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 In its Final Draft of what would become the 2020-2024 Growth and Infrastructure (G&I) Policy, 

the Planning Board proposed a new transportation adequacy test that would evaluate accident experience 

as part of a proposed development and would have required the developer to pay for a portion of its 

mitigation:   

 
Safety System Adequacy.  Safety system adequacy will be defined through a Vision Zero test. This test 

will entail a safety performance analysis that will be performed utilizing a safety performance function 

(SPF). A SPF is an equation used to predict the number of crashes per year at a location as a function of 

exposure, land use and roadway or intersection characteristics. Development can impact the factors that 

influence the estimated number of crashes. The county is conducting a Predictive Safety Analysis for 

estimating SPFs and the estimated number of crashes for common crash types. Upon Planning Board 

approval following completion of the Predictive Safety Analysis, safety system adequacy will be defined 

as providing a reduction in the overall estimated number of crashes (based on SPFs) for the build 

conditions at all intersections and street segments within the study scope. This method should factor in 

development-generated site trips as well as development-related changes to the transportation network 

and public space. If the number of expected crashes is found to increase with the new development traffic, 

safety mitigation must be applied in order to reduce the overall number of expected crashes at study 

intersections and street segments to below predevelopment levels. The developer should make a fair share 

contribution to mitigation at study intersections that are not direct access points to the development [p. 

71]. 

 

However, because its Predictive Safety Analysis tool was still under development at the time, the 

Council did not include this test as part of the adopted G&I Policy.  The idea was that once it was ready 

the Council would review it as part of an off-cycle amendment to the G&I Policy. 

 

 
1 Key word: #sidewalks 
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The tool has now been developed, and the Planning staff wishes to brief the Committee on how it 

would work.  Its PowerPoint is on ©1-31; a much shorter overview will be made to the full Council on 

September 20 as part of the larger Vision Zero briefing.  The full report can be found here: 

https://montgomeryplanning.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/PSA-Final-Report-September-2022.pdf. 

The Board is not recommending a G&I Policy amendment at this time, but it may include it as a 

proposal in the 2024-2028 update two years from now.  Instead, the tool would be used by Planning staff 

in developing master plan and other recommendations, and it has encouraged others, including the 

Department of Transportation, to make use of it as well.  DOT Director Conklin has been invited to the 

briefing to comment on the tool. 

Staff anticipated to attend this worksession include: 

Casey Anderson, Chair, Planning Board (tentative) 

Jason Sartori, Section Chief, Countywide Planning and Policy (CP&P) 

Dave Anspacher, Transportation Supervisor, CP&P 

Jesse Cohn McGowan, Planner III, CP&P 

Christopher Conklin, Director, Department of Transportation 

f:\orlin\fy23\t&e\predictive safety analysis\20919te-.doc 

https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Attachment-A.-PSA-Final-Report-July-2022.pdf
https://montgomeryplanningboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Attachment-A.-PSA-Final-Report-July-2022.pdf


Predictive Safety Analysis
Montgomery Planning 

(1)



A proactive approach to identifying safety challenges and solutions
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A proactive approach to identifying safety challenges and solutions
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1. Compile data
2. Estimate

volumes
3. Identify key

crash types

4. Develop Safety
Performance

Functions

5. Identify high-
risk locations

6. Identify
countermeasures
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• Government facilities

• Shopping centers

• Alcohol-serving locations

• Population density

• Employment density

• Equity Emphasis Areas

• Income distribution

• Race/ethnicity distribution
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3. Identify Key Crash Types

Pedestrian crashes 
1,809 crashes (100%) 

Intersection 
1,215 crashes (67%) 

Segment 
592 crashes (33%) 

• Predictive Safety Analysis

Vehicle going straight 
604 crashes (34%) 

Vehicle turning left 
349 crashes (19%) 

Vehicle turning right 
205 crashes (11 %) 

Other 
57 crashes (3%) 

Vehicle going straight 
479 crashes (27%) 

Turns/Other 
113 crashes (6%) 

Balance capturing 
most crashes with 
crash types linked to 
countermeasures 
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This is an illustrative example and not based on real data!
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https://mcplanning.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/basic/index.html?appid=e098e5d417744973aee13cf3c97fa3b1 (13)

https://mcplanning.maps.arcgis.com/apps/instant/basic/index.html?appid=e098e5d417744973aee13cf3c97fa3b1
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