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Admonition Statement

This document is exempt from open records, discovery or admission under Alabama Law and 23 U.S.C. 
§§ 148(h)(4) and 409. The collection of safety data is encouraged to actively address safety issues 
on regional, local, and site-speciÀc levels. Congress has laws, 23 U.S.C. §148(h)(4) and 23 U.S.C. § 
409 which prohibit the production under open records and the discovery or admission of crash and 
safety data from being admitted into evidence in a Federal or state court proceeding. This document 
contains text, charts, tables, graphs, lists, and diagrams for the purpose of identifying and evaluating 
safety enhancements in this region. These materials are protected under 23 U.S.C. §409 and 23 U.S.C. 
§148(h)(4). In addition, the Alabama Supreme Court in Ex parte Alabama Dept. of Transp., 757 So. 2d 
371 (Ala. 1999) found that these are sensitive materials exempt from the Alabama Open Records Act. 

ii

DR
AF
T



Table of ContentsResolution

iii

DR
AF
T



Acronyms

AADT  Annual Average Daily TrafÀc

ADECA  Alabama Department of Economic 
  and Community Affairs

ALDOT  Alabama Department of  
  Transportation

ALS  Advanced Life Support

AoPP   Areas of Persistent Poverty

ATRIP-II  Alabama Transportation  
  Rehabilitation and Improvement 
   Program-II

CARE  Critical Analysis Reporting  
  Environment

CMAQ  Congestion Mitigation and Air  
  Quality Improvement Program

CPI  Consumer Price Index

CRP   Carbon Reduction Program

DUI   Driving Under the InÁuence

EPDO   Equivalent Property Damage Only

ETC   Equitable Transportation  
  Community

FHWA   Federal Highway Administration

FTA   Federal Transit Administration

FYA  Flashing Yellow Arrow

GFO  Guidelines for Operation

HIN   High Injury Network

HRRR   High Risk Rural Roads

HSIP   Highway Safety Improvement  
  Program

INFRA   Infrastructure for Rebuilding 
  America

KSI   Fatal and Serious Injury

LEDs  Light Emitting Diodes

LRSI   Local Road Safety Initiative

LRSP  Local Road Safety Plan

MMUCC  Model Minimum Uniform Crash  
  Criteria

MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization

MUTCD Manual on Uniform TrafÀc Control 
  Devices

NHPP  National Highway Performance  
  Program

NHS   National Highway System

NHTSA  National Highway TrafÀc Safety 
  Administration

PCSi   Proven Safety Countermeasure 
  Initiative

PHB   Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon

PROTECT  Promoting Resilient Operations for 
  Transformative, EfÀcient, and Cost 
  Saving Transportation

RAISE   Rebuilding American Infrastructure 
  with Sustainability & Equity 

RCP   Reconnecting Communities and  
  Neighborhoods

RHCP   Railway-Highway Crossings Program

RIRO  Right In - Right Out

RRFB   Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon

RTP   Recreational Trails Program

SAP   Safety Action Plan

SHSP   Strategic Highway Safety Plan

SRTS   Safe Routes to School Program

SS4A   Safe Streets and Roads for All

SSA   Safe System Approach

STBG   Surface Transportation Block Grant

TAP   Transportation Alternatives Program

USDOT  United States Department of 
  Transportation

VRU   Vulnerable Road User 

iv

DR
AF
T



Table of ContentsTable of Contents

Contents
Resolution ............................................................................................................................................. iii

Acronyms ............................................................................................................................................ iv

01. Acknowledgements ..................................................................................................................... 1

02. Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 2

03. Guiding Principles .......................................................................................................................... 4

04. Safety Data Analysis ..................................................................................................................... 8

05. Public Engagement .................................................................................................................... 44

06. Equity Considerations ................................................................................................................. 55

07. Project Selection & Countermeasures ...................................................................................... 62

08. Emergency Response ................................................................................................................. 88

09. Policy and Process Changes ..................................................................................................... 92

10. Performance Evaluations ........................................................................................................... 94

Appendix A: Intermediate and Long-Term Priority Projects  ...................................................... 100

List of Tables
Table 3.1 — Crashes by Severity .......................................................................................................................7

Table 4.1 — Top Crash Trends .........................................................................................................................11

Table 4.2 — Costs based on Crash Severity ..................................................................................................26

Table 4.3 — Frequency and Crash Severity ..................................................................................................27

Table 5.1 — Safety Concerns We Heard .......................................................................................................53

Table 6.1 — Underserved Community Equity Analysis .................................................................................56

Table 7.1 — Safety Task Force Priorities for Selecting Safety Projects ........................................................63

Table 7.2 — Short Term Priority Projects for Systemic Routes .......................................................................69

Table 7.3 — Short Term Priority Projects for Site SpeciÀc County Routes ...................................................78

Table 8.1 — Chambers County Emergency Response Services ................................................................88

Table 8.2 — Performance Data as a Percentage of 911 Responses .........................................................90

Table 8.3 — Emergency Services Distances ..................................................................................................90

Table 10.1 — Performance Metrics Crash Data (2019-2023) ......................................................................95

Table A1 — Intermediate and Long-Term Priority Projects for Systemic Routes .....................................101

Table A2 — Intermediate and Long-Term Priority Projects for Site SpeciÀc Routes ................................103

v

DR
AF
T



Table of ContentsTable of Contents

List of Figures
Figure 4.1 — Crashes by Severity ....................................................................................................... 8

Figure 4.2 — Fatality Rates per Capita ........................................................................................... 10

Figure 4.3 — Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes ................................................................................ 10

Figure 4.4 — Chambers County High Injury Network .................................................................... 29

Figure 4.5 —  Single Vehicle Crashes High Injury Network ............................................................ 31

Figure 4.6 — Negotiating A Curve Crashes High Injury Network ................................................. 33

Figure 4.7 — Overturn / Rollover Crashes High Injury Network ..................................................... 35

Figure 4.8 — Head On Crashes High Injury Network ..................................................................... 37

Figure 4.9 — Fixed Object / Roadway Departure Crashes High Injury Network ........................ 39

Figure 4.10 — Vulnerable Road User Crashes High Injury Network .............................................. 41

Figure 5.1 — Community Engagement .......................................................................................... 50

Figure 5.2 — Public behavioral safety concerns in Chambers County ...................................... 53

Figure 5.3 — Public roadway infrastructure concerns in Chambers County ............................. 53

Figure 5.4 — Age Group of Survey Respondents .......................................................................... 54

Figure 5.5 — Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents ..................................................................... 54

Figure 6.1 — Chambers County Underserved Communities ....................................................... 57

Figure 6.2 — Median Age in Chambers County ........................................................................... 58

Figure 6.3 — Median Household Income in Chambers County .................................................. 59

Figure 6.4 — Minority Population Percentage in Chambers County .......................................... 60

Figure 6.5 — Percentage of Households with No Vehicle in Chambers County ....................... 61

Figure 7.1—  Systemic Routes ........................................................................................................... 67

Figure 7.2 — Site SpeciÀc County Routes  ...................................................................................... 79

Figure 7.3 — Road Safety Assessments (RSAs) in Chambers County .......................................... 82

vi

DR
AF
T



Chambers County extends its sincerest gratitude to the community members and leaders who 
dedicated their time and effort to serve on the Safety Action Plan Task Force. Their involvement 
throughout the development of the Safety Action Plan helped guide discussions, inform decisions, 
and voice the concerns of Chambers County residents. The Safety Action Plan Task Force was an 
important mechanism to ensure this plan reÁects the needs of the community and its roadway safety 
priorities. This type of collaboration embodies “Strength Woven In,” demonstrating the power of unity 
and shared commitment to building a safer future for all.

Josh Harvill

Jake Thomas

Daniel Lundy

Jeff Nelson

Doug Jones

Sam Bradford

James Williams, Sr. 

Chris Busby

Andie Roberts

Carrie Wood

Rachel Snoddy

Benji Mitchum

DeAnna Hand

Allen Tucker

LC Marshall

Kathy Hornsby

James Doody

Matt Shiver

Tim Barnett

Jim Byard, Jr. 

Shardae’ King

Becky White

Veronica Ramirez

Highway Department

Highway Department

Formerly with the Highway Department

Sheriff’s Department

County Commission

County Commission

County Commission 

Development Authority

Development Authority

Greater Valley Area Chamber of Commerce

Extension OfÀce
School District

LaFayette Main Street

LaFayette Rotary Club

Valley Lions Club

Chambers County 911 & EMA

LaFayette Fire and EMS

Lanett Fire and EMS

Tim Barnett, P.E., TrafÀc Safety Consultant
Byard Associates

Sain Associates

Sain Associates

Sain Associates

Acknowledgements
01

1

DR
AF
T



Background
Chambers County is located in the east central 
portion of the state of Alabama along the Georgia 
state line and is home to over 34,000 residents. 
LaFayette serves as the county seat, while Valley 
is the largest city located within the County. 

Between 2019 and 2023, 4,066 crashes occurred 
on public roadways in Chambers County. These 
motor vehicle crashes resulted in 51 fatalities, 194 
individuals sustaining serious injuries, and 997 non-
incapacitating or possible injuries. Among the 
fatalities and serious injuries, approximately one-
third occurred on county-maintained roadways.

Acknowledging that even one life lost is too 
many, Chambers County leaders are committed 
to making signiÀcant improvements in roadway 
infrastructure and fostering a stronger culture of 
safety.

Reducing fatal and serious injury crashes is a top 
priority shared by the partners and transportation 
safety stakeholders in Chambers County. With 
that safety focus, Chambers County previously 
participated in an Alabama Department of 
Transportation (ALDOT) sponsored initiative 
to prepare a Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP). 
The LRSP initiative was designed to support 
Alabama’s commitment to safer streets and 
highways through data-driven planning, targeted 
infrastructure investment, and coordinated policy 
implementation. 

In 2021, Chambers County prepared an LRSP which supports the vision of the Alabama Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) goal of a Àfty percent reduction in fatalities and serious injuries by 2035. The 
LRSP highlighted the need for systemic safety countermeasures on county-maintained roads, including 
updated compliant signage, high-visibility pavement markings, and shoulder or centerline rumble 
strips to address and reduce motor-vehicle crashes. The plan focused on identifying cost effective 
countermeasures and safety investments that could be applied systemically.  

Following implementation of the recommended LRSP projects, Chambers County pursued funding 
from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant program to 
prepare a comprehensive Safety Action Plan to identify any additional safety strategies or projects 
that could help further advance the goal of reducing fatal and serious injury crashes. 

Introduction
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The Safety Action Plan
Chambers County developed this comprehensive SAP to develop a data-driven strategy for reducing 
serious injuries and fatalities on county-maintained roadways. This plan focuses on vehicle crashes 
involving drivers, passengers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other roadway users. This SAP was developed 
in collaboration with community leaders and key stakeholders to guide future safety-focused initiatives, 
with an emphasis on prioritizing county-maintained roadway and infrastructure improvements.  

This SAP is aligned with the Safe System Approach (SSA) and guided by the principle that the only 
acceptable number of fatalities on our roadways is zero. The SSA recognizes that people will make 
mistakes and that humans have limited ability to tolerate crash impacts. Our transportation system and 
policies should be designed and implemented to ensure those mistakes do not lead to serious injuries 
or fatalities.

The SSA is a holistic method that encourages a sense of shared responsibility, redundancy in the system, 
and a proactive approach. While the SSA is a relatively new concept in the United States, the safety 
strategy has been implemented in other countries since the 1990’s. The SSA strives to foster a culture of 
safety with the expectation that all users of the roadway system, regardless of mode, will be protected 
from being fatally or seriously injured. Achieving this goal is a shared responsibility among everyone 
who plans, designs, constructs, maintains, and uses the transportation system. This includes planners 
and engineers, as well as elected ofÀcials who oversee policy decisions that inÁuence road safety.

Source: FWHA

Guiding Principles
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For the purposes of this Safety Action Plan, an 
in-depth safety review and data analysis was 
performed. The scope included all roadways 
within Chambers County but with a focus on the 
county-maintained roads.

The analysis covered crash data for a Àve-year 
period from 2019 through 2023. The analysis was 
completed by retrieving crash data from the 
Critical Analysis Reporting Environment (CARE) 
developed and maintained by the Center for 
Advanced Public Safety within the University of 
Alabama.

During the Àve years from 2019 through 2023, 
Chambers County had 4,066 crashes on public 
roads. During the Àve years, there were 46 Fatal 
crashes (resulting in 51 Type-K fatalities), 146 
suspected serious Injury Crashes (194 Type-A 
injuries), 373 Non-Incapacitating Injury Crashes 
(498 Type-B injuries), 363 Possible Injury Crashes 
(499 Type-C injuries), 3,048 Property Damage-
Only crashes, and 90 unknown-severity crashes. 
The total values provided within the parentheses 
for fatalities and injuries are estimated based on 
CARE data.

4,066
Total Crashes

146
Total Serious 

Injury Crashes

46
Total Fatal 
Crashes

Safety Data Analysis
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Figure 4.1 — Crashes by Severity

Crashes by Severity
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Figure 4.2 — Fatality Rates per Capita

Figure 4.3 — Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes

Fatality Rates per Capita

Fatal and Serious Injury Crashes
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Public Involvement
Engagement with local communities, multidisciplinary stakeholders, and residents across Chambers 
County played a critical role in determining the focus of this Safety Action Plan. The goals of the 
plan were shaped through a collaborative process that incorporated conversations and feedback 
from the community, stakeholder dialogue, and supporting data and evidence. Continued strategic 
collaboration will be essential to ensure the plan’s successful implementation.

To enhance coordinated efforts across Chambers County, a set of public involvement goals were 
established to reinforce and expand the existing collaborative network. 

 
Public Involvement Goals:

Public Engagement
05

1. Increase recognition, engagement, and acceptance of the 
importance of transportation safety.
Use branding and consistent messaging to help citizens recognize and respond 
to outreach efforts and build acceptance of transportation safety as a shared 
responsibility of all community members in Chambers County.

2. Build trust in the community for decisions developed in the Safety 
Action Plan process.
Use data-driven analysis and transparent communications to build trust 
among citizens in the legitimacy of the Safety Action Plan process and its 
recommendations.

3. Encourage community collaboration through information sharing 
and education.
Conduct collaborative workshops with stakeholders to share detailed technical 
data, gather feedback, and encourage consensus-based decision making. Use 
surveys and pop-up engagements at community events to share information 
and gather public input.

4. Establish communication channels and build a following for 
ongoing messaging and education about transportation safety.
Develop and post safety-related content on the County’s social media platforms 
and website to build followers, disseminate educational resources, and improve 
the transportation safety culture in Chambers County.

5. Incorporate community knowledge into the Safety Action Plan’s 
analysis and recommendations.
Gather insights from a public survey and community engagement feedback to 
enhance and reÀne the data-driven safety analysis and recommendations.
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https://chamberscountyal.gov/departments/highway-department/ss4a










Figure 5.1 — Community Engagement

Community Engagement at a glance
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Community-based 
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Figure 5.5 — Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents

Figure 5.4 — Age Group of Survey Respondents

Race/Ethnicity of Survey Respondents

Age Group of Survey Respondents
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Figure 6.1 — Chambers County Underserved Communities
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Figure 6.2 — Median Age in Chambers County

The median age map for Chambers County shown in Figure 6.2 exhibits that many of the northern 
and central census areas have higher median ages, generally in the 45–50 and over-50 ranges. These 
areas with older populations may have heightened vulnerability in trafÀc safety outcomes. Research 
shows that older adults tend to experience more severe outcomes when involved in crashes, due 
to increased physical fragility and longer recovery times. While the map itself does not show crash 
locations, the concentration of older residents in these zones suggests the importance of prioritizing 
safety countermeasures that reduce crash severity and make the built roadway environment a more 
forgiving one.
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Figure 6.3 — Median Household Income in Chambers County

Figure 6.3 represents the Household Median Income across census tracts. A review of this economic 
metric across Chambers County indicates that many of the central and northern areas have lower 
median incomes, commonly below $40,000 or within the $40,000–$45,000 range. Lower-income 
communities often experience additional trafÀc safety challenges, including limited access to newer 
vehicles with advanced safety features and, in many cases, limited access to a vehicle at all. Individuals 
without reliable transportation may be forced to walk along roadways that, in a rural county such 
as Chambers, typically lack adequate pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks, marked crossings, or 
lighting. Combined with roadway infrastructure that may not be as well maintained, these factors 
increase exposure and elevate the risk of severe outcomes for lower-income residents.
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Figure 6.4 — Minority Population Percentage in Chambers County

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, minority populations refer to all groups other than non-Hispanic 
White and are shown in Figure 6.4. The highest percentage of minority population in Chambers County 
is in the eastern (more than 60%) and central portion (45% - 60%) of the County. Minority populations in 
rural counties can experience conditions that elevate roadway safety risks. These communities often 
face historical underinvestment in transportation infrastructure, which can result in fewer roadways 
that are designed to adequately support vulnerable users. In some instances, minority households can 
have lower vehicle access and may rely more heavily on walking or shared rides to meet daily needs. 
In areas without adequate pedestrian facilities, lighting, or safe crossings, this increases exposure to 
trafÀc and the likelihood of being involved in a severe crash. Socioeconomic disparities can further 
compound these vulnerabilities, making equitable safety improvements particularly important in 
minority communities
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Figure 6.5 — Percentage of Households with No Vehicle in Chambers County

Figure 6.5 depicts the percentage of households with no vehicle in Chambers County. The central 
section of Chambers County, which includes the City of LaFayette, demonstrates that more than 25% 
of households do not have access to a vehicle. This means many residents depend more heavily 
on walking, bicycling, or other shared ride options, which increases their exposure to trafÀc conÁicts, 
particularly in communities that were historically designed to prioritize vehicles over other modes of 
transportation. In a rural area with limited pedestrian infrastructure, this lack of vehicle access can 
heighten safety risks for vulnerable road users.

Given the low rate of vehicle ownership in central Chambers County, it would be advisable for 
county ofÀcials to consider the feasibility of implementing an on-demand rural transit service. Due to 
the county’s relatively low population density, a curb-to-curb model would be the most appropriate 
approach, providing residents with reliable transportation to essential destinations such as medical 
appointments, health services, and other necessary household trips.
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