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Abstract: Recently, the surrogate safety assessment model has been considered for the safety per-
formance analysis of roundabouts. This model can perform a detailed analysis of conflicts based
on the trajectory data of vehicles inside the roundabout. The Separated Central Island (SCI) round-
about, as one of the roundabouts with distinct geometrical characteristics, holds the potential for
safety evaluation using the conflict-based method. Therefore, in this study, a safety diagnosis of
an SCI roundabout was conducted for the first time. In this study, a safety diagnosis procedure
for SCI roundabout was first defined; for this purpose, vehicle trajectory data were obtained using
an Unnamed Aerial Vehicle (UAV) and then entered into Surrogate Safety Measure Model software
(SSAM 3.0). A case study was conducted on the only SCI roundabout in Iran, located in Mashhad.
The parameters of Time-to-Collision (TTC), maximum speed difference of two vehicles involved in
a collision (Max∆V), and maximum speed of vehicles in collision (MaxS) were utilized to determine
the type and severity of conflicts and risk analysis. The results of roundabout risk analysis showed
that the severity level of conflicts is mainly of the injury type and that the lowest severity of conflicts is
related to fatality. In addition, the highest frequency of injury conflicts is associated with lane-change
conflict and the lowest frequency is linked to rear-end conflict. The highest and lowest frequency
of damage conflicts are related to crossing and lane-change conflicts, respectively. After overall
risk scoring, the severity level of conflicts is mainly related to injury type and the lowest severity
of conflicts is associated with fatality; 31% of the total conflicts obtained are of the damaging type,
and 69% are of the injury type. Finally, comparing the results of the conflict data with the 8-year
crash data in such roundabouts confirms that in the absence of crash data in such roundabouts traffic
engineers can use the roundabout analysis based on this study to predict the safety situation of such
roundabouts before implementing engineering processes.

Keywords: risk assessment; surrogate safety; conflict-base; SCI roundabout

1. Introduction

Due to many collision points, urban intersections are among the most critical places for
accidents. Safety at intersections can be improved through the design of roundabouts [1,2].
A comparison between traditional intersections and roundabouts reveals that the severity
of crashes in roundabouts is lower [3]. Data obtained from traffic crash reports represent a
crash-based approach to safety assessment. However, in low- and middle-income coun-
tries in particular, crash data encounters problems around the accessibility, accuracy, and
adequacy of data. Therefore, assessment methods that consider the parameters of conflicts
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(conflict-based approach) can be considered a suitable and reliable alternative for assessing
the safety of roundabouts [4]. Surrogate Safety Measures (SSMs) are one of the most accu-
rate approaches for functional analysis of roundabouts [5,6]. Currently, this method is used
to assess developed roundabouts such as one-lane, two-lane, and Dumb-Bell Roundabouts,
as well as recent alternative types of roundabouts such as Turbo roundabouts, traffic calm-
ing circles, etc., and alternative types of roundabouts at development phases, such as flower
roundabouts, target roundabouts, etc. [7].

Transit Priority Systems (TSP) such as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) types in urban at-grade
intersections have always been a challenge for traffic and transportation engineers due to
the resulting confrontation with other vehicles [8]. This challenge is defined at signalized
intersections and roundabouts. In signalized intersections, engineers have implemented
TSP accurately by changing and optimizing the timing of traffic lights. In roundabouts,
however, a kind of developed roundabout with a Transitional Central Island, known as
“Hamburger Roundabouts”, are used [7]. This type of roundabout has been designed for
the TSP, and can improve both traffic parameters and the safety of the public transit system
due to the resulting reduction of conflicts with other vehicles [9–11]. Because Hamburger
Roundabouts have separate lanes on the central island, they separate the movement of
public transport vehicles from other vehicles (Figure 1a). In this research, this type of
roundabout is called Separated Central Island (SCI). This name is due to the lack of a
physical separation barrier in the central island for BRT buses (Figure 1b).
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Studies have provided a simple analysis of conflicts and possible collision points in
Hamburger Roundabouts [7,12]. However, SCI roundabouts can have various conflict
points (Figure 1b). Moreover, considering the driving behavior of vehicles, the number of
crossing lanes, and the volume of traffic flow in these roundabouts, simple analyses such
as Figure 1 (merging, diverging, crossing, and weaving points) cannot provide an accurate
assessment of the number, type, and severity of roundabout conflicts.

The main objective of this study is to conduct an assessment analysis of the safety
performance of SCI roundabouts. As a case study, conflicts in an SCI roundabout were cal-
culated using the Surrogate Safety Assessment Model (SSAM). For this purpose, trajectory
data of vehicles in the roundabout were collected using video recording by Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) and entered into Deep traffic video analysis software (DataFromSky).
Then, the trajectory output of the vehicles was entered into SSAM 3.0 software for safety
analysis. To achieve other research objectives, the output parameters of the SSAM were
investigated. These other objectives included: (I) the number, type, and severity of conflicts
based on the Time-to-Collision (TTC); (II) risk scoring of conflicts based on the speed differ-
ence of the vehicles involved in the collision (Max∆V); (III) the maximum speed of vehicles
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against the TTC during a collision; and (IV) identification of zones prone to conflicts in
SCI roundabouts as compared to conventional roundabouts. To accomplish the stated
objectives, in the literature review section, the existing research gaps in studies conducted
on SCI roundabouts are reviewed. Then, a novel diagnostic process devised specifically
for SCI roundabouts is explained in the methodology section. Next, in the analysis section,
risk analysis and scoring are carried out using two distinct methods, a new zoning system
is established for diagnosing these roundabouts, and the obtained results are compared
with the crash data collected from this roundabout. Finally, the important results of this
research are presented in the conclusion section.

2. Literature Review

Studies regarding roundabout safety reveal that two main techniques, crash-based
and conflict-based, have drawn the attention of researchers. The Traffic Conflict Technique
(TCT) is proactive because there is no need to wait for collisions to be recorded before
performing the analysis [13]. Table 1 shows the studies carried out in roundabout safety
diagnosis using the conflict-based method. In most studies, the trajectories of vehicles
inside the roundabouts have been obtained using the following two methods:

(i) Trajectories obtained from UAV footage and image processing
(ii) Trajectories obtained from simulation software such as VISSIM and AIMSUN

To employ the latter technique, in addition to various parameters such as vehicle speed,
volume, and type of vehicle in the simulation software, the driving behavior of the vehicles
at the entrance of and inside the roundabout (vehicle headways, longitudinal, lateral and
acceleration maneuvers) should be calibrated to ensure that the results are reliable [14]. In
taking videos with a UAV [15], the actual behavior is used after processing the image as
a file in ‘.trj’ format, which can be more suitable than the simulation technique. For this
reason, the UAV method [16] was used in this study. In addition, according to Table 1,
almost all studies of safety analysis applying the conflict-based method have utilized SSAM
for performance analysis and roundabout safety diagnosis. To this end, SSAM 3.0 is used in
this study. In SSAM, most studies have used the TTC and Post-Encroachment Time (PET).
However, in addition to TTC and PET, other studies [17–21] have assessed the Max∆V,
MaxS, and Deceleration Rate (DR) as well. In this study, we used the TTC, Max∆V, and
MaxS indicators for risk analysis. The definitions of these parameters are as follows:

TTC: the minimum collision time between two vehicles that will collide with each other if
they do not change their direction of movement [22].
Max∆V: speed changes between two colliding vehicles [23].
MaxS: the maximum speed of each vehicle during the collision [23].

The risk analyses performed on the conflicts were done to determine the risk of conflict
severity. These methods are usually based on the speed of conflict and the TTC [24–26]. In
the current study, Hyden’s method [24] was used to determine serious and non-serious
conflicts. For the severity level, risk level, and Conflict Classification, the FHWA method
was utilized [25].

Table 1. Studies conducted with SSAM related to roundabout safety.

Study
(Year) Roundabout Type Trajectory Method

Investigation
Performance

Analysis Indicators

Shawky et al., 2022 [4] Conventional roundabout UAV SSAM PET

Leonardi and Distefano
2023 [12]

Conventional roundabout and
turbo-roundabout Aimsun SSAM TTC, PET, DR,

MaxS

Giuffrè et al., 2019 [17]
Single-roundabout

Double-lane roundabout
and turbo-roundabout

VISSIM and Aimsun SSAM TTC, PET,
MaxS,
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Table 1. Cont.

Study
(Year) Roundabout Type Trajectory Method

Investigation
Performance

Analysis Indicators

Bahmankhah et al., 2022 [18] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET, DR,
MaxS, DeltaS

Karwand et al., 2023 [19] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM PET, TTC, Max
DST, Max S

Vasconcelos, et al., 2014 [20]
Single-lane roundabout
double-lane roundabout

turbo- roundabout
Aimsun SSAM

TTC, PET,
DeltaS (Relative

Speed)

Gallelli et al., 2021 [21] Conventional roundabout and
turbo- roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET, DR,

MaxS, DeltaS

Giuffrè et al., 2017 [27]

Double-lane roundabout
Turbo-roundabout
Flower roundabout
Target roundabout

VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET

Tesoriere et al., 2021 [28]
Unconventional

elliptical and
turbo-roundabout

VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET

Giuffrè et al., 2018 [29]
Single-roundabout

Double-lane roundabout
and turbo-roundabout

VISSIM and Aimsun SSAM TTC, PET

Liu et al., 2020 [30] Rotor design developed for a
five-leg roundabout VISSIM SSAM Max∆V, TTC

Gallelli et al., 2019 [31] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC

Virdi et al., 2019 [32] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC

Ghanim et al., 2020 [33] Signalized roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET

Morando et al., 2018 [34] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET

Al-Ghandour et al., 2011 [35] Single-lane roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC

Bulla-Cruz et al., 2020 [36] Conventional Roundabout VISSIM SSAM TTC, PET

Current study Separated Central Island (SCI)
roundabout UAV SSAM TTC, MaxS,

Max∆V

In recent years, studies have been carried out on the safety of various roundabout
alternatives, such as conventional roundabouts, single-, dual, and triple-lane roundabouts,
elliptical roundabouts, flower roundabouts, turbo roundabouts, rotor roundabouts, and
signalized roundabouts [6,8,37–41]. Regarding hamburger roundabouts or SCI, only traffic
flow parameters have been evaluated, and only in two studies [9,42]. However, despite
the use of such roundabouts in countries such as Spain and Sweden, few studies have
addressed this issue. There is only one SCI roundabout in Iran, which was selected here
as a case study. Therefore, the diagnosis of the safety of SCI roundabouts is the novelty of
this article. According to the information presented in Table 1, all previous studies have
examined the safety of roundabouts using simulation methods. Only two studies [4,13]
have utilized UAVs for evaluation. However, these two studies solely used the SSAM
method for diagnosis, and did not employ the risk scoring method for risk analysis. Among
the studies listed in Table 1, only Liu et al. [30] employed the IOWA risk analysis. This
analysis aims to develop an index to predict the Modification Conflict Factor (MCF). Other
studies focused on developing an index to predict the number of conflicts in a method-
oriented manner, while the present study deals with diagnosis, which is one of the main
research fields in evaluating the safety of roundabouts [4,13]. To achieve this, a combined
process has been defined, including diagnosis of SCI roundabouts to identify new areas
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prone to severe conflicts compared to conventional roundabouts, risk scoring for the entire
roundabout, and a comparison of crash statistics.

3. Materials and Methods

A procedure was defined to diagnose the safety of SCI roundabouts. The videos pre-
pared from the traffic flow, which included all types of motorized vehicles and pedestrians,
were calibrated and analyzed using videography in the DataFromSky image processing
software. The ‘.trj’ file format was entered into SSAM 3.0 [43] as an output to calculate TTC,
Max∆V, and MaxS parameters. According to SSAM, types of conflicts were divided into
three categories: crossing (conflict angle 0 to 30 degrees), rear-end (30 to 80 degrees), and
lane-change (80 to 180 degrees) (Figure 2). Then, the risk analysis was applied using the
Hyden [24] and FHWA [25] methods as the main criteria for the calculated parameters.
Finally, the frequency of conflict severity, severity level, and class of each conflict were
obtained (Figure 3).
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3.1. Field Study of SCI Roundabout by UAV

As the only implemented SCI roundabout in Iran is the Barq Roundabout (Basij
Roundabout) in Mashhad City, located at the intersection of Imam Reza and Bahar streets,
it was chosen as a case study. Vehicle trajectories are required to calculate TTC, Max∆V,
and MaxS indicators in SSAM. To this end, filming was carried out using a Quantum 4-type
unmanned aerial vehicle over the Barq roundabout during peak traffic hours. Then, the
recorded videos were entered into DataFromSky. Figure 4a,b shows a sample of the images
obtained of the roundabout and one of the conflicts in the roundabout, respectively. After
entering the data, the film was first calibrated in DataFromSky. Parameters related to
calibration included speed (approaches, circular movement in the roundabout, and vehicles
stopped in the circular carriageway) and the locations of vehicles passing through the
roundabout. To calibrate these, points prepared by GPS were used in the field observations.
In the geo-registration section of the DataFromSky software (the location of the video by
geographic coordinates, allowing measurement of speed and acceleration), the UTM points
were entered and the calibration error value of the points was close to zero. After analyzing
the videos, the trajectory output of the vehicles was prepared as a ‘.trj’ file format.
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vehicle trajectories and TTCs.

3.2. Safety Analysis Measure

The ‘.trj’ file format obtained from the analysis of the videos was entered into SSAM.
To determine the risk severity levels based on Hayden’s method, as updated in the FHWA
study, the SSAM output parameters were obtained according to Figure 5 for the TTC and
MaxS indicators. According to Figure 5, serious and non-serious conflicts were determined
based on TTC and MaxS values for each conflict. The red line in Figure 5 shows the
boundary between serious and non-serious conflicts.

To determine the risk scoring of the conflicts based on TTC and Max∆V, the FHWA
report of the University of Iowa [25] was used. This section divided TTCs into four
categories, from low to extreme. In addition, the values obtained for Max∆V were divided
into three categories based on scoring from low to high. The overall scoring was obtained
based on the sum of the scores for TTC and Max∆V (from 1 to 6), which presents the
classification of conflicts in three classes. If the sum of the risk scores equals 1 or 2, the
conflict is placed in the potential class. If it is 3 and 4, the conflict is placed in the slight class.
If it is 5 and 6, the conflict is placed in the serious class. The classes indicate respective
severity levels of damage only, injury, and fatality. The highest conflict risk score was 6,
corresponding to the high injury or fatality classification, while the lowest score assigned to



Sustainability 2023, 15, 13166 7 of 19

conflicts was 1, classified as low injury or damage only. Table 2 shows the scoring method
for the mentioned parameters and the total frequency of conflicts in the studied roundabout.
The highest frequency of conflicts is related to 0 ≤ TTC ≤ 1.5, which is a score of 3, and the
lowest frequency is related to TTC ≥ 4, which is assigned a score of 0. In Max∆V scoring,
more than 99% of conflicts are at the low risk level. By adding up the scores, we calculated
that the risk scores of 1 and 2 contain 31.05% of conflicts, conflicts with risk scores of 3 and
4 contain 68.94%, and 0.01% of conflicts involve risk scores of 5 and 6.
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Table 2. Assigned TTC score based on [25].

TTC Score TTC Range (s) Frequency (%) TTC Risk Level

3 0 ≤ TTC ≤ 1.5 51.6 Extreme

2 1.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 2.5 17.4 High

1 2.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 4 15.7 Moderate

0 TTC ≥ 4 15.3 Low

Max∆V Score Max∆V Range (km/h) Frequency (%) Severity Level

1 Max∆V ≤ 32 99.98 Low

2 32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 0.01 Moderate

3 Max∆V > 64 0.01 High

Conflict Classification Overall Severity Score Frequency (%) Severity Level

Potential
1 15.35

Low ≈ Damage Only
2 15.7

Slight
3 17.4

Moderate ≈ Injury
4 51.54

Serious
5 0

High ≈ Fatality
6 0.01

4. Analysis

After analyzing the data using SSAM, a total of 10,653 conflict points were identified.
Among these, 554 conflict points were related to crossing maneuvers, 7044 were caused by
rear-end incidents, and 3055 conflict points were associated with lane change maneuvers.
The highest percentage of conflicts observed was in rear-end conflicts, accounting for
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66.12% of all identified conflicts. Lane change conflicts constituted 28.68% of the conflicts,
while crossing conflicts represented 5.2% of the total.

In Figure 6a, the trajectory of vehicles within a specific interval of the analyzed video is
illustrated to provide a visual representation of the vehicles’ movements. Figure 6b depicts
the distribution of conflict points scattered across the roundabout.
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4.1. Crossing Conflicts

In Figure 7a, the data illustrate the frequency of crossing conflicts categorized by TTC.
Figure 7b displays the distribution of crossing conflicts specifically within the roundabout.
The majority of conflicts (55.23%) occur when the TTC falls between 0 and 1.5 s, indicating
an extremely high risk level categorized as “Extreme”. Conversely, the smallest proportion
of conflicts (8.84%) happens when the TTC ranges from 1.5 to 2.5 s, which still represents
a significant risk level. Additionally, 12.45% and 23.47% of conflicts are observed to have
TTCs between 2.5 and 4 s (classified as “Moderate”) and TTCs greater than 4 s (categorized
as “Low”), respectively (refer to Table 3 for more details). More than 50% of crossing
conflicts have the highest risk score for TTC.
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Table 3. Risk of crossing conflicts, showing score and frequency.

TTC ROC ∆V ROC Overall ROC Frequency (%)

0 ≤ TTC ≤ 1.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 4 305 (55.05%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 5 0 (0%)

Max∆V > 64 6 1 (0.19%)

1.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 2.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 3 49 (8.84%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 4 0 (0%)

Max∆V > 64 5 0 (0%)

2.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 2 68 (12.26%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 3 1 (0.19%)

Max∆V > 64 4 0 (0%)

TTC ≥ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 1 130 (23.47%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 2 0 (0%)

Max∆V > 64 3 0 (0%)

Furthermore, when analyzing the risk scoring for Max∆V, it is noted that 99.6% of
crossing conflicts have Max∆V values below 32 km/h, indicating the lowest severity level,
which is labeled as “Low”.

Following our comprehensive evaluation using the TTC and Max∆V results, the
ultimate risk scores for crossing conflicts are presented in Table 4. The most prevalent
category is associated with the potential for causing injuries, accounting for 64.05% of the
conflicts. Conversely, the least common category pertains to the risk of fatality, comprising
only 0.19% of the total cases. For further details, please refer to Table 4.

Table 4. Classification of crossing conflicts: severity score and frequency.

Conflict Classification Overall Severity Score Frequency (%) Severity Level

Potential
1

198 (35.76%) Damage Only
2

Slight
3

355 (64.05%) Injury
4

Serious
5

1 (0.19%) Fatality
6

Hayden’s method [24] was employed to assess the severity levels of crossing con-
flicts, allowing for the identification of potentially serious and non-serious conflicts. These
estimates are depicted in Figure 8, where the MaxS values are plotted against the corre-
sponding TTC values. The analysis reveals that 45.6% of crossing conflicts fall within the
realm of serious conflicts.

Furthermore, as per information from [27], collision probabilities in newer round-
abouts occur more frequently when TTCs are less than 1.5 s. This high-risk region is
illustrated in red in Figure 8, representing the area with the greatest probability of an
accident. Considering the presence of an excessive number of MaxS values and TTCs below
1.5 s, it is evident that 55.24% of crossing conflicts carry the potential for crashes.
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4.2. Rear-End Conflicts

Figure 9a shows the frequency of rear-end conflict based on different TTC categories.
Most conflicts related to TTC are between 0 and 1.5 (51.5%), which is the highest risk level
(Extreme), while the lowest number of conflicts is related to TTCs greater than 4 s (High
risk level) (15.6%). TTCs between 1.5 and 2.5 s account for 16.98% of conflicts (High) and
TTCs between 2.5 and 4 s account for 15.91% (Moderate). Risk scoring based on Max∆V
indicates that all speed changes between vehicles are less than 32 km/h. Therefore, the
lowest Max∆V risk score (RS = 1) is assigned to rear-end conflicts (Table 5).
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Table 5. Risk of rear-end conflicts: score and frequency.

TTC ROC ∆V ROC Overall ROC Frequency (%)

0 ≤ TTC ≤ 1.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 4 3628 (51.5%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 5 0

Max∆V > 64 6 0

1.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 2.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 3 1196 (16.98%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 4 0

Max∆V > 64 5 0

2.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 2 1121 (15.92%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 3 0

Max∆V > 64 4 0

TTC ≥ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 1 1099 (15.6%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 2 0

Max∆V > 64 3 0
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The overall risk scoring results for this type of conflict in the studied roundabout are
presented in Table 6. The findings indicate that the majority of conflicts are categorized as
“Injury”, accounting for 68.48% of the incidents. There are no conflicts resulting in fatalities,
while conflicts causing only damage represent 31.52% of the total cases.

Table 6. Classification of rear-end conflicts: severity score and frequency.

Conflict Classification Overall Severity Score Frequency (%) Severity Level

Potential
1

2220 (31.52%) Damage Only
2

Slight
3

4824 (68.48%) Injury
4

Serious 5 0 Fatality

Employing Hayden conflict severity levels, the TTCs obtained from the studied round-
about were plotted against the MaxS values of points with the potential for serious and
non-serious conflicts (see Figure 10). According to the results, 31.9% of conflicts are placed
in the area of serious conflicts. According to the study of Giuffrè [27], the safety assessment
of conflicts with the highest crash probability for new roundabouts was performed based
on TTCs of less than 1.5 s. According to the results, 51.5% of rear-end conflicts had a
TTC of less than 1.5 s. This indicates that this type has the highest crash probability in
SCI roundabouts.
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4.3. Lane-Change Conflicts

Regarding lane-change conflicts, the majority of conflicts related to TTC occur when
the TTC is between 0 and 1.5 s, representing 51% of the total. This range corresponds to the
highest risk level, classified as “Extreme”. Conversely, the lowest number of conflicts are
associated with TTCs greater than 4 s, accounting for 13.32% of the conflicts and falling
under the “Low risk level” category. TTCs between 1.5 and 2.5 s account for 19.84% of the
conflicts (categorized as “High risk”), while TTCs between 2.5 and 4 s account for 15.84%
of the conflicts (classified as “Moderate risk”) (refer to Figure 11a).
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Furthermore, evaluating the risk scoring based on the Max∆V, it is observed that
all speed changes between vehicles remained below 32 km/h. As a result, lane-change
conflicts receive the lowest Max∆V risk score (Table 7).

Table 7. Risk of lane-change conflicts: score and frequency.

TTC ROC ∆V ROC Overall ROC Frequency (%)

0 ≤ TTC ≤ 1.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 4 1558 (51%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 5 0

Max∆V > 64 6 0

1.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 2.5

Max∆V ≤ 32 3 606 (19.84%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 4 0

Max∆V > 64 5 0

2.5 ≤ TTC ≤ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 2 484 (15.84%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 3 0

Max∆V > 64 4 0

TTC ≥ 4

Max∆V ≤ 32 1 407 (13.32%)

32 ≤ Max∆V ≤ 64 2 0

Max∆V > 64 3 0

The results of the overall risk scoring for such conflicts in the studied roundabout are
shown in Table 8. The results show that most of the conflicts that occurred in these conflicts
were injury-related (70.83%). There were no fatal conflicts, and damage only conflicts
represented 29.17% of the total.

Table 8. Classification of lane-change conflicts: severity score and frequency.

Conflict
Classification

Overall Severity
Score Frequency (%) Severity Level

Potential
1

891 (29.17%) Damage Only
2

Slight
3

2164 (70.83%) Injury
4

Serious 5 0 Fatality
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Based on Hayden’s risk levels, 28.3% of lane-change conflicts fall into the category
of serious conflicts (see Figure 12). Additionally, according to the red zone, 51% of the
lane-change conflicts in the SCI roundabout have a TTC of less than 1.5 s, which falls within
the range of conflicts with the highest probability of crashes.
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4.4. Zoning Safety Diagnostics of SCI Roundabout

In this section, safety zoning was conducted for the studied SCI roundabout as part
of the roundabout diagnosis process. Taking into account the conflict angle of vehicles
and the roundabout’s geometric shape intended to prioritize the BRT (Bus Rapid Transit)
public transit system, the roundabout was divided into 14 zones (as shown in Figure 13).
Among these zones, four are related to the Weaving section (areas 3, 6, 9, and 12) of the SCI
roundabout, two zones belong to the Crossing section (zones 13 and 14 in red color), four
zones are associated with the Entry section (2, 5, 8, and 11), and four zones pertain to the
Exit sections (1, 4, 7, and 10). Following the safety zoning of the roundabout, the number of
each type of conflict was analyzed and examined based on the conflict angle for each of the
14 zones. Table 9 presents the results of the conflict analysis, displaying the number and
percentage share of conflicts in all the defined zones on the SCI roundabout categorized by
conflict angle.
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Table 9. Identification of conflict-prone zones based on the type of conflict.

Sections of SCI
Roundabout

Safety Zone
Number

Number of Conflict Type (%)

Crossing Rear-End Lane Change

Exit Section

1 18 72.13 9.87

4 18.75 72.5 8.75

7 21.95 41.46 36.59

10 6.6 26.6 66.8

Entry Section

2 13.95 76.74 9.31

5 7.69 87.69 4.62

8 20.58 55.88 23.54

11 3 93.93 3.07

Weaving Section

3 5.65 66.07 28.28

6 4.93 46.71 48.36

9 1 70.23 28.77

12 3.82 49.36 46.82

Crossing Section
13 14.03 56.14 29.83

14 13.42 68.45 18.13

Through the analysis of roundabout videos, it was observed that there are intersections
between the BRT and cars at the borders of the 3rd to 14th zones as well as between the
9th and 13th zones. Additionally, all conflicts between BRT and cars that occur in the 14th
and 13th zones are of the crossing type (as shown in Figure 14). Examination of the results
revealed that 37% of the total crossing conflicts involve BRT and car interactions, signifying
a significant proportion of the overall crossing conflicts. Consequently, employing this
zoning method allowed us to identify two conflict-prone zones (zones 13 and 14) within
these roundabouts, in contrast to conventional roundabouts.

Sustainability 2023, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 20 
 

 

 
Figure 13. SCI roundabout zoning. 

Through the analysis of roundabout videos, it was observed that there are intersec-
tions between the BRT and cars at the borders of the 3rd to 14th zones as well as between 
the 9th and 13th zones. Additionally, all conflicts between BRT and cars that occur in the 
14th and 13th zones are of the crossing type (as shown in Figure 14). Examination of the 
results revealed that 37% of the total crossing conflicts involve BRT and car interactions, 
signifying a significant proportion of the overall crossing conflicts. Consequently, employ-
ing this zoning method allowed us to identify two conflict-prone zones (zones 13 and 14) 
within these roundabouts, in contrast to conventional roundabouts. 

 
Figure 14. The area prone to conflict between BRT and car. 

 

 

12 
1 

2  
3 6 7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

13 

14 

4 5 

Figure 14. The area prone to conflict between BRT and car.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 13166 15 of 19

To achieve this, the zones were analyzed separately. To do this, the input volumes
(circulating volumes in the roundabout) were calculated for zones 3 to 14 and 9 to 13 by
setting up a counter gate in DataFromSky. The conversion rate of the number of passing
volumes from the two traffic flows, cars and BRT (Bus Rapid Transit) into conflicts was
assessed. For this evaluation, the trend of changes in the ratio of BRT to car volumes
(VBRT/VCar) over 45 min intervals was analyzed in nine 5 min segments using aerial images
captured by the UAV. The trend of changes reveals that the number of conflicts between
BRT and cars rises as the ratio of BRT to car entry volume increases every five minutes
(Figure 15). Therefore, it can be inferred that as the volume of vehicles in zones 13 and 14,
increases along with the circulating vehicle volume in the roundabout, the incidence of
crossing conflicts between buses and cars increases as well.
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4.5. Comparing Crash Data and Conflict Severity

Figure 16 shows the number of crashes in the studied roundabout in Mashhad. These
statistics are from 2011 to 2018 and have been prepared by Mashhad Police Department. In
the years that the study was conducted, there were no fatal crashes, 84% of the crashes were
injuries, and 16% were damage-only crashes. In contrast, when investigating the safety of
the studied roundabout through conflict-based risk scoring, the results showed that 69% of
the conflicts were related to injury and 31% were damage-only. In this study, because we
had limited access to the accident data recorded by the police for the years 2019 to 2022, we
utilized 8-year data from 2011 to 2018.
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According to Figure 16, only the statistics for two years, 2011 and 2014, indicate that
the number of injury crashes was more than that of crashes causing damage only; in these
years, there was only a slight difference (maximum of two crashes). For all the years,
cumulatively or average, the total number of yearly injury accidents is more (indeed, more
than double) the number of damage crashes for the studied roundabout. Figure 17 shows
that among all the identified conflicts, only one was at the fatal severity level, which was
not regarded due to its low frequency. The number of injury conflicts was two times that
of damaging conflicts. A comparison of the results of conflict risk severity obtained from
the study of the number of conflicts and crash data for the roundabout shows a significant
relationship between the frequency of conflict severity and crashes in the roundabout.
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5. Conclusions

This study was undertaken to analyze the safety performance of Separated Central
Island (SCI) roundabouts in the context of a transit priority system. To achieve this goal, a
case study was conducted on the sole SCI roundabout located in Mashhad, Iran. A safety
diagnosis procedure was established utilizing trajectory data acquired from a UAV and
analyzed using SSAM software. The results of the data analysis concerning the indicators
of Time-to-Collision (TTC), maximum change in vehicle speed (Max∆V), and maximum
lateral acceleration (MaxS) for the vehicles involved in conflicts are as follows:

- It is concluded that TTCs between 0 and 1.5 s have the highest frequency compared to
other categories. The lowest frequency of the TTC category is related to TTCs that are
longer than 4 s. Therefore, more than 50% of conflict points have extreme risk levels.

- It was observed that more than 99% of the vehicles in the roundabout are moving with
a speed difference of 32 km/h or less. In conclusion, the majority of vehicles in the
roundabout are maintaining a safe speed difference. This is likely attributed to the
implementation of traffic calming measures and high traffic flow density. The number
of conflicts is primarily linked to the injury type, with the lowest number occurring
in cases of fatality. Out of all conflicts, 31% are of the damaging type, while 69% are
injury-related. When examining conflict types individually, lane-change conflicts have
the highest frequency of injury, while rear-end conflicts have the lowest frequency.
On the other hand, crossing conflicts have the highest frequency of damage, while
lane-change conflicts have the lowest.

- The MaxS versus TTC diagram was used to categorize conflict points into serious and
non-serious conflicts. Among the conflict types, 45.6% of crossing conflicts, 31.9% of
rear-end conflicts, and 28.3% of lane-change conflicts fell into the category of serious
conflicts. However, when assessing the risk levels in the roundabouts for collisions
involving crossing (55.24%), rear-end (51.5%), and lane-change (51%) conflicts, it was
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found that these types of conflicts have the highest probability of resulting in crashes
in this type of roundabout.

- Our analysis of 8-year crash data and the severity of conflicts indicates that crashes
and injuries make the most substantial contribution to accidents in these roundabouts.
Fortunately, crashes and fatal conflicts represent the lowest quantities, and are negligi-
ble for conflicts. In the 8-year crash data this value is zero, which depicts the accuracy
of the conflict-based safety assessment approach used in this study. Therefore, if there
is a traffic flow in the form of prioritized public transit in similar roundabouts, the
findings of this study can be applied. In other words, if traffic and urban safety design-
ers and engineers prioritize TSP and manage to convert conventional roundabouts
into SCI roundabouts, the findings of this study can offer valuable insights into both
overall and specific implications. Additionally, this analysis can provide an initial
forecast of the severity, types, and frequency of conflicts within different areas of
SCI roundabouts.

- The use of surrogate safety assessment models has been successfully applied, and
appears crucial for future studies on rural and urban roundabouts due to limited
and/or inaccurate crash data. For future studies on SCI roundabouts, we propose
investigating the influence of the length of the separated area in the central island and
the impact of traffic lights on these roundabouts to prioritize the public transit system
and improve the safety performance of SCI roundabouts.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.H., A.S.A.N., O.R., K.S. and H.S.; methodology, A.S.A.N.,
O.R. and K.S; software, M.H., A.S.A.N. and O.R.; validation, A.S.A.N., O.R. and H.S.; formal analysis,
M.H., A.S.A.N., O.R., K.S. and H.S.; investigation, K.S.; resources, M.H., A.S.A.N., O.R., K.S. and
H.S.; data curation, O.R. and A.S.A.N.; writing—original draft preparation, M.H., A.S.A.N., O.R., K.S.
and H.S.; writing—review and editing, K.S. and O.R,; visualization, A.S.A.N. and O.R; supervision,
K.S.; project administration, O.R. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data are available upon request to the corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest in the present study.

References
1. Fernandes, P.; Salamati, K.; Rouphail, N.M.; Coelho, M.C. The effect of a roundabout corridor’s design on selecting the optimal

crosswalk location: A multi-objective impact analysis. Int. J. Sustain. Transp. 2017, 11, 206–220. [CrossRef]
2. Rahmani, O.; Abdollahzadeh Nasiri, A.S.; Aghayan, I. The Effect of the Number of Right-Turn and Left-Turn Lanes on the

Performance of Undersaturated Signalized Intersections. J. Adv. Transp. 2023, 2023, 8764498. [CrossRef]
3. Montella, A. Identifying crash contributory factors at urban roundabouts and using association rules to explore their relationships

to different crash types. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2011, 43, 1451–1463. [CrossRef]
4. Shawky, M.; Alsobky, A.; Al Sobky, A.; Hassan, A. Traffic safety assessment for roundabout intersections using drone photography

and conflict technique. Ain Shams Eng. J. 2023, 14, 102115. [CrossRef]
5. Gettman, D.; Pu, L.; Sayed, T.; Shelby, S.G.; Energy, S. Surrogate Safety Assessment Model and Validation; Turner-Fairbank Highway

Research Center: McLean, VA, USA, 2008.
6. Wang, C.; Xie, Y.; Huang, H.; Liu, P. A review of surrogate safety measures and their applications in connected and automated

vehicles safety modeling. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2021, 157, 106157. [CrossRef]
7. Tollazzi, T. Alternative Types of Roundabouts; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2015.
8. Gitelman, V.; Korchatov, A. Exploring the safety level of a signalized roundabout with crossing BRT: An observational pilot, in

Israel. Trans. Transp. Sci. 2022, 12, 44–54. [CrossRef]
9. Aakre, E.; Aakre, A. Simulating transit priority: Continuous median lane roundabouts. Procedia Comput. Sci. 2017, 109, 849–854.

[CrossRef]
10. Xiao, G.; Xiao, Y.; Ni, A.; Zhang, C.; Zong, F. Exploring influence mechanism of bikesharing on the use of public transportation—A

case of Shanghai. Transp. Lett. 2023, 15, 269–277. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2016.1237689
https://doi.org/10.1155/2023/8764498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2011.02.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asej.2023.102115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2021.106157
https://doi.org/10.5507/tots.2021.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2017.05.400
https://doi.org/10.1080/19427867.2022.2093287


Sustainability 2023, 15, 13166 18 of 19

11. Guangnian, X.; Qiongwen, L.; Anning, N.; Zhang, C. Research on carbon emissions of public bikes based on the life cycle theory.
Transp. Lett. 2023, 15, 278–295. [CrossRef]

12. Leonardi, S.; Distefano, N. Turbo-Roundabouts as an Instrument for Improving the Efficiency and Safety in Urban Area: An
Italian Case Study. Sustainability 2023, 15, 3223. [CrossRef]

13. Sadeq, H.; Sayed, T. Automated roundabout safety analysis: Diagnosis and remedy of safety problems. J. Transp. Eng. 2016,
142, 04016062. [CrossRef]

14. Feldman, O. The GEH Measure and Quality of the Highway Assignment Models; Association for European Transport and Contributors:
London, UK, 2012.

15. Sha, D.; Gao, J.; Yang, D.; Zuo, F.; Ozbay, K. Calibrating stochastic traffic simulation models for safety and operational measures
based on vehicle conflict distributions obtained from aerial and traffic camera videos. Accid. Anal. Prev. 2023, 179, 106878.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Aminfar, A.; Boroujerdian, A.M.; Karimi, A. Evaluation of Reverse Curves Focusing on the Lateral Friction Demand on Four-lane
Divided Highways. Transp. Eng. 2023, 13, 100188. [CrossRef]

17. Giuffrè, O.; Granà, A.; Tumminello, M.L.; Giuffrè, T.; Trubia, S. Surrogate measures of safety at roundabouts in AIMSUN
and VISSIM environment. In Roundabouts as Safe and Modern Solutions in Transport Networks and Systems: 15th Scientific and
Technical Conference “Transport Systems. Theory and Practice 2018”, Katowice, Poland, September 17–19, 2018, Selected Papers; Springer
International Publishing: Cham, Switzerland, 2019; pp. 53–64.

18. Bahmankhah, B.; Macedo, E.; Fernandes, P.; Coelho, M.C. Micro driving behaviour in different roundabout layouts: Pollutant
emissions, vehicular jerk, and traffic conflicts analysis. Transp. Res. Procedia 2022, 62, 501–508. [CrossRef]

19. Karwand, Z.; Mokhtar, S.; Suzuki, K.; Oloruntobi, O.; Shah, M.Z.; Misnan, S.H. Impact of Splitter-Island on Pedestrian Safety at
Roundabout Using Surrogate Safety Measures: A Comparative Study. Sustainability 2023, 15, 5359. [CrossRef]

20. Vasconcelos, L.; Silva, A.B.; Seco, Á.M.; Fernandes, P.; Coelho, M.C. Turboroundabouts: Multicriterion assessment of intersection
capacity, safety, and emissions. Transp. Res. Rec. 2014, 2402, 28–37. [CrossRef]

21. Jiang, C.; He, J.; Zhu, S.; Zhang, W.; Li, G.; Xu, W. Injury-Based Surrogate Resilience Measure: Assessing the Post-Crash Traffic
Resilience of the Urban Roadway Tunnels. Sustainability 2023, 15, 6615. [CrossRef]

22. Ding, S.; Abdel-Aty, M.; Zheng, O.; Wang, Z.; Wang, D. Clustering framework to identify traffic conflicts and determine thresholds
based on trajectory data. arXiv 2023, arXiv:2303.16651.

23. Giuffrè, T.; Granà, A.; Trubia, S. Safety evaluation of turbo-roundabouts with and without internal traffic separations considering
autonomous vehicles operation. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8810. [CrossRef]

24. Hydén, C. The Development of a Method for Traffic Safety Evaluation: The Swedish Conflicts Technique; Department of Traffic Planning
and Engineering, Lund University: Lund, Sweden, 1987; p. 5.

25. Souleyrette, R.; Hochstein, J. Development of a Conflict Analysis Methodology Using SSAM (No. InTrans Project10-376); The Institute
for Transportation, Iowa State University: Ames, IA, USA, 2012.

26. Kronprasert, N.; Sutheerakul, C.; Satiennam, T.; Luathep, P. Intersection safety assessment using video-based traffic conflict
analysis: The case study of Thailand. Sustainability 2021, 13, 12722. [CrossRef]

27. Giuffrè, T.; Trubia, S.; Canale, A.; Persaud, B. Using microsimulation to evaluate safety and operational implications of newer
roundabout layouts for European Road networks. Sustainability 2017, 9, 2084. [CrossRef]
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