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Table 1: Raster Reclassification by Layer. Table 2: Accident Risk -l Control
Multipliers by Road
Classification.

Final Reclassification
Based on Road Classification

Speed Limit (mph)
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W 30-45

25-30

Annual Average Daily Traffic (vpd)
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[ 50,200 - 93,300
24,400 - 50,200
9,000 - 24,400
10 - 9,000
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