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| ntroduction

Thisreport represents an integral part of WV’s effortsto
monitor and increase saf ety belt useinthe state. The primary
purpose of thisreport isto systematically document the safety
belt use rate and identify the primary sources of variationin
seat belt use for the state of West Virginia. The 2014
Observational Survey of Safety Belt Use in West Virginia
was conducted under the direction of theWest VirginiaDivision
of Motor Vehicles, Governor’'s Highway Safety Program
(GHSP).

In 2011, the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA) issued new Uniform Criteria for
State Observationa Surveys of Seat Belt Use. The revised
requirementswere duein part to technological improvements
in road inventories and greater knowledge of the factors that
might affect survey accuracy and reliability of estimates. Thus,
NHTSA revised the Uniform Criteria so that future surveys
would give States more accurate data to guide their occupant
protection programs. The current report represents WV's
response to the requirement to submit to NHTSA astudy and
datacollection protocol for an annual state survey to estimate
passenger vehicle occupant restraint use.

The methodol ogy described in thisreport isfully compliant
with the Uniform Criteria and was used to guide the
implementation and completion of WV's 2014 safety belt
survey. Whilethe present survey design and methodology is
similar to years past, it has been updated to meet NHTSA's
new requirements. The survey utilized amulti-stage, stratified
cluster sampling procedure to identify 132 sites for vehicle
and occupant observations. Observations were conducted in
14 counties in the state stratified by 3 regions, with 8 to 10
observation sites per each county.

Observers recorded safety belt information on 16,106
driversand 4,199 outboard front seat passengersfor atotal of
20,305 observations. However, observerswere ableto record
seat belt use for all 20,305 observations. As aresult, safety
belt use was able to be determined for all 16,106 drivers and
the 4,199 passengers, resulting in a statewide nonresponse
rate of 0.00% for the 2014 survey, compared to anonresponse
rate of 7.68% for the 2013 survey.

The 2013 safety belt rate in WV is estimated at 87.8%,
up roughly five percentage points from 2013. The 2014

statewide safety belt use rate of 87.8% has a standard error
of +/- 1.18% (relative standard error = 1.34%), well within
the standard requirement of 2.5% set forth by NHTSA. The
peak for safety belt usein WV occurred in 2007, at arate of
89.6%. All 14 counties had safety belt use rates between 75.0%
and 95.0% in 2014, compared to thirteen countiesin 2013.

Report Highlights...

e Observersrecorded safety belt information on 16,106
drivers and 4,199 outboard front seat passengers for a
total of 20,305 observationsin 2014.

* The safety belt use rate in West Virginia steadily
increased each year between 2000 and 2007, but declined
for three consecutive years until an increase in 2011
(84.9%), followed by successivedeclinesto 82.2%in 2013
until afive percentage point increasein 2014.

* The 2013 safety belt useratein WV is estimated at
87.83%, up roughly five percentage points from 2013.

e Only one county had a safety belt use rate less than
80.0% in 2014, with Jefferson County at 76.5%, even
after a nearly thirteen percentage point increase in seat
belt use from 2013.

* All 14 counties surveyed in 2014 had safety belt use
rates between 75.0% and 95.0%, with increasesin all but
two counties from 2013 observations.

e Thesafety belt use rate for driversonly in 2014 was
87.7%, with Cabell (93.0%), Mercer (94.7%), Harrison
(92.3%), Mason (90.9%), and Monongalia (94.1%)
counties having use rates above ninety percent.

e Substantial differences in driver and passenger use
of safety beltsacrossgender wasfound in 2014. Generally
speaking, male passengers were less likely to use safety
belts compared to females, regardliess of whether they
were a driver or passenger.

West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2014 1



Organization of the Report

This report begins with a discussion of the sampling
procedures and methods used to obtain an estimate of the
safety belt use rate in WV. Procedures for the selection of
counties, stratification of roadways, and observation sitesare
alsodescribed. Thisisfollowed by apresentation of theresults
beginning with the statewide safety belt use rate and trends
over the past decade. A summary of the characteristics of
occupants, vehicles, and observation sitesis provided. This
report concludes with an analysis of selected characteristics
of vehicle occupants and observation sites. It is anticipated
that thisinformation will help toidentify the conditionsinwhich
safety belts are more or less likely to be used in the state.

Report Highlights...

* Large differences in belt use between male and
femaledriverswere observed in 2014 for many counties,
with only two countiesexceeding aten percent difference
across gender. Thisis down from six countiesin 2013.

*  Only Monongalia County had a use rate for male
passengers above 90.0% in 2013. Two additional
counties (Cabell and Mason) had a use rate for male
passengers above 90.0% in 2014.

e Pickup truck drivers and passengers were the least
likely occupantsto be observed wearing a safety beltin
2013 and 2014.

e The total safety belt use rate for pickup truck
occupants was 82.6%, regardless of whether the
occupant was a driver or passenger in 2014. Thisis up
nearly 6 percentage points from teh rate of 76.7% in
2013.

e The Eastern Panhandle observed large increasesin
seat belt use between 2013 and 2014, making it more
similar in belt use rates in other regions of the state.

e Driversand passengers traveling on interstates and
principle arterials had higher rates of use compared to
other types of roadwaysin both 2013 and 2014.

M ethods

DataCoallection

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) issued new Uniform Criteria for State.
Observational Surveys of Seat Belt Use in Federal Register
Vol. 76, No. 63 (April 1, 2011, Rules and Regulations, pp.
18042 —18059). The current report representsWest Virginid's
response to the requirement to submit to NHTSA astudy and
datacollection protocol for an annual state survey to estimate
passenger vehicle occupant restraint use. The current
methodol ogy isfully compliant with the Uniform Criteriaand
was utilized for the implementation of WV's2014 safety belt
survey.

The present survey design and methodology is similar to
years past, but updated to meet NHTSA’'s updated
requirements. The sample was selected using a multistage,
stratified cluster sampling procedure. The State is divided
into 55 counties, with passenger vehiclefataitiesranging from
117 in those five years (Kanawha County) to just 1 (Webster
County). Thirty-three of the counties account for 85.6 percent
of al passenger vehiclefatalitiesover thoseyears. The present
survey draws observation sitesfrom 14 of those counties, the
same sample size as in previous years. A total of 132
observation siteswere selected resulting 8 or 10 per acounty.

The 2014 observation survey design involved afive step
process. The stepsincluded: a) the sel ection of counties based
on vehicle occupant fatalities and regions of the state; b) the
stratification of roads based on functional use classes; c) the
selection of specific road segments within each stratum and
county; d) the development of safety belt use estimation
procedures and computations; and €) the establishment of data
collection and quality procedures consistent with NHTSA
regquirements.

County Selection. A total of 33 counties were identified
as having the most passenger vehicle occupant fatalities
between 2005 and 2009. These countiesaccounted for 85.6%
of all fatalities during this time period. Of the 33 counties, a
total of 14 were selected for inclusion in the 2014 observation
survey representing all threeregionsof the state. Theselection
procedure involved dividing the state into three geographic
regions. Then alocating the number of countiesto be selected

2 West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2014



by region based on the number of qualified counties in the
region, and within region making probability proportional to
size (PPS) selections with the odds of selection proportional
to the county’s total DVMT. The selected counties and
identified regions of the state are shown on the map in Appendix
A.

Roadway Stratification and Definitions. To determinethe
distribution of the number of observation sites across counties,
the2014 survey designidentified 132 total sites. A large number
of observation sites were necessary to meet NHTSA’s
regquirement of having astandard error no greater than 2.5%.
The 132 sites were determined by the mix of counties and
road type distributions within counties. Consistent with
NHTSA guidelines, the 2014 survey excludesrural local roads
in non-Metropolitan Statistical Area counties. Road strata
include Interstates, Other Expressways, Other Principal
Arterials, Minor Arterials, Collectors, and Local Roads
(excluding rura local roadsin non-MSA counties). Each of
the 14 counties has road segments in four or al five road
strata. The current survey utilizes 2 segmentsin each stratum,
for atotal of 8 to 10 segments per a county.

Roadway Segment and Site Selection. Toidentify specific
roadway segments, the approach involved a probability
proportionateto size (PPS) procedure, with daily vehicle-miles-
traveled or DVMT asthe “size.” Segments were randomly
drawn from within county-stratum populations of road
segments, with the probability of drawing any segment
proportional to its proportion of the total DVMT within the
county-stratum. Sampling called for selecting twicethe number
of road segmentsrequired, retaining the order of selection, in
order to providefor the necessary sample and an equal number
of alternates, or “spares’ segments. A total of 8 certainty
segmentsamong the 132 primary and alternate segmentswere
selected and distributed acrossthe roadway functional strata.

Prior to actual datacollection, specific locations for data
observations were selected based on visits to the locations,
maps, and/or on-lineroad level images. Thedirection of travel
to be observed was randomly selected for each segment and/
or site. Sites were selected based on having a clear view of
thevehiclesand taking into account observer and traffic safety.
Efforts were also made to selected observation sites where
traffic naturally Slowsin an effort to improve accuracy. When
specific site locations were unusable or not able to provide a

Report Highlights...

* The 2014 Observational Survey of Safety Belt Use
in West Virginia used a multi-stage, stratified cluster
sampling procedure to identify 132 sites for vehicle and
occupant observations.

* TheNational Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) issued new Uniform Criteria for State.
Observational Surveysof Seat Belt Usein Federal Register
Vol. 76, No. 63 (April 1, 2011, Rulesand Regulations, pp.
18042 —18059).

e Thepresent survey design and methodology issimilar
to years past, but updated to meet NHTSA’s updated
requirements.

clear view of belt use, observers chose alternate locations
within the road segment where they could more effectively
observe the same traffic stream. Details and reasons for
changing locations were documented. A complete list of
selected primary road segmentsis provided in Appendix B.

Seat Belt Rate and Standard Error Calculations. Seat
belt use rates were calculated using formulas based on the
proportion of the State’s total DVMT “represented” by the
site. Seat belt use rate calculations followed a four-step
process. First, estimated rates were calculated for each road
type stratum within each county. The general formula for
combining observed belt use rates from observation sites on
individual segments, for asingle county-stratum, isshownin
formula(1).

This formula is used when the county-stratum contains
certainty segments. The contribution of each segment to the
overall county-stratum rateis proportional tothe“size” of the
segment’s contribution to the entire county-stratum traffic (i.e.,
its DVMT, adjusted by the inverse of the probability of the
segment’s being selected into the sample):

ZI:DVMTi(j)leVi(j)kI pi(i)kI
ZI:DVM'I'i(j)MV\/i(j)m

P =

)
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where i(j) = county i within region j, k = stratum, | = site

within stratum and county, DVMT,,, = DVMT for segment
| in county-stratum i(j)k, and P = the observed seat belt
userateat sitei(j)kl =B, . /O .., whereB. = total number

i)kl i)k’ i)kl
of belted occupants (drivers and outboard front-seat

passengers) observed at the site, Oy = total number of
occupants with known belt use observed at the site; and W,
= the inverse of the probability of segment I's selection, as
described above:

(certainty segments) W, = 1.00 or (random segments)

O

N
Zl DVMT | }um

W — =
n* DVMT

(K

i(j)u

where N = total number of segments in county-stratum i(j)k
excluding the certainty segmentsand n = number of segments
to be randomly selected excluding certainty segments.

In the case where there were no certainty segments in the
county-stratum, formula (1) reduces to the simple formula

(1a):

M(j)k

Bk = IZl: Piciya ! Mgk (1a)

where i(j) = county i within region j, k = stratum, | = site
within stratum and county, M = number of sites within the
stratum-county combination, and p..,, = the observed seat

i)kl
belt use rate at site i(j)kl = B. where B = tota

l(j)kI/Oi(j)kI ! i)k

number of belted occupants (drivers and outboard front-seat
passengers) observed at the site, and Oy = total number of
occupants with known belt use observed at the site.

Second, a county-by-county seat belt use rate, Py Was
obtained by combining county-stratum seat belt use rates
across strata within counties, weighted by the stratum’s
relative contribution to total county DVMT:

D DVMT, 5, Py

k
Zk: DVMT,

Piciy = )

where DVMT, = the DVMT of all roads in stratum k in
county i(j), and Py = Seat belt use rate for stratum k in

county i(j).

In the third step, category-weighted seat belt use rates for
each region of counties will be obtained by combining and
weighting the rates from the sampled countiesin each region
by their DVMT values and probabilities of being selected:

ZDVMTi(J)\Ni(J)pi(J)

p4 =
] ZDVM-I-i(J)\M(J) (3)

where DVMT,, = total DVMT for county i in region j and
W, = theinverse of the probability of the county’s selection:

Ni(i)

Z DVMT,
W, = 1 for certainty countiesand W, | = —=

Ny * DVMT

where N. 0> the number of high-fatality countiesin region j
and n,, = the number of those counties selected.

Finally, the statewide belt use proportion will be calcul ated by
combining the category proportions weighted by their
proportion of statewide DVMT:

3
> DVMT, p,

j=1

p=-7F——"—
> DVMT,

=t

4

Theresult will beacombination of theindividual site seat belt
use rates weighted to reflect each site’'s importance in total
State DVMT.

4 West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2014



Standard error of estimate values were estimated through a
jackknife approach, based on the general formula:

n -1&, . .
5, =[”T;(n —D? 5

where & » = Standard deviation (standard error) of the
estimated statewide seat belt use proportion p (equivalent
to p inthe notation of formulas 1-4), n = the number of sites,
i.e,132,and =theestimated statewide belt use proportion
with sitei excluded from the calculation.

The relative error rate, i.e, 6,/ P, was calculated, as well
as the 95% confidence interval, i.e, P+1.965,. These
valuesarereported for the overall statewide seatbelt userate.

Procedures

Specific datacollection procedures were established prior
totheinitiation of datacollection. The procedureswereguided
by the updated 2011 Uniform Criteriafor State. Observational
Surveys of Seat Belt Use established by NHTSA.

Safety Belt Observer Instruction and Data Collection
Form. A two-pageinstruction form was developed for review
by observers to ensure knowledge of the guidelines for
conducting site observations (Appendix C). The Safety Belt
Observer Instruction Form was provided to each site observer.
Moreover, each observer was encouraged to review the
guidelineson aperiodic basis. The guidelines detailed some
various aspects of survey data collection including:

* Length of observation period would be exactly 60
minutes;

» Vehicletypesto include were passenger vehicles,
including cars, pickup trucks, sport utility vehiclesand
vans,

»  Observable occupantsincluded driversand outboard,
front seat passengers. Children in afront seat child
restraint would be excluded, however, children that

are unrestrained and in the front seat would be
counted;

+ Eachlaneof trafficin onedirection would be observed
for an equal amount of time;

*  Onheavy traffic roadways, if traffic was moving too
fast to observe every vehicle, areference point up
the road in the appropriate lane was to be picked.
Thefocal point would indicate anext vehicle for
observation after the last vehicle had been recorded:;

» Ifrain, fog or inclement weather occurred, the
observer wasto wait 15 minutesto seeif it would
stop. If bad weather persisted, the site was to be
rescheduled for another day upon the approval of a
supervisor; and

» If construction compromised asite, the observer was
told to move one block in either direction so that the
same stream of traffic could be observed. If this
would not work, an alternate site would be
selected based on approval from a supervisor.

Observationa detailsincluded exact location, direction of
traffic to be observed, date, day of week, weather conditions,
start time, type of vehicle, driver and passenger gender, and
safety belt use. These data elements were requisite to 2014
datacollection. A copy of WV'’sseat belt observationformis
located in Appendix D.

Observers. Observerswere hired and trained under the
direction of the Governor’s Highway Safety Program. These
observers performed al field data collection. Prior to any
datacollection, all observersreceived approximately one day
of training. The observersreceived classroom instruction and
then spent several hours in the field practicing the
observations. The accuracy of observers was determined
by comparing the simultaneous observation of the sametraffic
by different observers, and differences were discussed and
resolved. Thisapproach has been used successfully over the
last several years. Twelve individuals served as observers
and 2 individualsacted as quality control monitors.

Training also included instruction on rescheduling

West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2014 5



observations at a site when the original schedule is
compromised (e.g., through inclement weather or temporary
traffic disruption), and on obtaining and scheduling
observations at an alternate site, if the original site cannot be
used at al during the planned data collection period (e.g., due
to construction). All rescheduling, whether at the same or an
aternate site, matched the original schedule for time of day
and day of week. Training sessions were held as close to
initial dates for observation as possible so the observers
knowledge and skillswere morelikely to be intact.

Observation Schedule. Observationswere conducted on
all days of theweek during daylight hours between 7:00 am.
and 6:00 p.m. Clusters of four or five sites were scheduled
for one observer on any day. The sites in each county were
divided into two clusters, with road function strata bal anced
between clusters, and those clusters were scheduled for
different days of the week, not both weekend days. The
assignment of days of the week was balanced across similar
counties so that all days of the week have roughly similar
numbers of clusters. Within these constraints, actual day of
week assignments were randomly determined.

Thefirst site in any cluster to be observed each day was
randomly selected, and the additional siteswere assigned in
an order which provides balance by type of site and time of
day whileminimizing travel distance and time. For each site,
the schedul e specified time of day, day of week, roadway to
observe, and direction of traffic to observe.

Depending on the number of sitesin a cluster, the time
from 7 am. to 6 p.m. was divided into nearly equal-length
time periods. For four-site days, time of day was specified as
one of four time periods, such as 7 —9:30 am., 9:30 am. —
noon, noon — 3:30 p.m., and 3:30 — 6:00 p.m. Fewer sitesin
the cluster resulted in moretimein each period. Exact timing
of the periods was subject to adjustment so that the result
were approximately equal numbers of sites being observed
throughout the 7 am. — 6 p.m. time frame. In all cases, the
period of actual seat belt observation lasted exactly 1 hour
and was required to take place within the broader alowable
time period.

Data Collection Form. Survey information wasrecorded
on the Observational Survey Data Collection Form (see
Appendix D). Thedatacollection form wasdesigned for use
in the 2014 statewide survey of safety belt use. The form

was designed so that pertinent site information could be
recorded. Information was gathered on the observation site
as well as the vehicles and occupants observed. Each one-
pageformincluded spaceto record information on 70 vehicles.
Observation site and other information captured on the
Observational Survey Data Collection Form are summarized
below.

Observation site:
e county andtown
e sitenumber and site notes
e date of observation and day of week
» direction of traffic flow (e.g., N, S, E, W)
» timeof day (i.e, start time)

» weather conditions(i.e., clear/sunny, light rain, cloudy,
fog, clear but wet)

Vehicle/Occupant:

» vehicletype(i.e, car, pick-up, SUV, van)

e driver gender

e passenger gender

e driver belt use/non-use (i.e., yes, no, unsure)

* passenger belt use/non- use (i.e., yes, no, unsure)

Data collectors were outfitted with a safety vest and
clipboard, for personal safety. The safety vests had no
identifying marks or logos. In particular, observers wore
nothing that would suggest they are law enforcement
personnel. Also, they were not accompanied by visible law
enforcement personnel or equipment nor was there ever any
kind of pre-notification that drivers are approaching a seat
belt survey. Observerscarried aletter authorizing their purpose
and presence should law enforcement or others stop to question
them.

Quiality control monitors conducted random, unannounced
visits to at least 5 percent of the observation sites for the
purpose of quality control. The monitor helped to ensure that
the observer wasin place and making observationsduring the
observation period. Where possible, the monitor remained
undetected by the observer. Some of the personsleading the
observer training al so served as quality control monitors.
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Results

The results of the analysis on the 20,305 vehicle and
occupant observations made in 2014 are presented in this
section. Extensive effort is made to summarize the
characteristics of occupants, vehicles, and observation sites.
The 2014 safety belt use rate based on the weighted sample
of observations is also provided. In addition to the overall
safety belt use rate, a description of the weighted belt use
rate by roadway type (i.e., functional class), region, county,
and vehicletypeispresented. The presentation of theresults
begins with a description of the sample including the known
and unknown number of occupants and their use of a safety
belt as well as the nonresponse rate for the present survey.
Thisisfollowed by abrief analysisof thetotal sample of both
drivers and passengers by county.

Statewide Safety Belt Use and Nonresponse Rate

Table 1 providesadescription of the number of occupants
using and not using asafety belt and the statewide nonresponse
rate. Safety belt use was able to be ascertained for atotal of
20,305 occupants, including 16,106 drivers and 4,199
passengers. However, observers were able to record seat
belt use for all 20,305 observations. As a result, safety belt
use was able to be determined for all 16,106 drivers and the
4,199 passengers, resulting in a statewide nonresponse rate
of 0.00% for the 2014 survey, compared to a nonresponse
rate of 7.68% for the 2013 survey.

Total Observations and Selected Occupant, Vehicle, and
Site Characteristics

Table 2 displays the total number and percentage of
observed front seat occupants. As shown in this table,
observersrecorded safety belt information on 16,106 drivers
and 4,199 outboard front seat passengersfor atotal of 20,305
observations. These observationswere compiled across 132
observation sites and 14 counties.. Greater than ten percent
of observationsoccurred in two counties, including the counties
of Berkeley (18.24%) and Wood (11.03%). These counties
were followed by Cabell (8.78%), Fayette (6.68%),
Monongalia (7.03%), and Fayette (6.68%).

Similar to past surveys, four to six of the 14 counties
contained approximately 5.0% of the total number of
observationsor less. Thecountiesof Boone (4.31%), Jackson
(4.98%), Kanawha (4.88%), Mason (4.44%)., and Mercer
(4.43%) had lessthan 5.0% of thetotal number of observations.

Weighted Safety Belt Use Rate

The safety belt useratein West Virginiaincreased steadily
between 2004 and 2008, followed by a2.5% declinein 2009.
In 2008, the weighted safety belt userate reached anear high
of 89.5%. This was roughly equal to the high of 89.6%
achieved in 2007. The 2008 rate was up from 49.5% in 2000
and alow of 32.0%in 1992. A dight declineinthe safety belt

Table 1. Statewide Known and Unknown Safety Belt Use and Nonresponse Rate, 2014

Numbers of Occupants ...

%

Belted Unbelted Unknown Use Unknown Use
Drivers 14,177 1,929 0 0.00%
Passengers 3,664 535 0 0.00%
Total 17,841 2,464 0 0.00%

West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2013 7



use rate occurred between 2008 and 2009, resulting in a
statewide rate of 87.0%. The 2010 safety belt use rate
declined further to 82.1%—the lowest observed rate since
2004—Dbefore rising again to 84.9% in 2011 and 84.0% in
2012. The safety belt rate for 2013 was 82.2%. The 2014
rateis87.8%, nearly a5% point increase from 2013 and only
2% less than the peak seat belt use rate recorded in 2007.
Graph 1 showstherate of safety belt use over the eleven
year period from 2004 to 2014. As shown in this graph, the
safety belt use rate was at 75.5% in 2004. Over the next
several years, the use rate increased to 89.6% prior to
subsequent declines. Fromthelow of 32.0%in 1992, the safety
belt use rate increased 57.6 percentage points to 89.6% in
2007 before dropping three consecutive years to 82.1% in
2010. In 2011, the use rate increased nearly three percentage

points to 84.9% compared to a year ago before dropping to
84.0% in 2012 and 82.2% in 2013. The 87.8% use rate
represents a near high over the past decade.

Figure 1 shows the statewide Jackknife variance
calculation results for all vehicles and occupants. The
statewide safety belt use rate of 87.8% has a standard error
of +/- 1.18% (relative standard error = 1.34%), well within
the standard requirement of 2.5% set forth by NHTSA. The
95% confidence interval ranges from alow of 85.52% to a
high of 85.52%.

Weighted Safety Belt Use Rate by County

Table 3 displaystheweighted safety belt userate by county
for 2013 and 2014. Asshownin Table 3, only 1 county had a
safety belt userate lessthan 70.0%, with Jefferson County at

Table 2. Number and Percentage of Total Observed Front Seat Occupants, 2014
(N =20,305)
Drivers Passengers Total

County N % N % N %
Berkeley 2663 16.53% 1040 24.77% 3703 18.24%
Boone 715 4.44% 161 3.83% 876 4.31%
Cabell 1436 8.92% 347 8.26% 1783 8.78%
Fayette 1073 6.66% 284 6.76% 1357 6.68%
Greenbrier 882 5.48% 217 5.17% 1099 5.41%
Harrison 1257 7.80% 196 4.67% 1453 7.16%
Jackson 773 4.80% 239 5.69% 1012 4.98%
Jefferson 980 6.08% 258 6.14% 1238 6.10%
Kanawha 923 5.73% 245 5.83% 1168 5.75%
Mason 694 4.31% 207 4.93% 901 4.44%
Mercer 711 4.41% 189 4.50% 900 4.43%
Monongalia 1237 7.68% 191 4.55% 1428 7.03%
Raleigh 991 6.15% 157 3.74% 1148 5.65%
Wood 1771 11.00% 468 11.15% 2239 11.03%
Total 16106 100.00% 4199 100.00% 20305 100.00%
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Graph 1. Weighted Safety Belt Use Rate for All Vehicle Occupants in West Virginia, 2004-2014
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63.8% in 2013. On the contrary, no county had a use rate
above 90.0% in 2013. Thus, 13 of the 14 counties had saf ety
belt userates between 70.0% and 90.0%. For 2014, however,
the use rate increased for all but 1 county, with all counties
having rates between 75% to 95%. Only Kanawha County
saw adlight declinein safety belt use between 2013 and 2014.

A total of 6 counties had use rates above 85.0% in 2013,
compared to 11 countiesin 2014. Four counties had rates of
use which exceeded ninety percent. These countiesincluded
Cabell (93.7%), Harrison (92.4%), Monongalia(94.5%), and
Mercer (94.8%). The lowest rate of use was observed in
Jefferson County at 76.5%.

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Characteristics of Belted Drivers and Passengers

The previous section presented the results of safety belt
use for the state as well as by county. This section analyzes
various characteristics of drivers and passengers and their
relationship to belt use. Thepurposeistoidentify variationin
safety belt usage by occupant and site characteristics as well
asvehicletype. Itisanticipated that thisinformation will help
to identify the conditions in which safety belts are more or
lesslikely to be used in the state.

Drivers Belted by Gender
Table4 displaystheweighted distribution of driverssafety

West Virginia Safety Belt Survey, 2014 9



Figure 1: Jackknife Variance Calculation
for All Vehicles and Occupants

State Belt Use = 87.83%
Total Observed Occupants = 20,305

Standard Error = 1.18%
Relative Standard Error = 1.34%

95% Confidence Interval:
Lower Limit = 85.52%
Upper Limit = 90.15%

belt use by gender in 2013 and 2014. As shown in thistable,
the safety belt use rate for driversin 20013 was 82.4%, with
Cabell (89.6%), Mercer (89.0%), Harrison (88.6%), and
Kanawha (88.6%) counties having the highest rates of use
among drivers. Jefferson County had the lowest observed
use rate among drivers at 66.5%.

In 2014, the counties of Cabell (93.0%), Mercer (94.7%),
and Harrison (92.3%) remained among the counties with the
highest rate of use. In addition, Mason (90.9%) and
Monongalia (94.1%) counties had rates of use above ninety
percent. Jefferson County (66.5%) continued to have the
lowest observed seat belt use rate in 2014.

This table further shows the differencesin belt use rates
for drivers by gender for 2013 and 2014. Inthevast mgjority
of counties, maledriverswere much lesslikely to be observed
wearing a safety belt compared to females, regardless of the
year. Only in Kanawha County did the rate of use for males
exceed that of female driversin 2013. In 2014, only Mercer
County had a rate of use for males (94.9%) that exceeded
females (93.8%). Otherwise, most counties had large
differences in belt use between male and female drivers. In
2013, many counties observed gender differencesin usewhich
exceeded 10 percentage points, including Berkeley, Harrison,
Jackson, Jefferson, Mason, and Monongalia. In 2014, only
three counties had use rates for females that exceeded male

userates by 10% or more. Theseincluded Cabell, Jefferson,
and Kanawha counties. Males being much less likely to be
observed wearing a safety belt in those counties. On a
statewide basis, the rate of use for malesin 2013 was 79.6%
compared to 86.5% for females. In 2014, rates of use
increased for both genders, with 84.9% of male and 91.9%
of female drivers having been observed using safety beltsin
the state.

Passengers Belted by Gender

Table 5 displays the results of safety belt use for
passengershby gender in 2013 and 2014. Similar totheresults
for drivers, the findings illustrate that there are substantial
gender differences in passenger use of safety belts across
gender. Generally speaking, male passengerswerelesslikely

Table 3. Percent Weighted Safety Belt

Use Rate for all Vehicle Occupants by

County, 2013 and 2014

2013 2014
County Safety Belt Safety Belt
Use Rate Use Rate

Berkeley 75.5% 80.3%
Boone 87.1% 84.7%
Cabell 89.7% 93.7%
Fayette 71.6% 87.2%
Greenbrier 83.1% 87.2%
Harrison 88.1% 92.4%
Jackson 75.2% 89.0%
Jefferson 63.8% 76.5%
Kanawha 87.8% 86.6%
Mason 82.4% 89.8%
Mercer 88.2% 94.8%
Monongalia 87.9% 94.5%
Raleigh 76.9% 86.0%
Wood 84.4% 87.0%
Total 82.2% 87.8%
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Table 4. Percentage of Weighted Safety Belt Use for Drivers by County and Gender,
2013 and 2014
2013 2014
Male Female Total Male Female Total
County % % % % % %
Berkeley 69.9% 82.0% 74.7% 77.7% 84.5% 80.4%
Boone 83.9% 89.4% 86.0% 81.0% 94.9% 85.7%
Cabell 87.2% 93.8% 89.6% 91.1% 95.2% 93.0%
Fayette 69.9% 75.2% 72.2% 85.5% 93.7% 87.4%
Greenbrier 80.6% 82.6% 81.9% 82.7% 89.1% 86.3%
Harrison 83.7% 95.8% 88.6% 88.7% 97.7% 92.3%
Jackson 70.0% 83.2% 75.9% 86.1% 91.8% 88.6%
Jefferson 64.9% 78.2% 66.5% 69.5% 85.6% 76.1%
Kanawha 88.7% 88.0% 88.6% 83.1% 91.9% 86.4%
Mason 74.6% 86.5% 81.4% 89.8% 93.1% 90.9%
Mercer 89.9% 91.0% 89.0% 94.9% 93.8% 94.7%
Monongalia 82.5% 94.2% 87.4% 90.6% 98.3% 94.1%
Raleigh 73.3% 81.7% 77.6% 85.3% 85.5% 85.9%
W ood 82.2% 87.1% 84.4% 83.4% 90.6% 86.7%
Total 79.6% 86.5% 82.4% 84.9% 91.9% 87.7%

to use safety belts compared to females. Asnoted in Table4,
this was also the case for male drivers. This finding is
consistent with previous observational surveysin WV over
the past severa years.

Thetotal safety belt use rate for al passengers observed
was 82.5% in 2013, which was similar to therate for drivers.
Likewise, the use rate for females was 86.0%, nearly 11.5
percentage points higher than male passengers. The rate of
usefor femaeswashigher than malesin nearly all 14 counties,
with the exception of Mason and Raleigh counties.

However, the use rate for all passengers increased by
nearly six percentage points, from 82.5% in 2013to0 88.0%in
2014. Nevertheless, there still remainsagender gap in safety
belt use. Male passengers continued to be substantialy less
likely to be observed wearing asafety belt. In 2014, only 82.2%

of male drivers were observed wearing a seat belt, compared
to 92.1% of female passengers.

The rate of use for male and female passengers was
especialy low in 2013 for some counties. Inthe caseof female
passengers, only 54.1% were observed wearing aseat belt in
Jefferson County. Thisisby far thelowest rate among female
passengers. In 2014, however, the rate of use among female
passengers in Jefferson County increased to 86.6%. Overall,
thirty percent increasein safety belt usefor female passengers
in Jefferson County. Only 1 county reported arate of usefor
females below eighty percent, with Mason County at 74.6%.

On the other hand, however, male passengers had very
low rates of use in multiple counties for 2013 and 2014. In
particular, therate of usefor male passengerswasonly 26.3%
in Jefferson County in 2013. Other counties with rates less
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Table 5. Percentage of Weighted Safety Belt Use for Passengers by County and Gender,
2013 and 2014
2013 2014

Male Female Total Male Female Total
County % % % % % %
Berkeley 67.6% 87.9% 79.8% 71.7% 84.7% 79.9%
Boone 88.9% 91.2% 90.1% 74.2% 86.7% 79.3%
Cabell 83.4% 93.9% 89.5% 94.1% 97.4% 96.7%
Fayette 62.3% 82.4% 72.9% 85.6% 93.6% 89.7%
Greenbrier 73.7% 92.7% 88.0% 82.7% 95.1% 91.3%
Harrison 86.0% 91.4% 88.8% 72.3% 98.4% 80.8%
Jackson 64.5% 74.8% 73.0% 84.6% 92.5% 89.9%
Jefferson 26.3% 54.1% 56.2% 64.3% 86.6% 79.4%
Kanawha 77.5% 92.9% 85.4% 75.0% 94.7% 85.9%
Mason 86.5% 80.8% 88.4% 96.7% 74.6% 87.2%
Mercer 78.7% 89.4% 85.0% 89.7% 99.9% 96.2%
Monongalia 90.8% 95.4% 94.4% 94.0% 97.3% 96.6%
Raleigh 78.1% 77.3% 74.4% 86.8% 90.5% 89.8%
Wood 72.0% 88.3% 83.5% 85.9% 93.4% 90.8%
Total 74.6% 86.0% 82.5% 82.2% 92.1% 88.0%

than 70.0% for male passengers in 2013 included Fayette
(62.3%), Jackson (64.5%), and Berkeley (67.6%). Only
Monongalia County had ause rate for male passengers above
90.0%. Therate of use for male passengersin Monongalia
County was 90.8% in 2013.

In 2014, only one county had arate of use among male
passengerslessthan 70.0%, with Jefferson County at 64.3%.
Three counties had rates above 90% for male passengersin
2014. These counties included Cabell (94.1%), Mason
(96.7%), and Monongalia (94.0%).

Drivers and Passengers Belted by Vehicle Type and Site
Characteristics

Graph 6 displaysthe proportion of driversand passengers
belted by vehicletype and various site characteristicsfor 2013
and 2014. The results indicate that there was substantial
variationin belt use acrossvehicletype, region, and functional

class. Likewise, thereweredifferencesin usefor thesevehicle
and site characteristics between drivers and passengers.

In the case of vehicletype, both pickup truck driversand
passengers were the least likely to be observed wearing a
safety beltin 2013 and 2014. Thetotal safety belt useratefor
pickup truck occupantswas 76.7% in 2013 and 82.6% in 2014.
The rate of use for pickup truck passengers was 75.1%,
compared to 77.0% for driversin 2013, compared to 82.6%
for drivers and 84.1% for passengersin 2014. Thus, despite
the increase in seat belt use for both drivers and passengers
generally, pickup truck occupantswerelesslikely to beobserved
wearing asafety belt compared to other vehicle typesin both
years.

There were also substantial differences in use rates by
region of the state. Safety belt use was much less in the
Eastern Panhandle, compared to the Northern and Southern
regions of the state in 2013. The rate of use in the Eastern
Panhandle for 2013 was only 69.8%, compared to 83.6% in
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the North and 84.1% in South. These differences held true
across both drivers and passengers with only 68.3% of
passengers and 70.7% of drivers being observed wearing a
safety belt in the Eastern Panhandle. This is compared to
over 80.0% of driversand passengers observed wearing belts
in the other two regions of the state.

In 2014, however, the rate of use across regions became
moresimilar dueto alargeincreasein belted occupantsin the
Eastern Panhandle. All three regions had use rates above
eighty percent in 2014, with the North leading the way at
90.5%. Both the Eastern Panhandle and South had an
observed rate of use at 87.8%.

Similar to previous years, rates of safety belt use aso
vary across roadway type or functional class in the state.
The highest rate of use has historically been found on interstate
and other principle arterials. This remains the case for both
2013 and 2014. In 2013, drivers and passengerstraveling on
interstates (86.8%) and principle arterial s (86.2%) were more

likely to be observed wearing asaf ety belt compared to other
types of roadways. This finding was true for both drivers
and passengers. Greater than 85.0% of driversand passengers
traveling on interstates and principle arterial roadways were
observed wearing safety beltsin 2013.

Similar resultswerefound in 2014 but with anincreasein
safety belt use across al road types. Interstates and other
principle arteries continued to |ead the way, with rates above
85% for al other road types in 2014. Vehicle occupants
traveling on non-MSA loca roads were least likely to be
wearing asafety beltin 2013 and 2014, regardless of whether
they were a driver or passenger. However, the rate of use
for all occupants on these roads increased substantially
between 2013 and 2014. This resulted in nearly a 10
percentage point increase in belt use on local roads between
2013 and 2014.

Table 6. Weighted Safety Belt Use Rate for Drivers and Passengers by Vehicle Type
and Site Characteristics, 2013 and 2014
2013 2014
Vehicle Type and Driver Passenger Total Driver Passenger Total
Site Characteristics % % % % % %
Vehicle Type
Car 84.8% 84.9% 84.6% 89.3% 89.8% 89.4%
Pickup Truck 77.0% 75.1% 76.7% 82.6% 84.1% 82.6%
SUvV 84.0% 85.7% 84.6% 90.8% 91.8% 91.2%
Van 85.7% 86.0% 85.0% 93.4% 87.4% 92.3%
Region
Eastern Panhandle 70.7% 68.3% 69.8% 87.7% 88.0% 87.8%
North 83.5% 85.6% 83.6% 90.5% 89.1% 90.5%
South 84.3% 83.9% 84.1% 88.2% 88.0% 87.8%
Functional Class
Interstate 86.5% 87.6% 86.8% 90.3% 93.1% 90.8%
Other Principle
Arterials 85.8% 87.9% 86.2% 89.9% 92.1% 90.2%
Minor Arterials 81.8% 81.4% 81.5% 86.9% 85.9% 86.9%
Collectors 80.9% 80.0% 80.6% 85.8% 85.9% 85.9%
Qualified Local
Road 75.5% 78.9% 75.6% 85.9% 82.9% 85.4%
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Appendix A: Safety Belt Observational Survey Counties and Regions
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Appendix B: Selected Primary Road Segments and Observational Survey Site List

Rd Fetn | Rout in | Segment Prob
County MSA? | Road Stratum | Urban Name | " " suhn:u‘:e ':fl'e L:"n';l AsDT | ovmr | o DS:j':'
2 | Berkeley Yes | 1| Intst/Xway | Small Urban 11 posijoo | 139 488 | 47,340 | 231,019.20 | 06617 | 1
2 | Berkeley Yes | 1| Intst/ Xway | Hagerstown 11 posyjoo | 1623 107 | 58576 | 6267632 naves | 2
2 | Berkeley Yes |2 | OthPrinArt | Hagerstown 14 | ooosjoo | 1527 030 | 24353 | 1030590 01127 | 1
2 | Berkeley Yes |2 | Othprin Art | Hagerstown 14 | ooosjoo | 1578 030 | 34353 | 1030590 01107 | 2
2 | Berkeley Yes |3| MinorArt | Hagerstown 16 po45/o0 | 1452 p33|36583| 1207239 | oea | 1
2 | Berkeley Yes |3| MinorAnt | Hagerstown 16 4359j00 | 032 p.08 | 6097 23776 | cooaz | 2
2 | Berkeley Yes |4| Collector | Rural 7 pos1jo0 | 540 394 | 16572 | 6529762 | oesoz | 1
2 | Berkeley Yes | 4| Collector | Small Urban 17 po2ajoo | o0 144 | 5oaa| 706752 ppsos | 2
2 | Berkeley Yes |5 | Local Road | Rural 9 poogyj1e | 0.0 164| 2749| asoe3s|oosma| 1
2 | Berkeley Yes | 5| Local Road | Rural 9 pozojoo | 130 287 | 3156| o905772] 01| 2
3 | Boone Yes | 2| OthPrinArt | Rural 2 p119/00 | 1354 261 | 19400 | 063400 06382 | 1
3 | Boone Yes |2 | OthPrinArt | Rural 2 p1igjoo | 1149 134 13195 | 1763130 | 02309 | 2
3 | Boone Yes |3| MinorArt | Rursl [ possjo0 | 1474 744 | 3700| 2752800 06ssa| 1
3 | Boone Yes | 3| Minorart | Rursl [ possjoo | 2222 sso| ago0| 2571200] 06393 | 2
3 | Boone Yes |4| Collector | Rural 7 poo3jo0 | 23.09 199 | g900| 1373100 0as2e | 1
3 | Boone Yes | 4| Collector | Rural 7 pooyjoo | ass 187 | 1800| 336600]0024s]| 2
3 | Boone Yes | 5| Local Road | Rural g pozzjo0 | 0.0 208| s8so| y7eso0fo0az7e| 1
3 | Boone Yes | 5| Local Road | Rural g poo7jo2 | oos ps0| 150 135.00 | oooss | 2
& | Cabell Yes | 1| Intst/Xway | Huntington 11 pos4jo0 | 1457 311 | 42500 | 13217500 | 05502 | 2
& | Cabell Yes | 1| Intst/Xway | Huntington 11 posajoo | 2755 112 | 33500| 3640000 0as1s | 2
& | Cabell Yes |2 | OthPrinArt | Rural 2 poo2jo0 | 143s 361 | 5400 1940400 013a0| 1
& | Cabell Yes |2 | OthPrin Art | Huntington 14 | oosojoo | 402 174 | 18200| 3166800 02241 | 2
& | Cabell Yes |3| MinorArt | Huntington 16 plojor | 0.0 pee [ 12000| 823000 0osea | 1
& | Cabell Yes |3| MinorArt | Huntington 16 posojoo | 1237 0.76 | 15000 | 1140000 | 0os17 | 2
& | Cabell Yes |4| Collector | Rural 7 poi1joo | 281 307| o00| 276200 o0ps26| 1




Appendix B: Safety Belt Observational Survey Site List (Continued)

- Rd Fctn | Route/ | Begin | Segment Prob | sain
County MSA? Road 5tratum Urban Name Class Mile I AADT DVMT fsetect) | Ovder
6 | Cabell Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0029/00 4438 3.84 &0 2.304.00 | 0.0439 2
& | Cabell Yes 5 Local Road Humntington 19 016021 0.00 0.87 | 7,200 6,264.00 | 0.2187 1
6 | Cabell Yes 5 Local Road Rural ] 0001/00 1207 2.01 150 30150 | 0.0105 2
10 | Fayette Mo |1 imtst/Xway | Rural 1 007700 | sS5.02 3.30 28,692 | s4es360 | 08e61| 2
10 | Fayette No 1| Intstf Xway | Rural 1 0077,/00 62.73 3.42 | 30,741 | 105,134.22 | 0.9617 2
10 | Fayette No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Small Urban 14 0019/00 11.25 1.70 | 24,286 41, 28620 | 035975 1
10 | Fayette No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Small Urban 14 0019/00 3.89 2.27 | 17,051 38, 70577 | 03726 2
10 | Fayette No 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 0016/00 871 139 | 9613 ( 1336207 | 0.1857 1
10 | Fayette No 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 0016/00 9.06 052 | 9613 4.998.76 | 0.069% 2
10 | Fayette No |4 Collector Rural 7 0041/00 1328 6.45 911 587595 | 0.0874 1
10 | Fayette No |4 Collector Rural 7 0016/00 29.33 124 | 2631 3.262.44 | 0.048% 2
10 | Fayette No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0019/01 0.00 226 | 1,315 2971590 | 06744 1
10 | Fayette No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0025/01 0.95 0.61 304 18544 | 0.0421 2
13 | Greenbrier No 1| Intstf Xway | Rural 1 006400 | 149.84 6.34 | 12523 | 79,395%82 | 06655 1
13 | Greenbrier No 1| Intstf Xway | Rural 1 006400 | 156.18 5.28 | 14605 [ 7711440 | 06363 2
13 | Greenbrier No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0219/00 1434 140 | 95447 1322580 | 0.2663 1
13 | Greenbrier No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0219/00 21 86 361 | 25946 ( 1063506 | 0.2141 2
13 | Greenbrier No 3 Minor Art Rural [ 0060,/00 12.43 176 | 6,258 | 1108448 | 0.1566 1
13 | Greenbrier No 3 Minor Art Rural 1] 0060,/00 14.19 0.65 5,993 3,895.45 | 0.0550 2
13 | Greenbrier No |4 Collector Rural 8 0046,/00 0.00 209 203 42427 | 0.0115% 1
13 | Greenbrier No |4 Collector Rural 7 006300 3.00 3.06 | 3145 9,635.94 | 0.2652 2
13 | Greenbrier No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0045 /00 104 352 EL1 1,253.12 | 0.6860 1
13 | Greenbrier No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0060/13 0.53 185 | 1219 2.255.15 | 1.0000 2
17 | Harrison No 1| Intstf Xway | Rural 1 0079/00 | 12580 3.42 | 40,740 | 135,330.80 | 06831 1
17 | Harrison No 1| Intstf Xway | Small Urban 11 0079/00 | 119.53 119 | 483180 ( 57,334.20 | 0.2811 2
17 | Harrison No 2 | Oth Prin Art | S5mall Urban 14 005000 1138 0.91 | 16,759 | 1525069 | 0.1736 1
17 | Harrison No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Small Urban 14 0050/00 13.25 053 23731 ( 1257743 | 0.1431 2
17 | Harrison No 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 0019/00 2475 091 | 12508 | 11 74628 | 0.0742 1




Appendix B: Safety Belt Observational Survey Site List (Continued)

Rd Fctn | Route/ Begin | Segment Prob Saln
County MS5SA? Road Stratum Urban Name Class SubR Mile Length AADT DVMT {setect) | Order
17 | Harrison No 3 Minor Art Rural [ 0020,/00 3.88 162 | 6,295 | 10,20438 | 0.0645 2
17 | Harrison No |4 Collector Rural 7 0072/73 0.00 284 3304 5,38336 | 01305 1
17 | Harrison No |4 Collector Small Urban 17 0024/01 1.50 160 | 1342 214720 | 0.029% 2
17 | Harrison No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0015/15 0.00 123 438 L38.74 | 0.0935 1
17 | Harrison No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0019/52 0.00 0.54 219 11826 | 0.0205 2
18 | Jackson No 1| Intst/ Xway | Rural 1 0077/00 | 138.83 7.16 | 18,500 | 132,460.00 | 0.7556 1
18 | Jackson No 1| Intstf/ Xway | Rural 1 0077/00 | 12452 147 | 19500 | 28 665.00 | 0.1635 2
18 | Jackson No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0002,/00 11.14 014 | 6,400 §96.00 | 0.0454 1
18 [ Jackson No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 000200 651 431 | 5100 | 21581.00 | 1.0000 2
18 | Jackson No 3 Minor Art Rural [ 0033/00 2143 333 2,300 7,659.00 | 0.3185 1
18 | Jackson No 3 Minor Art Rural [ 0062/00 448 1.79 4,100 7,335.00 | 0.3051 2
18 | Jackson No |4 Collector Rural 7 002100 2158 541 | 4100 | 22,181.00 | 0.3554 1
18 | Jackson No |4 Collector Rural 7 002100 2832 156 | 2,100 3,276.00 | D.0584 2
15 | Jefferson Yas 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0004,/00 145 249 |18918 | 47,10582 | 0.3597 1
159 | Jefferson Yeas 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 03240,/00 0.00 20112438 | 2500038 | 0.1909 2
15 | Jefferson Yas 3 Minor Art Rural [ 0009,/00 1355 375 |11,778 | 44,16750 | 0.Be99 1
159 | Jefferson Yas 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 005100 7.49 0.64 | 10,642 681088 [ 0.1341 2
15 | Jefferson Yes | 4 Collector Rural 8 0005/05 7.00 150| 6,153 5,22950 | 01168 1
159 | Jefferson Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0001,/00 7.95 1.83 2671 4 88753 | 0.0619 2
15 | lefferson Yas 5 Local Road Rural | 0013/00 0.00 176 | 1,756 3,08056 | 01031 1
159 [ lefferson Yas 5 Local Road Rural ] 0001/13 0.00 3.13 723 226293 | 0.0755 2
20 | Kamawha Yes 1| Intst/ Xway | Rural 1 007700 67.21 6.96 | 30,000 | 208,800.00 | 0.2691 1
20 | Kamawha Yes 1| Intstf/ Xway | Charleston 11 0064/00 43.40 135 | 65500 | 8842500 | 0.1140 2
20 | Kamawha Yes 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0115/00 0.00 0.63 | 19,300 | 12,155.00 | 0.0347 1
20 | Kamawha Yes 2 | Oth Prin Art | Charleston 14 0115/00 14.22 2.06 | 32,800 | &7,%8.00 | 0.1930 2
20 | Kamawha Yes 3 Minor Art Charleston 16 102000 0.46 011 6,400 T704.00 | 0.0027 1
20 | Kamawha Yes 3 Minor Art Charleston 16 0061,/00 3.592 1.07 5,200 5,264.00 | 0.0210 2
20 | Kamawha Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0004,/00 102 854 950 8,453.00 | D.0580 1




Appendix B: Safety Belt Observational Survey Site List (Continued)

RdFon | Route in Prob

County MSA? [ Road Stratum | Urban Name | "C "% / “;ﬁ'e m AADT | ovmr | O :c::r
20 | Kanawha Yes |4| Collector | Rural 7 0033/00 | 450 265| 650| 1,72250)| 0.0118 | 2
20 | Kanawha ves | 5| Local Road | Charleston 15 | oosof12 | 145 2.44| 7,000| 3108000 04536 [ 1
20 | Kanawha Yes | 5| Local Road | Rural ) 006E/00 | 171 0.23| 200 58.00 | 0.0008 | 2
27 | Mason No | 2| othPrinAr | Small Uban | 14 | ooozjoo | 2100 023 | 6200 179800| 00186 [ 1
27 | Mason No | 2| OthPrinArt | Rural 2 0035/00 | 6.69 318 | 10,600 | 33,708.00 | 0.3486 | 2
27 | Mason No |3| MinorAr | Rursl & 0062/00 | 23.83 3.01| 6200 1866200 05308 | 1
27 | Mason No |3| MinorArt | SmallUban | 16 | 0062/00 | 36.29 072 | 5400| 3,888.00)| 01105 2
27 | Mason No |a| collector | Rural 7 0o15/00 | 111 232| 2700 1166400 03032 1
27 | Masen No |4| Collector | Rural 7 0025/00 | 477 185| 500 52500 | 0.0240 | 2
27 | Mason Mo |5| LocalRoad | SmallUrban | 13 | ooo4joo | 135 0.63| soo 34500 | 09662 | 1
27 | Mason No |5| LocalRoad | SmallUrban | 13 | 0062/22 | 0.00 026| 200 5200 | 0.1456 | 2
28 | Mercer No | 1| wtst/Xway | SmallUtban | 11 | 0077/00 | 12.16 158 | 26529 | 4191582 | 02518 | 1
28 | Mercer No | 1| Intst/Xway | Small Uban | 11 | 0077/00 | 1144 0.72 | 26317 | 1834824 | 0.1138 | 2
28 | Mercer No | 2| OthPrinArt | Small Uban | 14 | 046000 | 15.15 03421771 740214 004ma| 1
28 | Mercer No |2 | OthPrinArt | Small Uban | 14 | 046000 | 4.29 109 | 20,043 | 2185341 | 0.1459 | 2
28 | Mercer No |3| MinorArt |SmallUrban | 16 | 0123/00 | 9.53 058| 6091| 353278 003m| 1
28 | Mercer No |3| MinorArt | SmallUrban | 16 | 0104/00 | 265 106 | 12,384 | 13,127.04 | 0.1416 | 2
28 | Mercer No |a| collector | Rural 7 012300 | 576 101] 3644| 3pE04a|o0oso3| 1
28 | Mercer No |4| Collector | Rural 7 0011/00 | 864 354 | 1620| 6,382.80 | 0.0873 | 2
28 | Mercer No |5| LocalRoad |SmallUrban | 15 | 0016/12 | 0.00 0.83| 304 27056 | 0.0913 | 1
28 | Mercer No |5| LocalRoad | SmallUrban | 13 | 0460/07 | 0.00 0.15| 2,024 30360 | 01031 | 2
31 | Monongalia | Yes | 1| intst/ Xway | Morgantown | 11 | 0079/00 | 15252 208 | 32508 | 14079264 [ 04356 | 1
31 | Monongalia | Yes | 1| Intst/ Xway | Rural 1 0075/00 | 145.20 0.45 | 41,754 | 18,564.30 | 0.0653 | 2
31 | Monongalia | Yes |2 | OthPrinArt | Morgantown | 14 | o119/00 | 1257 059 | 28528 | 1683152 (01403 | 1
31 | Monongalia | Yes | 2 | OthPrinArt | Morgantown | 14 | 0115/00 | 18.20 146| 9,337 | 1363202 | 01136 | 2
31 | Monongalia | ves |3| Minoran | Rural & D113/o0 | 982 0.84 | 19675 | 1652700 01am1 | 1
31 | Monongalia | Yes | 3| MinorArt | Rural 3 0113/00 | 0.00 275| 3331| 916025 | 00821 | 2
31 | Monongalia | Yes |4 | Collector | Morgantown | 17 | 0857j00 | 1135 271| 7573 | 2052283 02262 | 1




Appendix B: Safety Belt Observational Survey Site List (Continued)

Rd Fctn | Route/ | Begin | Segment Prob | sain
County MS5AT Road S5tratum Urban Name Class Mile Length AADT DVMT {setect) | Order
31 | Monongalia Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0045,/00 9.88 162 | 2346 380052 | 0.0419 2
31 | Monongalia Yes 5 Local Road Rural 9 0043,/00 1.10 0.45 | 1,037 466,65 | 0.0165 1
31 | Monongalia Yes 5 Local Road Rural ] 00359,/00 0.00 234 | 1349 3,156.66 | 0.1113 2
41 | Raleigh No 1| Imtstf Xway | Small Urban 11 0077,/00 35.75 4.03 | 28,044 | 11301732 | 03882 1
41 | Ra IeiEh No 1| Imtstf Xway | Small Urban 11 0077,/00 40.60 1.08 | 41,141 44432 28 | 0.1526 2
41 | Raleigh No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Small Urban 14 0015,/00 2207 115 | 23,442 | 2785558 | 0.4123 1
41 FlilleiEh No 2 | Oth Prin Art | Small Urban 14 O016/00 12.00 2.12 | 20,1595 | 42,813.40 | 0.6328 2
41 | Raleigh No 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 0003 ,/00 33.08 214 | 10,245 | 21,5932 86 | 0.1442 1
41 | Ra IeiEh No 3 Minor Art Small Urban 16 0003 ,/00 46.42 284 | 8017 2276828 | 0.1497 2
41 | Raleigh No |4 Collector Rural 7 0031/00 0.00 241 1319 3,178.79 | 0.0305 1
41 | Raleigh No |4 Collector Small Urban 17 0019/10 0.00 201] 1421 285621 | 0.0274 2
41 | Raleigh No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0119/13 0.00 033 30 5950 | 0.0013 1
41 | Raleigh No 5 Local Road Small Urban 19 0012/03 0.15 0.86 152 130.72 | 0.0168 2
%3 | Wood Yes 1| Intstf Xway | Rural 1 0077/00 | 180,18 542 | 17,000 | 92,140.00 | 0.7088 1
54 | Wood Yes | 1| intstf Xway | Parkersburg 11 0077/00 | 168.37 392 | 18171 | 7123032 | o540 | 2
%3 | Wood Yes 2 | Oth Prin Art | Rural 2 0050,/00 10.02 14.11 | 10,500 | 148,155.00 | 0.7901 1
%3 | Wood Yes 2 | Oth Prin Art | Parkersburg 14 0050,/00 7.38 0.65 | 26,500 ( 17,225.00 | 0.0919 2
54 | Wood Yes 3 Minor Art Parkersburg 16 0014,/00 10.71 0.37 | 18,500 6,845.00 | 0.05% 1
54 | Wood Yes 3 Minor Art Parkersburg 16 0032/00 2.33 0.27 7,400 199800 | 0.0174 2
%4 | Wood Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0014/00 150 3.04 | 6300| 1515200 | 0.2646 1
%4 | Wood Yes |4 Collector Rural 7 0031/00 13.06 260 | 4100 | 10,660.00 [ 0.1473 2
%4 | Wood Yes 5 Local Road Rural 9 001404 0.78 167 | 1,300 217100 | 0.095%4 1
t4 | Wood Yes | 5| LocalRoad | Rural g 0003,/14 0.00 133| 150 18450 | ooosa | 2




Appendix C: Safety Belt Observer Instructions

Seat Belt and Helmet Observation Instructions

®=  Dualifying wehicles include passenger automobiles, pickup trucks, recreational vehicles, jeeps, and
vans {private, public, and commercial). Pickup trucks should be coded as “trucks". Jeeps, Broncos,
Blazers, and other vehicles of that type should be coded as sport utility wehicles (SUVs). Recreational
vehicles that are pickup or van “conversions” should be coded as a pickup or van. Do not include
large trucks or buses or vehicles owver 10,000 Ibs. gwv. Eligible vehicles should be obsensed
regardiess of the state in which they are registered.

® Belt use will be cbserved for front seat cccupants only. Observe and record data for the driver and
passenger in the rigit front seat If there is more than one front seat passenger, observe only the
“outside” passenger. Do not record data for passengers in the back seat or for a passenger riding in
the middle of the front s=at.

& |f g child is present in the front seat in a child restraint seat, do not record anything. However, children
niding in the nght front seat, regardless of age, who are ggt in child restraint seats should be chsened
as any other right front seat passenger. Children in booster seats should be cbsenved.

® Each observation period will last for exactly 1 hour.

The following procedures will be used in conducting observations of seat belt use:

1. As you observe a qualifying vehicle, record the type of vehicle (car, truck, SUV, van), the occupants
say (malke, female, unknown), and shoulder restraint use (yes, no, unknown) of the front seat
occupants (driver and fromt seat “outside” passenger only). If there is no gualified passenger, leave
the passenger fields blank. I you cannot tell whether there is a qualified night front s=at passenger,
code "7 in the passenger gender box

2. Code ppsirgined if you observe the shoulder belt property positioned over the shoulder. If you notice a
lap belt in wse without a shoulder belt, it should be recorded as not restrained. Only shoulder belts are
to be counted. Even if the wehicle likely has no shoulder belts, code the occupant(s) as pot restrgined.

3. |f the person is using the shoulder belt improperly, e.g.. has the shoulder strap under hisher arm or
behind the back, this should be recorded as ot resirgined. If you can't tell shoulder belt use at all,
code unkmown.

4. |f there are multiple lanes in the “observed direction” and traffic is too dense to code all lanes at once,
observe traffic in each lane for an equal amount of time, and in the directon specified, throughout the
1-hour ocbservation time period.

5. Im many situations, it will be possible to ocbserve every wvehicle. However, if there is oo much traffic for
you to observe every vehicle, you should determine a reference point up the read. Observe the next
qualified vehicle to pass the reference point after the last wehicle has been coded.

8. Do not cbsere if rain, fog, or other inclement weather makes it impossible to do so safely or
accurately. If you amive at a site and it begins to rain, do not collect data in the rain. Find a dry place
and wait up to 15 minutes to see if the rain stops. If the rain does stop, begin observing agam and
exiend the observation pericd to make up for the time missed. Otherwise, you will have to contact
your supernvisor to reschedule the site. (Mote: You may continue observations in iight fog, drizzle, or
mist )

7. |f more than one data sheet is used, staple the sheests together at the end of the chservation pericd
and note the number of sheets used at the top of the first data page.

& It may happen that the site you are assigned is senously compromised due to construction or special
acfivity_ If this occurs, you may mowve one block in either direction on the same street such that you
are cbserving the same stream of traffic that would have nomally been cbserved had there besn no
obstruction. f moving one block will not solve the problem, then do not conduct the chsenvation.
Motify your supervisor; an altemate site will be selected and scheduled and observed at a future time.




Appendix C: Safety Belt Observer Instructions (Continued)

The following procedures will be used in rescheduling observations of seat belt use:

1)

2)

If the: site is temporarnily unusable, e.g., due to bad weather or temporary traffic congestion or

blockage:

a) Inform your supervisor of the problem as soon as practical.

b} With your supervisor's assistance, reschedule the ggme site to be observed at the same time of
day and day of the wesk.

If the site cannot be used dunng this cbservation schedule, e.g., due to long-lasting constructon:

a) Inform your supervisor of the problem as soon as practical.

b} 'With your supervisor's assistance, schedule an equivalent giemgis site to be observed at the
same time of day and day of the week. The altemate site must be in the same county and of the
same roadway type. Your supervisor will provide a specific aliemate site to be observed; you may
niot simply pick any other roadway to cbserve.




Appendix D: Observational Survey Data Collection Form

COUNTY: TOWN: SITE NUMBER:
SITE NOTES:
WEATHER COMDITIONS
DATE: - - DAY OF WEEK: 1Clear! Sunny 4 Fog
2 Light Rain 5 Wet but Not
3 Cloudy Raining

DIRECTION OF TRAFFIC FLOW ODBSERVED (Circleonsl-H 5 E W

START TIME: [Obesrvation pariod will kast exacily 1 hour)

PASSENGER

DRIVER __ PASSENGER
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