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Foul- AR R R D M R S A A 57
FATNL G EBORGY c Bp G MR RETL F U REE R Y R R
2l SRR TR L "/“;‘a BRI EFIRT Y AT AR RE R RS
(T GR  PRR L FLEE SE  S T F
# % %]+ (crash modification factors, CMF) 7 & & B F1 % .7 F 4 BT 5 % ol
ZPPEF o A R E 2011 & 3 2015 # R i SRR E T RTR 2
MBS EEg 2 f D NIRRT RS T &S FFER
AP AT PR U] 90 2 2 g ﬁ» PRk PL4) 80 2 100 2 2 v b chngiE R
#HE = B 2015 & 1w dafi i s @ B 2015 & PFaE P 100 o B/ PEAR EHT 90 \g/
JREEREF A F o RGBT R G e M e - BRAR R
5347 0 R R AR il fARS o

MaEs & r FF -3 3 SR F &%y ~ § = 7 ~crash modification factors ~
negative binominal distribution ~ safety performance functions
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L1y 548

Wi 7 88 @ 2D Logaf paEak s ok 5 ea gl B B

* R &iiiﬁuﬁlﬁmiﬁi} Y 3 ‘q%%%%,ﬁpg-\. s FpEE L 70 ,\g/
f: 1442008 £ 3 7 %5 80 22/ P 42010 £4% % F 90 22/
7 7 AE B R ZLME D R LR 2
Klilﬁ Bi‘:—g’ B T %2400 —E"j\a%tJ_ 2600#& y {e g]lﬁ g H B B ik 1Y
P E 80 =2/ pF > 7R UL BT i 4 SRR G AR At e

Wi 3@ 2R#ELE L S 80 ,\g” pF~00 = 2/ pF~100 = 2 /0 P e 110
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and Transportation Officials, AASHTO)*>* 2010 ## 4 % 1 'm o >4 p
(Highway Safety Manual, HSM) » 4% 11 & ’ﬁ Gk ikmscience based) #5447 Fjt
@*{é'“"\ﬁ:\g&‘&}: 3»“]““ B2 2R Gy 2T HEE TR
e B > REST ﬂ SEECED = 2P A A r-t’? i Bop Rk B
(regression to the mean)?< /™ » @ F B ER A L R TR > Bi2R(F
WG AfraiEr 2 4245 o

AFTURERE CRGYE AL B EET S N
HEFHa S PR 78 % 22 B8 1»2 CI R R U CE
T AE R B R AP i U H R T e B F) S (crash
modification factors, CMFs) » 3% R % 1 = LM (78 % 2 o

1273 B h g

R TR B P - LA R AAAL G o o Ligag B 2012
ES50 7T pFA TR E X273 G PRFET D RV EERY
lFlP\ @_g;ﬁﬁi,ﬁ ’ _@iiiﬁ;tp AR F] o FIM R R E A7 K )‘L"%lﬂ SOPE i }’ il
FTREAr R FEEN T RPENRE > A IRERIFEFHN T mORE
RFVUEFRERFL G AT A SFEROBRT 2P ARE
M E A FE TS 0 2 o PR TR e B TR R LR
TR ERIFPPFS IR/ ETREY TG 8 o

d o= ﬂ”xgﬁxm"%lﬁliﬁ |§/PJ ,gﬁ;ﬂxi{%;;‘-};g;i;\&%m“ﬁsﬁo
Bg.s[‘]lgrg_xi;.&%.biﬁﬁxiizzlg 3 52 & H¢ R - 5L2 & B = 5
? 4k Wi 3530 Ao Wi T 810 A0 B 2 36 A 4 E B X 81402
D25 A AR - By Bek g > B Z BT et - e
SR FE 2B R S B ARG AR R E AR FE
FPaP o FE-BL BT SR R P R WET SLihs
Es TR B Y EL AR L 0 B S LR - s RS i G o

= égk"r}ﬁfﬁ

21 % > Hrsik

’

% > % »xd fc(safety performance functions, SPFS)¥ * *t3f 7 & 4% 2§t 8k
Bofl s e e 2 T Iopidg F wost 4O 2 s A A %ﬁ-d 0% g
ANB AT AR PR AR RN R AR ZART
REA S N ERAERF R F AP S - 5N A fe(negative binominal
distribution, NB) = # T » & * %L3- & } 4f @ ,ép—?#:zﬁ(multiple regression
technique)fx iz #71# ; A &+ d # T35p 23 £ (AADT)#= 3 Jifﬁ;m\ A& (L)
ESHTES s FHNY I PR LEEAFALF TR ‘~~F\ »H i3k
2B AERET R AR ALY I G R PREFE 2R
S 7] #e 7 (AASHTO, 2010) -
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A }_ £ poP e R S i o (rural two-lane two-way
hlghway) 7 SUE = g (rural multilane highway) 2 473 {o3f % &7 3 (urban
and suburban arterlals)‘i PR AE 2 RSERAIRE 0 B E R E TR
PRERLPELEEY o 00 f 2 3F N Solifeif £ > o dicheT™ o 58 (Park, J., et
al., 2015) -

Npredicted,i = exp(ﬁo + ﬁ1(AADTi) + :82 (Li) + "'.Bk(in)) o5\ (l)
H ¢

wamwi§%&ﬂiﬁw@@gggiﬁi\wégﬁﬁ%%@,%&
AADT; 5 3 i b i & T3op 2 £(AADT) > H = D dm=c/% ~ L 5 FBE
{}i ’ET*IE‘\:H’

Xi o FEEIHE 5 8k

FrONRA 2EP Y SHIT Y D 2R % 2SI 5 %
P

Ngpr = AADT X L X 365 x 1076 x ¢ 04865 X 2(2)
H ¢

-~

Nspr & % 2 5 »c 50 BT iR 2 S8 e fE8 3 BT 0o & wodf 2 A
#c(base) » H i+ @ 2/&E o

AADT % 27 5 4 R o 28 3 & #FITEp 2 £ (AADT) H i @
R RS
LEAMFTHRTE»FIE B2 BEL R B 20 (mile) -

HFREFTE2E iw&’ié"*%f%&wwwnRemlmw)

LAk o 4 a] - R A FAGLE R AT AT @ * P I 5% 2
s A 155 50 doie 7 & % % s A 45 (project-level analysis) £ & {7 B g A
17 o

2.8 RERE TR o R LT ELBRELR TR hor Top 21 £ -
TEBEERRE C FRMBE > PP AT AL ] o

QAT 2SItk F AN o o f DN AR AR AREARIG A
e o RIAAMAL 0 fC AN S RLAFERRRS L -

4% 2SS BB o B AP MR OB B R LR F I

5. 3R#7% > Hocdifi ol AL FS R AR LBIRAA LG - e 7 iy
Pt IR AR RS B (T e B AT e

22 X &B EFS
Fi- A F o & ¥+ (crash modification factors, CMFs) 5 & BE ~ i f2 5 i

o REIE B G2 T 0 $E 2§ kit 1 B{(AASHTO, 2010) > 40
FoTEE —1—&)‘45/»% FRMHm o2 LI e Y E(FHWA, 2010) -
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e RRABSLIRRB A TIOERT &F A 3F = () B 22 &
FR R R AL B LS IR fo 2 (0D &

¥R PP At =100 x (1.00 — CMF) 2354

AEFEAFEFFRE ST UAE RS LT BN RAFE L
Aiph247iE 5 1> FCMF<1 R A HP-ZH W BARF g 4 it L
7‘*\4%3"“# GRS TR e el SRR E " pharr A 78 % > 5 F CMF
>1 R % px#*«un pexrd 3 (TR & }: s E CMF—l iii*\ﬁéﬂ’»:i#—'%@é‘ﬁfé
b 2y A éﬁt’i‘ ’4 BAple > J{WEF I 2T A PE A RRT FﬁPliﬂH&irﬂ:
FAHEx 5 105 &/E —54%3"*“ PREL U ROE PG s 2 1% 3 Rsx(stop
sign) > 5AT 8t H 6 2 A #g._ii A TS 5 0.81(Gan, A, Shen, J., 2005) > ¢
R AR r(’}\i’iﬁ W ERTEL BE/EAER 1% g B4
i&ﬂ &5‘ R R i A ?’”F* FEZ I BTTRRE T A
FrEl AR &R E GRS N EP R #’F]*B’ B ok An ¥
*?ﬁﬁé F—;I%ii ez, £ B (AASHTO, 2010) » ek e v 1% > r0 S BcTp ip &
FHERBRFEYEF2TISAAET o Fh FHEEFH% X CMFx=081
2 BEEH Y CMFy=1.06 R v & & 8 5 4 68««41%_3;—;&(7.9
/& x0.81x 1.06= 6.8 % /# ) R F XA FFF P RE 2FFT AR
ﬁﬁjﬁwrﬁ#wf&ix%\W@ZF#%£'%Wf&iz NE-1
¥ &g = 2 PR EE R N 3 i v% (cost-effective strategies)
5;’%{{’?&42‘1&. ﬁ*ﬁfllp%whq_iﬁjd—%w‘ LN r,/,]%\g_a};r,;\,d\{ /’7\’}"’(‘:‘%
T Bk 2 F e % 5 a0 (FHWA, 2010)

CMF=

X 34(3)

Fy
"

23 4E T &

Wi ¥ s E R 5% B 45>t PIARC Committee % 1995 % % % Tunnel
Safety + > A § &7 e kE g o R F A H LTk By
4%_{E>~r}f@&r“g ’fel!%i‘ﬁk’}i j{;l'i’qg Qigﬂfruﬁi‘ﬁ%&ﬁzé&ﬁﬁ:i'ﬁ
F = B % (Amundsen and Ranes, 2000) ; ¥ rwﬁ BREE R L ADH o e

NS I n‘*(Lemke 2000) - 1 4p NEFRZGHXAE G
P AR EOT B A R R = *T“iﬁﬂlﬁl‘%&# v F]QLRRE eh® 2R
el BN et RS T m(SAFESTAR, 2002) - R pEIEFE LD G E

WERRIE ) oA R A & % g“ﬁ%ﬁiiﬁi%ﬁﬂfr—k RN B
(Salvisberg et al., 2004) > # B A $F3v3¢ & e dofok i € 2 DI 4G ARt B
2 B+ % (Manser and Hancock, 2007) - “§if @ B » & jig 4 F&h & € v
g & i i (Nessbaumer, 2007) o * B& 4 Bigsg en® 8 (7 5 € 2238 B {orgk
i 4G EEE 25 1M i (Kircher and Ahlstorm, 2012) -

B PR E T T @ s B g e e R
*ﬁjﬁgﬁﬁ’fﬁ."liﬁgfié’al??]+fj‘§‘fﬁ R 7y o 4ok B 8 A% -
HEFRIDT EAFPMPFEE > A AT GRRPN THE B RE F R
BRGS0 i@ P E R W OE B frﬂ* °
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Jus

\,FI;L"-%,';
3l % 25»%Iik

FHREF R ORIREN 2 FIRE T BRLAMFRIRDELR
ERF o REF CREE S FAREE LR EFERE P L AL
o SRR R s (Hi /e ) WL B gmy AT A#H
FA o BT R R o 2p T Iog RABLEF AT FREF LN
=% 3] e i (model fitting) » i At ¥ pof 2 o2 A= A T2 L) 2w R
S5 O RRIRFAPXIREAFTLRY hf 235\ A ﬁo(Negatlve blnomlal
dlstrlbutlon) RETREAEFCRITI > ORMINEIE R ERELART

CEERES = ERS R £ I

SR RRT ALY € 2GSt AR R Y OHGHeT 258 (8) T
Aox R B ik D BLRRIE E P liﬂiﬂ]&(AADT)@-f”ﬁﬁﬁ BRI A -
PRI 2 X 2RO 2 Sl X0 A4 E TP LA ERARE RS FE
WAL T R VR - AR AT BRI EAFEF T RL
FELXdRHwes 2 k™ o fif RE 3 @ ’\P“ﬁiﬁiﬁﬂfﬁﬁiéi’sﬁ‘iﬁﬁ
:'iﬁFi{TEi°?7»FEE§:E‘7FL}§i H#g._ir"tpﬂ” Ko Plig- HhaE @]iﬁ%iﬁ?
&@%ﬁ%kﬁéﬁﬁiﬁu. rHrmdidice Bfs 0 A Y MR R E SRS

SRR S LT S SRS 32 R T S SRR A
iiiiﬁ@ww$’uwaﬁgwgﬁﬁg&ipi\ﬁ“£$%0
Npredicted,i = exp(,go + ﬂl(AADTi) + ,82 (Li) + "',Bk(in)) A ;7“ (5)
# ¢

Npredicted,i * 3 B2 &0 0 SRR vogd 2 451 ~ P » IR G #7HE 2 $8k
AADT; 2 R i 1 ETp L 2(AADT) > H = D dm=c/% ~ L 5 % RE I
LR H{ Ew
Xa o F BT HE 5 ik

FEHEGNEE S AT AT RPN T R RIR N R BT 2
I NT e RS A S e BRI ANE)I RO TR BT F AN
N BB s R A H TR S —*"—]%Qﬁ:/»\ u| % Fpredicted,i
PRBEIERAEREE g A (2/ 2 2)fe Npredlcted | 5 % BSFC 1SR RIAL
HFeagd () #H T 25 F R L R RERIERREL A F R
gL ERE2 H Ao pTE miptﬁﬁ:ﬁ g5 e uﬂ&*ﬁ;m}i'*’irzﬁm% ma"l
Ak BN E 6 E & RHc(doid )m;’f#% v R R R B AR
PRI ARE T 0 P e PSR RE S A R HRIARE - %sm‘\— L
e .i’“AADT@;#;m FomE I Log & ok }i ’ w—“ﬂ"/ LN 5 = & #50
Z &y £ W AN = 22 AADT 4 Length % P~ Log » ticstw 5 ¢ B~ LN -

1. Fpredicted,i = eXp(,Bo + [ (LogAADT) + - Sy (in)) O (6)
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2. Fpredicted,i = eXp(,Bo + ﬁl (LNAADT) + .. ﬂk(in)) 25\ (7)

3. Npregicreai = €xp(Bo + B1(LogAADT) + B,(Loglength) + - B (Xi))
2 39(8)
4. Npregicteai = exp(Bo + B1(LNAADT) + B,(LNlength) + -+ B (Xy:))
ASNI(C)]

N ;L"i"** fomN el PR e s 2T il
e £ R L AR 2 0) AP E R Rfrs THLE § A
? oyl %Jﬁ'i FEIRE 8 RMIER] S A F O = b e o

3.2 i ik

bl - AT AR T (T ti? SHEBE)T  FLEVRESHES
¥ i it ¥ 7 (likelihood ratio test) e #1071t 1 75 fid = ju;wg_m]mh
PR L AR RS (RS )t A P ()
¥ F‘?Eﬁ‘ AR g rINe 7 ﬂ'w’fﬂ—’\“‘ FEN W BB AR & Hfs_), =
FAXREA o

331+ ¥ &AKFS

B RE B SRR TR LR R R B HE R
RAE T g AR E - FFRITE LA EFIF F\ P B2 /F*J%%E“'J
CMF enh2 55 Q)fr 2 58 (4)* e 257 % i ’*f ICMF = 2 & L_r»ﬁ#*&
R T A R 0 X RGER S B R et AR e
CMF & (Lord and Bonneson, 2007; Stamatiadis et al., 2009; Carter et al., 2012) »
TA2NA0)T kP E LA e AR T A F TS -

AT FLLE - v ZF#LTWﬁ”&?#&%CMFET 55
B B U bl R R U002 L B R 0 2 e e
Fl+ ¢ £ 080 2 2/ AR ETE P00 o B /0] Pk g o

CMF = exp(Br X (Xkr — Xkp)) 2 34(10)

‘:; xkt?“i* «;tvtllh;P‘ h—rmﬁﬂ#i‘ir(]?‘;‘)fﬁ‘ k(g{)ﬁﬂ_f_l@ ,xkb?F E\L
z+’s AR T SR T s A A () e

B

FTHAFHER
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FrEaipnra®100 £ 3 A F 104 & R 3@ S5 - Z L0
RTHEME X BERE P R F AR AR FRTHSHEF L 2
PR P~ TRRRK G REAR SR BTN LR
FME R F R EDERAAT LA AFL L c TRFTHEONLT RBEP
Qﬁi#ﬁiﬁ&ﬁiia&;AlAZ&A&A&@%Q$45§%§:
"L‘ZJE&P\;L“:7(1§:iF(’A2‘K"F‘:JFFj3~E];\'&ﬁ ,,;—\.i&ﬁ Ly R 2
i FE & A3 % p‘a‘ﬂ:#"‘ DR L2 R E e MFY P P ¥ RIER]
Mﬂiﬂﬂiﬂﬁiﬁﬁm&WiﬁﬁT’ﬂ&AlkA21£&fﬁ B¢
CRANCE S 7 & o S ol W ok A S

LR E SRR R P PR R v B R L R
&\ﬁﬁ’éi#%ﬁﬂ%QWLQ%T:
£ aq:ﬁ*ggfgrﬁﬁﬁf’z;ﬁ P—rnlgmﬁg%

& GEEEINE
Q—ﬁﬂé%ﬁ AR 2 B 5 ARl

2 g Fw A e g

B E T AT FERE g A w

%ié@%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ&&F o

Z.E'i'ﬁﬁg:tﬂ\{ﬂ”;;p@x%@&»iélgg;%@_j}_ P8 e WD R
Z B gap fow B oiE RRap o

3. AT RRAE B R EORE F R SR L o R R
TR AL L G b BB RS S 2 A 5T 80
N2 pE #9022/ ) prfoid P2 100 g2 b \

4.2 B2
AT g U B R b R A R A T B el
Bt § ~AE S SRR O LA o pR g ¢ ’%ﬁ' Yot B ‘—‘3"—1“1—‘5'&‘?
S LR RS- T §;E§,:,§9r » %4 '__r'/_?

AFHEE S AL o &
wgaé‘ww@@gw#aégﬁ_szLgﬁé“aﬁ:ﬁfgﬁAﬁ

é@&ﬁ;wha’aléi+ﬁ%&mﬁ§’pé*w@%&% *P“

LB EREERO0 o/ ez B 3 SR E ER DR FIEEA G a0t
{ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ*m°

ERR R S S
RECH X BHoH | 13
80 »> 2 /) p¥ ST
100 = 2 /) pFrs ¢ _—
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£ 250 REPRRREA T 0 S R0 AL ez 8 b
BIERELIf2y 4225 00 F U RHEEER] ¥l R EFER2 522
Rl * % 20 AI“}”@:F 2125 Nyredictea,i = exp(Bo + B1(x1) + Bo(x2)) > 14k
5 b 7§l7 WS 80 22/ PERE O BN R Npredicted,i = exp(ﬁo + :81(1) +
:82(0)) F i 290 22/ pEREORT B G Npredicted,i = exp(ﬁo + Bl(o) +
:82(0)) » F#EE 100 22/ pE L BE S BOVE OB G Npredicted,i = exp(Bo +
B1(0) + (1)) -

% 2 3 Rhm R

T ¥ A X BEEEL | AHmPE2
80 =~ 2 /] pF 1 0
#11 90 = 2 /| p¥ 0 0
100 2 2 /-] pFrs 0 1
ey 1 0
B i #e R 0 0
> B g 0 1
I ~ZF280H
5.1 #3V 1 ik
TR N ﬁ%*@ﬂéia DR xaﬁ:? * SAS gt * PROC

GEMOD 54 f - s 7o 47 o ﬁ_z;i&]‘»ﬁ’ PR RRG R o
b dren®FF 50 B0 @ oav 2011 & 1 2015 & Lmi—g PP E 6
%O%ﬁ*?#°ﬁﬁﬁi§9ﬁ”ﬁ’%i”mlﬁﬁﬁ’ﬁaéﬁim

g(

PG 2 ST i > T

RS LT S SRR

03 M SR LT R A

% & i~ 5

HRiE R R Length
PRUT LT E Traflow
#3180 22 /) pF SPEEDLIMIT1
#9022/ ) B SPEEDLIMIT2
#1100 = 2/ pEaet SPEEDLIMIT3
o g Lanenu2

-] Lanenu3

P Lanenu4
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4 inde A7 % 2EsaSfiot A F o % 2011 £ 3 2015 &
E i AREFEFA TOUELY - A% 2o aiy o Sl 1R
P2 %4 8 8E > a Loglikelihood » F_z AL I R - B > 5
*i&‘yﬁxf‘%%ﬁ’:}v Br2pF ¥ AT 2 eSde? > ST 80 2/

o pEfor B sgiE e B ¥ > @ Log likelihood £ =% 0] e % w fEE >
$6’$$¢m80?2/BﬂerQEMB$1P~B¢ﬁﬁ&fmﬁ%@
£ R i B F o q Loglikelihood £ # + che j8 0 P FRF UEI e A7 F
K%$$KEK¢WHMMmd$RﬁKTﬁ7ﬁ&%ﬁhﬂ”@jp PR
TE T B AL > I BT AT o

5.2 % 28 sk BA 45

521 & & ek > skl

ﬁi&%iﬁaﬁii%%&&@ﬁﬁﬁ’Ni%ﬂi#ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ
ZIEBN TR U R AT AR N EH G 2011 £ e >
ATk dod 5o LA BE B Do M %o 27080 2 2 /] e 100
QWJﬁwkw%%ﬁmgkoJ%%iﬁ&pév o Bl
fre B BT ki Ao B A P iﬁ'i’}‘%’fﬁ*ﬁi&@:y
e B s AL A u R AR IUPHAY 0 22 pF 580 22/ ) pFEr 100 o 2
[l pErE s b ﬁi‘ﬁ'@:#ﬁ%"“’ FoRPEE e B I
PAAE R R ARE P o ARS U E B AR P L g B4 o
2012 & nE FAF AN AT S R 60T o RE L ATl 2w
B % @280 22/ pE{r 100 2 2/ P b ApsatiE 100 22/ prt
el fe b T2 EER e B ARt B HE G e M
PREZFTEHFwEk oM B T3 prEESTESHF LA
WA PUAR T 90 22/ ) pF o 80 2 /[ pE gz 100 2 L /o] pErL b AR
Jﬁ.ﬂlgg,giﬁjgﬁ-v“’é@ %ﬁﬁﬁ\}: ﬁi‘ﬁ‘%’fﬁi&% PB4 T
FWARE P 2 ARG U E BN RARA TP 2 g4 o

%\» 4 éii%’ti,{ﬁlg{l’bﬁ&%\»%

o -
FHc ik | BB L | p-value
Intercept -22.6475 | 1.9413 | <.0001

SPEEDLIMIT1 | -0.0004 | 0.318 [ 0.9989
SPEEDLMIT3 0.1982 | 0.3084 | 0.5205

Lanenu2 -0.5203 | 0.2858 | 0.0687
Lanenu4 -0.8102 | 0.4065 | 0.0462
Log of Traflow 6.0266 | 0.4633 | <.0001
Log likelihood -702.63
Bt =
S8k | % | #% 4 | p-value
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Intercept -22.647 | 1.9413 | 0.2914
SPEEDLIMIT1 | -0.0004 | 0.318 [ 0.9989
SPEEDLIMIT3 0.1982 | 0.3084 | 0.5205

Lanenu2 0.5203 | 0.2858 | 0.0687
Lanenu4 -0.8102 | 0.4065 | 0.0462
LN of Traflow 2.6173 | 0.2012 | <.0001
Log likelihood -702.63
B =
¥ Gl | A | p-value
Intercept 132.5 148.12 | 0.2914

SPEEDLIMIT1 -1.419 | 0.2679 | <.0001
SPEEDLIMIT3 0.0973 | 0.2980 | 0.7439
Lanenu?2 0.3483 | 0.2432 | 0.1521
Lanenu4 -1.5067 | 0.445 [ 0.0007

Log of Traflow 36.859 [ 29.311 [ 0.2086
Log of length(km) | -288.91 | 275.36 | 0.2941

Log likelihood -688.17
il
FHc Gl | HREZ | p-value
Intercept -22.444 | 1.7523 | <.0001

SPEEDLIMIT1 | -0.7844 | 0.288 | <.0001
SPEEDLIMIT3 0.4103 | 0.2586 | 0.0006

Lanenu?2 -0.3782 | 0.2412 | 0.1126

Lanenu4 -1.4551 | 0.3533 | 0.1169

LN of Traflow 2.6 0.1811 | <.0001

Ln of length(km) [ 0.5124 | 0.088 | <.0001
Log likelihood -671.47

2013 & % 2 ST B AT R Av A T UTT 0 R R R H R RO L
BR800 22/ e 100 2 2/ ) pEr b ApsatiE T 90 o 2 /) pE st
Ty Lo Mo B FHES i fer 2 Ap 2 S HT i) Lo
oo PR R AY EHT A Do MG A AN AU 90
XRLPE 80 2R/ S 100 2 /)EIL L ARG B F s B i dedp
SNz P B B AT W ARE e 4 A8
PR B GRRARA E P Y f K e

2014 & e » B 4T R ok 84T 0 R £ R HE i) 1
B %o 3080 22/ e 100 22/ LT AR $H3iE 90 2 X)) pEETE
e foo MR HED G for 2 AR 2 B HE ] f e M
PR R pd et At} Do b At A u] A U 90 22/
o 80 2R/ pEEr 100 2L/ P AR B 2 ;B fidp gt =
B P E GRS R SRR E T e S AR R e
mBAXA F P 4§ H e
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% 52011 # % >4 a5

% #e % & | % & A | p-value
Intercept -19.6322 3.7678 <.0001
SPEEDLIMIT1 -0.3552 0.7272 0.6253
SPEEDLIMIT3 -0.509 0.6216 0.4129
Lanenu?2 -0.8459 0.5968 0.1564
Lanenu4 -0.4305 0.7692 0.5756
LN of Traflow 2.3071 0.3869 <.0001
Ln of length(km) 0.4725 0.2051 0.0212
Log Likelihood -128.4876
% 62012 & % > ool gk
% b % #& | & # £ | p-value
Intercept -18.7596 3.6997 <.0001
SPEEDLIMIT1 -0.6923 0.7231 0.3383
SPEEDLIMIT3 -0.6184 0.6232 0.3210
Lanenu2 -0.845 0.6077 0.1644
Lanenu4 -0.5446 0.7962 0.4940
LN of Traflow 2.3071 0.3869 <.0001
Ln of length(km) 0.4613 0.2127 0.0301
Log Likelihood -126.145
% 72013 # % > »adfcizit %
% # % B | ¥ ® £ | p-value
Intercept -21.3686 3.8843 <.0001
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