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Introduction 
 
For ease of reference, the following gives the subjects covered in this document in the order of 
their occurrence (major section numbers). 
 
1.0  Some high level statistics on CMVs to put the entire document in perspective. 
 
2.0  Comparisons of CMV with Non-CMV Large Trucks, where Non-CMV are all large trucks 
that are not classified as CMVs.  This section gives an idea of where each of these subsets is hav-
ing their crash problems compared to the other. 
 
3.0  All of the comparisons in this major section are crashes caused by CMVs (note filter name) 
against all other crashes (Non-CMVs), including cars, non-CMV large trucks and all other motor 
vehicles where a CMV was not the causal vehicle.  The filter definition for this is given in S 
 
4.0  See the five year comparison in Section 3.3.  The results there indicate that 2019 had a sig-
nificant increase over 2016-2018.  It was determined to eliminate 2020 from this analysis be-
cause the effects of COVID would make it non-typical.  This section compares CMV-Caused 
crashes in 2019 (test; red bars) against CMV-Caused crashes in 2016-2018 (control; blue bars) in 
an attempt to surface any significant differences that may have caused the increase in 2019. 
 
5.0  This section concentrated on the largest issue that was found in at least four attributes, and 
that was Improper Lane Change (ILC).  ILC in these four closely-related attributes were ORed 
together to form the test subset.  The control subset was all CMV Caused crashes.  See Section 
5.0 for details of filter creation.  
 
6.0  This is a preliminary set of requirements that illustrate how the Selective Enforcement Assis-
tant (SEA) is envisioned to operate.  This is a first step in the creation of these requirements. 
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1.0 CMV and Non-CMV Large Truck Crashes General Comparisons 
 
1.1 CMV vs All Other Crashes Per Year 
 
Comparing CMV crashes (red) against all other crashes (blue). 
 

 
 
CMV crash frequencies were over-represented in years 2018-2020 compared to non-CMV.  The 
total Max Gain for these three years is 523 crashes.  The severity of these crashes was generally 
lower than those of 2016 and 2017. 
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1.2 Non-CMV Large Truck Crashes by Year 
 

 
 
Large truck crashes of non-CMV trucks were also significantly higher in 2019 and 2020.  They 
were also over-represented in 2018, but not of statistical significance.  Combining these three 
years as we did above for CMVs indicates an additional 433 crashes over that which would be 
expected compared to all other crashes. 
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1.3 CMV Crashes Top Primary Contributing Circumstances (PCC) 
 
All items less than 200 crashes during the 5-year period were omitted from the display below.  
Comparisons are between all CMV and all non-CMV involved vehicles. 
 

 
 
The significantly over-represented items that could be attributed to driver faults are (in order of 
over-representation as measured by Max Gain): Improper Lane Change/Use, Defective Equip-
ment, Made Improper Turn, Cargo Fell or Load Shift, Improper Backing, Crossed Centerline, 
Swerved to Avoid Vehicle and Over Correcting/Over Steering. 
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2.0  CMV vs Non-CMV Large Trucks 
 
Comparisons above were against all other vehicles.  Comparisons in this section will be against 
the two types of trucks: CMV and non-CMV (both large trucks).  The total number of CMVs in 
the samples being compared were about three times the Non-CMV Large Trucks.  The following 
will be compared in this major section: (1) Severity, (2) Time of Day, (3) Rural/Urban, (4) High-
way Classifications, (5) First Harmful Event and (6) Manner of Crash. 
 
2.1 Severity CMV vs Non-CMV Large Trucks 
 

 
 
CMV and Non-CMV vehicles had a nearly-identical proportion of Fatal Injury crashes.  How-
ever, the next highest serious severities were clearly over-represented by the CMVs.  The only 
cause that was postulated for this is that the CMVs were generally in service over a greater pe-
riod of time leading to greater exposure. 
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2.2 Time of Day CMV vs Non-CMV Large Trucks 
 

 
 
CMVs are working the early-morning hours more at twice their non-CMV counterparts for mid-
night to 12:59 AM an 2:00 AM to 2:59 AM.  Several of the other Odds Ratios are very close to 2 
in the very early morning, indicating some cause. 
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2.3 Rural-Urban CMV vs Non-CMV Large Trucks 
 

 
 
CMVs have a greater proportion of crashes in the rural areas probably because they spend more 
of their time on the Interstates.  This is shown by the next attribute as well. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.4 Highway Classification; CMV vs Non-CMV 
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Interstate highways have about 62.3% greater proportion of CMV than non-CMV traffic.  CMVs 
are also over-represented on Federal and State Roads with 0.160 and 1.132 greater than ex-
pected, respectively (see Odds Ratios). 
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2.5 First Harmful Event CMV vs Non-CMV Large Trucks 
 

 
 
Considerable differences between CMVs and non-CMVs in first 10 items. 
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3.0 CMVs vs All Other Vehicles 
 
This will answer the question: what types of crashes do CMVs get into that are different from 
those encountered by all other types of vehicles 
 
All of the comparisons in this major section will be crashes caused by CMVs (note filter name) 
against all other crashes (All Others), including cars, non-CMV large trucks and all other motor 
vehicles where a CMV was not the causal vehicle.  The filter called “CMV Causal Positive” is 
defined as follows: 
 

 
 
Simply put, it just states that the causal vehicle in any crash included in the dataset will be a 
CMV.  
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3.1 County CMVs vs Non-CMVs (MaxGain > 40) 
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3.2 City CMVs vs Non-CMVs (Max Gain >60) 
 

 
 
Crashes tend to occur in the rural areas of the counties – they are designated as virtual cities. 
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3.3 Year CMVs vs Non-CMVs (all vehicle types) 
 

 
 
CMV crash frequencies were over-represented in years 2018-2020.  The total Max Gain for these 
three years is 523 over the three years.  The severity of these crashes was generally lower than 
those of 2016 and 2017. 
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3.4 Day of the Week; CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
This distribution is as expected for truckers who work more during the week than on weekends. 
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3.5 Time of Day; CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
This also reflects the times that CMVs are on the road.  Afternoons are probably affected by the 
daily hourly limitations placed on the drivers. 
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3.6 Rural/Urban CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
CMVs are more rural probably because they are more on the Interstates.  See next. 
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3.7 Highway Classification CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
CMVs are close to three times the proportion of other vehicles on interstates.  Federal is also sig-
nificantly higher than expected, but only by a little over 10%.  All other roadway classifications 
are under-represented for CMS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.8 Primary Contributing Circumstances (PCCs) CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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This analysis will indicate problems that CMVs have that are not as typical in other motor vehi-
cles.  The above is for all PCCs that are twice the expected from all other non-CMV vehicles, the 
Max Gain for all of them is above 15 crashes over the five years.  Improper Lane Change/Use 
has the    highest Max Gain of 1,582, which is well over 300 crashes per year,  The major prob-
lems being faced by CMVs is Improper Lane Change and Unseen Object/Person (which could be 
a vehicle in the CMV’s blind spot.). 
 
3.9 First Harmful Event CMVs vs Non-CMVs (Max Gains > 50 Crashes in 5 Years) 



 

 
 
 21 

 

 
 
This display is for all items that had a Max Gain of greater than 50 crashes over the five years of 
the study.  Notice that some items near the top of the list apply to trucks much more than to cars.  
Apart from these, this attribute generally answers that question: What did CMVs most often hit 
first when they crashed? 
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3.10 Type of Junction/Intersection CMVs vs Non-CMVs (Items > 50 Crashes in 5 Years) 
 

 
 
The over-representation of CMVs at Railroad Crossings is the most surprising finding for this 
attribute.  While these are less than a half of a percent of CMV crashes, they are of concern be-
cause of the severity of such crashes.  The general “Intersection Related” attributes (C026 and 
C027) indicated that CMVs were involved in fewer than expected crashes at intersections.  
CMVs are also significantly over-represented on the following Roadway Junctions: Bridge/Over-
pass/Underpass, Entrance or Exit Ramp, Railroad Crossing, Off Ramp, Tunnel, and On Ramp 
Merge Area. 
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3.11 Manner of Crash; CMVs vs All Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
The following crash types were the only that were over-represented (crash frequencies): Side-
swipe - Same Direction (5,413), Single Vehicle Crash - all types (5,410), Non-Collision (666), 
and Sideswipe - Opposite Direction (806).  The largest non-collision crash PCCs that had any 
meaning were: Defective Equipment (237), Cargo Fell or Load Shift (125),  and Ran off Road 
(25).  
 
3.12a Crash Severity CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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The only over-represented injury category is Fatal Injury and even that is not statistically signifi-
cant.  Other studies on vehicle type causes indicated that large trucks, while generally causing 
more than 50% of 2-vehicle crashes, are under-represented (significantly less than 50%) for fatal 
crashes.  In other words, in the majority of cases it is the other vehicle (usually a much smaller 
vehicle) that causes a fatal crash with the CMV.  
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3.12b Crash Severity All Large Truck Involved (1st or 2nd Veh) vs Smaller Vehicles 
 

 
 
This comparison was for all large trucks, not just CMVs.  It included large trucks as either the 
first (usually causal) or the second vehicle. 
 
The above shows that crashes involving large trucks generally result in more fatal crashes.  How-
ever, past research has shown that most of the fatal crashes are not caused by the large trucks.  
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3.13 Mileposted Routes CMVs vs Non-CMV (Crashes > 200) 
 

 
 
I-59 and I-20 each had over-representations greater than twice the expected from non-CMV ve-
hicles, even though I-65 had more crashes than the sum of both of them.  This analysis does not 
take into account miles driven except in comparison to vehicles that are not CMVs.  It has been 
well demonstrated, however, that the crash rate on a given road is proportional to the miles 
driven on that road. 
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3.14 Lighting Conditions CMVs vs Non-CMVs   
 

 
 
These results correspond closely to the time of day results in Section 3.5. 
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3.15 Weather CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
Severe winds appear to be the only Weather feature that is dramatically over-represented.  The 
other over-representations are probably due to CMVs being required to be out in those weather 
conditions.   
 
 
 
 
3.16 Locale CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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Open Country corresponds to Rural in Section 3.6; however, there are some technically Urban 
areas (i.e., within city limits) that are also open country.  In all of the IMPACTs we have done, 
CMVs are the only vehicles that we have found that have more than a double over-representation 
in Manufacturing or Industrial areas. 
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3.17 Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
The degree of over-representation (Odds Ratio) generally increases with the increase in arrival 
time.  This shows that the pattern is for crashes that involve CMVs to be in the more remote ar-
eas for which EMS access is delayed. 
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3.18 Highway Patrol Troops CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
Troop C is the most over-represented in CMV-Caused Crashes.  This may be of importance to 
assist in planning the tactics of each troop.  
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3.19 Highway Patrol Posts CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
The Evergreen and Grove Hill posts have nearly the same over-representations.  The Selma post 
comes in next. 
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3.20 ALEA Divisions CMVs vs Non-CMS 
 

 
 
Division C has the highest over-representation followed by Division G. 
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3.21 ALDOT Areas CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
While Area 8 has the highest over-representation, it is also apparently the area with the least traf-
fic.  It also has the second highest Max Gain, with Area 5 having the largest. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 35 

3.22 ALDOT Regions CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
The ALDOT West Central Region is the only one with a large over-representation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.23 ADECA-AHSO Regions CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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None of these regions shows an extraordinarily high level of over-representation of CMV caused 
crashes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.24 RPO Regions CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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Regions 5 and 6 have over twice their expected proportion of CMV caused crashes when com-
pared to the non-CMV crashes that are occurring in the regions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.25 MPO Areas CMVs vs Non-CMVs 
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Of those assigned an MPO name, none show any over-representations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.26 Vehicle Maneuver 
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The following had Max Gains in excess of 50 crashes: Changing Lanes, Turning Right, Backing, 
Negotiating a Curve, and Overtaking/Passing.  Changing Lanes was almost double the next high-
est Max Gain. 
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4.0 Year 2019 against the three previous years (2016-2018) 
 
See the five year comparison in Section 3.3.  The results there indicate that 2019 had a signifi-
cant increase over 2016-2018.  It was determined to eliminate 2020 from this analysis because 
the effects of COVID would make it non-typical.  This section compares CMV-Caused crashes 
in 2019 (test; red bars) against CMV-Caused crashes in 2016-2018 (control; blue bars) in an at-
tempt to surface any significant differences that may have caused the increase in 2019. 
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4.1 Year CMV-Caused 2019 vs CMV-Caused 2016-2018 (filter definitions) 
 

 
 
The above shows the test (Subset) and the control (Other) produced by the filters that are form-
ing the basis for the comparison of the CMV-caused crashes over the 2016-2019 years.  These 
filters will be in effect for the rest of this section in order to attempt to establish the reason that 
2019 had a higher than expected proportion of crashes. 
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4.2 Primary Contributing Circumstances CMV-Caused 2019 vs 2016-2018 
 

 
 
Improper Lane Change definitely became more of a problem in 2019 than it had been in the prior 
three years.  The Max Gain indicates that the difference was about 102 crashes.  Improper turns 
and other distractions outside the vehicle would account for a few more, although the numbers 
drop off quickly.  Primary emphasis here should be on Improper Lane Change. 
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4.3 First Harmful Event CMV-Caused 2019 vs 2016-2018 
 

 
 
The only item with a significant difference is Collision with a Cable Barrier, and we would ex-
pect the large truck would be attempting to avoid a pedestrian, animal or other vehicle.  The Max 
gain is only a little over 14.  So there is little of significance here. 
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4.4 Manner of Crash CMV-Caused 2019 vs 2016-2018 
 

 
 
Sideswipe in the same direction further reinforces the findings of Section 4.2 – Improper Lane 
Change/Use.  This would be the manner of crash that would result from an encroachment into 
the lane of another vehicle.  It is interesting that, while these two crash causes/results (Improper 
Lane Change and Sideswipe – Same Direction) have major differences in frequencies, their Max 
Gains are practically the same.  If only 100 crashes were reduced by some countermeasure to 
these two items, it would be a significant reduction in the total crashes for 2019. 
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5.0 Improper Lane Change Analysis 
 
The following table indicates how “Improper Lane Change” is recorded in its various attributes. 
 

# Attribute Value Number  

C015 Primary Contributing Circumstance (PCC) Improper Lane Change 2846  

C023 Manner of Crash Sideswipe Same Direction 5413  

C129 CU Vehicle Maneuver Changing Lanes 2759  

C202  CU Contributing Circumstance Improper Lane Change 2091  

 
For simplicity, we will refer to all of these as “Improper Lane Change” or ILC.  These are not 
intended to be mutually exclusive.  Recording officers may select any combination of these for a 
given crash. 
 
The nominal Causal Unit (CU) will be the CMV in all crashes in the ILC subset because the in-
tent of this analysis is to uncover information to reduce CMV crashes.  This was determined by 
C450 CU CMV Indicator = Yes – CU is a CMV. 
 
IMPACTS showing significance and/or difference from general CMV Caused: 
C008 C010 C011 C015* C022 C023* C028 C031 C033 C040-049  
6.12 C052 6.13 C101 6.14 C104 6.15 C105 6.16 C106 6.17 C107 6.18 C108  
6.19 C129* 6.20 C202* 6.21 C208 6.22 C224  6.23 C412 6.24 C413 6.25 C415 C451-465 
 
The following IMPACT displays will compare a crash subset of all of the 4 ILCs above ORed 
together against the CMV Caused subset.  This control subset (CMV Caused) was used to deter-
mine how ILC crashes were different from CMV-caused crashes in general. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.1 Time of Day; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
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The time of day distribution for ILCs is generally not significantly different from CMV Caused 
crashes in general.  However, there are several hours that are significantly over-represented in 
the late afternoon, 5:00 PM through 9:59 PM. 
 
5.2 Rural/Urban; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
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Unlike CMV Caused in general, ILC crashes occur significantly more in the Urban than the Ru-
ral roadways. About twice as many crashes occur in the Urban as in the Rural areas.  Please see 
the discussion in this regard in Section 5.10, Locale. 
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5.3 Highway Classification; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
 
CMVs are have a little over 45% of their ILC crashes on Interstates, which is over-represented in 
comparison to all CMV Caused crashes by 56.7%.  See Section 5.10, which indicates that a large 
proportion of these Interstate crashes are close to urban areas as opposed to open country.  Alt-
hough slightly under-represented, the proportion of crashes on Municipal Roadways is second 
only to Interstates, further reflecting the tendency of ILC crashes to be in or near urban areas. 
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5.4 Primary Contributing Circumstances (PCCs); ILC vs All CMV Caused;  

C015 = part of ILC filter (see Section 5.0) 
 

 
 
The 2846 ILC crashes in this attribute were used as part of the ILC definition process, along with 
three other attributes that indicated ILC (see Section 5.0 for the detailed definition).  Thus, the 
remaining items listed for this attribute cannot be considered to be a reflection of anything except 
the residual crashes that were not filtered out by the other three attribute values.  This does pro-
vide some important subjective information even if it cannot be quantified. For example, 849 
crashes were recorded to be “Unseen Object/Person/Vehicle.”  It is reasonable to expect that a 
large number of crashes occurred when one of the drivers failed to see the other vehicle.  This, 
and the other values as well, provide valuable insights into potential ILC crash causes. 
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5.5 Type of Junction/Intersection; ILC vs All CMV Caused (Items > 50 Crashes in 5 Years) 
 

 
 
The general “Intersection Related” attributes (C026 and C027) indicated that CMV Caused 
crashes were involved in fewer than expected crashes at intersections.  These two attributes 
showed even proportionately fewer ILC crashes at intersections.  The two intersection types that 
were significantly over-represented were “Entrance or Exit Ramp” and “On Ramp Merge Area.” 
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5.6 Manner of Crash; ILC vs All CMV Caused; C023 = part of ILC 
 

 
 
This attribute was also used to define the ILC filter; in this case Sideswipe – Same Direction was 
considered to be in indicator of ILC.  A comparison with the results for CMV Caused vs all other 
crashes indicate the following frequencies in the C023 attribute that were filtered out: 
Single Vehicle Crash - all types (was 5,410; now 110), Non-Collision (was 666; now 29), and 
Sideswipe - Opposite Direction (was 806; now 62).   
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5.7a Crash Severity; ILC vs All CMV Caused  
 

 
 
The above indicates that the severity of the defined ILC is considerably lower than that of CMV 
Caused crashes in general.  The cause of the lower severity is probably the urban nature of the 
crashes coupled with their slower impact speeds (see Section 5.15).  The analysis giving next 
shows the extent to which crashes involving large trucks result in higher severities.  
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5.7b Crash Severity; All Large Truck Involved (1st or 2nd Vehicle) vs Non-CMVs 
 

 
 
The above shows that crashes involving large trucks generally result in more fatal crashes.  How-
ever, past research has shown that most of the fatal crashes are not caused by the large trucks but 
by the lighter vehicle.  Obviously, any crash of a large heavy vehicle and one that is considerably 
lighter has the potential to cause serious harm. 
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5.8 Mileposted Routes; ILC vs All CMV Caused (Crashes > 50) 
 

 
 
I-59, I65 and I-459 significant over-representations.  Those at the bottom of the list were gener-
ally significantly under-represented, although some had well over 50 ILC crashes. 
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5.9 Lighting Conditions; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
These results correspond closely to the time of day results in Section 5.1.  This would especially 
be true in the time-change months of November and December, which were found to be over-
represented, although not significantly. 
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5.10 Locale; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
Open Country, which was the top of the over-representation list for all CMV Caused, is now 
shown to be under-represented for ILC crashes.  The following attributes further support this out-
come (over-representations in parentheses): 
Section  Attribute 
5.2  Rural or Urban  (Urban) 
5.3  Highway Classification (I) 
5.16  Trafficway Lanes  (Three or more lanes) 
5.17  Turn Lanes   (Both right- and left-turn lanes) 
5.10  Locale (shown above)  (Shopping or business) 
 
Before drawing any conclusion on the general concentration of ILC crashes, all of these attrib-
utes should be examined and compared. 
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5.11 Adjusted EMS Arrival Delay; ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
There are no significant differences in the ambulance arrival time between the ILC and the CMV 
Caused crashes in general.  See Section 3.17 for the contrast between CMVs and all other vehi-
cles. 
 
 
C040-C049 have been omitted since they were determined not to provide any information in ad-
dition to the results given in Sections 3.18-3.25. 
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5.12 C129 Vehicle Maneuvers; ILC vs All CMV Caused; C129 = part of ILC filter 
 

 
 
The following had Max Gains in excess of 50 crashes: Changing Lanes, Overtaking/Passing, and 
Turning Right.  These are shown for their subjective use, since the numbers given above are not 
indicative of their absolute frequency due to this attribute being part of the ILC filter. 
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5.13  C202 CU Contributing Circ ILC vs All CMV Caused; C202 part of ILC filter 
 

 
 
Like C129 (discussed immediately above this one), the results here are only good for obtaining 
an indication of other factors that might have influenced the crashes, since C202 Improper Lane 
Change/Use was used in creating the ILC filter.  The other factors that rose to the top are quite 
interesting, and it can be seen how they would affect the ILC crashes.  They are: Unseen Ob-
ject/Person/Vehicle, Crossed Centerline, Improper Passing, Made Improper Turn, Other Failed to 
Yield.  These are all significantly over-represented in their comparison with the CMV Caused 
crash subset. 
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5.14  C208 CU Model Year ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
The more recent truck model years are over-represented along with other years after 2013, and 
especially 2015 and 2016.  To a large extent, these reflect ages of vehicles on the road. 
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5.15  C224 CU Estimated Speed at Impact ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
The high impact speeds abouve 56 MPH indicate that these crashes were more likely to have oc-
curred on Interstate highways, some possibly going through relatively urbanized areas. 
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5.16  C412 CU Trafficway Lanes ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
All of the number of lanes of three lanes or more are over-represented.  This indicates that the 
more lanes that are active, the greater the chance of an ILC crash, which is reasonable. 
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5.17  C413 CU Turn Lanes ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
While right turn lanes have a higher over-representation (Odds Ratio = 1.322), the number of 
ILC crashes occurring was about double in the left turn lanes. Both of these would seem to be 
hazardous, resulting in more ILC crashes than what would be expected in CMV crashes in gen-
eral. 
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5.18  C415 CU Workzone Related ILC vs All CMV Caused 
 

 
 
The areas of the workzone that seem to have the greatest vulnerability to ILC crashes are: 
(1) Between Warning Signs and Work Area; (2) At Lane Shift Transition in Activity Area; and 
(3) On Temporary Detour. 
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5.19 CMV Items C451 to 465 
 
All of these attributes indicated that for the most part (usually above 90%), the “crashes were not 
qualified.”  We interpret this to mean that they were not qualified to use these attributes that, for 
the most part, are reserved for CMV use. 
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6.0 CMV Crash Analyses for the Selective Enforcement Assistant (SEA)   
 
The purpose of this section is to determine for CMV-caused crashes the specific causes for (1) all 
crashes and (2) fatal and severe injury crashes.  The IMPACT comparison for the first is between 
all CMV caused crashes against all other crashes (i.e., that were not caused by CMVs).  For the 
second (fatal and severe) the IMPACT comparison was between the combined CMV caused fatal 
and severe injury crashes and all other CMV-caused crashes.   
 
This information will be useful in further developing the Selective Enforcement Assistant (SEA), 
software that will highlight locations that had (1) higher numbers of CMV crashes than expected, 
and (2) higher numbers of CMV fatal crashes than expected. 
 
 
6.1 V025 Crash Severity; CMV Fatal and Severe Crash vs All Other CMV Caused  
 

 
 
The purpose of this display is to show the number of fatal and Suspected Serious Injury crashes 
that are under consideration in the remainder of this section. 
 
6.2 V015 Primary Contrib Circ; CMV Fatal and Severe Crash vs All Other CMV Caused  
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See the summaries in Section 6.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3 V015 Primary Contrib Circ; All CMV Caused Crashes vs All Other Crashes 
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See the summaries in Section 6.4. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
6.4 Preliminary Requirement for SE Assistant (SEA) Prototype  
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The crash types and numbers given below are to illustrate how the SEA will work – they do not 
map to any actual locations.  The crash types given  are for example causes determined by actual 
Primary Contributing Circumstances that would be run for the particular area for which the anal-
ysis is being conducted.  Similarly, the numbers are for small areas in which the selective en-
forcement is being considered. 
 
Set area: area will default to that last set (from a map) by the user.  It will remain the area sum-
marized until the area covered is changed. 
 

Severity/Cause Recent Past Past Past 

All Crashes (Set Time/Area) 3 mo 6 mo 9 mo 

Improper Lane Change 62 16 31 47 

Unseen Object/Vehicle  50 13 25 38 

Defective Equipment 28 7 14 21 

Made Improper Turn 25 6 12 18 

Swerved: Veh or Animal 21* 5 10 15 

     

Fatal Crashes Statewide 2021    

Failed to Yield ROW 21* 5 10 16 

Excessive Speed 15* 4 7 11 

Fatigued/Asleep 13 3 7 10 

Ran Off Road 10 3 5 8 

Swerved: Veh or Animal 10** 3 5 8 

     

 
 
Set Time – Set by the user (default one year, for area assumed to be 0.1 of state).  This will be a 
dropdown of times of crashes for the current SE area, which can also default to statewide.  Time 
in this column is currently set for this example as the most recent year.  
 
*Indicates that the number is a sum of two or more other items. 
 
**Swerved: Veh or Animal = Swerved to Avoid Vehicle + Swerved to Avoid Animal  
 
For fatal crashes: 
*Excessive Speed = Over the Speed Limit + Driving Too Fast for Conditions 
*Failure to Yield ROW = … from Stop Sign + Ran Traffic Signal + Making Left/U + driveway 
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