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Summary Statistics

STATEWIDE = 27,693 80,720 wies

Pedestrian Crashes!

(2017-2021) Data Filters
ON-SYSTEM v OFF-SYSTEM INTERSECTION v NON-INTERSECTION CRASHES

This summary includes pedestrian reportable crashes.
District-wide Pedestrian Crash Heatmap

5%
Miles
236,790
>
Crashes </
N @
o
Fatalities ,\
0% 250, 50% 75% 100% ;é\)l/ reportable_ pedestrian crashes. \\\
n-system miles. <
DISTRICT W I D E FACTORS AND CONDITIONS® \/
] FOR ALL PEDESTRIAN CRASHES a8/
Pedestrian Crashes ON-SYSTEM v OFF-SYSTEM \\ | Beeile
(2017-2021) 4 o | ‘T
57% N
7 3 1 Miles Low light conditions LA\
o
3% of statewide S 49% 2 \ \ 0
crashes R Pedestrian failed to / 7 \ 7/
yield to vehicle Va, V
9,597
M i Ies Fatalities o 0
3% of statewide 10 /0 .
miles 0% 250, 500 51, o Prlver or pedestrian
inattention /1

L g

Kingsyille

{

99 Pedestrian 113 111

Fatalities
21% of district fatalities

3As reported by the investigating police officer at
the time of the crash.

VULNERABLE POPULATIONS

98
79
48
153 PEDESTRIAN \
Serious Injuries 1 10/ . :
(1]
8% of district serious Involved a child WJ
injuries 29 pedestrian aged
e e e ——— |Interstate Highwa i
PEDESTRIAN CRASHES 21 o —— ghway Crash Density
BY INJURY SEVERITY : 10% L B High
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 involved an adult — E‘;/Iats H|§hway
. . destri d oa
W vinor ) [l Serious (A) [ Fatal (K) = ae,?d”g,gg‘,ge Urban Area Lov




=

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ACTION PLAN Corpus Christi District ) A

- . 5 of Transportation
Systemic Pedestrian Crash Analysis

FOCUS FACILITIES

A subset of facilities (focus facilities) was used to narrow the crash analysis to roadways where most crashes are occurring in each District. Four primary roadway attributes Data Filters
were considered to identify the focus facilities using District-specific criteria: area type (urban v rural), functional class, roadway division type, and speed limit.

The systemic pedestrian crash analysis includes
pedestrian KAB crashes that were located, non-

Rls K FACTO Rs intersection related, on-system, and reportable.

Risk Factors are the roadway attributes and traffic characteristics present where crashes were Systemic Safety Analysis Results:

reported. Risk factors are not necessarily contributing factors and may or may not have contributed to Potential Risk Segments on Focus Facilities

any/all crashes at an individual site. They may indicate a greater potential for severe focus crashes to
occur at the site or similar sites.
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Types of Risk Factors Methods
e Directly actionable Overrepresentation analysis is data-driven, flexible
* Actionable but not easily and ensures analysis will have meaningful results.
« Not acti ble but i tant indicat It is documented in FHWA's Systemic Safety Project
ot actionable but important indicators Selection Tool (SSPST). /h‘?.»’\
District Risk Factors J( §
Corpus Christi Risk Rural Urban —
Factors Interstate/Freeway Arterial Interstate/Freeway Arterial 7 Q/V
ADT 40k to 45k & 60k to 65k 10k to 14k & 16k to 18k >50k 15k to 20k & 25k to 30k / a8y ,
Area Type ' Large Urbanized Large Urbanized & Urbanized ; T~
Bus Pad Offset \/
Bus Pad Width e
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Functional Class WW \ Si\ﬁ;an\ T
Highway Division Undivide Ayxﬂmf - 2\ /
Inside Shoulder Type ] Unpaved o \/ oo A IA:Ims.Zs Pass
Inside Shoulder Use ortiand Ingleside
Inside Shoulder Width 10to 11 ft o /o
ne Wi orpus
Ir-:ax SV;:I:L\ 60 35t050 Christi
Median Presence Median Median
Median Type Positive Barrier Rigid
Median Width 30 ftto 36 ft 5 ftto 10 ft
Minimum ROW 300 ft to 325 ft 125 to 15 300 ftto 325 ft 100 ft to 150 ft
Number of Lanes 6 _ 6 -
Outside Shoulder Use iR
Outside Shoulder Widt ] 7 WMM
Roadbed Width = 7
Shoulder Presence S Sl
Sidewalk Condition b ol
Sidewalk Presence ki Sl .
Surface Width SR 30 ft 10 35 ft 65 flto 75 ft — |Interstate Highway Urban Area
Transit Stop Presence LR > ] Present ——— US Highway mmmmm Potential Risk Segment
Truck ADT 0 to 500 & 4k to 4.5k 2k to 3k 500 to 1.5k —___ State Highway PSAP Focus Facility
Truck Pt 3% to 9% 3% to 9% & 24% to 27% <6% FM Road
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TARGETED ANALYSIS

Inputs
“Sliding Windows” technique that creates uniform  « All located pedestrian crashes Data Filters
cradsh densities ;t]o identify historic hot spots for in Texas (2017-2021). ) . The pedestrian crash targeted analysis includes
pedestrian crashes. * All Texas roadway segments Ta!rget_ed Analysis Resulits: located pedestrian crashes.
« Subset of network into peer groups (2020 TxDOT Roadway Historically Crash-Dense Segments by Peer Groups
Inventory).

e Split roads into chains of short segments of

equal length, compute a smoothed crash
density for each segment Outputs /x

* Assign a crash density tier (minimal to critical) gggd‘r':':é' fg%@:g;z V(\)”r;[h
to each short segment based on its smoothed &

crash density relative to the rest of the peer pelde_strlan crash density
A5 relative to peer group.

District Targeted (KAB Crashes)

District
Percent Off-system Percent
Miles

Crash Density District
Tier On-system Miles

/.

Beewl!e

\/

Rockport

Minimal

Medium

30 1.1% 22 0.3%

High 37 1.4% 24 0.4% X Portand Ingleside
Very High 32 1.2% 15 0.2% '
Total 2,646 100% 6,651 100%

Top 5 Crash Corridors
(Total KAB Pedestrian Crashes within County Limits)

1. State Highway 358 in Nueces County (27 crashes)

2. State Spur 407 in Nueces County (23 crashes)

3. S Port Ave in Nueces County (17 crashes)

4. Ayers St in Nueces County (15 crashes) KAB Crash Density
. : Interstate Highway

5. State Highway 357 in Nueces County (14 crashes) [ Ver% High

—— US Highway — Hj
— State Highway e 'ﬁ/lo?/\(/j'um
FM Road s Minimal
Urban Area D Top 5 KAB Crash Locations
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Recommended Countermeasures

RECOMMENDED COUNTERMEASURES

Corridor Prioritization Method Countermeasure Selection Methodology

Recommended safety improvements resulted from a review of TxDOT’s HSIP Guidelines White Paper
document, industry best practices, and the CMF Clearinghouse. Countermeasures were T .

then assigned along segments and near intersections identified during the systemic Prioritized Segment Locations
targeted analyses. Nineteen countermeasures were assigned using individualized /X

data-driven logijc. The top risk-based and targeted locations were prioritized based on
three primary characteristics; 1) ldentified as a potential risk/ presence of crash history,
2) Accumulation of Fatal and Serious Injury crashes, 3) the CDC’s Social Vulnerability
Index (SVI). Additional countermeasures were considered including traffic operational or
programmatic safety improvements were considered; however these were not directly
applicable to specific locations. For a more detailed description of this process, please
click on the link to the White Paper on the right side of the page.

District Prioritized Segments and Recommended Countermeasures JL
/
Rank Segment Name County Length Countermeasure ///
Install Sidewalk, Shared Use Path, Install/ @
S1 State Spur 407 Nueces 0.5 Upgrade Lighting, SOXSOP (Safety and
Operational Xross Section Optimization) "\.\,\
Shared Use Path, Install School Zones, Install \
S2 Farm to Market 43 Nueces 0.9 Rectanular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB), A \
Install/Upgrade Lighting, Traffic Calming ,Bee\v\llle ~
A\ N
. Install Sidewalk, Shared Use Path, Install/ \§
s3 State Highway 358 Nueces X | /
Install Sidewalk, Install Rectanular Rapid \ /
Flashing Beacon (RRFB), Install/Upgrade
S4 State Spur 407 Nueces 0.5 Lighting, SOXSOP (Safety and Operational Xross N
Section Optimization) \ \ Rockport
X e
i Sinton
S5 Interstate 37 Nueces 5.0 ILTSta” Sidewalk, Shared Use Path, Install/ \\\ // .
pgrade Lighting \v//
~_Aransas Pass
Rank Segment Name County Length Countermeasure f\ S4,>7
/
Install Shared Used Path, Install Rectangular /) ¥ 15
Rapid Flashing Beacon, Modify Curb : (@ 4
T1 Farm to Market 43 Nueces 0.2 Geometrics, Implement Leading Pedestrian \.f\llce / S5g3 13 14 /
Interval | // Corpus T1 S2
. o K] i Christi T2
T2 Waldron Rd Nueces 0.2 Install Sidewalks, Install/Upgrade Lighting \ i
Install Sidewalks, Install Shared Used Path, | Kingsville
T3 Farm to Market 43 Nueces 0.1 Install Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon, N
Install/Upgrade Lighting \§\
T4 Waldron Rd Nueces 0.2 Install Sidewalks, Install/Upgrade Lighting ’;‘ \\\
| \
5 Texan Trl Nueces 0.2 Install Sidewalks —JL—H
. B} — Interstate Highway Urban Area
Disclaimer - . )
——— US Highway > Systemic Segments

Countermeasures presented here were developed from a statewide planning perspective .
and are suggestions rather than recommendations. TxDOT staff is encouraged to review State Highway

locations and apply local knowledge when implementing safety improvements. FM Road O Targeted Segments



https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/svi/documentation/pdf/SVI2020Documentation_08.05.22.pdf
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/svi/documentation/pdf/SVI2020Documentation_08.05.22.pdf
https://ftp.txdot.gov/pub/txdot/tpp/psap-countermeasures-methodology-memo.pdf

