SOUTH)  - - - x $6,600 

1 6.01 CSAH 6 USTH-52 X-ING  - - - x $3,300 

1 25.07 CSAH 25 MNTH-30 X-ING  - - x x $19,600 

1 40.02 CSAH 40 MNTH-30 X-ING, T-190 AHD  - - - x $6,600 

1 18.04 CSAH 18 T-61 LT MNTH-43 RT & BHD  (EAST)  - - - x $6,600 

1 12.07 CSAH 12 
MNTH-16 X-ING, CSAH-12 SEG-4 BEGINS  

(SOUTHWEST) 
 - - x x $11,300 

1 11.05 CSAH 11 MNTH-30 RT & AHD  (SOUTH)  - - x x $11,300 
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TABLE 3-12 

Fillmore County Intersection Project Summary 

Year 

Inter- 

section 
ID 

Route # Description Ranking 
Directional 

Median 

Mainline 
Dynamic 

Warning Sign 

Street 
Lights 

Upgraded 
Signs & 

Markings 

Project 
Cost ($) 

2 2.01 CSAH 2 T-351 LT CSAH-38 RT, ENTER JORDAN TWP  - - x x $19,600 

2 18.02 CSAH 18 CSAH-23 X-ING  - - x x $19,600 

2 15.01 CSAH 15 CSAH-30 LT & BHD  - - x x $11,300 

2 5.04 CSAH 5 CSAH-14 X-ING  - - x x $19,600 

2 1.06 CSAH 1 CSAH-39 LT  - - x x $11,300 

2 39.01 CSAH 39 MNTH-16 X-ING  - - x x $11,300 

2 10.07 CSAH 10 MNTH-43 X-ING  (SOUTH)  - - x x $11,300 

2 5.13 CSAH 5 CR-119 RT  - - - x $3,300 

2 10.05 CSAH 10 CSAH-37 RT  - - - x $3,300 

2 5.05 CSAH 5 CR-118 RT  - - - x $3,300 

2 5.10 CSAH 5 CSAH-8 RT  (North)  - - x x $11,300 

2 32.02 CSAH 32 CR-104 LT, WINONA CO CSAH-33 AHD  - - - x $3,300 

2 30.02 CSAH 30 CR-116 RT  (NORTH)  - - - x $3,300 

2 30.03 CSAH 30 CR-116 RT  (SOUTH)  - - - x $3,300 

Note: Signs, markings and street light project costs are variable depending on the intersection’s geometric configuration. 

Note: The bundling of intersections by year denotes the relative priority ranking and reflects the Highway Safety Improvement Program’s limits for individual projects. The reference to 
years for implementation do not infer that projects must be completed in any particular order. The final decision to submit any project to compete for HSIP funding and if successful to 
pursue project development, are the responsibility of the County Engineer. 
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3.4.1.4 County Nominated Projects 

Fillmore County had no additional projects nominated outside of the data driven process. 

3.4.2 Actionable Interventions for a Community Concerned with Traffic Safety 

The section summarizes the driver behavior based safety programs that address young drivers, 
alcohol-related crashes, unbelted vehicle occupants, speeding and aggressive driving and 
distracted/inattentive driving.  

3.4.2.1 High Visibility Enforcement  

High-visibility enforcement employs a multiple jurisdictional and/or multiple squad approach to 
saturate specific corridors. The efforts use electronic or static signage on officer-saturated traffic 
corridors (for example, to alert motorists they’ve entered a ―DWI Arrest Zone‖). Participating 
officers also wear ―DWI Enforcement‖ reflective gear to increase enforcement visibility. This 
enforcement strategy can be used to enforce DWI, seat belt and speeding and aggressive 
driving.  
 
 Which laws are enforced?  

 Publicize and conduct high-visibility, targeted enforcement of: 
o Speeding and aggressive driving.  
o Belt use —specifically, nighttime belt enforcement saturation.   
o DWI saturations. 

 
 Who are potential partners?  

 Local Law Enforcement (State Patrol, county sheriff, city police).  

 Community partners (coalitions or county public health educators, school officials, 
parents).  

 Local media (newspaper, radio, cable/TV, and social media — 
Facebook/Twitter/YouTube).  

 
How is it done?  

 Public education outreach and enforcement activity are conducted together. Public 
education is directed towards a wide range of media — with a focus on media programs 
that deliver a young adult audiences — and signs in the community advertise that there 
is enforcement taking place. 

 

 For the media — craft and issue news release; officers or community members can 
conduct interviews and offer ride-alongs; conduct live, call-in radio talk shows; kick-off 
news conference with many officers and squads present, as well as ambulances/fire 
trucks and families of crash victims.  

 

 Community efforts include writing letters to the editor during the same time period, as 
well as distributing posters, coasters, window clings and other promotional materials with 
the enforcement message to local businesses, schools and restaurants windows.  

 

 The enforcement could include officers wearing highly visible vests, big orange signs on 
the roadside that announce the enforcement, and use of changeable message signs 
(banks or other businesses often will place a message on their sign advertising the 
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enforcement). Use three or more squad cars on a small corridor or area looking for the 
same offense — such as seat belt non-use. 

3.4.2.2 Driving Behavior Safety and Enforcement Messages  

These are messages developed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration that 
Minnesota adopts. These taglines should be repeated at the local level for a strong, coherent 
message. 

 Buckle Up. Click it or Ticket. 

 Drive at Safe Speeds — Obey the Sign or Pay the Fine. 

 Drunk Driving. Over the Limit, Under Arrest. 

 Always have a plan for a safe and sober ride. 

3.4.2.3 Educational/Promotional Materials Available 

Free resources for promoting law enforcement and traffic safety efforts are available at no 
charge through the Office of Traffic Safety website:  www.dps.state.mn.us/ots, click on 
―Resource Catalog.‖  

Items include bar coasters, brochures, flyers, posters, window clings, and other materials to 
promote enforcement in the community. Partners are encouraged to post and distribute these 
materials at business/locations that deliver to a teen/young adult target (fast food, bars, 
convenience stores, etc.). Use of these items is recommended in combination with added 
enforcement. 

Public service announcements (TV, radio, print) are also available to download at  
www.dps.state.mn.us/ots , click on ―Public Service Announcements.‖ 

3.4.2.4 Traffic Crash Data 

Find county-specific fact sheets on various topics as well as comprehensive Minnesota Motor 
Vehicle Crash Facts reports at the Office of Traffic Safety website:  www.dps.state.mn.us/ots, 
click on ―Crash Data and Reports‖. Use this information is recommended to better localize your 
news item for media/outreach. 

3.4.2.5 Other Outreach Programs and Ideas for Use in Communities 

 Alternative Rides Home — Safe Ride Guide (see Appendix E), more information is 

available on www.minnesotatzd.org 

A strategy embraced by many communities to prevent impaired driving is to provide 
alternative transportation services. The goal of this effort is to provide critical information 
about alternative transportation or safe ride programs to individuals or communities 
interested in providing similar services. With a solid understanding of the elements 
necessary to build strong safe ride programs, interested stakeholders can create an 
effective local program that provides a valuable service while reducing impaired driving in 
their communities. 

 Mock Crash Guide — how-to guide (see Appendix E), more information is available on 

www.dps.state.mn.us/ots , click on ―Safe Communities.‖ 

A mock crash is a simulated emergency response to a crash scene. Mock crashes are 
usually conducted for groups of students at high schools or colleges. The goal of a mock 
crash is to educate teenagers and young adults about the dangers of impaired driving and 
the importance of seat belts. Community groups can organize this presentation with law 

http://www.dps.state.mn.us/ots
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/ots
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/ots
file:///C:/Users/Nikki/Desktop/New%20folder%20(2)/County_Reports/Fillmore_County/www.minnesotatzd.org
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/ots
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enforcement, emergency services and schools. A comprehensive guide is available to help 
guide and organize this event.  
 
It is ideal to focus mock crash events in October or May, to support seat belt enforcement 
efforts, or conduct them surrounding prom and the end of the school year. 

 

 How to Save a Life Video — contact local State Patrol district 
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/patrol/distindex/index.htm  

How to Save a Life video was created by the Minnesota State Patrol and features tragic 
stories from teens/young adults involved in fatal or serious injury crashes, along with hard-
hitting, graphic images of crash scenes married with relevant music tracks. The video must 
be presented by a state trooper and is a great piece to show at high schools and community 
groups.  
 

 Traffic Safety Presentations—contact Mn/DOT State Aid Traffic Safety Resources at 
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/stateaid/sa_traffic_safety.html , under ―Community Safety 
Meetings,‖ click on sample ―Agenda‖ and ―PowerPoint Presentation.‖   

 
A template PowerPoint presentation about prioritizing traffic safety in your community is 
available to present at local government meetings (county board, meeting of township 
leaders, city council). The presentation can also be conducted with paper handouts. It is 
recommended to have more than one TZD ―E‖ component (enforcement, education, 
engineering, emergency trauma response) from your community to present on their content 
area.  

 

 Worksite Policy on Traffic Safety Laws — model policies with education materials, see 

Appendix E 

Contact key businesses in the community and encourage them to proactively educate their 
staff with traffic safety messages and establish traffic safety policies.  
 
Resources to support efforts with businesses are available through the Minnesota Network 
of Employers for Traffic Safety (NETS), a non-profit, public-private partnership, dedicated to 
reducing traffic deaths and injuries within our nation's work force. NETS offers tools such as 
brochures, sample policies/procedures, interactive website 
(www.minnesotasafetycouncil.org/nets/) and lectures to help initiate/enforce traffic safety 
programs.  For more information on NETS and traffic safety programs, contact Lisa Kons at 
800-444-9150 or kons@minnesotasafetycouncil.org 

 

 Parent–Teen Letter, and Laws and Revocation Forms — see Appendix E  

o Customize the letter from the School Resource Officer in Rocori, Minn., and ask high 
schools to send the letter out with final report cards, or include it with a new school 
year mailing in the fall.  
 

o Withdrawal of Parental Consent/Voluntary Surrender form (PS33061).  
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/dvs/PDFForms/FormFrame.htm 
This is the form parents can use to legally take away a child’s license until they are 
18. Many parents do not know about this option. Educate your community about this 
item, and encourage parents to have a discussion with their teen about the privilege 

http://www.dps.state.mn.us/patrol/distindex/index.htm
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/stateaid/sa_traffic_safety.html
file:///C:/Users/Nikki/Desktop/New%20folder%20(2)/County_Reports/Fillmore_County/www.minnesotasafetycouncil.org/nets/
mailto:kons@minnesotasafetycouncil.org
http://www.dps.state.mn.us/dvs/PDFForms/FormFrame.htmT
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of driving and make a teen/parent contract.  Once the parent sets the expectations 
about wearing a seatbelt, putting the cell phone in the trunk or out of reach, obeying 
the laws about speed and driving sober and focused, then the form can be the 
consequence in the case that they don’t follow those rules. 

o Teen-Parent Contract and Teen Driving Skills Checklist — www.dps.state.mn.us/ots, 
click on ―Teen Drivers‖ 
Provide this item to high schools and driver schools in your area to encourage 

parents to set limits with their teen driver, and to closely monitor their teen’s driving 

skills. 

 

 Sample letter to the editor — see Appendix E for samples 

Community members can submit letters to the editor of local news publications from multiple  
perspectives — first responder, family of victim, chief/sheriff, community stakeholders. The 
letters can be the  or from a template like those attached. The purpose of these letters is to 
address a traffic safety issue in the community due to an enforcement effort or a crash. 
Letters give the public the perception that the community, not simply law enforcement and 
traffic safety advocates, value the efforts of traffic enforcement in the area.   
 
Elected officials have influence on enforcement and implementation of sanctions related to 
driving offenses (sheriffs, judges, township/county boards). A community group could ask 
those running for public office what their position is on traffic safety related items. This could 
be tied to a letter to the editor piece or part of a larger traffic safety local effort by local public 
health or community coalition advocates.  

 

 Sample Judge commentary on seatbelt — see Appendix E for commentary 

The attached commentary from a Rice County judge discusses his views on the primary 
seat belt law and its importance. This commentary could be customized and shared with 
local county officials, judges and city councils as a discussion starter regarding seat belt 
citations and the courts. 

 

 Teenage monitoring systems —  technology to assist parents in monitoring youth 
 
There are several technologies in development (University of Minnesota, 
www.humanfirst.umn.edu , Iowa, and elsewhere) and those already commercially available 
through insurance companies (American Family, www.drivecam.com ). Intense monitoring of 
teenage driving with these devices is becoming popular to approach the young driver safety 
issues. It could be used as a tool to support Graduated Drivers Licensing laws (GDL), 
address driver inexperience, and collaborate between teens and parents about the 
importance of safe driving. There are various options available for implementation, and it 
could be as part of an insurance program, a field trial, or a parent buying an application for a 
teen’s smartphone.   
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Figure 3-20 
High Visibility Enforcement Descriptions 
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