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Below are comments from the panel on the December 2015 QPR.  The research team’s 

responses are indicated in an italicized font. 

  

 

Reviewer No. 1 

No comments.  

 

I noticed the schedule only allows one month for review of the final report. I thought we were 

going to be given three months—at least that’s what I show in my notes. 

 

Two months was initially proposed in the original proposal, however, this project has grown 

considerably in scope and three months might be necessary for your review.  Attachment A still 

shows a one-month review but we are anticipating another no-cost extension and will 

incorporate a three-month review in the revised scheduled. 

 

Reviewer No. 2 

I am confused by Tables 9-12 in Attachment C. What is meant by "Base". "Quarter", "Third" and 

"Half"? It is odd that they don't seem to follow a trend - The probability for Half NFO is less 

than Third and greater than Quarter. Please clarify. 

 

This was an unfortunate choice of words on our part.  It is intended to represent 1/3 of the 

original density, 1/2 of the original density, and 1/4 of the original density.  Each fraction is a 

smaller portion of the original density.  As this CMF is finalized, we propose to change that 

nomenclature to the actual density (i.e., measurements of density) rather than the shorthand 

currently used.  In application, we believe the actual density will be more practical and useful.  

Do you agree? 

 

Attachment D - Is there a backup plan in case the Washington data does not support the use of 

the NC data without the horizontal and vertical information? Does it make sense to get some 

newer data from Washington? 

 

Efforts have continued this quarter to identify data sources for use in phase III.  The Texas data 

has been identified as a possible additional source and is currently being investigated.  Our 

current plan is two-pronged:  (1) to move forward with the data we have while (2) looking for 

additional data.  We believe this will allow us to make progress while pursuing additional data 

sources.  This will also allow us to assess the current plan for phase III against the available 

data in the coming months.   

 



 1 

Attachment F - How accurate is the elevation information that you get from Google Earth? Do 

you expect to get all of the data needed from Ohio or will other states be used as well? 

 

We performed an analysis of the ability to accurately measure slopes using Google Earth prior 

to commencing and were satisfied with the results, however, just now realized this analysis was 

never presented in past QPRs.  This analysis will be included in the documentation for the data 

collection.  We are satisfied with the accuracy of google earth, given the accuracy of crash 

location reporting.  We intend to gather slope data in both Washington and Ohio then use the 

gathered data in conjunction with the simulated trajectories developed by TTI in their study of 

slopes and ditches.  Using these two different data sources will allow for greater confidence in 

the findings.   

 

 

Reviewer No. 3 

No comments.  

 

Reviewer No. 4 

No comments.  

 

Reviewer No. 5 

I am happy to see that we are now moving forward with Phase III. Initiating new contracts seems 

to always exceed our time estimate, at least it does where I work. I look forward to seeing how 

Phase III unfolds. 

 

Thank you for the positive response to my comment regarding combining CMFs. 

 

We are also excited about moving into phase III.   

 

Reviewer No. 6 

The project continues to make good progress, the research team should be congratulated for 

securing resources for Phase 3. 

 

Thank you. 


