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ABSTRACT

PURPOSES : This research is to evaluate the effects of zig-zag marking.
METHODS : Based on the literature review, This research adopt Comparison Group method which was developed by Hauer.

RESULTS : The findings are as follows. Effectiveness of treatment at all site 1.06, intersection 0.92, median bus lane 1.93, school zone 0.50,
below 6-lane 0.48, above 6-lane 1.19, cat vs person 0.57, car vs car 1.36, car only 1.29.

CONCLUSIONS : Though the analysis, it was founded that zig-zag marking on the small scale road(below 6-lane) and school zone
contribute to reduce traffic accidents(effectiveness of the treatment : 0.50, 0.48). But the accidents at large scale road and median bus lane
where installed zig-zag marking demonstrated negative result.(effectiveness of the treatment indicates exceed 1.0).
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Table 1. Purpose of Zig—zag Marking by Law
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Classification ’\:;)'nsf Type |Characteristic 5 | M~
ElemeGr?t(;r:jOSkchool 3 |intersection| School Zone - ataiatich Aﬁer lllllllllllll
Kyungdong Market| 6 |Intersection| General w0 . ‘ .
NIS Intersection 8 |Intersection General 2008 2009 2010 2011 (Year)
Imp* Well wedding beffet 8 Others General
Shinhan bank 8 Others General Fig 2. Temporal Extent of Analysis
Songwha market 6 Others General
Doksan hill bus stop| 10 |Intersection|Median bus lane Table 4. Number of Accidents
Sambu Apt. 6 Others  |Median bus lane : :
Elemheﬂriz?jggc | 3 |mersecion| schoo! zone Classification Fatal S.i:frl;s :‘:;8?\; Total
Agricultural ‘ Gocheok Elementary | 1 1 1
Cooperatives, 6 |Intersection| General School
: Gos.anja—ro. : Kyungdong Market | 1 3 2 5
Sls\;/(?:];l;tsgizc;fn 8 |Intersection|  General | NIS Infersection 0 5 1 7
Com| ot Office 8 | Others | General Imprtoved Well wedding beffet | 0 | 5 | 9 | 13
Nakseongdge 8 Others General (Bs;fgfe) Shinhan bank 1 9 15 24
subway station Songwha market 0 2 4 6
Jinhung Apt. 6 Others General Doksan hill bus stop | 0 13 oo 35
gﬁg:%:in;g; 10 |Intersection|Median bus lane Sambu Apt. 2| 5 4 |10
Sinil High School | 6 | Others |Median bus lane Total 7| M9 | 223 | 348
* Improved sites, Comparison sites (AL
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Gocheok Elementary 0 1 0 1
School
Kyungdong Market 0 1 1 12
NIS Intersection 0 3 13 16
improved  \well wedding beffet | 0 | 1 7
sites -
(After) Shinhan bank 0 6 14
Songwha market 0 0 3
Doksan hill bus stop | O 4 14 18
Sambu Apt. 0 4 3 7
Total 3 87 198 | 288
Maebong Elementary 0 0 5 5
School
Agricultural Qooperatlves, 0 5 5 4
Gosanja—ro
Sinwol intersection 0 4 23 27
Yeongdeungpo Post
Comp. Office 01 1 T8
sites*
(Before) | NaKseongdae subway | |5 | 4 | 45
station
Jinhung Apt. 0 3 4 7
Geumchen—gu Office 1 10 50 63
bus stop
Sinil High School 1 5 4 10
Total 6 88 223 | 316
Maebong Elementary 0 0 1 1
School
Agricultural Cgoperatlves, 0 0 5 5
Gosanja—ro
Sinwol intersection 1 4 13 18
Yeongdeungpo Post
Comp. Office 0 2 AR
sites
(After) Nakseongd?e subway 0 1 4 5
station
Jinhung Apt. 0 2 3 5
Geumchen—gu Office 0 1 31 3
bus stop
Sinil High School 1 1 4 6
Total 5 59 166 | 230

* Comparison sites
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Table 5. Evaluation Results(all sites)

Index Accidents EPDO
Ny 63.0 200.8
Nat 51.9 161.1
Ny 52.2 166.1
N 40.5 129.4

A 51.9 161.1
T 47.9 165.5
0 1.06 1.03
5 -4.0 -5.6

oo} 0.20 0.11
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AR Aol et T288W BAAT wajg 189
T84 A== 0.92(EPDO 0.97), @2 152 8&
A Hz 1.31(EPDO 1.25)2 YERY wAt2 1F o)A
oF 8% A=) At a 7} Qe Ao A EI
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Table 6. Evaluation Results(by road type)

e Intersection Others

Accidents EPDO Accidents EPDO

Ny 60.4 183.7 64.4 210.4
Nt 495 153.4 53.3 165.4
Ny 60.3 189.8 473 151.6
Noe 53.3 163.8 33.3 110.3
A 495 153.4 53.3 165.4
T 52.6 157.7 44.4 152.0

0 0.92 0.97 1.31 1.25

) 3.1 4.3 -8.9 -13.4
o{0} 0.18 0.11 0.24 0.13

Jey, mAE 289 95% AZ7rtefAe] a&A
A 0.68~1.27(0.76~1.11 22 &A= o] UF 17t
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oM WEAILIF F718 S Sl Ao el
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2.00
Intersection A 178
1.60
1.31
1.20 A 127
0.80 ik 4-0.53
4 058
0.40
0.00
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Table 7. Evaluation Results(by Characteristic)

- General Median bus lane| School zone
Acc* | EPDO | Acc | EPDO | Acc | EPDO

Ny 573 | 1804 | 913 | 300.7 | 350 | 105.1
Not 410 | 1255 | 982 | 3115 | 222 66.6
N 440 | 1330 | 90.3 | 3006 | 238 | 109.3
Noe 387 | 1228 | 498 | 163.9 | 305 91.6
A 410 | 1255 | 982 | 3115 | 222 66.6
T 491 | 1654 | 498 | 1634 | 431 87.3
0 0.82 | 0.75 1.93 1.89 0.50 0.75
) 8.2 40.0 | -484 | —148.1 | 20.9 20.7
{6} | 017 | 009 | 028 | 015 | 014 | 0.12

* Accidents

ro"
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ek S84 HEE 0.24~0.772, A7) A AL
O N S
3% 0.499014 1.159] Al dehi= 2o &
HEjo], ApIAEo] mE ARgaRThe 9oy, o
B A7 Ae Aol 271 SE Qe Aor HA
= At
effectiveness of treatment P
3.00
250 A48
2.00 193
General area
10 * 138 School zone
100 A 1.15
0.82 A 077
0.50 & 049 050
® 024
0.00 T

Fig. 4 Confidence Interval(by road type)

Fig. 5 Confidence Interval(by Characteristic)
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Table 9. Evaluation Results(by accident type)

LRt BEAAT 62 vk 179 WAL & i Car vs person | Car vs car Car only
naex
&4 FX7} 0.48(EPDO 0.45)2 Yeh, A2 = Acc | EPDO | Acc | EPDO | Acc | EPDO
Wz Ao we} oF 5299 WEAFTLY] ZFAFI} N, 163 | 3741 | 2267 | 7217 | 161 | 483
ololel Aoz BAE|9rh Ny 657 | 217.2 | 216.9 | 660.7 | 20.3 | 60.9
Ny 56.0 | 206.1 | 2385 | 7271 | 140 | 503
. N
Table 8. Evaluation Results(by number of lane) 558 | 2045 | 167.0 | 5085 | 9.7 29.0
A 657 | 2172 | 2169 | 6607 | 20.3 | 60.9
. Below 6-lane Above 6-lane » 1137 | 369.4 | 1581 | 5041 | 10.4 | 27.3
Accidents EPDO Accidents EPDO 0 0.57 0.59 1.36 1.31 1.29 1.54
Ny 69.5 231.3 615 194.2 5 480 | 1523 | -588 |-156.6| -9.9 | -33.6
Ny 455 136.6 53.3 166.5 {6} | 0.09 | 005 | 013 | 0.07 | 043 | 0.30
N, 238 86.6 58.1 182.6
N 33.9 101.6 41.9 135.4 a8y 2t 220 AgdE 189 A zzk
A 455 136.6 53.3 166.5 1.367} 1.299] A84 HEE Holk Ao HAFo|
- M8 | 2081 | 436 | 132 A2 A A} )R} - A Ak <
0 0.48 0.45 1.19 115 PO Mo Aoz BAEC)
5 493 131.6 -97 -232
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