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Summary

A statistical projection of traffic fatalities for 2015 shows
that an estimated 35,200 people died in motor vehicle traf-
fic crashes. This represents an increase of about 7.7 percent
as compared to the 32,675 fatalities that were reported to
have occurred in 2014, as shown in Table 1. If these projec-
tions are realized, fatalities will be at the highest level since
2008, when 37423 fatalities were reported. Preliminary data
reported by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
shows that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in 2015 increased
by about 107.2 billion miles, or about a 3.5-percent increase.
Also shown in Table 1 are the fatality rates per 100 million
VMT, by quarter. The fatality rate for 2015 increased to 1.12
fatalities per 100 million VMT, up from 1.08 fatalities per 100
million VMT in 2014. The fourth quarter of 2015 represents
the fifth consecutive quarter with year-to-year increases in

fatalities as well as the fatality rate. The magnitude of the
increases has also been rising up to the 11-percent increase
in the third quarter of 2015. Fatalities are projected to have
increased by 4.7 percent during the fourth quarter of 2015.
Analysis to generate gross estimates of changes reveals sig-
nificant increases in motorcyclist and nonoccupant (pedes-
trian and pedalcyclist) deaths for the Nation in 2015 as
compared to 2014. Also, 9 out of 10 NHTSA Regions are esti-
mated to have had increases in fatalities in 2015 as compared
to 2014. The actual counts for 2014 and 2015 and the ensuing
percentage change from 2014 to 2015 will be further revised
as the final file for 2014 and the annual reporting file for 2015
are available later this year. These estimates may be further
refined when the projections for the first quarter of 2016 are
released in late spring of 2016.

Table 1: Fatalities and Fatality Rate by Quarter, Full Year, and the Percentage Change From the

Full Year in the Previous Year

Corresponding Quarter

Fatalities and Percentage Change in Fatalities for the orrespondmg Quarter From the Prior Year

2005 9,239 11,005 11,897 11,369 43,510
2006 9,558 [+3.5%] 10,942 [ -0.6%] 11,395 [ -4.2%] 10,813 [ -4.9%] 42,708 [ -1.8%]
2007 9,354 [ -2.1%] 10,611 [-3.0%] 11,056 [ -3.0%] 10,238 [ -5.3%]) 41,259 [ -3.4%)]
2008 8,459 [ -9.6%] 9,435 [-11.1%)} 9,947 [-10.0%] 9,582 [ -6.4%] 37423 [ -9.3%]
2009 7,552 [-10.7%] 8,975 [-4.9%] 9,104 [ -8.5%] 8,252 [-13.9%] 33,883 [ -9.5%]
2010 6,755 [-10.6%] 8,522 [ -5.0%] 9,226 [ +1.3%] 8,496 [ +3.0%] 32,999 [ -2.6%]
2011 6,726 [ -0.4%] 8,227 [ -3.5%] 8,984 [ -2.6%] 8,542 [ +0.5%] 32,479 -1.6%]
2012 7521 [+11.8%] 8,612 [+4.7%] 9171 [ +2.1%] 84781 -0.7%] 33,782 [ +4.0%]
2013 7166 [ -4.7%] 8,207 [ -4.7%] 9,025 [ -1.6%] 8,496 [ +0.2%] 32,894 [ -2.6%]
2014 6,843 [ -4.5%]| 81711 -0.4%] 8,782 [ -2.7%] 8,879 [ +4.5%] 32,675 [ -0.7%]
2015t 7,350 [ +7.4%] 8,800 [ +7.7%] 9,750 [+11.0%] 9,300 f +4.7%] 35,200 [ +7.7%]
Fatality Rate per 100 Million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
2005 1.32 1.42 1.54 1.54 1.46
2006 1.35 1.41 1.47 1.44 1.42
2007 1.31 1.35 1.41 1.37 1.36
2008 1.22 1.25 1.33 1.32 1.26
2009 1.09 1.16 117 112 1.15
2010 0.98 1.09 1.18 1.14 1.1
2011 0.98 1.09 1.18 117 110
2012 1.08 1.12 1.21 1.16 114
2013 1.04 1.07 117 1.15 1.10
2014 0.99 1.03 111 1.16 1.08
2015t 1.02 1.08 1.19 1.18 1.12

12015 statistical projections and rates based on these projections.

Source: Fatalities, 20052013 FARS Final File, 2014 FARS Annual Report File VMT: FHWA December 2015 Traffic Volume
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Figure 1 shows the historical trend of the percentage change
every quarter from the same quarter in the previous year,
going back to 1976. NHTSA has fatality data going back to
1975, and the years during the early 1980s and 1990s are the

only two other periods with such significant consecutive
quarters with declines as compared to the corresponding
quarters of the previous years. Both periods had 11 consecu-
tive quarters of declines.

Figure 1: Percentage Change in Fatalities in Every Quarter as Compared to the Fatalities in the

Same Quarter During the Previous Year
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Breakdown of Estimated Changes

The significant changes projected to have occurred during 2015
have warranted a look into changes by categories (pedestri-
ans, occupants, etc.) of interest. While such analysis is unprec-
edented and NHTSA's FastFARS does not collect such detailed
information, cases currently coded for 2015 into NHTSA's Fatal-
ity Analysis Reporting System (FARS) were used to construct
estimated changes along these categories. Also NHTSA's meth-
odology for estimating overall fatalities allows for the examina-
tion of regional changes.
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Regional Differences

As discussed in a methodology Research Note, Statistical
Methodology to Make Early Estimates of Motor Vehicle Traffic
Fatalities (Chen, Subramanian, Choi, & Liu, 2010), the statisti-
cal procedures employed in these projections were generated
for each NHTSA administrative Region and were collated to
create the national estimate. This allows for the comparison
of regional estimates in 2015 with the reported 2014 counts,
as depicted by the estimated percentage changes in Figure 2.
Nine of 10 NHTSA Regions experienced increases during 2015
as compared to reported totals during 2014. The estimated
regional year-to-year percentage changes shown in Figure
2 are subject to change as fatality counts for 2014 and 2015
are finalized.
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Figure 2: Percentage Change in Estimated Fatalities in 2015 From Reported 2014 Fatality Counts, by NHTSA Region

Estimated Changes by Sub-Categories

The input data streams used in the forecasting model are
not reported by sub-categories of interest such as pedestrian
and motorcyclist fatalities. Therefore, a statistical model-
based approach is not feasible to generate estimates by sub-
categories. However, cases currently coded for 2015 into FARS
provide a basis for constructing gross estimates of fatalities by
sub-categories.

Estimates based on the data coded thus far into FARS for
2015 reveals that most of the Nation saw significant increases
in motorcyclist (9% increase), pedestrian (10% increase) and
pedalcyclist fatalities (13% increase). Fatalities to drivers and
passengers also increased (6% and 7%, respectively). Fatali-
ties in crashes involving young drivers (15 to 20 years old)
increased 10 percent. Fatalities in crashes involving large
trucks increased by 4 percent. Also, fatalities among occu-
pants of passenger vehicles that rolled over increased by about
5 percent. These estimates are created by inflating current 2015
cases coded into FARS to regional totals presented in this note
for the overall fatalities. Essentially, ratio inflation factors by
NHTSA Region and month are estimated and applied to the
current 2015 cases coded thus far into FARS. Figures 3 and
4 depict the estimated changes from 2014 to 2015 using this
approach for certain key categories of interest. These estimates
are subject to change as more information gets coded into
these cases as well as when more cases are entered into FARS.
These estimates will also change subject to the revision of the
overall fatality estimate for 2015.
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Figure 3: Percentage Change in Fatalities From 2014 to
2015, by Person Type
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Figure 4: Percentage Change in Fatalities From 2014 to
2015, by Crash Type (not mutually exclusive)
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Discussion

NHTSA is continuing to gather data on crash fatalities for
2014 and 2015 using information from police crash reports and
other sources. It is too soon to speculate on the contributing
factors or potential implications of any changes in deaths on
our roadways. The final data for 2014 as well as the annual file
for 2015 will be available later in 2016, which usually results
in the revision of fatality totals and the ensuing rates and per-
centage changes.

In the last few years, since recording a significant increase of
11.8 percent during the first quarter of 2012, the magnitude of
the increases steadily declined during each subsequent quarter.
Fatalities are reported to have increased by about 4.7 percent in
the second quarter and by about 2.1 percent in the third quar-
ter of 2012. Subsequently, beginning with the fourth quarter of
2012, fatalities have declined 7 out of 8 quarters (2013 Q4 was
a marginal 0.2% increase) until the 4.5 percent increase esti-
mated for the fourth quarter of 2014. Fatalities have increased
5 consecutive quarters beginning with the fourth quarter of
2014. The magnitude of the increases also increased each quar-
ter until the 11 percent increase in the third quarter of 2015.
Fatalities are projected to have increased by 4.7 percent during
the fourth quarter of 2015. The fatality rates per 100 million in
2014 VMT, when compared to the rates for the corresponding
quarters in 2013, are lower for the first 3 quarters of 2014 and
higher for the fourth quarter of 2014. The fatality rates for all 4
quarters of 2015 are significantly higher than those for the cor-
responding quarters in 2014.

Data

The data used in this analysis comes from several sources:
FARS, FastFARS (FF), and Monthly Fatality Counts (MFC);
and from FHWA's VMT estimates. FARS is a census of fatal
traffic crashes in the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico. To be included in FARS, a crash must involve a
motor vehicle traveling on a trafficway and must result in the
death of at least one person (occupant of a vehicle or a non-
occupant) within 30 days of the crash. FARS final files from
January 2003 to December 2013 and FARS Annual Report
file in 2014 are used. The FF program is designed as an Early
Fatality Notification System to capture fatality counts from

A

U.S. Department
of Transportation

National Highway
Traffic Safety
Adminisiration

States more rapidly and in real-time. It aims to provide near-
real-time notification of fatality counts from all jurisdictions
reporting to FARS. The MFC data provides monthly fatality
counts by State through sources that are independent from
the FastFARS or FARS systems. MFCs from January 2003 up
to February 2016 are used. MFCs are reported mid-month for
all prior months of the year.

In order to estimate the traffic fatality counts for each month
of 2015, time series cross-section regression was applied to
analyze the data with both cross-sectional values (by NHTSA
Region) and time series (by month), to model the relationship
among FARS, MFC, and FF, the details of which are available
in a companion Research Note. The methodology used to
generate the estimates for 2015 is the same as the one used by
NHTSA to project the increase in the fatalities for the whole
of 2014, Early Estimates of Motor Vehicle Traffic Fatalities in 2014
(NCSA, 2014) as well as projections of fatalities for the first
nine months of 2014, Early Estimates of Motor Vehicle Traffic
Fatalities for the First Nine Months of 2015 (NCSA, 2016).
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Appendix II. NHTSA, DOT HS 811 381, Frequency of Target Crashes for IntelliDrive
Safety Systems (Oct. 2010).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A preliminary analysis was conducted to estimate the annual frequency of crashes that would
potentially be addressed by communication-based safety applications as part of the Intelligent
Transportation Systems’ IntelliDrive™™ safety systems program. These safety applications
incorporate vehicle-to-vehicle communications or vehicle-to-infrastructure cooperation to
increase situational awareness and reduce or eliminate crashes through V2V and V2I data
transmission that supports driver advisories, driver warnings, and vehicle and/or infrastructure
controls. The analysis focused on crash avoidance systems that assist drivers in preventing
imminent crashes. Such impending crashes usually arise within a relatively short period of time
(e.g., under 10 seconds) from the drivers” encounter with hazardous driving conditions.

This report estimates the annual frequency of three different types of target crashes that might be
addressed with V2V and V2I safety applications based on the 2005-2008 General Estimates
System crash databases. The three different crash types consist of light-vehicle, heavy-truck, and
all-vehicle crashes. Light-vehicle crashes involve at least one light vehicle with gross vehicle
weight rating (GVWR) of 10,000 pounds or less. Heavy-truck crashes involve at least one heavy
truck, single unit or multiple units, with GVWR over 10,000 pounds. All-vehicle crashes
account for all crashes involving all motor vehicle platforms. Target crashes are measured by the
number of police-reported crashes in each of these three crash types. This analysis excludes
drivers with physiological impairment such as intoxication or drowsiness because such driver
conditions are addressed by autonomous vehicle-based countermeasure systems.

The mapping of target crashes to each system category is performed using a set of pre-crash
scenarios that describe vehicle movements and critical events prior to the crash. To avoid double
counting, target crashes are first determined for a primary system category and the remainder of
the crash population is later assigned to the other system category. As a primary
countermeasure:

e V2V systems potentially address about 4,409,000 police-reported or 79 percent of all-
vehicle target crashes, 4,336,000 PR or 81 percent of all light-vehicle target crashes, and
267,000 PR or 71 percent of all heavy-truck target crashes annually.

e V2I systems potentially address about 1,465,000 PR or 26 percent of all-vehicle target
crashes, 1,431,000 PR or 27 percent of all light-vehicle target crashes, and 55,000 PR or
15 percent of all heavy-truck target crashes annually.

e Combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address about 4,503,000 PR or 81 percent
of all-vehicle target crashes, 4,417,000 PR or 83 percent of all light-vehicle target crashes,
and 272,000 PR or 72 percent of all heavy-truck target crashes annually.

* IntelliDrive is a servicemark of the U.S. Department of Transportation
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L INTRODUCTION
I.1. Objective

The objective of this report is to estimate the upper limit of annual police-reported crashes that
could potentially be addressed with IntelliDrive safety systems based on vehicle-to-vehicle
communications or vehicle-to-infrastructure cooperation. This analysis supports the
development of V2V and V21 safety applications and the estimation of their safety benefits as
described in the United States Department of Transportation’s IntelliDrive Program Vehicle-to-
Vehicle Safety Application Research Plan [1] and the Intelligent Transportation Systems
Strategic Research Plan, 2010-2014. [2] IntelliDrive safety applications will be designed to
increase situational awareness and reduce or eliminate crashes through V2V and V2I data
transmission that supports driver advisories, driver warnings, and vehicle and/or infrastructure
controls.

This report presents the results of a high-level crash analysis that sets the foundation for follow-
on detailed crash analyses to define the functional requirements of IntelliDrive safety
applications. In addition to the frequency of target crashes, the detailed crash analyses will
measure the severity of crashes and will identify crash causes, contributing factors, and
circumstances.

1.2. System Categories

This analysis focuses on crash avoidance systems that assist drivers in preventing imminent
crashes. Such impending crashes usually arise within a relatively short period of time (e.g.,
under 10 seconds) from the drivers’ encounter with hazardous driving conditions. These crash
avoidance systems increase the situational awareness or warn the driver of crash-imminent
situations, and may apply partial automatic vehicle control in support of the driver. Examples of
such systems include rear-end crash warning, lane departure warning, red light violation warning,
and head-on crash warning systems. Excluded from these system categories are vehicle control
systems such as stability control or anti-lock brakes.

IntelliDrive systems are broadly categorized as V2V and V2I systems. They are considered
separately and as a combined system in this report. Descriptions of these systems are found in
subsequent chapters.

Autonomous vehicle based systems are also considered to evaluate what additional safety
enhancements they can effect. Target crashes for AV systems are based on the capability of
currently available prototypes or products that incorporate remote sensors such as radar, lidar,
and/or camera to detect obstacles and track lane markers. Some AV systems also employ on-
board maps and global positioning system to correlate vehicle location and dynamics to the
surrounding driving environment. Applicable crashes include rear-end crashes, lane departures,
lane change or merge crashes, curve speed or excessive speeding crashes, and stop sign
violations. It is assumed that AV systems could potentially address pedestrian, cyclist, and
animal crashes as well as loss of control, road departure, and maneuver crashes in which
speeding is a contributing factor.




L.3. Target Crash Types

This report estimates the frequency of three different types of target crashes that would
potentially be addressed with V2V and V2I safety applications. Frequency estimates are based
on samples of police-reported crashes that involve unimpaired drivers. Moreover, these
estimates are derived from statistics of pre-crash scenarios that represent vehicle movements and
dynamics as well as the critical event occurring immediately prior to the crash. The three
different crash types consist of light-vehicle, heavy-truck, and all-vehicle crashes. Light-vehicle
crashes involve at least on light vehicle with GVWR of 10,000 pounds (4,536 kilograms) or less.
Light vehicles encompass all passenger cars, vans, minivans, sports utility vehicles, and light
pickup trucks. Heavy-truck crashes involve at least on heavy truck with GVWR over 10,000
pounds. Heavy trucks include single-unit and multi-unit heavy trucks. All-vehicle crashes
account for all crashes involving all motor vehicle platforms.

This analysis excludes crashes that involve impaired driver conditions such as being drowsy or
drunk. Conditions of drowsiness or under the influence may be addressed with vehicle-based
systems that alert the driver of his/her condition at any time during driving when the condition is
detected. The detection of such conditions may occur whether or not the vehicle is in a crash
imminent situation. The focus of this report is on crash-imminent situations where the driver
may be able to take an evasive action in response to a system alert (e.g., braking or steering). If
alerted to a drowsy condition, the driver may choose to slow down and pull over to the side of
the road. Moreover, this analysis assumes that the crash warning system concepts only alert the
driver or vehicle of interest such as the following vehicle in rear-end pre-crash scenarios, the
vehicle making a lane change in lane change pre-crash scenarios, or the driver violating the
traffic control device in red light running.

1.4. Crash Data Sources

Target crashes are derived from the National Automotive Sampling System (NASS) General
Estimates System national crash database. [3] This database was selected for this analysis
because it contains the pre-crash variables needed to identify pre-crash scenarios. This database
estimates the national crash population each year based on a weighted sample of about 55,000
police-reported crash cases that include all vehicle types and injury levels. This analysis
calculates the average annual number of crashes based on the yearly crashes over a four-year
period using the 2005-2008 GES datasets. It should be noted that these crash estimates do not
account for crashes that are not reported to the police. The national estimates produced from the
GES data may differ from the true population values because they are based on a probability
sample of police-reported crashes rather than a census of all crashes. Thus, this report provides
the target crash estimates along with the 95 percent confidence intervals for each estimate.
Figure 1 provides the estimated annual number of crashes by vehicle involvement. It should be
noted that the light-vehicle and heavy-truck crashes are not mutually exclusive. Moreover, this
analysis used imputed GES variables where available.
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Figure 1. Estimated Annual Crashes by Vehicle Involvement (2005-2008 GES)

1.5. General Description of Target Crashes

The system categories encompass any crash countermeasure that assists drivers without any
physiological impairment such as intoxication or drowsiness. As indicated earlier in this report,
these impairments can potentially be addressed with autonomous vehicle-based systems that
would prevent a drunk driver from starting the vehicle or would alert a drowsy driver of his or
her condition to pull over. Thus, this report quantifies target crashes that only involve
unimpaired drivers. Table 1 shows the distribution of police-reported crashes in the three crash
types by driver condition based on 2005-2008 GES statistics. Figure 2 presents estimates of the
annual number of police-reported crashes involving unimpaired drivers by vehicle involvement.

Table 1. Distribution of Crashes by Driver Condition

Impairment | Light Vehicles | Heavy Trucks | All Vehicles
Unimpaired 93% 98% 93%
Alcohol 5% 1% 5%
Drowsy 2% 1% 2%
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Figure 2. Estimated Annual Crashes of Unimpaired Drivers by Vehicle Involvement
(2005-2008 GES)

The following sections of this report estimate the annual number of police-reported crashes that
might be applicable to V2V, V2I, and combined V2V-V2I system categories, respectively.
Target crashes are measured by the number of police-reported crashes in each of the three crash
types: all vehicles, light vehicles, and heavy trucks. The mapping of target crashes to each
system category is performed using a set of pre-crash scenarios that describe vehicle movements
and critical events prior to the crash. [4] To avoid double counting, target crashes are first
determined for a primary system category and the remainder of the crash population is later
assigned to the other two system categories. Thus, different analyses are conducted for each
system category as the primary countermeasure.




II. VEHICLE-TO-VEHICLE SAFETY SYSTEMS
IL.1. V2V System Description

Wireless technologies are rapidly evolving, which provides the opportunity to utilize these
technologies in support of advanced vehicle safety applications. New dedicated short range
communications at 5.9 GHz offer the potential to support low latency wireless data
communications between vehicles, and between vehicles and infrastructure. These low latency
data communications within the immediate vicinity of a vehicle potentially enable a large
number of vehicle safety applications. [5] V2V systems require two equipped vehicles in
communication with each other to be operational. Thus, V2V systems predominantly apply to
crashes that involve vehicle-to-vehicle pre-crash scenarios. The exception to that is the
broadcast of control loss message in the single-vehicle control loss pre-crash scenarios. This
analysis adopts the control loss warning function under investigation by the Crash Avoidance
Metrics Partnership in the Vehicle Safety Communications — Applications. [6]

The Vehicle Safety Communications Project - Final Report describes V2V safety applications
that include cooperative forward collision warning, emergency electronic brake lights, lane
change warning, blind spot warning, highway merge assistant, cooperative collision warning,
road condition warning, and stop sign movement assistance, among others. Table Al in
Appendix A lists the different criteria used to map applicable crash data to V2V systems as the
primary countermeasure and the remaining crashes to V2I and AV systems.

IL.2. V2V Systems as Primary Countermeasure in All-Vehicle Crashes

V2V systems potentially address about 4,409,000 police-reported crashes annually, with the 95
percent confidence interval between 3,752,000 and 5,066,000. If considered as the primary
countermeasure, V2V systems deal with 74 percent of all crashes involving all vehicle types.
Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems potentially address 79
percent of all-vehicle crashes involving unimpaired drivers as shown in Figure 3. About 4
percent of the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed” because they were not assigned to any
crash countermeasure. The remaining 17 percent of the crashes can potentially be addressed by
either V2I or AV systems or both. Figure 4 presents the annual target crash data and the 95
percent confidence intervals for each system category given V2V as the primary countermeasure.
Table B1 in Appendix B lists the annual number of target all-vehicle crashes for each pre-crash
scenario addressed by V2V as the primary countermeasure, as well as the annual number of
remaining all-vehicle crashes tackled by V2I or AV system categories.
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Figure 4. Annual Target All-Vehicle Crashes by System, V2V as Primary Countermeasure

I1.3. V2V Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Light-Vehicle Crashes

V2V systems potentially address about 4,336,000 police-reported light-vehicle crashes annually,
with the 95 percent confidence interval between 3,691,000 and 4,981,000. If considered as the
primary countermeasure, V2V systems deal with 76 percent of all crashes involving at least one
light vehicle. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems potentially
address 81 percent of all light-vehicle crashes involving unimpaired drivers as shown in Figure 5.
About 3 percent of the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed” because they were not assigned
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to any crash countermeasure. The remaining 16 percent of the light-vehicle crashes can
potentially be addressed by either V2I or autonomous systems or both. Figure 6 presents the
annual target crash data and the 95 percent confidence intervals for each system category given
V2V as the primary countermeasure. Table B2 in Appendix B lists the annual number of target
light-vehicle crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by V2V as the primary
countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining light-vehicle crashes tackled by V2I
or AV system categories.

Not Addressed
3%

AV/V21
16%

V2v
81%

Figure 5. Distribution of Unimpaired Light-Vehicle Crashes by System,
V2V as Primary Countermeasure

6,000,000

5,000,000

4,000,000 -~
Target

Crashes 3,000,000 o~

2,000,000 -~

1,000,000 4 . 833,000
185,000

V2V AV \'pil Not Addressed

System Category

Figure 6. Annual Target Light-Vehicle Crashes by System, V2V as Primary Countermeasure




I1.4. V2V Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Heavy-Truck Crashes

V2V systems potentially address about 267,000 police-reported heavy-truck crashes annually,
with the 95 percent confidence interval between 228,000 and 306,000. If considered as the
primary countermeasure, V2V systems deal with 70 percent of all crashes involving at least one
heavy truck. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems potentially
address 71 percent of all heavy-truck crashes involving unimpaired drivers as shown in Figure 7.
About 14 percent of the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed” because they were not
assigned to any crash countermeasure. The remaining 15 percent of the heavy-truck crashes can
potentially be addressed by either V2I or autonomous systems or both. Figure 8 presents the
annual target crash data and the 95 percent confidence intervals for each system category given
V2V as the primary countermeasure. Table B3 in Appendix B lists the annual number of target
heavy-truck crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by V2V as the primary
countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining heavy-truck crashes tackled by V21
or AV system categories.
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Figure 7. Distribution of Unimpaired Heavy-Truck Crashes by System,
V2V as Primary Countermeasure
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II1. VEHICLE-TO-INFRASTRUCTURE SAFETY SYSTEMS
IIL.1. V2I System Description

V2I systems incorporate communications between the vehicle and the infrastructure. Such
systems apply to crashes where information from the infrastructure is needed such as presence of
stop sign, signal status, speed limit, surface condition, and pedestrian crosswalks. In addition,
V2I systems potentially address all crossing path crashes at intersections including systems
developed under the Cooperative Intersection Collision Avoidance Systems initiative. [7] For
instance, V2I systems deal with crossing path pre-crash scenarios at signalized junctions,
violations of red light or stop sign, and pedestrian crashes in crosswalks. Moreover, V21 systems
are assumed to assist drivers in crashes where speeding is cited as a contributing factor such as
loss of control, road departure, rollover, and object contacted pre-crash scenarios.

The Cooperative Intersection Collision Avoidance Systems Web site describes several V2I
safety applications that encompass traffic signal violation warning, stop sign violation warning,
left turn assistant, intersection collision warning, blind merge warning, pedestrian crossing
information at designated intersections, and curve speed warning. Table A2 in Appendix A
shows the different criteria used to map applicable crash data to V21 systems as the primary
countermeasure and the remaining crashes to V2V and AV systems.

II1.2. V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in All-Vehicle Crashes

V2I systems target about 1,465,000 police-reported crashes annually, with the 95 percent
confidence interval between 1,263,000 and 1,667,000. If considered as the primary
countermeasure, V2I systems potentially address about 25 percent of all crashes involving all
vehicle types. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems deal with 26
percent of all crashes involving unimpaired drivers, as illustrated in Figure 9. About 4 percent of
the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed.” The remaining 70 percent of the crashes can
potentially be addressed by either V2V or autonomous systems or both. Figure 10 illustrates the
annual target crash data and the 95 percent confidence intervals for each system category given
V2I as the primary countermeasure. Table C1 in Appendix C lists the annual number of target
all-vehicle crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by V21 as the primary countermeasure,
as well as the annual number of remaining all-vehicle crashes tackled by V2V or AV system
categories.
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Figure 10. Annual Target All-Vehicle Crashes by System, V2I as Primary Countermeasure

II1.3. V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Light-Vehicle Crashes

V2I systems target about 1,431,000 police-reported light-vehicle crashes annually, with the 95
percent confidence interval between 1,234,000 and 1,628,000. If considered as the primary
countermeasure, V2I systems potentially address about 25 percent of all crashes involving at
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least one light vehicle. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems deal
with 27 percent of all light-vehicle crashes involving unimpaired drivers, as illustrated in Figure
11. About 3 percent of the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed.” The remaining 70 percent
of the light-vehicle crashes can potentially be addressed by either V2V or autonomous systems,
or both. Figure 12 illustrates the annual target crash data and the 95 percent confidence intervals
for each system category given V2I as the primary countermeasure. Table C2 in Appendix C lists
the annual number of target light-vehicle crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by V2I as
the primary countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining light-vehicle crashes
tackled by V2V or AV system categories.
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Figure 11. Distribution of Unimpaired Light-Vehicle Crashes by System, V2I as Primary
Countermeasure
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Figure 12. Annual Target Light-Vehicle Crashes by System, V2I as Primary Countermeasure

II1.4. V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Heavy-Truck Crashes

V21 systems target about 55,000 police-reported heavy-truck crashes annually, with the 95
percent confidence interval between 45,000 and 65,000. If considered as the primary
countermeasure, V21 systems potentially address about 14 percent of all crashes involving at
least one heavy truck. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems deal
with 15 percent of all heavy-truck crashes involving unimpaired drivers as illustrated in Figure
13. About 13 percent of the crashes are classified as “Not Addressed.” The remaining 72
percent of the heavy-truck crashes can potentially be addressed by either V2V or autonomous
systems or both. Figure 14 illustrates the annual target crash data and the 95 percent confidence
intervals for each system category given V2I as the primary countermeasure. Table C3 in
Appendix C lists the annual number of target heavy-truck crashes for each pre-crash scenario
addressed by V2I as the primary countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining
heavy-truck crashes tackled by V2V or AV system categories.
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IV. COMBINED V2V AND V2I SYSTEMS

The combination of V2V and V2I system categories has the potential to intervene in a greater
number of crashes. Table A3 in Appendix A shows the different criteria used to map applicable
crash data to combined V2V and V2I systems as the primary countermeasure and the remaining
crashes to AV systems.

IV.1. Combined V2V and V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in All-Vehicle Crashes

Combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address about 4,503,000 police-reported crashes
annually, with the 95 percent confidence interval between 3,831,000 and 5,175,000. If
considered as the primary countermeasure, these combined systems potentially address about 75
percent of all crashes involving all vehicle types. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol or
drowsiness, these systems deal with 81 percent of all-vehicle crashes involving unimpaired
drivers as shown in Figure 15. Figure 16 presents the annual target crash data and the 95 percent
confidence intervals for each system category given combined V2V and V2I as the primary
countermeasure. Table D1 in Appendix D lists the annual number of target all-vehicle crashes
for each pre-crash scenario addressed by combined V2V and V2I systems as the primary
countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining all-vehicle crashes tackled by AV
systems.

Not Addressed
4%

V2V & V21
81%

Figure 15. Distribution of Unimpaired All-Vehicle Crashes by System, Combined V2V and V2I
Systems as Primary Countermeasure
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Figure 16. Annual Target All-Vehicle Crashes by System, Combined V2V and V2I Systems as
Primary Countermeasure

IV.2. Combined V2V and V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Light-Vehicle
Crashes

Combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address about 4,417,000 police-reported light-
vehicle crashes annually, with the 95 percent confidence interval between 3,759,000 and
5,075,000. If considered as the primary countermeasure, these combined systems potentially
address about 77 percent of all crashes involving at least one light vehicle. Excluding drivers
impaired by alcohol or drowsiness, these systems deal with 83 percent of all light-vehicle crashes
involving unimpaired drivers as shown in Figure 17. Figure 18 presents the annual target crash
data and the 95 percent confidence intervals for each system category given combined V2V and
V2I systems as the primary countermeasure. Table D2 in Appendix D lists the annual number of
target light-vehicle crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by combined V2V and V2I
systems as the primary countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining light-vehicle
crashes tackled by AV systems.
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Figure 17. Distribution of Unimpaired Light-Vehicle Crashes by System, Combined V2V and
V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure
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Figure 18. Annual Target Light-Vehicle Crashes by System, Combined V2V and V2I Systems
as Primary Countermeasure

IV.3. Combined V2V and V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure in Heavy-Truck
Crashes

Combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address about 272,000 police-reported heavy-truck
crashes annually, with the 95 percent confidence interval between 233,000 and 311,000. If
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considered as the primary countermeasure, these combined systems potentially address about 71
percent of all crashes involving at least one heavy truck. Excluding drivers impaired by alcohol
or drowsiness, these systems deal with 72 percent of all heavy-truck crashes involving
unimpaired drivers as shown in Figure 19. Figure 20 presents the annual target crash data and
the 95 percent confidence intervals for each system category given combined V2V and V2I
systems as the primary countermeasure. Table D3 in Appendix D lists the annual number of
target heavy-truck crashes for each pre-crash scenario addressed by combined V2V and V2I
systems as the primary countermeasure, as well as the annual number of remaining heavy-truck
crashes tackled by AV systems.

Not Addressed
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AV
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V2V & V2I
72%

Figure 19. Distribution of Unimpaired Heavy-Truck Crashes by System, Combined V2V and
V2I Systems as Primary Countermeasure

18




350,000

300,000

Target 250,000

Crashes
200,000

150,000

100,000

50,000

V2V & V21 AV Not Addressed
System Category

Figure 20. Annual Target Heavy-Truck Crashes by System, Combined V2V and V2I Systems as
Primary Countermeasure
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V. CONCLUSIONS
V.1. Analytical Results

The results of the analyses show the potential span of effectiveness for the various IntelliDrive
categories of crash avoidance systems in each of the three crash types.

When analyzing the dataset of all police-reported crashes (5,977,000 annual average), the
combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address approximately 4,503,000 or 75 percent.
Figure 21 compares target crashes among the three system categories as well as the V2V and V21
combination. The error bars in Figure 21 refer to the 95 percent confidence intervals of the crash
estimates. Figure 22 compares target crashes among the three system categories as proportions
of all police-reported crashes involving all vehicle types. The proportion represents target
crashes for each system category considered as a primary countermeasure. Table A4 in
Appendix A shows the different criteria used to map applicable crash data to AV systems as the
primary countermeasure and the remaining crashes to V2V and V2I systems.
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Figure 21. Comparison of Annual Target All-Vehicle Crashes
Among System Categories
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Figure 22. Comparison of Relative Target All-Vehicle Crashes
Among System Categories

When analyzing the dataset of all police-reported light-vehicle crashes (5,726,000 annual
average), the combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address approximately 4,417,000 or 77
percent. Figure 23 compares target crashes among the three system categories as well as the
V2V and V2I combination. The error bars in Figure 23 refer to the 95 percent confidence
intervals of the crash estimates. Figure 24 compares target crashes among the three system
categories as proportions of all police-reported crashes involving light vehicle. The proportion
represents target crashes for each system category considered as a primary countermeasure.
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Figure 23. Comparison of Annual Target Light-Vehicle Crashes Among System Categories
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Figure 24. Comparison of Relative Target Light-Vehicle Crashes Among System Categories

When analyzing the dataset of all police-reported heavy-truck crashes (384,000 on average), the
combined V2V and V2I systems potentially address approximately 272,000 or 71 percent.
Figure 25 compares target crashes among the three system categories as well as the V2V and V21
combination. The error bars in Figure 25 refer to the 95 percent confidence intervals of the crash
estimates. Figure 26 compares target crashes among the three system categories as proportions
of all police-reported crashes involving at least one heavy truck. The proportion represents
target crashes for each system category considered as a primary countermeasure.
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Figure 25. Comparison of Annual Target Heavy-Truck Crashes Among System Categories
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Figure 26. Comparison of Relative Target Heavy-Truck Crashes Among System Categories

Figure 27 summarizes the results of the percent applicability of V2V, V2I, and combined V2V
and V2I systems to target all-vehicle, light-vehicle, and heavy-truck crashes. These systems
potentially address a larger portion of light-vehicle crashes than all-vehicle and heavy-truck
crashes. V2V systems have the potential to intervene in a more considerable number of crashes
than V2I systems. Moreover, adding V2I to V2V systems appears to have an insignificant
impact on raising the number of target crashes addressed by V2V systems alone.

100% -

80% -

60%

40%

20% Heavy Trucks

Light Vehicles
0%

AllVehicles

V2l

V2V+V2I

Figure 27. Percent Applicability of System Categories to Target Crash Types
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V.2. Follow-On Research

Follow-on research from this study will involve further updates from relevant databases to
determine the societal costs, describe crash circumstances, identify crash contributing and causal
factors, and quantify the kinematics of pre-crash scenarios. In addition to the NASS GES crash
databases, the National Motor Vehicle Crash Causation Survey database provides information
about the circumstances, contributing factors, and causes of crashes involving light vehicles.
Event Data Recorder data from cases in the NASS Crashworthiness Data System may also be
incorporated to quantify the kinematics of light vehicles in terms of travel speed, brake
application, and deceleration level applied over a span of five seconds before the crash. The
Large Truck Crash Causation Study as well as the NASS GES crash databases contain the
information needed to statistically describe the circumstances, contributing factors, and causes of
pre-crash scenarios involving heavy trucks.

Updating the statistical description of pre-crash scenarios will serve to rank pre-crash scenarios
according to frequency and severity, crash type, and pre-crash characteristics. Ranking will be
based not only on the frequency of occurrence, but also on the crash severity measured by
comprehensive economic costs (values of statistical life) and functional years lost. Moreover,
data on frequency and severity ranking, crash type, and pre-crash characteristics will be analyzed
to identify logical groupings of pre-crash scenarios that might potentially be addressed by a
selected set of IntelliDrive safety applications.

This report focused on safety applications in support of the IntelliDrive safety initiative, which
involve communications among vehicles (V2V) and between vehicles and the infrastructure
(V2I). Thus, results were presented for potential V2V, V2I, and V2V/V2I safety applications.
The results of autonomous vehicle (AV) safety systems were provided for comparison purposes.
Separate analyses are recommended to examine the incremental target crash population that
might be potentially addressed by the V2V/AV, V2I/AV, and V2V/V2I/AV combinations.
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Appendix A. Mapping of Pre-Crash Scenarios to System Categories
Table Al. Mapping of Pre-Crash Scenarios to System Categories - V2V System Primary

Pre-Crash Scenario \?A4 v2i AV
No driver present None None None
Vehicle failure None None All Crashes
Control loss/vehicle action All Crashes None Remaining None Remaining
Control loss/no vehicle action All Crashes None Remaining None Remaining
Running red light 2+ Vehicle Crashes  |All Remaining Crashes  |None Remaining
Running stop sign 2+ Vehicle Crashes  |All Remaining Crashes  [All Remaining Crashes
Road edge departure/maneuver None Speeding Crashes Conditional Speeding Crashes
Road edge departure/no maneuver None Speeding Crashes All Crashes
Road edge departure/backing None None All Crashes
Animal/maneuver None None All Crashes
Animal/no maneuver None None All Crashes
Pedestrian/maneuver None Crosswalk Crashes All Crashes
Pedestrian/no maneuver None Crosswalk Crashes All Crashes
Cyclist/maneuver None None All Crashes
Cyclist/no maneuver None None All Crashes
Backing into vehicle AliCrashes None None
Turning/same direction All Crashes None None Remaining
Parking/same direction All Crashes None None Remaining
Changing lanes/same direction All Crashes None None Remaining
Drifting/same lane All Crashes None None Remaining
Opposite direction/maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Opposite direction/no maneuver Ali Crashes None None Remaining
Rear-end/striking maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle accelerating All Crashes None None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle constant speed All Crashes None None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle decelerating All Crashes None None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle stopped All Crashes None None Remaining
LTAP/OD @ signal All Crashes None Remaining None
Tum right @ signal All Crashes None Remaining None
LTAP/OD @ non signal All Crashes None Remaining None
SCP @ non signal All Crashes None Remaining None
Tum @ non signal All Crashes None Remaining None
Evasive maneuver/maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Evasive maneuver/no maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Rollover None Speeding Crashes Conditional Speeding Crashes
Noncollision - No impact None None None
Object contacted/maneuver None Speeding Crashes Conditional Speeding Crashes
Object contacted/no maneuver None Speeding Crashes All Crashes
Hit and run Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Other - Rear-end All Crashes None None Remaining
Other - Sideswipe All Crashes None None Remaining
Other - Turn Across Path All Crashes None Remaining None
Other - Turn Into Path All Crashes None Remaining None
Other Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
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2+ Vehicle Crashes Countermeasure addresses crashes involving at least 2 vehicles in transport.

All Crashes Countermeasure addresses all crashes.

All Remaining Crashes Countermeasure addresses all remaining crashes not addressed by primary countermeasure.
Conditional Speeding Crashes  [Countermeasure addresses all speeding crashes except those occurring on slippery surface in clear weather.
Crosswalk Crashes Countermeasure addresses all pedestrian crashes occurmring in crosswalks.

None Countermeasure does not address any crashes.

None Remaining Primary countermeasure addresses all crashes.

Speeding Crashes Countermeasure addresses all crashes cited with speeding.

Uncertain Insufficient crash information to assess countermeasure applicability.

Intersection crashes Countermeasure addresses all crashes occurring at intersections only.

LTAP/OD Left Turn Across Path/Opposite Directions

SCP Straight Crossing Paths

It is generally assumed that V2V safety applications would potentially address all crashes that
involve at least two vehicles equipped with basic V2V equipment. It is noteworthy that “not
addressed” crashes include “uncertain” and “none” crashes in the table above.
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Table A2. Mapping of Pre-Crash Scenarios to System Categories - V2I System Primary

Pre-Crash Scenario V21 V2V AV
No driver present None None None
Vehicle failure None None All Crashes
Control loss/vehicle action Speeding Crashes All Remaining Crashes | None Remaining
Control loss/no vehicle action Speeding Crashes All Renmuining Crashes | None Remaining
Running red light All Crashes None Remaining None Remaining
Running stop sign All Crashes None Remaining None Remaining
Road edge departure/maneuver Speeding Crashes None None Remaining
Road edge departure/no maneuver Speeding Crashes None AllRemaining Crashes
Road edge departure/backing None None All Crashes
Animal/maneuver None None All Crashes
Animal/no maneuver None None All Crashes
Pedestrian/maneuver Crosswalk Crashes None Al Remaining Crashes
Pedestrian/no maneuver Crosswalk Crashes None All Remaining Crashes
Cyclist/maneuver None None All Crashes
Cyclist/no maneuver None None All Crashes
Backing into vehicle None All Crashes None
Tuming/same direction None All Crashes All Crashes
Parking/same direction None All Crashes All Crashes
Changing lanes/same direction None All Crashes All Crashes
Drifting/same lane None All Crashes All Crashes
Opposite direction/maneuver None All Crashes None
Opposite direction/no maneuver None All Crashes All Crashes
Rear-end/striking maneuver None All Crashes All Crashes
Rear-end/lead vehicle accelerating None All Crashes All Crashes
Rear-end/lead vehicle constant speed None All Crashes All Crashes
Rear-end/lead vehicle decelerating None All Crashes All Crashes
Rear-end/Lead vehicle stopped None All Crashes All Crashes
LTAP/OD @ signal All Crashes None Remaining None
Tum right @ signal All Crashes None Remaining None
LTAP/OD @ non signal Intersection Crashes | AllRemaining Crashes | None
SCP @ non signal Intersection Crashes | AllRemaining Crashes | None
Tum @ non signal Intersection Crashes | All Remaming Crashes | None
Evasive maneuver/maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Evasive maneuver/no maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Rollover Speeding Crashes None None Remaining
Noncollision - No impact None None None
Object contacted/maneuver Speeding Crashes None None Remaining
Object contacted/no maneuver Speeding Crashes None Al Remaining Crashes
Hit and run Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Other - Rear-end None All Crashes All Crashes
Other - Sideswipe None All Crashes All Crashes
Other - Tum Across Path Intersection Crashes | AllRemaining Crashes | None
Other - Tumn Into Path Intersection Crashes | All Remaining Crashes | None
Other Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
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Control loss

Excessive speed waming that alerts vehicles of overspeeding for the prevailing conditions.

Running red light

Red light violation warning system

Running stop sign

Stop sign violation warning system

Road edge departure

Excessive speed warning that alerts vehicles of overspeeding for the prevailing conditions.

Pedestrian

Pedestrian crossing information at designated intersections

LTAP/OD & Turn right @ signal

Intersection collision warning

LTAP/OD, SCP, & Tum (@ non signal

Intersection collision warning only at intersections, excluding driveways & other locations.

Rollover

Excessive speed warning that alerts vehicles of overspeeding for the prevailing conditions.

Object contacted

Excessive speed warning that alerts vehicles of overspeeding for the prevailing conditions.
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Table A3. Mapping of Pre-Crash Scenarios to System Categories — V2V+V2I System Primary

Pre-Crash Scenario V2V & V21 AV
No driver present None None
Vehicle failure None All Crashes
Control loss/vehicle action All Crashes None Remaining
Control loss/no vehicle action All Crashes None Remaining
Running red light All Crashes None Remaining
Running stop sign All Crashes None Remaining
Road edge departure/maneuver Speeding Crashes |None Remaining
Road edge departure/no maneuver Speeding Crashes  |All Remaining Crashes
Road edge departure/backing None All Crashes
Animal/maneuver None All Crashes
Animal/no maneuver None All Crashes
Pedestrian/maneuver Crosswalk Crashes |All Remaining Crashes
Pedestrian/no maneuver Crosswalk Crashes |All Remaining Crashes
Cyclist/maneuver None All Crashes
Cyclist/no maneuver None All Crashes
Backing into vehicle All Crashes None
Tuming/same direction All Crashes None Remaining
Parking/same direction All Crashes None Remaining
Changing lanes/same direction All Crashes None Remaining
Drifting/same lane All Crashes None Remaining
Opposite direction/maneuver All Crashes None Remaining
Opposite direction/no maneuver All Crashes None Remaining
Rear-end/striking maneuver All Crashes None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle accelerating All Crashes None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle constant speed All Crashes None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle decelerating All Crashes None Remaining
Rear-end/lead vehicle stopped All Crashes None Remaining
LTAP/OD @ signal All Crashes None
Tum right @ signal All Crashes None
LTAP/OD @ non signal All Crashes None
SCP @ non signal All Crashes None
Tum @ non signal All Crashes None
Evasive maneuver/maneuver Uncertain Uncertain
Evasive maneuver/no maneuver Uncertain Uncertain
Rollover Speeding Crashes |None Remaining
Noncollision - No impact None None
Object contacted/maneuver Speeding Crashes |None Remaining
Object contacted/no maneuver Speeding Crashes  |All Rermining Crashes
Hit and run Uncertain Uncertain
Other - Rear-end All Crashes None Remaining
Other - Sideswipe All Crashes None Remaining
Other - Tum Across Path All Crashes None
Other - Turn Into Path All Crashes None
Other Uncertain Uncertain
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Table A4. Mapping of Pre-Crash Scenarios to System Categories — AV System Primary

Pre-Crash Scenario AV v2v V21
No driver present None None None
Vehicle failure All Crashes None None
Control loss/vehicle action Conditional Speeding Crashes |All Remaining Crashes |All Remaining Speeding Crashes
Control loss/no vehicle action Conditional Speeding Crashes [All Remaining Crashes |All Remaining Speeding Crashes
Running red light Single-Vehicle Crashes All Remaining Crashes |All Remaining Crashes
Running stop sign All Crashes None Remaining None Remaining
Road edge departure/maneuver Conditional Speeding Crashes |None All Remaining Speeding Crashes
Road edge departure/no maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Road edge departure/backing All Crashes None None
Animal/maneuver All Crashes None None
Animal/no maneuver All Crashes None None
Pedestrian/maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Pedestrian/no maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Cyclist/maneuver All Crashes None None
Cyclist/no maneuver All Crashes None None
Backing into vehicle None All Crashes None
Tuming/same direction All Crashes None Remaining None
Parking/same direction All Crashes None Remaining None
Changing lanes/same direction All Crashes None Remaining None
Drifting/same lane AllCrashes None Remaining None
Opposite direction/maneuver None All Crashes None
Opposite direction/no maneuver All Crashes None Remaining None
Rear-end/striking maneuver All Crashes None Remaining None
Rear-end/lead vehicle accelerating All Crashes None Remaining None
Rear-end/lead vehicle constant speed |All Crashes None Remaining None
Rear-end/lead vehicle decelerating All Crashes None Remaining None
Rear-end/Lead vehicle stopped All Crashes None Remaining None
LTAP/OD @ signal None All Crashes All Crashes
Turn right @ signal None All Crashes All Crashes
LTAP/OD @ non signal None All Crashes Intersection Crashes
SCP @ non signal None All Crashes Intersection Crashes
Tum @ non signal None All Crashes Intersection Crashes
Evasive maneuver/maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Evasive maneuver/no maneuver Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Rollover Conditional Speeding Crashes {None All Remaining Speeding Crashes
Noncollision - No impact None None None
Object contacted/maneuver Conditional Speeding Crashes |None All Remaining Speeding Crashes
Object contacted/no maneuver All Crashes None None Remaining
Hit and run Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
Other - Rear-end All Crashes None Remaining None
Other - Sideswipe All Crashes None Remaining None
Other - Tum Across Path None All Crashes Intersection Crashes
Other - Tum Into Path None All Crashes Intersection Crashes
Other Uncertain Uncertain Uncertain
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Vehicle failure Component status monitor that alerts the driver to a potential failure in tire, brake, engine, etc.

Control loss Excessive speed waming that correlates map information to vehicle speed and controls.

Running red light Lane departure wamning, lane keeping system, or obstacle detection warning

Running stop sign Stop sign violation warning that correlates map information to vehicle speed and controls.

Road edge departure Lane departure warning or lane keeping system in pre-event no maneuver.

Road edge departure/backing Back up warning system that detects objects and parked vehicles directly behind vehicle.
Animal/pedestrian/cyclist Forward crash waming that detects animals, pedestrians, or cyclists.

Backing into vehicle None since this involves vehicles in pre-event perpendicular directions where host is backing & tuming.

Tuming/parking/changing lanes/drifting

Lane change waming or blind spot detection

Opposite direction

Lane departure waming or lane keeping system in pre-event no maneuver.

Rear-end scenarios

Rear-end crash waming or adaptive cruise control.

Rollover

Excessive speed warning that comelates map information to vehicle speed and controls.

Object contacted/maneuver

Excessive speed waming that correlates map information to vehicle speed and controls.

Object contacted/no maneuver

Lane departure warning or lane keeping systemin pre-event no maneuver.
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