MEETING MINUTES
NCITE October Section Meeting
Monday, October 17, 2016; 11:00 AM— 1:00 PM

(gl
MW / NORTH CENTRAL SECTION
_ A\ \k_, AR / NSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS
Location: University of Minnesota Coffman Memorial Union (Mississippi Room)
Gold Sponsor: Bolton & Menk

1. Call Meeting to Order
Joe called the meeting to order at 12:35 PM. A buffet style lunch preceded the business
meeting.

2. Introductions
All attendees introduced themselves, stated their employer, NCITE involvement, and
answered the questioned posed: “What is your favorite candy?” The favorite was Reese’s
followed by Snickers and a 4-way tie for 3" place. The total attendee count was 69. The
breakdown was as follows:

« 66 in-person attendees (5 ITSO attendees)
« 3 online attendees

3. Announcements
Joe made the following announcements:

« NCITE will begin accepting 2016 scholarship applications later this week.

« The 2017 NCITE Election will begin this Friday, October 21. Members will receive an
email to cast their vote.

« NCITE has created a new committee, the Younger Member Committee. It will
operate in the same way as other existing technical committees.

« Joe introduced John Davis, ITE District 4 Director. John congratulated NCITE for its
winning bid to host the 2018 ITE Annual Meeting! The 2017 MWITE Annual Meeting
will be in Madison, Wisconsin June 18-20. John presented ITSO with the
championship “trophy” (plaque) for winning the Traffic Bowl competition in June at
the MWITE Annual Meeting.

« The NCITE Annual Meeting will be on November 10 at Whirlyball in Maple Grove.

4. Technical Presentation: Computerized Crash Reports Usability and Design
Investigation
Jacob Folkeringa introduced Dr. Nichole Morris from CTS to present on the computerized
crash reports usability and design investigation.

« Nichole was hired by the State of Minnesota to overhaul the state’s crash report form
MnCrash. Specifically, the project entailed the design and creation of a crash report
interface that improves accuracy, speed, reliability, and meaningfulness of crash
report data utilizing Human Factors (HF) analyses and principles as well as
capitalizing on the experience and expertise of law enforcement.

« Phase 1 consisted of assessing the existing crash report using HF principles to
address human and system performance issues. This included Hierarchical Task
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Analysis, Cognitive Walkthrough Analyses, Interviews, Card Sorting Tasks, and
Survey.

« Interviews consisted of samples from 12 officers from 7 different agencies with 1-20+
years of experience.

« Issues that impede complete data on crash reports included court implications and
reconstruction constraints. Officers are hesitant to include factors they cannot prove
in court. However, defense attorneys use it all of the time! Officers are hesitant to
contradict findings of a reconstruction report.

« Phase 2 consisted of Design & Usability Testing. This was to build a mock-up crash
report based on the findings and recommendations of the HTA, card sorting, and
cognitive walkthrough analysis. This was where focus was placed on the type of
interface style, either wizard or full form.

« After extensive testing, users were split in preference between wizard and form-
based interface. Therefore, both interfaces were recommended for use.

« MnCrash went live on January 1, 2016. Feedback has been positive so far.

5. Adjournment
Jacob thanked the speaker and adjourned the formal business meeting at 1:38 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

e %

Scott Poska Date: October 17, 2016
2016 NCITE Secretary
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Advancing roadway safety with user-centered solutions

Computerized Crash Reports
Usability and Design Investigation

Nichole L. Morris, Ph.D.
HumanFIRST Laboratory
University of Minnesota

@ HumanFIRST Laboratory

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA



Human Factors Overview

* Human factors psychologists study human
capabilities and limitations
* Apply knowledge to systems and environments
— Enhance human performance
— Minimize error
— Multidisciplinary approach
* Why do we need Human Factors?

— Increased system complexity
— Cost of redesign is extremely costly
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Project Objectives

* Design and create a crash report interface that
improves accuracy, speed, reliability, and
meaningfulness of crash report data
— Utilize Human Factors analyses and principles

— Capitalize on the experience and expertise of law
enforcement

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA @ HumanFIRST Laboratory ROADWAY SAFETY INSTITULE



Phase 1: Human Factors Analysis

* Assess existing crash report using HF principles to
address human and system performance issues
— Hierarchical Task Analysis
— Cognitive Walkthrough Analyses
— Interviews
— Card Sorting Tasks
— Survey

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA @ HumanFIRST Laboratory RCADWAY SAFETY INSTITUTE



Hierarchical Task Analysis (HTA)

 HTA is a systematic process of examining tasks

— Analysis of plans, goals, and sub-goals

0. Document Motor Vehicle

Crash

1. Complete MN Crash Report

——

1.1 Enter officer
information

Plan 1.1: 1 to 5. Then, if state patrol-6

Plan 0: 1-then, if death occurs within 30 days of crash--2

Plan 1: 1-2-3. Then 4 and/or 5 as appropriate

1.1.1 Enter the
Local Case #

1.1.2. Enter

Officer Name

=11.1.3. Enter Rank =

1.1.4. Select
agency Type

1.1.5. Enter
Badge #

| 1.1.6. Enter State

Patrol STA#

——

1.2. Locate Crash

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Plan 1.2: 1—2. Then, if crash occurred on a divided highway—
3. Then, if state patrol—4; otherwise 5 or 6 as appropriate—

then 7. Then 8—29.

@ HumanFIRST Laboratory
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HTA Results

e The HTA describes the tasks shared between
the user and the system

— There are up to 175 steps in total

— Division of responsibilities between the user and
the system is 151:24

* The goal of future iterations of the crash
report will be to shift more responsibilities to
the system

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA @ HumanFIRST Laboratory RCADWAY SAFETY INSTITUTE



Phase 1: Human Factors Analysis

* Cognitive Walkthrough Analyses
— Evaluate current user interface usability
— Identify goals: are the actions correct?
— Assess validity and reliability

* |nterviews

— Sampled 12 officers from 7 different agencies with
1-20+ years of experience

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA @ HumanFIRST Laboratory RCADWAY SAFETY INSTITUTE



Validity & Reliability Issues

e Hit & Run or Parked Vehicles

— Elements under-used, required for accurate entry
of other required elements

* Sequence of Events

— Unclear inclusion of Collision with “Motor Vehicle
in Transport”

— Non-collision events under utilized

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA @ HumanFIRST Laboratory RCADWAY SAFETY INSTITUTE



Other Issues Impeding Complete Data

* Court implications

— Officers are hesitant to include factors they cannot
prove in court

— Crash report is inadmissible in MN courts
* “Defense attorneys use it all of the time”

e Reconstruction constraints

— Officers are hesitant to contradict findings of a
reconstruction report



