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Introduction Result 1 - Work Zones Protect, on Average
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» Measure whether work zones make crashes more or
less severe on average, using six different methods.

» Estimate the work-zone effect for every crash, Result 2 - When Protection Vanishes
Including where it happened.

Figure 1. Work-zone effect across estimators (95% CI). Every estimate is below zero.
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M ethOdOlOgy [ Effect becomes more harmful on interstate/toll roads (%x1.26) and after dark (x1.18); location is the #1 driver (29% of attribution) ]

a COMPARE Six methods test if work zones change injury risk
Result 3 - Where: GeoXAl Hot Spots

a ESTIMATE An effect for every crash, including its location Corridors in significant clusters
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Figure 5. Effect tree. Only harmful leaf: speed = 55 mph + rear-end (+1.27 pp) » Next step: test warning signs and Step-down Speed Limits
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